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Preface 

This is the report of the Examination in Public (EiP) that we were 
appointed to hold into the Draft London Plan Alterations - Use of Planning 

Obligations in the funding of Crossrail.  The Examination also considered 
and this report also covers our conclusions on the related Draft 

Supplementary Planning Guidance on this matter as the Mayor recognised 
that it should be considered alongside the London Plan Alterations.  

The Greater London Authority submitted the London Plan Draft Crossrail 

Alterations to the Secretary of State in May 2009.  The consultation period 
closed on 10 August 2009.  During this period and shortly thereafter there 

were a total of 49 respondents to the submission consultation and related 
documents making approximately 350 points of response. 

Thereafter we set about arranging, conducting and reporting on the 
Examination in Public as expeditiously as possible.  The key stages were: 

 

Publication of draft Matters and Participants:   16 September 2009 

First Preliminary Meeting     21 September 2009 

Final list of Matters and Participants issued  26 October 2009 

Examination in Public – opening      14 December 2009 

Examination in Public – close (day 4)    18 December 2009 

The Preliminary Meeting and the Examination itself were held in the 
Assembly Chamber, City Hall. 

One additional day, 16 December 2009, was spent on a Panel tour to 
various localities in central London, Docklands and Stratford where the 
appropriateness of seeking contributions in the manner proposed was 

disputed. 

Around 25 organisations and individuals participated at the EiP including 

the Government Office for London (GOL), a number of Councils of London 
Boroughs, the Corporation of the City of London and the representative 
body for London Councils.  There were also representatives of 

development and business interests including umbrella bodies and 
representatives of community interests. 

Following the close of the EiP we completed and submitted this report via 
the Planning Inspectorate by early February 2010.   

During the process new announcements and items of relevant information 

continued to appear, including material requested by the Panel from the 
Mayor and other participants.  Information that came out after submission 

of the Draft Crossrail Alteration but before the close of the EiP was able to 
be taken into account by the Panel and participants.  We do not believe 
that there is anything in publications issued after the close of the EiP but 

prior to submission of our report that would have caused us to reach 
materially different conclusions or recommendations, though where the 

new material is a statement of government policy, for example PPS4, 
regard has been had to such material as this has to be taken into account. 
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This report is not intended to give a full account of the Matters discussed 
in the EiP, although it generally follows the same order, with the main 

chapters corresponding to the EiP Matters.  We draw upon points made in 
discussion and in various submitted documents in order to show how we 

arrive at our conclusions.  Where we recommend changes to London Plan 
policies and supporting text our recommendations give specific wording.  
In relation to the related Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG), 

wherever possible our recommendations are also specific, though where 
geographic information is conveyed this is addressed via descriptive text 

rather than seeking to draw new maps.   Notably, GOL Circular 1/2008, 
indicates that Mayoral Policy should not normally address site specific 
matters, although this guidance does not preclude inclusion of detailed 

maps in SPG. 

The recommendations themselves are brought together at the end of each 

chapter, with each one referenced at the appropriate point in the text.  
Separate schedules are included relating to the Plan Alteration and the 
Supplementary Planning Guidance given the different statutory authority 

for these two categories of recommendations, the latter being 
distinguished as comments.  We have not generally sought to give a 

summary of our reasoning and conclusions alongside the 
recommendations and comments as these are found in the body of our 

report.  Extensive though some of the chapters are we consider they are 
the minimum necessary to give the supporting arguments for the 
recommendations and comments.  However, in the Overview below we 

have picked out key points and lessons, some of which go wider than the 
specific recommendations. 
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Overview 

i. The Examination of representations on the London Crossrail 
Alterations was in a number of respects unusual.   Firstly, the Alterations 

concerned not proposals to promote or control development, but 
mechanisms to secure part funding of a major infrastructure scheme that 

had already received Parliamentary sanction under the Crossrail Act 2008.  
In itself this did not present any particular issue as ODPM Circular 
05/2005 commends embodying the principles of any scheme that would 

seek to secure contributions on a regular and consistent basis within 
development plan documents.  The London Spatial Development Strategy 

is part of the development plan under the provisions of the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 

 
ii. The particular amount to be raised in total from developer 
contributions was also pre-determined, whether under S106 contributions, 

the primary subject of the Alterations, or under any Mayoral Community 
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) that may subsequently be proposed under Part 

11 of the Planning Act 2008.   Some questioned whether this made the 
policy embodied in the Alterations arbitrary and thus outwith the guidance 
of Circular 05/2005, but we were satisfied that the requirement to raise 

£600 million was established in national policy. 
 

iii. The provisions of the Sponsors Agreement between the previous 
Mayor and the then Secretary of State for Transport and related 
documents were laid before Parliament during consideration of what 

became the Business Rates Supplements Act 2009.  Unusually, however, 
the national policy basis for the sum to be raised was not set out in a 

Planning Policy Statement or other Ministerial Statement such as that 
governing the operation of the call-in of applications under S77 of the 
Town & Country Planning Act 1991, but has to be distilled from a number 

of related documents.  The previous Mayor gave an undertaking to seek 
developer contributions in a letter to Ruth Kelly in October 2007 (GD26) 

and the subsequent Sponsors Agreement and Heads of Terms were 
furnished to the Examination by DfT (GD23-25).  These documents are 
lengthy with only parts relevant to the context of the Examination.  There 

are also extensive tracts redacted for reasons of commercial 
confidentiality.  While we were satisfied that the documents do establish 

the requirement to raise particular sums by various means as national 
policy, should such a basis for regional or local planning policy arise in 
future, it may be more helpful for the key elements to be embodied in a 

succinct Ministerial statement. 
 

iv. A second unusual feature of the Examination was that it was not 
solely in respect of the Alterations to the London Plan but also to consider 
representations on related Supplementary Planning Guidance that sets out 

the detailed arrangements for the contributions regime.  The Mayor, 
rightly in our view, recognised that consideration of the two documents 

should be held together.  However, on behalf of the Mayor, it was 
expressly indicated that this procedure should not be seen as establishing 

any precedent for there always to be an Examination before an 
independent panel of Mayoral SPG because there is no general 
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requirement either in national legislation on Supplementary Planning 
Documents nor in the GLA Acts and GOL Circular 1/2008 for there to be 

any such Examination.  We recognise that the circumstances for the 
interrelationship of the Alterations and this particular related SPG may not 

be replicated in respect of other Mayoral SPG in future.  We also recognise 
the different statutory bases for recommendations that we make on the 
two documents and the different procedures involved in their subsequent 

finalisation after consideration of our report.  For this reason, we have 
clearly distinguished our formal recommendations on the Alterations from 

our comments on the SPG, albeit that the latter may have the greatest 
effect on how a contributions regime may be applied. 
 

v. The final unusual feature is that consideration of the relationship 
between the two tranches of developer contributions to be sought under 

S106 and under a prospective CIL had to be undertaken on a provisional 
basis as the final form that any Regulations on the CIL might take had not 
been published, still less made by Parliament, at the time of the 

Examination nor by the date of submission of this report.  Ideally, this 
situation would have been avoided by a different timing for the 

Examination of the Alterations but we accept the desirability of seeking to 
progress the Alterations as expeditiously as possible in order to provide a 

statutory basis for the contributions that are already being sought.  It also 
keeps the narrow focus of the Alterations out of the wider context of 
consideration of all the changes to the London Plan that are to be 

considered in the Examination of the Replacement London Plan later in 
2010. 

 
vi. This separation of the Alterations from the Replacement London 
Plan was subject of some criticism in representations, but we were 

satisfied that it was a prudent approach given the urgent need to 
strengthen the current basis for securing S106 contributions, particularly 

bearing in mind the present electoral uncertainties that may affect the 
introduction of any CIL.  While hampered by the need to have regard only 
to draft Regulations and Guidance and comments thereon in our 

consideration of the relationship between S106 contributions and CIL we 
are, nevertheless, satisfied that the recommendations we have made are 

adequately based and ought to prove robust in so far as they relate to the 
Alterations and SPG. 
 

vii. Overall, we were assisted in our task by the unanimous support in 
representations for the provision of Crossrail as key infrastructure to 

underpin the future economic development of Greater London and the 
wider South-East and assist in achieving other social and environmental 
objectives.  This reduced the volume of representations.  The number of 

participants was further reduced by the helpful way in which the Mayor 
and GLA responded to concerns expressed in relation to both particular 

localities and the wider effects of the recession in putting forward the 
amended October 2009 version of the SPG (which we endorse in our 
report).  There was also a universal recognition that it was appropriate to 

raise some local sources of funding within London, though some Boroughs 
sought to suggest reliance on sources other than S106 contributions.  

There remained, however, significant differences of opinion on the detail 
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of the contributions regime embodied in the SPG and these took up the 
majority of Examination time.  Our conclusions on these matters also form 

the bulk of this report. 
   

viii. In Chapter one, we consider the principle of the Alterations and 
the related SPG and accept that the proposals are properly founded in 
legislation and national policy.  Although there were representations 

arguing that more should be contained in policy as set out in the 
Alterations, leaving less to the SPG, we are satisfied that the split between 

what is set out in the statutory London Plan and the detailed SPG can be 
held to be consistent with the advice of Circular 05/2005.  We consider 
that the re-write of the Alterations proffered on behalf of a number of the 

Councils of London Boroughs, although welcomed as a helpful and positive 
contribution to the debate, would not of itself provide greater clarity within 

the statutory document.  Rather we concluded that their concerns could 
more properly be addressed by considering substantive issues in respect 
of the detail set out in the SPG. 

 
ix. In Chapter one, we also consider the procedural soundness of the 

Alterations although the soundness tests applicable to DPDs and to an 
extent under PPS11 to RSS are not strictly applicable to either the London 

Plan or Mayoral SPG under the GLA Acts or GOL Circular 1/2008.  The key 
issue is whether the EU requirements for SEA and HRA have been 
satisfied.  Although this issue was raised in written representations, we 

are satisfied that the IIA and other assessments undertaken by 
consultants on behalf of the Mayor are adequate to meet the statutory 

requirements.  In particular, we consider that there was a satisfactory 
consideration of alternatives, both in relation to possible alternative 
sources of funds through the process that led to the Sponsors Agreement, 

and in respect of the areas and uses from which contributions would be 
sought through the studies undertaken on behalf of the Mayor by Colin 

Buchanan and Partners and Jones Lang LaSalle.  These alternatives are 
referred to in the IIA.  We agree with the GLA that the different 
judgements as between their consultants and those making 

representations are within the bounds of legitimate professional opinion.  
We also agree with GOL that there is no requirement for separate SA/SEA 

of the SPG but that the way in which that for the Alterations has had 
regard to the content of the SPG is appropriate.  And, given that the 
proposed change to priorities for S106 Agreements is confined to that 

within the Strategic Transport Infrastructure category, we do not consider 
that the Alterations ought to have any likely significant effects on 

ecological, heritage or other considerations.  We had regard to all other 
procedural requirements and are satisfied that the Alterations and SPG are 
sound in this respect. 

 
x. In Chapter two, we consider the areas within which contributions 

should be sought.  We accept that the October 2009 version of the SPG, 
which we have endorsed as the basis for subsequent recommendations, is 

clearer about the extent to which contributions would be sought in areas 
outside the Central London and Isle of Dogs Contributions Areas.  
However, we consider that this still needs greater clarity and we have 

recommended inclusion of a third plan as Annex 3 in the SPG which would 
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show indicative radii approximately 1 km around all Crossrail stations in 
Greater London outside the Central London Contributions Areas other than 

Woolwich Arsenal, which we, like the Mayor, accept is a special case. 
 

xi. With regard to central London, we accept the case argued by the 
GLA on behalf of the Mayor that the contributions area should generally be 
informed by the CAZ as it is within that area that the London Plan 

promotes a planning policy approach at Strategic and Borough level to 
encourage the kinds of development that may give rise to congestion on 

the central London transport networks and, in particular, on the rail 
network.  However, because we also wholeheartedly endorse the basis for 
the Alterations in terms of impact mitigation, as this is the key 

requirement of Circular 05/2005, we conclude (for other reasons also in 
particular localities) that a greater extent of modification to that boundary 

is required to set the most appropriate boundary for the Central London 
Contributions Area.  We do not however accept the alternative put forward 
by a number of Councils of London Boroughs for simple reliance on 

indicative radii around the central London Crossrail stations.  The CAZ 
contains a dense rail network almost all of which is congested at peak 

times and almost all of which would suffer unacceptably greater levels of 
congestion if development was allowed to progress in extensive parts of it 

without the firm prospect of Crossrail mitigation.  Indicative radii within 
only part of an area intended to encourage commercial development 
would be both uncertain in impact and potentially likely to lead to 

distortion in development locations. 
 

xii In essence the recommended changes we propose are not just to 
exclude the Vauxhall-Nine Elms- Battersea Opportunity Area south of the 
Thames, but also to exclude all areas south of the Thames other than the 

London Bridge/Bankside Opportunity Area.  We also recommend that 
indicative about 1 km radii be shown on the Central London Contributions 

Area Map that forms Annex 1 to the SPG extending out around Paddington 
and Liverpool Street stations beyond the CAZ boundary.  In relation to 
Canary Wharf, we accept the concern of development and business 

interests that the historic narrowly defined northern Isle of Dogs area 
would not encompass all key prospective development sites so that the 

Annex 2 Map should also contain an indicative radius about 1 km around 
the proposed Canary Wharf station at West India Quay.  However, to seek 
to address concerns about sharply contrasting levels of social and 

economic deprivation from Tower Hamlets Council we only recommend 
application of the Isle of Dogs Contribution Area rates in the southern part 

of this radius, with the Rest of London Contributions Areas regime 
applying to the north. 
 

xiii. Before moving off the areas within which contributions should be 
sought, it is necessary to give brief consideration to the policy that ought 

to apply around Crossrail stations outside Greater London.  It was the 
near unanimous view of participants and the GLA that a similar policy 
should apply around the currently proposed stations in Brentwood 

Borough in Essex and within Slough and Windsor and Maidenhead Unitary 
Authorities and South Buckinghamshire District as would apply around the 

stations outside the central Contributions Areas in London.  We cannot 
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address this issue in relation to the Alterations or SPG as these documents 
can only apply within the GLA area.  We entirely concur with the 

expressed views that there should be equality of treatment.  It should also 
be the case in respect of any further stations in Berkshire, Oxfordshire 

and Kent (those in South East London falling automatically within the 
policy and SPG), should the safeguarded extensions also be implemented 
between Maidenhead and Reading and between Abbey Wood and 

Gravesend via Dartford and Ebbsfleet. 
 

xiv. This issue has already been subject of correspondence between 
the Mayor and the Secretary of State for Transport (CD17a and CD17b) 
and we drew attention to the provisions of the Planning & Compulsory 

Purchase Act 2004 that would enable the appropriate Secretary of State to 
give Directions to the relevant Regional Planning Bodies on the content of 

Regional Spatial Strategies.  The relevant sections have been replaced by 
similar provisions in the Local Democracy, Economic Development and 
Construction Act 2009.  Comparable powers also exist in relation to the 

content of DPDs.  At the Examination the GOL suggested that the most 
appropriate way to progress this matter would be for direct contact 

between the Mayor and the appropriate leadership of the relevant bodies 
and authorities.  We do not disagree that achieving the objective of fair 

treatment within and outside London would best be pursued by 
agreement.  Nevertheless, if this cannot be secured by agreement we 
would recommend appropriate action by the Secretary of State.  We note 

that the East of England Plan (GD17) already has a reference to Crossrail 
and the interchanges at Brentwood and Shenfield at paragraph 7.13 on 

which policy might be based.  The South East Plan (GD16) is less specific 
but Crossrail is mentioned in Table 3 of Appendix 1 to the Transport 
Chapter on Strategic Transport Infrastructure priorities. 

 
xv. In Chapter three, we consider the range of uses from which 

contributions should be sought.  We accept the basic premise argued by 
TfL on behalf of the Mayor that the morning peak should be the test 
against which impact on congestion should be sought as this is the norm 

in transport planning studies because this peak is the highest and most 
acute.  Nevertheless Colin Buchanan and Partners had undertaken studies 

to assess the relative impact of certain other uses on that congestion.  As 
we were assured that the relativities discerned were genuine measures of 
the impact in that peak, we agree with the great majority of participants 

that the contributions regime should also take in retail and hotel 
developments in a manner proportionate to those relativities.  This has 

the effect of reducing indicative headline contribution rates for office 
developments.  We do not accept the case advanced by some for inclusion 
of residential development as this would tend to confuse benefit with 

impact.  We also wish as far as possible to minimise the complexity that 
will inevitably arise when Crossrail and affordable housing contributions 

need to be secured on the same development.  We do, however, 
recommend inclusion of a reference that contributions might be sought on 
a case by case consideration in relation to certain leisure and 

entertainment uses. 
 



London Plan Crossrail Alterations   

Report of the Panel February 2010 

Overview 

10 

xvi. In Chapter four, we turn to the level of contributions that should 
be sought within the different contributions areas.  We were presented 

with some evidence questioning whether it would be possible to secure 
the indicative contribution rates in addition to Borough “tariff rates” and, 

where mixed developments are concerned, in addition to contributions to 
secure affordable housing at levels set by the London Plan.  We accept 
that there will be occasions when the viability caveat included within the 

policy will have to be invoked.  Nevertheless, we were not persuaded that 
the generality of the proposed levels would render unviable those 

developments that would otherwise be so.  Moreover, we were convinced 
by the GLA and TfL that an Isle of Dogs premium can be justified both in 
relation to viability but also in relation to the greater need for the 

mitigation that Crossrail will provide for the Isle of Dogs.  We therefore set 
out at the end of that chapter an indicative matrix of contribution levels, 

though we accept that the Mayor may wish to seek verification from Jones 
Lang LaSalle that these do relate properly to the contributions areas that 
we have recommended.  We would not, however, anticipate this resulting 

in significant differences. 

 

xvii. In Chapter five, we address the interrelationship of the S106 
contributions regime with the BRS and prospective CIL.  As already 

indicated the latter had of necessity to be on a provisional basis, but we 
hope that our conclusions may assist in taking this matter forward.  
Finally, in Chapter six we consider whether there are issues that need to 

be addressed in respect of the priorities set for other S106 contributions 
and in relation to other London Plan policies.  For the most part we 

consider that the issue of relative priorities should not represent a great 
difficulty given that the only change of Mayoral priority is within the 
category of Strategic Transport Infrastructure.  Otherwise, paying strict 

regard to the policy contained within Circular 05/2005 in relation to site 
impact mitigation and pursuing the constructive relationships for the most 

part evident between the Mayor and London Boroughs would seem likely 
to resolve issues satisfactorily, including those, as now, involving 
affordable housing and viability assessments.  In relation to other policies 

we conclude that these are matters for consideration at the Examination 
into the Replacement London Plan or separately by the Mayor. 

 
xviii. Overall, it will be clear that we are satisfied with the generality of 
the Alterations and the related SPG and that these could be adopted as 

soundly prepared with a robust evidential base.  Where we have 
recommended that changes be made, these changes are to improve 

clarity and also to increase the fairness with which contributions might be 
sought in relation to the evidence base.  We commend our 
recommendations and comments both to the Mayor and to the Secretary 

of State.    
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Chapter 1: The Principle of the Proposed 

Crossrail Alterations 

 

Introduction 

1.1 The Deputy Mayor made clear in his introduction to the 
Examination the urgency in securing statutory backing for the policy of 
seeking developer contributions towards the funding of Crossrail.  This is 

why the current Mayor is proposing this Alteration to the existing London 
Plan (as consolidated with Alterations - February 2008) drawn up by his 

predecessor while at the same time proposing a replacement for that 
Plan.  The Replacement Plan will be examined later during 2010 following 
submission in October 2009.  The Crossrail Alteration itself was initiated 

by the previous Mayor after agreement between him and the then 
Secretary of State for Transport on the funding arrangements for the 

Crossrail project, these requiring £600 million of the anticipated £15.9 
billion cost to be raised via developer contributions. 

 

1.2  The task of the Panel was made easier by the widespread support 
expressed for securing the implementation of Crossrail.  This resulted in 

only a limited body of representations with, superficially at least, all 
lending support for the principle of the Alteration, no matter what 

reservations were subsequently expressed.  In practice a number of the 
Councils of London Boroughs, in particular Lambeth and Tower Hamlets, 
sought changes that in effect would have negated the Alteration by 

seeking to raise the funds instead via a form of Land Value Tax or wholly 
from BRS and CIL as and when available.  As far as the BRS is concerned, 

the Mayor is already proposing to levy the maximum 2p allowed in law.  
Thus, there is no way in which additional funds could be secured from this 
source.  Alternatively, it was suggested by some that the Alterations 

should not be proceeded with separately from consideration of the 
Replacement London Plan so that its interaction with all other London Plan 

Policies could be fully evaluated, including the issue of other priorities for 
obligations. 
 

1.3  The Panel itself probed whether the Examination of the Alteration 
might consider the wording for the comparable sections of the 

Replacement Plan but were satisfied that this would not be practical, not 
just for any procedural reasons as those could no doubt have been worked 
round, but because the styles of the two plans differ significantly so that 

wording appropriate for the Replacement Plan cannot readily be inserted 
into the existing Plan.  The GLA did, however, draw the attention of the 

Examination and of participants and respondents to the Alterations to the 
material changes introduced by the Replacement Plan to the comparable 
Crossrail policies.  This included, in particular, the substitution of a similar 

contributions regime to help secure the extension of the Northern LUL Line 
to Battersea in lieu of Crossrail contributions in the VNEB Opportunity 

Area, that being specifically highlighted in the revised October 2009 
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version of the draft Supplementary Planning Guidance. 
 

1.4 For the Mayor and Crossrail Ltd, the urgency of raising the 
development contributions was stressed.  Project management contractors 

had been appointed, key prospective main contractors identified and some 
preliminary works undertaken together with surface property acquisition 
completed or committed via compulsory acquisition to a cost of £750 

million following enactment of the Crossrail Act 2008.  Development 
agreements are also in place for construction of five of the main station 

sites.  Nevertheless, the main contracts are not yet committed.  Thus, in 
current economic circumstances any threat to one of the identified funding 
streams could mean a need to go back to the central government partners 

in the scheme with an outcome that might at best lead to delay and could 
even put the project back into indefinite abeyance as last happened in the 

1990s.  Moreover, the objective was to secure the requisite funding by the 
time that the project should be operational, i.e. by 2017.  Any delay to a 
particular funding stream could mean that higher levies might be required 

under others, such as CIL should that become available, and/or other 
urgent TfL priorities for strategic transport expenditure might need to be 

shelved.  Even without any procedural delay, the economic downturn 
meant that the Mayor’s development consultants, Jones Lang LaSalle, now 

consider that the contributions would be unlikely to have built-up to the 
required £300 million before July 2018 on the basis of the scheme put to 
the Examination.  As a contingency against further slippage in the 

implementation of projects on which contributions had been secured, it is 
now proposed that the Policy would apply for the entire duration of the 

Plan period (currently until 2026) or until the £300 million had been raised 
if sooner. 
 

1.5 A number of participants argued that the figure of £300 million (or 
£600 million including the anticipated CIL yield for Crossrail) was entirely 

arbitrary and not related to the mitigation of impacts, and thereby in 
conflict with government policy on Planning Obligations as set out in 
ODPM Circular 05/2005.  On the contrary, for the Mayor it was argued 

that the funding agreement with the Secretary of State for Transport had 
regard to the extent to which funds might be able to be realised from 

developer contributions to help mitigate the impact of further 
developments.  In providing for such substantial sums out of the total cost 
to be covered by Central Government contributions or by loans against 

anticipated revenue and to be covered during construction by a Business 
Rate Supplement that the Mayor would raise under the Business Rate 

Supplement Act 2009 (LD03-5), development interests would not be 
penalised but are being treated very reasonably, given that permissions 
might otherwise need to be withheld to avoid unacceptable congestion of 

transport networks serving central London. 

 

1.6 We noted the funding agreements provided to us in terms of the 
Sponsors Agreement and the related Heads of Terms (GD24 and GD25) 
with the two £300 million development contributions set out in the second 

table following paragraph 4.1.3 and referred to in notes thereto.  While we 
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might have appreciated expression of the funding requirement in more 
succinct documents that were wholly transparent without extensive 

sections being redacted for reasons of commercial confidentiality, we were 
satisfied that as this material was laid before Parliament during the 

passage of the Business Rates Supplement Bill, the funding agreements 
represent statements of national policy.  GOL Circular 1/2008 at 
paragraph 2.7 highlights that under the provisions of the 1999 and 2007 

GLA Acts, the Mayor’s Spatial Development Strategy must have regard, 
amongst other matters, for consistency with national policies and the 

resources available to implement the strategy.  To this extent we are 
satisfied that the underlying principle of the Alteration, namely the 
securing of £600 million as developer contributions, £300 million of which 

are anticipated through S106 Contributions, is soundly based. 
 

1.7 The only remaining question on the underlying principle is why 
draft New Policy 3C.12A refers to £600 million but is stated in draft new 
paragraph 3.226a of the supporting text only to refer to the £300 million 

to be raised from use of Planning Obligations as specified in draft 
paragraph 3.226.  No clear explanation was provided by the GLA given 

that although not committed to introducing a Mayoral CIL, a CIL is 
currently envisaged to raise the remaining £300 million, and there is a 

contingency agreement with DfT to provide additional grant under 
paragraph 4.6.2 of the Heads of Terms to make good any shortfall should 
the government not enable CIL to proceed or it cannot be operated in a 

way that would be additional to the funding intended to be raised through 
S106 obligations.  The GLA indicated that they would welcome 

suggestions from the Panel for tidying up this anomaly.  There would 
seem to be two options.  The first would be to substitute £300 million for 
£600 million in Policy 3C.12A.  This would be consistent with the 

supporting text as written.  Alternatively, the higher figure could remain in 
the policy and the wording of draft paragraph 3.226a be amended to 

indicate that the policy relates to the raising of the first of the two sums, 
but specifies the full sum to be raised through developer contributions for 
Crossrail as an input into the CIL calculations required under Policy 6A.5A.  

While the former would be the simplest solution, the latter would provide 
immediate statutory backing for a Mayoral CIL to raise at least £300 

million and we recommend accordingly (recommendation R1.1).    

The format of the Policy as between the content of the 
Alterations to the London Plan and related Supplementary 

Planning Guidance  

1.8 Most representors and participants from the business and 
development sectors welcome the inclusion of the detail of the 
arrangements for seeking contributions and the standard levels of 

contribution that would be the starting point for negotiations in the 
Supplementary Planning Guidance.  This would provide flexibility for 

speedy adjustment should problems arise or circumstances change. 
Nevertheless, a number of participants, particularly among the Councils of 
some London Boroughs, considered that the policy should be more specific 

leaving less to be detailed in the SPG.  A revised text of the policy was put 
forward on behalf of six Boroughs.  This text, however, does not simply 
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relocate detail from the SPG into the policy in the Alterations, but would 
re-shape the policy substantially, essentially inserting more detail from 

government guidance and turning it into a policy simply to be applied on a 
case by case basis rather than giving guidance on categories of 

development from which contributions would be sought in particular 
localities and on the level of contributions that would generally be sought.  
We did not therefore consider that it would be appropriate to consider 

substitution of the Borough draft for that of the Mayor simply to address 
the issue of the relative content of the Alterations and that of SPG, but 

rather address potential substantive variations in later chapters of this 
report.  We note in passing, however, that although a case by case 
solution was indeed advocated on behalf of a number of Boroughs, this did 

not appear to be the position of all the Boroughs on behalf of which the 
re-draft was proffered.  Some sought inclusion of different categories of 

development and amended geographies for the contributions areas. 
 

1.9 Guidance on what should be included in Development Plan 

Documents (which would include the London Plan) and what in 
Supplementary Planning Documents (or Guidance in the case of the 

Mayor’s responsibilities) is set out in ODPM Circular 05/2005.  Paragraph 
B25 of Annex B to the Circular encourages planning authorities to include 

as much information as possible in their published documents on the likely 
contributions that will be sought and paragraph B29 indicates that where 
pooled contributions are needed for example for major infrastructure it 

may be appropriate for these to be referred to in Regional Spatial 
Strategies and thus by implication in the London Spatial Development 

Strategy.  The former paragraph advises that general policies about the 
principles and use of Planning Obligations should be included in 
Development Plan Documents.  Paragraph B26 adds that the approach to 

applying the principles, including the application to specific localities, 
ought to be included in Supplementary Planning Documents.  Among 

other things, it suggests that these Documents might include matrices for 
predicting the size and types of Obligations likely to be sought for specific 
sites or for sub-plan areas.   For the Mayor, it was argued that this 

guidance had been wholly followed in setting the policy framework in New 
Policy 3C.12A and its supporting text and providing further detail in the 

related SPG. 
 

1.10 A number of participants sought greater detail in the Plan 

Alterations, seemingly in case the Mayor did not subject any amended 
SPG to as rigorous a participatory regime as provided for the initial SPG.  

It does not seem to the Panel that this constitutes a sufficient reason for 
embedding lesser flexibility in the proposed arrangements by specifying 
the detail in the Plan itself.  While the Mayor is not committed to holding 

an Examination in Public in respect of any future SPG, GOL Circular 
1/2008 sets down minimum consultation requirements and the fact that 

these have been exceeded in respect of the initial Crossrail Contributions 
SPG ought to provide confidence that sufficient consultation would be 
provided in respect of any revisions.  At the pre-submission Consultation 

stage in respect of the Alterations, GOL indicated that they had some 
concern over the distribution of principles and detail between the Plan and 
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SPG.  However, at the EiP they confirmed that they were wholly content 
that the Mayor’s proposals were consistent with the guidance of the 

Circular in this respect following the changes made in the submission 
documents.  The Panel share these conclusions and do not consider that 

there is a need to recommend any fundamental re-positioning of material 
between the Plan and SPG.  The principle of the proposed Alterations and 
related SPG appear wholly consistent with government guidance on the 

nature of what should be included in the various documents. 

Fairness and Consistency with ODPM Circular 05/2005 

1.11 Many participants, both from among the local planning authorities 
and business and development interests, nevertheless, argued that while 

the principle of what may be proposed may be consistent with the advice 
of the Circular, there is conflict with test (iv) that the requirements must 
be fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the proposed 

development, because of the proposed restriction of contributions solely to 
office developments.  Some further argued that there might be conflict 

with tests (ii) and (iii) because in some of the localities where 
contributions might be sought there might be no necessity for the 
contributions to address impact as Crossrail benefit would not exist or be 

so tenuous so that the obligations sought would not relate directly to the 
development proposed. 

 

1.12 The GLA submitted that the studies undertaken during the pre-
submission consultation and their subsequent updates produced by Colin 

Buchanan & Partners (CD10/CD10e and CD11) and Jones Lang LaSalle 
(CD12/CD12b/CD12e and CD13-15) demonstrate that the Mayor’s 

proposals are soundly based on robust evidence.  Although some 
participants did submit technical appraisals suggesting that the rate at 
which contributions might accrue was over-optimistic and questioning the 

derivation of certain data, none fundamentally challenged the conclusions 
of the GLA research.  Some argued that excessive concentration on the 

morning peak underplayed the impact of some uses at other times of day 
and in particular in the evening peak.  The GLA family including TfL and 

their advisers countered by pointing out that the morning peak was the 
most acute in terms of congestion on the transport network, and on rail 
services in particular, and that to base calculations on that period was the 

conventional transport planning approach. 
 

1.13 We can see no reason to disagree with the generality of the GLA 
approach.  However, we were not necessarily convinced over the rationale 
for excluding the seeking of obligations from developments that were 

acknowledged in the calculations of relative impacts on congestion to have 
substantial impacts, albeit lower than those arising from office 

developments.  We return to that issue in Chapter three of our report.  
The GLA argued in terms of principle that provided the proposed scale of 
contributions sought in relation to office developments is fairly and 

reasonably related in scale to the impact of those developments, which 
with the amendments regarding the “Rest of London Contributions Areas” 

introduced into the October 2009 version of the SPG, was argued to be 
demonstrable, the fact that they could have proposed seeking 
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contributions on other uses did not make their proposals in conflict with 
the Circular advice. 

 

1.14 We sought guidance from GOL and were assured that this was an 

arguable interpretation, though equally a schedule of contributions that 
applied to a wider palette of uses could also be argued as consistent with 
the Circular advice.  Given that in principle either approach could be 

argued as consistent with the Circular we see no reason to recommend 
fundamental changes to the principle of the scheme for seeking 

obligations, although in detail in later chapters we do recommend changes 
both to the areas to which the policy should apply and a widening of the 
uses to be covered.   Looking only at the issue of principle involved we 

recommend no change. 

Procedural Soundness 

1.15 We sought and received an assurance from the GLA that all the 
requirements and advice of the GLA Acts 1999-2007, the Town & Country 

Planning (London Spatial Development Strategy) Regulations 2000, GOL 
Circular 1/2008 and, in so far as it may have general relevance, PPS11 
had been complied with.  For our part we had ensured via the Panel 

Secretariat that the requirements relevant to the arrangements for the EiP 
had been fully complied with. 

 

1.16 Only GVA Grimley on behalf of GMV Ten Ltd, who control the site 
of Hertsmere House on which consent exists for Columbus Tower in the 

northern Isle of Dogs, specifically suggested that there might be 
deficiencies in the SEA/Integrated Impact Assessment/HRA undertaken of 

the Alterations.  They submitted a critique by URS as part of their written 
representations, but declined our invitation to participate in the EiP when 
there would have been greater opportunity to probe the matters raised. 

 

1.17 Part of the concern relates to whether the Assessments should 

have been considering both the Alterations and the SPG.  The GOL 
confirmed that current Regulations do not require SPG to have explicit SA 

(incorporating SEA) and saw no issue in the SA (IIA) covering the 
Alterations while having regard for the content of the SPG to the extent 
necessary to enable the environmental and other implications of the policy 

changes to be adequately assessed.  Further issues were raised as to 
whether reasonable alternatives were considered and assessed to the 

proposed Alterations, but in this respect the GLA were able to indicate via 
the Sponsors Agreement and related documents that all other funding 
mechanisms had been explored and, for the most part, were also 

envisaged as playing their part.  Given the limited spatial implications of 
any reasonable variations to the proposed contributions regime that could 

have been proposed in the light of the studies by Colin Buchanan and 
Partners and Jones Lang LaSalle (which are referred to in the IIA), we are 
satisfied that the IIA addresses the generality of likely significant 

environmental and other effects.  As our recommended changes seek to 
align the regime more closely to likely development impact in relation to 

both area and relativities, we consider that the consequences would be 
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neutral as any changed implications would be closer to the baseline status 
quo.  However, the Mayor will need to be satisfied that all Assessment 

requirements have been complied with in relation to the version of the 
Alterations and related SPG to be adopted. 

 

1.18 The final area of concern ranged primarily around the potential 
impact on ecology and other matters should available S106 funds be 

diverted wholly or substantially to Crossrail Funding.  In effect this 
concern mirrors that raised by a number of Councils of London Boroughs 

and other participants over the implications of the prioritization of 
contributions under S106.  We consider this matter further in six6, but 
with regard to the issue of SEA/SA/HRA, it is not our role as such to make 

detailed comment on the supporting documents for the Alteration but only 
to ensure that they are adequate to comply with UK and EU requirements.  

The GLA argued that the different judgements made between their 
Consultants, Entec, and URS on the narrow range of matters raised were 
such as would fall within the legitimate bounds of professional opinion. 

The GOL did not dissent and we can therefore see no reason to doubt the 
adequacy of the assessments undertaken to support the Alterations and 

related SPG, particularly as the whole purpose of the Alteration is to 
secure funding for an infrastructure project that will undoubtedly 

contribute substantially to furthering sustainable development in Greater 
London and beyond. 
 

1.19 The tests of soundness applied to Local Development Plan 
Documents do not expressly apply to the Mayor’s Spatial Development 

Strategy, but we have reviewed all the matters referred to in paragraph 
2.7 of GOL Circular 1/2008 which summarises the requirements of the 
GLA Acts 1999-2007.  The first bullet point refers to consistency with 

national policies and international obligations.  As the proposed Alterations 
are to secure implementation of a project that has express Parliamentary 

approval in the Crossrail Act 2008 using funding arrangements that have 
also been laid before Parliament, we have no doubt as to compliance with 
national policies.  We include in this government policy on the use of 

Planning Obligations as in principle we regard all 5 of the tests of ODPM 
Circular 05/2005 as met, together with the advice on inclusion of policy 

and guidance on the use of obligations in development plans and related 
documents.  As we regard the SEA/IA/HRA undertaken as adequate, it 
follows that we also regard international obligations on such matters as 

complied with.  As for the other matters referred to, in as far as they are 
relevant we regard the Alterations and related guidance as wholly 

compliant, particularly in relation to the effects on climate change and 
securing sustainable development as implementation of Crossrail is central 
to the achievement of these objectives.  It should also assist in the 

creation of equality of opportunity for all people as Crossrail should help 
open up employment and other opportunities to people living in some 

deprived communities currently relatively inaccessible to some of the 
more dynamic drivers of the economy and key cultural assets.  Overall, 
therefore, we find that the Alterations are procedurally sound. 
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1.20 There remains the issue of treatment of the Proposed Changes 
introduced into the October 2009 version of the SPG as compared to the 

May 2009 version in response to representations on the submission.  
While the procedure is not technically covered by Regulations or explicit 

guidance as the Mayor is under no obligation to hold an EiP into 
representations on SPG, there are analogies in the position as compared 
to that applying in respect of the Examination of DPDs and GOL Circular 

1/2008 does set certain consultation requirements in relation to Mayoral 
SPG.  It is for this reason that the Mayor envisages a final round of 

consultation on the text that he may propose to adopt after consideration 
of our report.  In such a context the GLA agreed with our perception that 
if we wished to take the October 2009 version of the SPG as the starting 

point for our recommendations, we would first need to recommend that it 
be substituted for the version that went through formal consultation as 

part of the submission of the London Plan Alterations.  This is because it 
has not been subject to such formal consultation, albeit that it has been 
published and communicated to those who have responded to the earlier 

submission consultation and in particular has been fully available to 
participants – invited and actual - to the EiP. 

 

1.21 The October 2009 version responds to concerns expressed in the 

submission consultation including clarifying in some measure the 
application of the policy in relation to the “Rest of London Contribution 
Areas”, introducing a short-term discount to respond to current market 

conditions and excluding the Vauxhall-Nine Elms-Battersea Opportunity 
Area from the “Central London Contributions Area”.  All these and the 

other more minor variations are, in the Panel’s view, helpful clarifications 
making the SPG more fit for its intended purpose.  Consequently, although 
subsequent more detailed recommendations involve minor variations, we 

recommend that the generality of the October 2009 SPG amendments be 
embodied in the SPG (comment C1.1). It follows that the paragraph 

numbers to which we refer in our comments on SPG are those in the 
October 2009 version, not the May 2009 version. 

Other Matters - clarity  

1.22 The only other matters of a general nature that warrant comment 
are the potential for confusion over references in the policy and SPG to 

Crossrail, when the London Plan also refers to Crossrail 2, the anomalous 
position of the policy basis for Northern Line contributions in the VNEB 

Opportunity Area and the issue of comparable policies being required 
around Crossrail stations outside Greater London.  The last has already 
been addressed in the Overview as it is not a matter that can directly be 

addressed via the text of either the Alterations or the related SPG.  It was, 
however, a matter that generated strong and near unanimous expressions 

from parties commenting at the EiP that action should be taken to secure 
equity of treatment within and outside Greater London. 
 

1.23 As for the potential for confusion between the applicability of the 
policy to two Crossrail projects, in putting forward the Alterations, the 

Mayor deleted references to Crossrail 1 and instead referred to the current 
project simply as Crossrail as in the Crossrail Act 2008.  Crossrail 2 
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remains referred to in the supporting text in what is currently paragraph 
3.225.  The problem would be overcome were the first sentence of that 

paragraph to be redrafted to read: “A scheme partly safeguarded as the 
Chelsea-Hackney line, would follow when funding is available”.  This 

rather vaguer description seems warranted given the re-wording in the 
Replacement London Plan (LD06) and the way in which the development 
of the Overground partially addresses some of the movements referred to.  

It would certainly prevent confusion by removing the title Crossrail from 
this concept.  Further clarification could also be secured by re-locating this 

paragraph to the end of this section of supporting text, i.e. after the 
various sub-paragraphs called 3.226a etc, while what is currently 3.226c 
on Thameslink is brought forward ahead of the currently proposed 3.224.  

The funded Thameslink scheme currently under construction would 
therefore come first followed by an unbroken sequence of paragraphs 

referring to Crossrail and finally the paragraph about the longer-term and 
unfunded Chelsea-Hackney concept.  We recommend accordingly 
(recommendations R1.2 and R1.3). 

 

1.24 As for the basis for the current policy to apply a comparable 

approach to seeking contributions for the Northern Line extension in the 
Vauxhall-Nine Elms-Battersea Opportunity Area to that generally applied 

in the Central London Contributions Area for Crossrail contributions, this is 
mentioned in the October 2009 version of the Supplementary Planning 
Guidance at Paragraph 4.21.  This refers forwards to the insertion into the 

equivalent Policy 6.5 in the draft Replacement London Plan.  While as an 
emerging Policy, such an approach would be consistent with application of 

the Crossrail Contributions Policy in advance of the adoption of the 
Alterations, it would be the only element of the Replacement Plan 
explicitly to be referred to in the Supplementary Planning Guidance.  

Moreover, given the breadth of the changes in the Replacement London 
Plan, it may not necessarily be possible to secure as expeditious adoption 

of the Replacement Plan as should be possible for the Alterations with 
their limited scope.   There may therefore be merit in bringing forward 
Sub-paragraph E of the draft Replacement Plan Policy 6.5 and inserting it 

as a final sub-paragraph to the draft New Policy 3C.12A using the 
expanded title of Policy 6.5, namely “Funding Crossrail and other 

strategically important transport infrastructure”.  Clearly, the relationship 
with CIL may be significant, as the government Consultation on the 
implementation of CIL only referred to special arrangements being 

warranted in relation to Crossrail contributions.  We recommend that 
consideration should be given to this issue, as this would enable all the 

Supplementary Planning Guidance to be derived from these Alterations 
(recommendation R1.4 and comment C1.2).   

 

Rec.  

Number 

Recommendations on the Alterations Paragraph 
Ref. 

R1.1  Amend the first sentence of what is currently proposed as 
Paragraph 3.226a to read as follows: 

“Policy 3C.12A relates to the raising of the first of the 

 Para. 1.7 
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two sums, but specifies the full sum to be raised 

through developer contributions for Crossrail to 
provide guidance for the CIL calculations required 
under Policy 6A.5A.” 

R1.2 Amend the first sentence of what is currently proposed as 
Paragraph 3.225 to read as follows: 

“A scheme partly safeguarded as the Chelsea-Hackney 
line, would follow when funding is available”. 

Para. 1.23 

R1.3 Re-locate what is currently proposed as Paragraph 3.226c 
ahead of what is currently proposed as Paragraph 3.224 and 

what is currently proposed as Paragraph 3.225 to follow what 
is currently proposed as Paragraph 3.226b. 

Para. 1.23 

R1.4 Consideration should be given to the desirability of inserting 
Sub-paragraph E of the draft Replacement Plan Policy 6.5 as 
a final sub-paragraph of New Policy 3C.12A with a revised 

title: “Funding Crossrail and other strategically 
important transport infrastructure”, with consequential 

amendment to the wording of Paragraph 4.21 of the 
Supplementary Planning Guidance. 

Para. 1.24 

 

Comment 

Number 

Comments on the Supplementary Planning Guidance Paragraph 

Ref. 

C1.1  Save as amended by subsequent detailed recommendations, 
substitute the text of the October 2009 Supplementary 

Planning Guidance for the May 2009 Submission version  

Para. 1.21 

C1.2 See Recommendation R1.4 above  Para.1.24 
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Chapter 2: The Geographical Extent for the 

Collection of Crossrail Contributions (Matter 

2A) 

 

Introduction 

2.1 In this chapter the Panel considers the areas, and their extent, 
within which Crossrail contributions are proposed to be sought.  The key 
reference document in this respect is Circular 05/2005 which, in addition 

to setting out the Government’s current policy approach to Planning 
Obligations in general, also includes guidance to planning authorities on 

the expression of the relevant expectations in spatial planning documents.  
Paragraph B25 of Annex B to the Circular, in particular, advises that 
general policies about the principles and use of Planning Obligations 

should be included in Development Plan Documents.  Paragraph B26 adds 
that the approach to applying the principles, including the application to 

specific localities, ought to then be included in Supplementary Planning 
Documents (which would cover the Mayor’s Supplementary Planning 
Guidance).  Among other things, it suggests that these Documents might 

include matrices for predicting the size and types of Obligations likely to 
be sought for specific sites, for sub-plan areas, or for windfall sites. 

2.2 When considering the representations and making suggested 
comments, the Panel has been careful in the choice of terminology.  This 
is important not only to distinguish between “charging” and 

“contributions” (a topic that we consider more fully in Matter 3, in the 
context of paragraphs B33-B35 of Circular 2/2005) but also to distinguish 

these areas from various policy zones employed for other purposes (such 
as “inner” and “outer” London in the London Plan, for congestion charging, 
and in the background studies for the funding of Crossrail itself).  For 

clarity, we accordingly recommend and use “Central London Contributions 
Area”, “Isle of Dogs Contributions Area” and “Rest of London Contributions 

Areas” as suggested to us at the Examination.  In the first of the second 
suite of bullet points in proposed Policy 3C.12A, substitution of the word 
“sought” for “required” is recommended for consistency with the advice of 

Circular 05/2005 as is deletion of the words “standard charges” in the 
second bullet point.  Although “standard charges” is the term used in 

paragraphs B33-B35 of Annex B to Circular 05/2005, this is in the context 
of “likely to be sought” and use of the word “charges” in this part of the 
policy confuses rather than clarifies the ensuing lines of text.  

Consequential modifications should be made to paragraphs 3.226a and 
3.226b (recommendation R2.1 and comment C2.1).  

 

2.3 It was made clear to the Panel by the GLA that its approach to 

establishing a suitable geography for collecting contributions to Crossrail is 
based upon necessary mitigation of the impact of development that would 
add to existing and predicted congestion on London’s rail network, and 

which Crossrail is being advanced to address.  The Panel believes this to 
be the appropriate principle to adhere to, and one that is fully in accord 

with paragraph B15 of Annex B to Circular 05/2005.  In this respect, the 
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Panel rejects the arguments of those who sought to extend the 
contributions areas out to wider areas of London, or indeed the whole of 

London, by claiming that such areas would receive some economic benefit 
from Crossrail, notwithstanding that developments in such localities might 
not have a discernable impact on the congestion that Crossrail is intended 

to relieve.  The issue of the desirability of seeking contributions around 
stations outside London has been addressed in Chapter one and in the 

Overview because the London Plan and related SPG can only address 
matters within the GLA area.  
 

2.4 In essence, the GLA has sought to establish three distinct 
“contributions areas”.  Two of these, the Central London Contributions 

Area and the Isle of Dogs Contributions Area, have been selected to 
represent London’s main concentrations of office development.  The third 

is an assemblage of the areas where office development is considered 
most likely to take place around Crossrail stations in the Rest of London, 
which it is proposed to define by 960m radii.  This distance represents a 

convenient 12 minute walk from station to work place.  The Panel 
considers the appropriateness of this exclusive focus on office 

development in Chapter three and is concerned here only with the precise 
definition of the Central London and Isle of Dogs boundaries, the 
suitability of the proposed approach to the Rest of London and the case 

for specific area-based inclusions and exclusions.  We accordingly deal 
with each of these subjects in turn, the last two being taken in reverse 

order to that of the Examination to better recognise the full range of 
locations involved. 

The Central London Contributions Area 

2.5 In identifying its proposed Central London Contributions Area the 
GLA has generally relied upon the “Central Activities Zone” (CAZ) drawn 

from the extant London Plan.  This area includes many of the main 
functions of central Government as well as being the capital city’s prime 
location for tourism, culture, education, entertainment, business, 

commerce and professional activity, and its retail centre.   As such, it 
represents both a current and future key destination for work, leisure and 

services for many residents in London and the greater South-East, who 
can benefit from the relatively strong radial routes into the CAZ by rail, 
underground and road.  However, it is not designated on the basis of 

transport accessibility or congestion, or solely because of its concentration 
of any particular category of development.  Moreover, in line with 

paragraph 2.18 of GOL Circular 1/2008, it is shown in the London Plan 
only in diagrammatic form (Map 5G.1), with detailed boundaries left for 
the individual Boroughs to identify in their respective Development Plan 

Documents.  The Panel acknowledges the concern expressed by individual 
Boroughs that they might encounter soundness difficulties when seeking 

to justify, in their DPDs, a contributions boundary defined primarily for 
other purposes.  The production of such boundaries through the DPD 
process would also not be simultaneous, thereby exposing any SPG map 

to the likelihood of a number of revisions to keep the contributions zone 
coincident with the CAZ.  Even with a relatively few number of Boroughs 

involved, the inherent fluidity of any such boundary would militate against 
the certainty that the plan-led system outlined in paragraphs B25-B30 of 
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Annex B to Circular 05/2005 is intended to instil.  Nevertheless, we were 
not persuaded that these problems are sufficiently compelling to prevent 

the Central London Contributions Area being generally informed by the 
boundary of the CAZ, as it is within this area that much new development 
giving rise to increased demands on public transport is expected to be 

concentrated.  Notably, the Glossary to the February 2008 London Plan 
defines the CAZ as “the area where planning policy promotes finance, 

specialist retail, tourist and cultural uses and activities” (LD11). 
 

2.6 Nevertheless, in the light of these arguments, the Panel has given 

careful consideration to the suggestion made by various Boroughs, and 
supported by others, that the Central London Contributions Area should be 

defined instead by a 960m radius around Crossrail stations (ED14).  This 
would result in an area extending from Paddington in the west to Stepney 

in the east (an area longer and narrower than CAZ) and include separate 
areas at Poplar and Stratford (which the Panel considers separately under 
the Isle of Dogs Contributions Area and the Rest of London Contributions 

Areas respectively).  However, the Panel found that not all of the 
signatories to this approach held a common view of how policy would be 

applied within it, especially when it came to considering the levels of 
contribution that might be sought.  Moreover, while such a geography 
might be representative of the areas within which the benefits of 

accessibility to and from Crossrail could be held to be most clearly 
manifest, it would exclude some areas of the Central London rail network 

where development mitigation through congestion relief is required.  It 
was the unchallenged evidence of TfL that Crossrail would produce relief 
of congestion on at least parts of all underground lines other than the 

Northern Line.  It is the latter mitigation through congestion relief rather 
than the former benefits of improved accessibility that must, in the Panel’s 

judgement, be determinative to satisfy the Circular 05/2005 test of 
necessity. 
 

2.7 Importantly, the Central London Contributions Area must be 
drawn sufficiently widely to encompass the spatial pattern of development 

likely to add to such congestion in a causative way.  This, as TfL asserts, 
may include parts of central London’s rail network some distance from, 
and not necessarily served directly by, Crossrail stations.  The Buchanan 

study (CD10) provides an evidential base for a wider area (based on a 
“central zone” including both CAZ and Isle of Dogs), advising for example 

that “It seems reasonable to conclude that rail trips to the central zone 
generate about three times as much crowding costs on average as rail 
trips to all other parts of London” (paragraph 2.10.1).  This is further 

reinforced by the more detailed findings summarised in the following 
table, drawn from the Buchanan study (table 9.1), which helps to 

underpin the Central London column of Table 1 in the draft SPG:   
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Relative crowding impact by 

destination type and location  

Central zone 

(CAZ + Isle of 

Dogs)  

Inner  

(Inner 

London 

Boroughs 

minus CAZ + 

Isle of Dogs) 

Outer  

(Outer 

London 

Boroughs) 

Commercial  9.43  1.30  0.49  

Retail  7.23  0.98  0.38  

Residential  0.56  0.56  0.42  

2.8 There is no evidence of equal or greater provenance for a central 
zone that is so materially different in extent from the Central Activities 

Zone (together with Isle of Dogs) used in this study as the 960m radii 
approach would be.  In essence, rail capacity in Central London is at 

greatest premium during the morning peak when people are travelling to 
work.  Crossrail would relieve peak hour congestion by providing not only 
additional east-west services into Central London and the Isle of Dogs, but 

also improved connectivity for at least some of those travelling in on 
north-south routes, as part of their journeys to work.  While it might also 

provide congestion relief at other times and for other journeys, it is 
journey to work congestion that is most predictable, frequent and harmful 
to the continuing development of London’s economic prosperity.  

2.9 It was further put to the Panel that the economic vibrancy of 
different parts of Central London varies widely from, for example, the 

“square mile” of the City to the more outlying parts around Euston or 
Kings Cross or even Victoria.  This is not, however, in the Panel’s view a 
good reason to introduce subdivisions or contour-like gradations within a 

wide Central London area, or some hybrid area based on a combination of 
zones around Crossrail stations within a wider central area.  To do so 

would add unnecessary geographical complexity, with the “outer” parts of 
the central area still requiring north-south and east-west boundaries just 
like the CAZ and there again being no other evidence-based proposal for 

different boundaries (save for extensions beyond the CAZ to include radii 
around stations within it but close to its boundaries which we discuss 

later).  Fundamentally, the boundaries of the contributions area should be 
established by where development is likely to take place that might add to 
or create congestion that would be mitigated by Crossrail, not by ability to 

pay.  The latter is relevant to the appropriate level(s) of contribution 
within the various Contributions Areas (whether through differential 

standard contributions schedules or through viability testing of individual 
developments as allowed for in the Mayoral scheme), but (as with the 

range of developments captured within the defined areas), not to the 
fundamental geography of the contribution areas.  

2.10 In the light of all these factors, it is the Panel’s conclusion that 

(as argued by the Mayor) an area generally informed by Central Activities 
Zone best reflects the development areas where Crossrail mitigation is 

likely to be needed and should be taken as the most suitable evidence-
based starting point from which to determine the precise boundaries of 
the Central London Contributions Area.  While initially informed by the 

geography of CAZ (and ultimately likely to be refined to take account of 
any Borough-led changes), the process of defining its boundaries must of 

necessity be independent of that for determining (for different purposes) 



London Plan Crossrail Alterations   

Report of the Panel February 2010 

Chapter 2 The Geographical Extent for the Collection of Crossrail Contributions 

25 

the detailed boundaries of CAZ through the Boroughs’ individual DPDs.  It 
has to be established by the GLA at strategic level on the stated basis of 

necessity for congestion relief.  The first paragraph of Policy 3C.12A and 
the second sentence of paragraph 3.226b should make this clear. 
(recommendation R2.2). 

The Isle of Dogs Contributions Area 

2.11 The Panel was informed that the boundary for the proposed Isle of 

Dogs Contributions Area had been extracted from an old-style Action Area   
Plan, prepared by the Council of the London Borough of Tower Hamlets 
primarily to guide development at Canary Wharf.  Canary Wharf 

effectively serves as an outlier of the City’s “square mile” providing an 
alternative mainly office development location, albeit supported by some 

retail and hotel development, for prestigious, largely financial services, 
businesses attracted by generally lower development costs and greater 

ability to create very large floorplates and amounts of floorspace. 

2.12 The area is currently served by two elements of the rail network, 
namely the Jubilee LUL line (between Waterloo and Stratford, with a 

station serving Canary Wharf) and the Docklands Light Railway (with 
stations at West India Quay, Canary Wharf, Heron Quays and South Quay, 

plus interchange via Poplar station to the north). TfL observes that access 
to this area by all forms of public transport (including bus) is much more 
limited than to Central London and the City because of the need for river 

or dock crossings (which also restrict pedestrian and cycle access), and 
further advises that there are existing capacity constraints on both the 

existing rail links.  In particular, if there is service failure on one system it 
can already become necessary to implement temporary station closures 
on the other for safety reasons. 

2.13 The Panel finds no reason to seriously question TfL’s assertion, 
further outlined in paragraph 4.22 of the October 2009 amended SPG, 

that unless additional capacity is provided, congestion impact would 
become particularly acute post-2016 and may lead to the refusal of 
permission for further commercial development on the Isle of Dogs, 

thereby strangling its future economic growth potential.   

2.14 As with the proposed Central London Contributions Area, 

questions on the range of development from which contributions might be 
sought are considered separately under Matter 2B, and the 
appropriateness of the proposed higher level of contributions in the Isle of 

Dogs is considered under Matter 3.  In purely geographical terms, 
however, paragraph B9 of Annex B to Circular 5/2005 cautions that 

Planning Obligations should not be used solely to resolve existing 
deficiencies in infrastructure provision.  Rather, the focus must be 
principally upon the additional infrastructure requirements generated by 

new development. 

2.15 In this context, the Panel was provided with a plan by the Canary 

Wharf Group illustrating the December 2009 office pipeline for the area 
(ED31).  This shows that much of the office land supply within the original 
Action Area (effectively with the exception of the Billingsgate Market site) 

is now either developed or committed and that most future potential office 
sites are at Poplar Station to the north and in the South Quay area to the 
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south.  The Panel was told that the sites to the south of the currently 
proposed Contributions Area would be unlikely to come forward prior to 

2018, but that is not, in the Panel’s view, a sufficient reason for their 
geographical exclusion as the policy is now intended to be potentially 
operative throughout the plan period.  A contribution for the proposed 

new Crossrail Station at West India Quay to serve Canary Wharf has 
already been negotiated involving land adjoining Billingsgate Market and 

two other parcels of land in Canary Wharf Group ownership.  Be that as it 
may, it does not alter the justification for the geographical limits of the 
Contributions Area.  Committed contributions other than via S106 

agreements are, in the Panel’s view, relevant only to whether relief from 
all or part contribution should be available.  That is a matter for discussion 

between the parties when the proposed development in the vicinity of the 
new station is being considered.  Development here, on the DLR lands 

around Poplar station to the north or in the South Quay area to the south 
would be no less likely than development elsewhere within the defined 
Canary Wharf northern Isle of Dogs area to require the mitigation that 

Crossrail would provide. 

2.16 In summary, therefore, it is the Panel’s view that development of 

all these various “new” sites shown on the “pipeline” map (ED31) have 
potential to add to congestion that Crossrail would relieve.  The Isle of 
Dogs Contributions Area should accordingly be drawn more widely to 

include them (comment C2.2), by adding a radius around the proposed 
Canary Wharf station at West India Quay as shown in the plan provided 

for the Examination by the GLA (ED22).   

The Rest of London Contributions Areas 

2.17 In both the May and October 2009 versions of the draft SPG, the 

proposed general approach in the Rest of London would be to seek 
contributions “where the nature of what is proposed, its location and 

circumstances make it appropriate under Circular 5/05”.  Reference is 
made to strategic and local policies and three bullet-point criteria are 
included to further refine this advice.  Both here and in proposed 

Alterations policy 3C.12A, the implication is that the approach would be a 
wholly reactive one.  The Panel does not criticise that approach in itself 

but, in a Plan-led system, it misses the opportunity for strategic policy to 
highlight the importance of identifying, in Borough-level Development Plan 
Documents, particular sites and sub-areas where contributions might be 

appropriate and expected.  The Panel accordingly recommends additional 
policy wording to accommodate a more specific geographical approach.  

This is of particular relevance to the Rest of London, but may also help 
inform intending developers immediately outside the Central London and 
Isle of Dogs Contributions Areas but in proximity to stations within them, 

especially where the scale or nature of planned development might 
warrant contributions above or below the “norm” (recommendation 

R2.3).  

2.18 The Panel heard representations that the SPG lacked clarity about 
how development bordering the Central London and Isle of Dogs 

Contributions Areas, but falling within the 960 m radii of Crossrail 
stations, would be dealt with. The concern focuses on a limited number of 

stations, namely Canary Wharf, Liverpool Street and Paddington.  Similar 
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concerns might also arise, in a reverse sense, at Whitechapel where a 
Rest of London radius would overlap slightly into the proposed Central 

London Contributions Area and with a radius around Liverpool Street.  The 
level of contribution appropriate for these areas is a subject that the Panel 
considers in Matter 3, and our consideration here is only with how the 

geography should be depicted in the SPG. 

2.19 The Panel’s view on this is straightforward.  If unfounded disparity 

is to be avoided between the treatment of development within 960m radii 
of Rest of London Stations and its treatment within 960m of Central 
London and Isle of Dogs Stations, the relevant radii must be shown 

wherever they extend outwards beyond the Central London and Isle of 
Dogs Contributions Areas.  With such radii (whether bordering the Central 

London and Isle of Dogs Contributions Areas or defining the Rest of 
London Contributions Areas) there is a risk that the result would be to cut 

arbitrarily through development sites, with consequent unintended 
implications for the form that development would take.  The alternative of 
refining the radii into specific boundary lines around each station would 

require some 25 individual maps to be drawn, a process that would be 
both time consuming and likely to add bulk and complexity to the SPG, 

thereby eroding the clarity such an approach would be intended to impart. 

2.20 Our preferred alternative is a more generalised approximate 
delineation.  This is because we attach importance to illustrating the broad 

extent of areas from which contributions might be sought in plan form and 
we consider that it would be most expedient to do so as indicative radii in 

similar manner to the plan provided by GLA for the Examination (ED22).  
These should include the appropriate radii (which we refine further in 
paragraph 3.21 below) from Paddington, Liverpool Street and Canary 

Wharf stations where they extend beyond the Central London and Isle of 
Dogs Contributions Areas (comment C2.3).  This would complete the 

suite of plans for the Contributions Areas, adding to those for the Central 
London and Isle of Dogs Contributions Areas which GLA now proposes to 
append to the October 2009 version of draft SPG. 

2.21 Turning to the actual dimension, some confusion was expressed 
by participants over the provenance for 960m, which is said to equate to a 

12 minute walk.  This is different from Table 1 in the SPG (extracted from 
the Buchanan Study undertaken to inform the proposed contributions 
regime), which is based on analysis of trip generation within 800m zones, 

apparently representing a 10 minute walk.  GLA advised that the 
difference between the two dimensions would be insignificant in 

development mitigation terms, a point that was not contested, and which 
the Panel accepts.  However, in the Panel’s view it is necessary for the 
SPG to briefly explain how one figure has been arrived at from the other. 

It is also the Panel’s view that the radii should be increased to 1000m (1 
km) in order to better convey the flexibility with which the figure has both 

been derived and is intended to be applied.  It would also avoid spurious 
precision which, for example, might encourage attempts to avoid 
contributions through seeking to measure specific access routes in detail.  

2.22 An approximation of 1 km can be as easily reconciled with the 
960m currently envisaged and with the 800m in SPG Table 1.  We 

therefore further recommend that the 1 km be prefaced by the word 
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“about” and is substituted in the first of the three bullet-point criteria of 
paragraph 4.24 of the October 2009 SPG version).  It should also be 

supplemented with additional text to explain its derivation relative to 
Table 1 (comment C2.4).  The radii should be shown on the plan as 
pecked rather than solid lines, and with clear annotation and reference to 

the explanatory text.  This would avoid any misinterpretation of their 
status (as indicative rather than precise).  

2.23 We are confident that fears of “leakage” of developments to sites 
further from stations with such an approach would be able to be avoided. 
This is because, apart from the CAZ and other London Plan or DPD 

policies, Planning Policy Statement PPS4 defines edge of centre for office 
developments as being 500 metres from stations or 300 metres from 

defined edges of town centres (with effectively lesser distances for retail 
as the 300 metres is from prime shopping frontages).  Development 

materially greater than 1 km from stations, which might be proposed in 
order to avoid contributions but still gain benefit, should therefore be able 
to be resisted in a development management context.   

2.24 For avoidance of doubt, in relation to Whitechapel station where 
the part of its indicative radius falls within the Central London 

Contributions Area or within the indicative radius around Liverpool Street, 
it should be subject to Central London Contributions Area regime, and not 
the Rest of London regime (comment C2.5). 

2.25 The second bullet point in paragraph 4.24 of the October 2009 
SPG is, in the Panel’s judgement, misplaced.  It effectively responds to 

paragraph B15 of Annex B to Circular 05/2005 which requires there to be 
a link between proposed development and the need for mitigation of its 
impacts.  The Panel accepts that, even in the Rest of London, such a link 

might be held to exist in particular cases well away from Crossrail 
stations.  However, the appropriate sequence of text in paragraph 4.24 is 

for the nature of the requisite linkage to be established first (Crossrail 
being necessary in order to mitigate the rail travel congestion impact of 
proposed development), before a specific geography is attached to it.   

2.26 The Panel’s view of the third bullet point in paragraph 4.24 is 
similar.  It introduces a further potential avenue for seeking mitigation of 

development impact, namely to achieve the objectives of sustainable 
development.  The Panel accepts that this, too, may fall within the general 
ambit of paragraph B15 of Annex B to Circular 05/2005, but only if the 

proposed development would be unsustainable (because of inadequate 
access or public transport provision) without Crossrail. 

2.27 In essence, there are thus two potential circumstances in the Rest 
of London in which development mitigation in the form of a Crossrail 
contribution may be required – to address potential rail congestion and to 

establish sustainability.  In practice, it seems to the Panel that both would 
normally coincide.  As such, the indicative 1 km radii around proposed 

Crossrail stations would then identify where either or both of those 
circumstances are most likely to apply.  We recommend re-structuring 
and rephrasing of all three of the bullet points to affirm that approach 

(comment C2.6).  
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The Case for area-based exclusions and inclusions  

Vauxhall-Nine Elms-Battersea Opportunity Area (VNEB) 

2.28 This Opportunity Area lies within the Central Activities Zone 
(London Plan Map 5G.1) and is thus included within the proposed Central 

London Contributions Area in the May 2009 draft SPG.  However, in the 
amended October 2009 version of the draft SPG, the GLA has suggested 
its exclusion on the basis that it is “a special case”.  There was no serious 

questioning of its exclusion by participants, but several identified it as a 
potential precedent for the exclusion of other Opportunity Areas (of which 

10 lie within the proposed Central London Contributions Area).  It is for 
this reason that the Panel sets out its consideration of the proposed VNEB 
exclusion here. 

2.29 VNEB extends to some 195 ha and the London Plan advances for 
it an indicative employment capacity for 8,000 jobs (2001-2026) and a 

minimum housing target of 3,500 homes (table 5E.1).  It was explained to 
the Panel that the justification for exclusion rests on four premises.  These 
are, firstly, that the area requires new and improved public transport 

access in order to open up its significant development potential; secondly, 
that the principal form of “mitigation” needed is the proposed extension of 

the Northern Line LUL route into this area (rather than Crossrail, which 
might relieve congestion more widely but would not in itself resolve the 
initial problem of accessibility); thirdly, that the level of contribution to be 

sought would in all likelihood equal or exceed any contribution to Crossrail 
that might otherwise be required; and, fourthly that the Mayor has 

attached such significance to the opening up of VNEB for strategic scale 
development, that he is content for a Crossrail contribution to be 

foregone.   

2.30 The weighing of relative priorities (which we return to in our 
consideration of Matter 5) is an inherent part of the negotiative process 

applying to the Planning Obligations that paragraph B10 (for example) of 
Annex B to Circular 05/2005 emphasises.   Nonetheless, given the present 

dearth of rail travel facilities within (rather than through) VNEB, it is clear 
that securing developer contributions towards the proposed Northern Line 
LUL extension is the pre-requisite public transport priority here.  The route 

would extend from Kennington south of Waterloo in the east via a new 
station at Nine Elms to a terminus at the former Battersea Power Station 

in the west.  Even with the Victoria Line station at Vauxhall, VNEB is the 
most remote of all the CAZ Opportunity areas from the route of Crossrail 
and linkages to it and the rail travel congestion mitigation it would provide 

for new development at this location would thus be very tenuous.  
Moreover, the GLA’s assertion that the Mayor’s decision not to seek 

Crossrail contributions from VNEB has been arrived at for wider strategic 
planning reasons, rather than just on the basis of contributions priorities, 
is at present unique in terms of Mayoral conclusions and, in the Panel’s 

estimation, compelling.  We accordingly conclude that the VNEB 
Opportunity Area can justifiably be excluded from the Central Area 

Contributions Area (comment C2.7). 
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Waterloo Opportunity Area  

2.31 Representations concerning this area were led by Lambeth 

Borough Council with the support of the South Bank Employers’ Group and 
the Waterloo Community Development Group.  The latter has a wider 
sphere of interest than the Opportunity Area alone, the representations 

also referring to the neighbouring London Bridge/Bankside Opportunity 
Area to the east (which we consider separately below) and reaching along 

Lambeth Road to the south (which our conclusions here apply equally to).   

2.32 The Opportunity Area itself extends to about 109 ha and the 
London Plan indicates that it has employment capacity for 15,000 jobs in 

the period 2001-2026, with a minimum housing target of 1,500 homes.  
Waterloo has two rail stations, one linking to Charing Cross and north 

Kent and the other to the South West of England, together with LUL 
stations on the Northern, Jubilee and Bakerloo lines and a direct 

connection to Bank.  However, despite this connectivity, the office 
development market here has remained relatively subdued over a long 
period whereas the tourism and hotel sectors have seen considerable 

growth.  Aspirations to attract office development across from the north 
side of the River Thames derive from the perception of such development 

as an important contributor to the regeneration of the area, through the 
provision of good quality employment (in greater quantity than in VNEB), 
the establishment of more sustainable communities and, in particular, 

much needed enhancement of the public realm.  It was pointed out to us 
that Elizabeth House, where welcome proposals for redevelopment have 

stalled notwithstanding permissions granted in 1999 and 2007, is 
indicative of the fragility of office demand and the difficulty of prompting 
schemes on sites in currently profitable but “underperforming” use.  The 

non-implementation of proposals to enhance the Shell Centre was also 
referred to. 

2.33 The Borough Council drew particular attention to the need for 
increased capacity at the Waterloo LUL stations in order to accommodate 
the planned level of employment growth in the area, with associated 

improvement of the overground stations and their environs, suggesting a 
total cost of some £1.5 billion.  This would dwarf any contribution that 

might otherwise be made to Crossrail, and by a much greater multiple 
than the alternative transport infrastructure in VNEB.  It was also 
suggested to us that the area would benefit little from the provision of 

Crossrail because it only has indirect connection to it via the Jubilee LUL 
Line from Waterloo to Bond Street and the Northern LUL Line from 

Waterloo to Tottenham Court Road, though main line services through 
Waterloo East would no doubt benefit from congestion relief as would the 
Jubilee LUL Line.  

2.34 Although TfL advised that the bulk of the funding for the Waterloo 
stations might be sourced by Network Rail utilising HLOS funding, the 

Panel considers that this must be far from certain given other National Rail 
travel funding demands elsewhere in England. It is more doubtful, in the 
Panel’s estimation, that public realm enhancements at and around 

Waterloo would be fundable in this way (even if platform lengthening may 
be), particularly in the present economic climate.  The Panel further 

observes that the area does not convey an impression of economic 
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prosperity or a dynamic property market.  Further from the River, the 
area becomes progressively more residential in character and includes a 

diverse range of local communities.  Indeed, the GLA also acknowledged 
that while office rentals are comparable with those achieved in some 
secondary parts of CAZ such as Euston and Paddington, they were lower 

than might be expected for an area so close to the heart of London and 
with such high levels of accessibility.  

2.35 Whatever the case might be in any of those respects, the Panel 
heard arguments that there would be considerable benefit in promoting 
employment development at a point where two significant south London 

commuter routes converge, at Waterloo main line station and Waterloo 
East.  Such close juxtaposition could intercept more commuters prior to 

access into the LUL network than it might add and would provide an 
opportunity to maximise sustainable travel to work patterns by reducing 

the need for onward travel by other modes.  The effect could well be to 
relieve pressures on LUL routes to the City and Canary Wharf in particular.  
That effect would be the reverse of what would be necessary to 

demonstrate linkage to the development impact mitigation that a 
contribution towards Crossrail would deliver, although no studies were 

provided to demonstrate the soundness of these arguments advanced by 
Lambeth Council and the local Business Partnership. 

2.36 The Panel acknowledges that it is in the Central London 

Opportunity Areas, as here, that the greatest potential for planned net 
increases in development floorspace is likely to be realised during the Plan 

period. However, to include Waterloo on that basis alone would not in our 
view sufficiently accord with Circular 05/2005 advice although there could 
be a net adverse effect on network congestion notwithstanding the 

counter arguments advanced above.  Nevertheless, given past 
performance, there can be no certainty that Waterloo would become a 

much sought after office development location in the face of competition 
from other parts of Central London.  It is the Panel’s view that the 
economic and environmental regeneration of the area that might be 

attributable to such development should not be put at risk by any 
deterrent implications of a need to provide for Crossrail contributions over 

and above those that might be required to secure public realm 
enhancement around the Waterloo stations.  On the balance of arguments 
before us, the Panel concludes that it would be neither prudent nor 

justified to include the Waterloo Opportunity Area within a Crossrail 
contribution area (comment C2.8). 

London Bridge/Bankside Opportunity Area 

2.37 This Opportunity Area extends to 155 ha and, according to the 
London Plan, has capacity to provide 30,000 jobs, with a minimum target 

of 2,500 homes.  Much the same arguments were put to us here as at 
Waterloo, but it was acknowledged by Southwark Borough Council that 

prestigious office development had taken place along part of the River 
frontage north of London Bridge Station, which contrasts with the smaller 
scale communities south of the railway.   Although it was suggested by 

the GLA that only limited commercial development is likely to take place 
here (so the effect of a contributions regime would be small) the London 

Plan remarks that “redevelopment and intensification of London Bridge 
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station and its environs are proposed within the draft London Bridge 
framework together with improved public transport and interchange 

facilities and better pedestrian integration with the surrounding area. Parts 
of this area may accommodate tall landmark mixed-use developments…. 
The riverside and its hinterland between Blackfriars Bridge and Tower 

Bridge can accommodate significant increases in both office and 
residential stock” (paragraphs 5.108 and 5.109).  In addition to its 

Southern rail commuting services, London Bridge station is also connected 
to Thameslink services and to Northern Line and Jubilee Line LUL routes, 
the latter serving Isle of Dogs (and already subject to periodic peak hour 

congestion).  Blackfriars station is also being extended southwards over 
the river towards the Southwark Jubilee Line station as part of the 

Thameslink enhancement. 

2.38 The key differences between the London Bridge/Bankside and 

Waterloo Opportunity Areas are, in the Panel’s consideration, the closer 
proximity of the London Bridge area both to the City and Isle of Dogs, as 
well as to Crossrail, and the greater physical evidence of a dynamic office 

development market.  Landmark buildings such as the “Shard of Glass”, 
currently under construction, will, for example, in future undoubtedly 

attract office workers from the north of the River and further afield, 
thereby adding to existing congestion on the central London rail travel 
network, which Crossrail is intended to mitigate.   The relief that Crossrail 

should provide by direct linkage from North Kent and the West End to 
Canary Wharf may well be critical to the continued ability of the London 

Bridge and Bankside areas to realise their undoubted potential.  Crossrail 
contributions would, in the Panel’s judgement therefore be justifiable from 
this area.  Unlike at Waterloo, counter arguments on the benefit of 

interception of commuter trips were not advanced. 

2.39 The Panel is reluctant to add policy complexity by sub-dividing the 

Opportunity Areas for Crossrail contributions, although Opportunity Areas 
are not designated on the basis of the congestion relief that Crossrail 
would bring about.  It is the Panel’s view that only the areas around 

London Bridge Station and along the riverside between the Blackfriars 
Bridge area and Tower Bridge, identified in the London Plan as the parts 

where significant increases in floorspace are likely to occur, have a strong 
case for inclusion in the Central London Contributions Area.  However, we 
have no evidence on which to define a separate boundary.  And if 

significant office development does not come forward in the remainder of 
the area little harm would be done by including the whole of the 

Opportunity Area for the time being. In short, the whole of the 
Opportunity Area should be included within the Central London 
Contributions Area, but this is the only Opportunity Area or other area 

south of the Thames that should be included (comment C2.9).  

Elephant and Castle Opportunity Area 

2.40 The Elephant and Castle is an area of about 87 ha further to the 
south than both Waterloo and London Bridge/Bankside Opportunity Areas.  
It is said in the London Plan to have capacity to provide 4,200 jobs, but its 

main focus is on local residential estate regeneration with a target of 
providing at least 6,000 homes.  It is served by Northern and Bakerloo 

LUL routes and Southwark Borough Council points to the need to fund 
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station improvement in order to secure capacity for the additional 
development as well as for environmental reasons.  It is the Panel’s view 

that this area is unlikely to attract travel to work trips on sufficient scale 
and on sufficiently sensitive parts of the Central London Rail network to 
warrant Crossrail mitigation.  We therefore recommend its exclusion from 

the proposed Central London Contributions Area (comment C2.10). 

The Angel, Islington 

2.41 Islington Borough Council drew the Panel’s attention to this area 
(which is not an Opportunity Area) as an example of a peripheral location 
“captured” by the proposed Central London Contributions Area because it 

is within the boundary of the CAZ.  It is served by the Northern Line, and 
it was submitted that development here would not add to congestion that 

Crossrail might relieve.  The GLA did not accept that argument, because 
peak hour journeys to work at the Angel could impact on wider parts of 

the Central London rail network.  Nevertheless, the GLA evidence was that 
the Northern Line, the only LUL service at the Angel, would not (alone 
amongst all others) be relieved by Crossrail.  The Borough Council’s 

alternative suggestion of seeking contributions only within a 960m radius 
around Crossrail Stations would still embrace Old Street and commercial 

areas south of the Angel.  An exclusion area based on the Business 
Improvement District designation would, as GLA pointed out, have no 
relationship to development impact as such, as it is an area defined in 

relation to the payment of a business rates levy.  In the Panel’s view 
reliance on the CAZ boundary here, as a surrogate for the extent of 

development the effects of which are likely to require mitigation by 
Crossrail is, among the alternatives posited, probably the most suitable 
solution in Islington.  Moreover, there are examples of new office 

developments in the vicinity of the Angel, although these appear to be 
occupied mainly by charities, public sector bodies or concerns with links to 

the public sector.  It is a finely balanced judgement, but any particular 
problems in northern Islington would seem able to be addressed through 
the viability caveat. We therefore consider it appropriate for this area to 

be within the Central London Contributions Zone. 

Victoria 

2.42 This is a very diverse area which includes the swathe of land 
between St James’s Park in the north, the River Thames to the south and 
east, and the areas around the mainline railway into Victoria Station in the 

west.  The western part of it is an Opportunity Area.  This extends to 
about 52ha and the London Plan suggests capacity for 8,000 jobs here 

and sets a minimum target to provide 1,000 homes.  All of the area would 
be included within the draft SPG Central London Contributions Area, but 
all of it would be excluded by a 960m radius drawn around Crossrail 

Stations, the nearest of which in this case would be Bond Street and 
Tottenham Court Road. 

2.43 Westminster City Council makes the point, like Islington, that this 
is an area peripheral to the area of Crossrail benefit, but the City Council’s 
principal contention is that the priority is to relieve existing congestion at 

Victoria LUL station which suffers periodic closure during morning peak 
hours for safety reasons related to inadequate capacity. 
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2.44 While the Panel acknowledges that argument, and observes that 
there are also substantial residential communities in Pimlico, the wider 

Victoria area includes substantial areas of business development, as well 
as the seat of national Government.  These draw commuters from a range 
of routes, not just Victoria main line or LUL stations (including the Victoria 

Line).  Additional development would add incrementally to congestion on 
these other parts of the network (although perhaps less directly than at 

Victoria station itself) and it is therefore right in the Panel’s view that it 
should be included within the geographical area where impact mitigation 
through Crossrail contributions should be sought.  Moreover, even with 

the current policy carrying only limited weight in its emerging state, it is 
significant in the Panel’s view that the Mayor has already been able to 

secure contributions in the Victoria area.  We therefore conclude that 
Victoria should remain in the Central London Contributions Area. 

Euston  

2.45 The Opportunity Area here is relatively small, extending to only 16 
ha but with a potential capacity for 5,000 jobs and 1,000 homes.  Camden 

Borough Council point to the high levels of social deprivation in the area, 
which it wishes to address at least in part through redevelopment of 

Euston Station and the surrounding area.  The station itself and much of 
the other land involved is under the control of Network Rail and the 
Council’s fear is that a requirement for a Crossrail contribution could result 

in Network Rail’s development priorities becoming redirected elsewhere.  
Again, Euston would be captured by a contributions area based on the 

CAZ but not by a 960 m radius around Cross Rail stations, the nearest of 
which would be Farringdon and Tottenham Court Road.   

2.46 As at Victoria, the Panel has no doubt that new office development 

in the Euston Area would draw peak hour commuters from places other 
than Euston itself and the WCML, adding incrementally to congestion on 

other parts of London’s central rail network that Crossrail is intended to 
relieve.  Moreover, the Euston area is served by a number of LUL lines, in 
addition to the Northern Line, that would be subject to increased traffic 

demand caused by development here and congestion which Crossrail 
would help to relieve.  We consider the level of contribution and its 

potential effect on the amount and nature of development under matter 3, 
but the Panel considers the CAZ boundary in this location to be a suitable 
surrogate for the extent of development likely to require Crossrail 

mitigation.  The area should remain within the Central London 
Contributions Area. 

“Rest of London” Contribution Areas 

2.47 The Panel’s attention was drawn to three specific locations in the 
“Rest of London” where the GLA’s proposed approach to contributions was 

questioned.   

2.48 In the case of Stratford, considerable development is taking place 

partly in preparation for the 2012 Olympics under the auspices of the 
Olympic Development Authority and partly elsewhere within the London 
Thames Gateway Development Corporation’s area.  The Panel was 

informed that, for the most part, development for the Olympics had 
already been committed including the Stratford City development (with 
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necessary infrastructure contributions), while within the riverside part of 
the Thames Gateway Development Corporation’s area, development 

would be primarily residential regeneration.  Additional development 
would be subject to the Rest of London Contributions Areas regime if 
within about 1 km of the proposed Stratford and Custom House Crossrail 

stations, and any contribution would be subject to the range of uses 
involved.  It would also particularly be subject to considerations of viability 

given the local regimes of infrastructure “tariffs” already established and 
applied by the relevant authorities.  Our recommendation for using 
approximate 1 km indicative radii would address the concern of London & 

Continental Railways in their written representations that the proposed 
business parks around the edge of the Olympic area could be able to avoid 

the contribution requirement because the radius around the Stratford 
station might only cover parts of these areas, thereby placing the 

Stratford City area at a disadvantage.  Otherwise, the Panel sees no 
reason to vary the standard Rest of London approach that would apply 
around Stratford and Custom House stations. 

2.49 At Whitechapel, it was pointed out to us that the area lies 
between the proposed Central London and Isle of Dogs Contributions 

Areas.  It is already served by District and Hammersmith LUL routes.  The 
Docklands Light Railway has nearby stations, while reconstruction of the 
former East London (“Metropolitan”) LUL line (which has a station at 

Whitechapel as part of the Overground railway between Croydon/New 
Cross and Dalston) will further improve accessibility.  The addition of the 

proposed Crossrail station would undoubtedly improve the development 
potential of the area, but benefits of that kind are not a suitable reason for 
seeking an enhanced contribution.  Conversely, while development around 

the new station itself might be required to help fund those works, this 
would be through a commercial agreement with TfL, so this should not in 

our view remove the possibility of seeking contributions at all.  The Panel 
considers that its currently proposed assignment to the Rest of London 
Contributions Areas is appropriate reflecting the relatively deprived nature 

of the locality at present. 

2.50 The proposed Crossrail station at Woolwich is being provided as 

an enabling project to facilitate residential development at the former 
Woolwich Arsenal.  Its shell is accordingly being funded by the developer 
concerned and Greenwich Borough Council has adopted a SPD 

contributions regime of its own extending for a radius of 2 km around the 
station to finance its completion and associated environmental 

enhancements.  The GLA informed the Panel that it had no objection to 
excluding Woolwich from the Rest of London Contributions Areas, and had 
assumed that contributions would not, in any event, be forthcoming as for 

the most part only residential development would be involved.  The Panel 
finds no reason to question that approach, and accordingly recommends 

that the area around Woolwich Station be expressly excluded from the 
Rest of London Contributions Areas, as intended by the Mayor (comment 
C2.11). 

Other matters 

2.51 We have considered all other matters that arose in the 

representations.  A suggestion that there should be no contributions 
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geography, with each application considered on its merits, would be 
tantamount to providing no guidance at all, and be contrary to Circular 

05/2005 advice (appendix B, paragraph B26).  Kings Cross and 
Paddington Opportunity Areas are both, in the Panel’s view, appropriately 
included within the Central London Contributions Area, despite 

development at Kings Cross having now already been largely committed.  
Development at Paddington is likely to add to congestion on existing 

cross-London rail routes, which Crossrail would undoubtedly mitigate and, 
as already indicated, there should be an indicative radius around 
Paddington to ensure that all the potential development area is within the 

contributions regime.  Should development at Kensington be found, in 
scale or nature, to warrant Crossrail mitigation it is the Panel’s view that 

this should be pursued on the basis of the flexibility inherent in SPG 
paragraph 4.25, though clearly it would be relatively remote from any 

Crossrail station unless an additional station were to be provided at Kensal 
Green.  

 

Rec. 
number 

Recommendations on the Alterations Paragraph 
Ref. 

R2.1  Modify policy 3C.12A (second suite of bullet points) to read: 
• Criteria for identifying developments in respect of 

which Crossrail contributions should be sought in 
accordance with national policy guidance; 
• Formulae for calculating fair and reasonable 

contributions to be sought and guidance on how these 
should be applied in specific localities and to different 

kinds of development; and….” 
In paragraph 3.226a, redraft the second sentence to read: 

“The Mayor will bring forward supplementary planning 
guidance setting out detailed advice about the principles to 
be applied to this end, including timing and phasing, 

pooling arrangements, formulae to fix indicative 
contribution levels and how they will be applied in specific 

localities and to particular kinds of development”. 
In paragraph 3.226b, redraft the second and fourth sentences to 
read:  

“They will also be sought from developments in the rest of 
London where this is appropriate under Government 

Guidance, policies in this Plan and in Local Development 
frameworks”.  “Any changes by the Mayor to the indicative 
levels of contribution would be made through new 

Supplementary Planning Guidance, and this would be the 
subject of full consultation”. 

Para. 2.2 

R2.2 That the first paragraph of policy 3C.12A be modified to read: 
“In view of the strategic regional importance of Crossrail to 

London’s economic regeneration and development, and in 
order to bring the project to fruition in suitably timely and 
economic manner, contributions will be sought from 

development likely to add to, or create, congestion on 
central London’s rail network that Crossrail is intended to 

mitigate.  This will be through Planning Obligations, 

Para. 2.10 
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arrangements for the use of which will be established at 
strategic level, in accordance with relevant legislation and 

policy guidance.” 
That the third sentence of paragraph 3.226b of reasoned 

justification be modified to read: 
“The selected approach will ensure that contributions are 
sought only from developments that are significant in terms 

of the congestion they will create, or add to, on central 
London’s rail network and which provision of Crossrail is 

intended to mitigate.” 

R2.3 That the following words be added after the first suite of bullet 

points in policy 3C.12A: 
“In consultation with the Mayor, Boroughs should seek to 
identify in their DPDs particular sites and sub-areas where 

contributions might be appropriate and should be sought.  
In addition, the Mayor will produce guidance for the 

handling of planning applications. ” 

Para. 2.17 

 

Comment 
number  

Comments on the Supplementary Planning Guidance Paragraph 
Ref.  

C2.1 In the SPG substitute the terms “Central London 
Contributions Area”, “Isle of Dogs Contributions Area” and 

“Rest of London Contributions Areas” for “Central London, 
“The Northern Part of the Isle of Dogs” and “Outside 
Central London and the Northern part of the Isle of Dogs” 

respectively. 

Para. 2.2 

C2.2 and  

 
 

 
 
C2.3 

That the SPG include maps of the Central Area (Annex 1), Isle of 

Dogs (Annex 2) and Rest of London Contributions Areas (Annex 
3) with, in the case of the last, 1 km indicative radii shown 

around all stations other than Woolwich Arsenal. 
 
The Maps for the Central Area and Isle of Dogs to include 1 km 

indicative radii extending beyond the CAZ boundary around 
Paddington and Liverpool Street Stations and a 1 km indicative 

radius around the proposed Canary Wharf station at West India 
Quay respectively. 

Paras.  

2.16 and 
2.20 

C2.4 That the first bullet point in paragraph 4.24 of SPG include the 
words “about 1 km” instead of “960 m” and the preamble to 
the bullet points include a brief explanation of the derivation of 

this from the 800 m referred to in Table 1 of the SPG. 

Para. 2.22 

C2.5 That the 1 km radii around Crossrail stations, where these would 

effectively extend the Central London and Isle of Dogs 
Contributions Areas and also where they represent the 

approximate extent of the Rest of London Contributions Areas, be 
shown with pecked lines on the SPG maps referred to under 
comments 2.2 and 2.3 (with clear annotation as to what the 

pecked lines represent as indicative radii and incorporating a 
reference to SPG paragraph 4.24). 

Para. 2.24 

C2.6 Delete the last sentence of the first part of paragraph 4.24 of SPG 
and replace with: 

“As in Central London and the Isle of Dogs, this is most 

Para. 2.27 
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likely to be the case where…” (followed by the remainder of 
the second bullet point, then continuing) 

“There may, however, also be development locations in 
the “Rest of London” which are at present poorly served 

by public transport and where Crossrail may be necessary 
in order to enable development to proceed in line with the 
objectives of sustainable development.  In either of these 

circumstances, the mitigation provided by Crossrail is most 
likely to be experienced in the vicinity of Crossrail stations.  

Account should be taken of the fact that rail use is 
generally likely to be highest within about 1 km of a 
station (representing about a 12 minute walk” (then 

continue as in the last part of 4.24 in revised October SPG, 
omitting the second sentence as that refers to areas that should 

be treated as if within the Central London and Isle of Dogs 
Contribution Areas). 

C2.7 Endorse exclusion of the VNEB Opportunity Area from the Central 
London Contributions Area as set out in paragraph 4.21. 

Para. 2.30 

C2.8 Exclude the Waterloo Opportunity Area from the Central London 
Contributions Area. Add additional paragraph to the SPG 
explaining the exclusion of the Waterloo Opportunity Area after 

paragraph 4.21. 

Para 2.36 

C2.9 While retaining the London Bridge/Bankside Opportunity Area 

within the Central London Contributions Area, no other part of the 
CAZ should be included within the CLCA south of the River 

Thames. Include reference to the exclusion of all areas South of 
the River Thames other than this Opportunity Area in the 
additional paragraph referred to under recommendation C2.8. 

Para. 2.39 

C2.10 Delete Elephant and Castle Opportunity Area from the Central 
London Contributions Area.  Add explanation for the exclusion of 

the Elephant & Castle Opportunity Area to the additional 
paragraph referred to under Recommendation C2.8. 

Para. 2.40 

C2.11 No 1 km radius to be defined around Woolwich Arsenal station as 
an exception to approach for the Rest of London Contributions 

Areas, with the explanation for the exclusion inserted in a 
paragraph to follow paragraph 4.24. 

Para. 2.50 
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Chapter 3: The Land Use or Land Uses 

Covered by the Contributions Policy (Matter 

2B) 
 

Introduction 

3.1 The Alterations as to be applied through the related 
Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) propose only to seek 
contributions from office developments involving a net increase in gross 

floorspace [measured on a gross external area (GEA) basis] of more than 
500 square metres.  The “de minimis” threshold is proposed because 

developments involving a more limited increase in gross floorspace are 
not regarded as causing a significant increase in congestion (i.e. of only 

having limited impact) and to ease the administrative task of seeking 
contributions.  As there is a cost in negotiating legal agreements under 
S106, it is not regarded as cost-effective to pursue lesser sums than 

would be derived below this threshold. 
 

3.2 There was no dispute that the basis of measurement is 
appropriate as it is simple to calculate and well understood in planning 
and surveying practice.  Neither was there any serious concern over the 

choice of “de minimis” threshold.  Some Boroughs already operate a 
similar threshold for negotiation of S106 agreements on town centre uses 

and of the two that cited differing current thresholds, namely Lambeth at 
1,000 square metres net increase and the City of London Corporation at 
2,000 square metres net increase, the latter indicated a willingness to 

consider bringing their SPD into line for administrative simplicity. 

Restriction to Office Development 

3.3 Where there was less agreement and indeed near unanimous 
opposition from development/business interests and local planning 

authorities alike and even from some community groups was to the 
concept of restricting contributions to office development.  These 
participants saw the restriction as unfair as other developments contribute 

to congestion in the travel network.  They also see the restriction as 
potentially harmful to the key office sector that underpins so much of the 

economy of London as the implication is that the restriction results in a 
higher contribution level per square metre for office developments than 
would otherwise be required.  This would be particularly significant in 

fringe office areas where developments are already on the margins of 
viability. 

 
3.4 Although in putting forward the October 2009 revision to the SPG, 
the Mayor had made some concessions in response to representations (for 

example in the exclusion of the VNEB Opportunity Area from the Central 
Area Contributions Area, the introduction of the initial discount in current 

economic circumstances and the refinement of proposals in the Rest of 
London Contributions Areas) at no point did the GLA waver in their 
defence of their approach of seeking contributions only from office 

developments.  The defence of this approach had a number of strands. 
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3.5 Jones Lang LaSalle had undertaken further studies in more fringe 
office development areas such as Farringdon and the Elephant & Castle 

(CD13 and CD14) and concluded that the contributions at the level 
proposed would not cause redevelopment to become unviable, in the first 

instance because of the uplift created by the Crossrail station at the 
interchange with Thameslink and in the second because office 
development is only envisaged as a minor component of the overall 

redevelopment.  In the debate at the EiP they further compared the level 
of contributions sought to other development costs and suggested that it 

would simply be regarded as another initial cost similar, for example, to 
rent free periods often allowed for. 
 

3.6 Objectors from the development sector, at least those holding 
prime development sites, did not assert that their schemes would become 

uneconomic.  Indeed it was acknowledged that the Wood Wharf S106 
agreement and the commercial agreement for the Canary Wharf station 
did involve contributions or payments equivalent to what is proposed for 

the Isle of Dogs Contributions Area, albeit that these were argued to be 
set at that level to secure provision of the Isle of Dogs station.  The 

Hertsmere House/Columbus Tower agreement of August 2009 had been at 
77% of the proposed Isle of Dogs level, i.e. still in excess of the proposed 

Central London Contributions Area level (RD21).  However, Councils from 
Inner London Boroughs pointed out their concern that application to 
offices only would produce levels of contribution that would impact on 

viability when taken with their own S106 tariff schemes.  The City of 
London Corporation submitted their own scheme (RD11), as did Tower 

Hamlets in relation to their Millennium Quarter (ED 23), both involving 
contributions of around £70 per square metre, with the former indicating 
that they did not feel that this level could be increased in current 

economic circumstances. 
 

3.7 Camden submitted two examples of obligations secured on less 
prime sites (ED 34) where affordable homes had also been involved 
suggesting that the inevitable consequence of the proposed level of office 

contributions would be a reduction in affordable housing.  This analysis 
was supported by London First and there was a general agreement that 

there would be an issue in relation to seeking to secure affordable 
housing, the joint highest priority for obligations under London Plan Policy 
6A.4 [whether as currently adopted or as proposed in the Alterations].  

This particularly arises as a consequence of the mixed use policies 
operated by Westminster City Council and most inner London Boroughs in 

line with the encouragement given in the London Plan.  We consider the 
issue of the relationship with other Planning Obligations further in six6.  
However, in relation to the issue of the level of charges arising from 

restricting contributions to office developments, from the comments made 
to us it seems that the level of contributions proposed would not in itself 

necessarily render non-viable projects that would otherwise have been 
viable.  Nevertheless, the need to consider other priorities for obligations 
certainly leads us to conclude that opportunities should be taken, if 

reasonably available, to reduce the level of contributions sought for 
Crossrail from office developments. 
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3.8 The second strand of the GLA defence of single use contributions 
was closely related to this issue, namely that by restricting contributions 

to office development, obligations would be able to be sought by the 
Boroughs to secure affordable housing and mitigate local impacts in 

relation to other developments without any competing Crossrail 
requirements.  Persuasive as this approach might seem, it did not satisfy 
any of the local planning authorities.  This was particularly because of the 

mixed-use issue which means that affordable housing contributions would 
in any event still arise in relation to most office developments even if, as 

most were willing to accept, pure housing schemes were omitted from any 
Crossrail contributions regime. 
 

3.9 The third line of defence was again related in so far as the GLA 
argued that by restricting contributions to be sought to office 

developments, the administrative task would be greatly reduced.  This 
again failed to satisfy the local planning authorities.  They made clear that 
they would still be seeking to negotiate S106 agreements on other 

commercial use developments so that their tasks would not be minimised 
even if the GLA/TfL staff had fewer proposals to consider. 

 
3.10 The development and business interests such as represented by 

London First and the Canary Wharf Group drew attention to an appeal 
decision by the Secretary of State on a housing scheme at Greenhithe in 
Dartford Borough Council’s area [APP/T2215/A/08/2078475] (RD04/04A).  

This appeal related to the refusal of a developer to enter into a S106 
agreement to pay a flat rate tariff of £5,000 per dwelling that would have 

been required under that Council’s Interim Kent Thameside Strategic 
Transport Tariff Policy.  The Secretary of State in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Inspector, allowed the appeal on grounds 

including that the single flat-rate per dwelling in the tariff was not fairly 
and reasonably related to the impact of the development and thereby 

failed to accord with the policy on Planning Obligations set out in Circular 
05/2005.  The development and business interests suggested that this 
meant that the Mayor’s proposal to relate charges solely to office 

developments rather than to spread contributions more widely in 
proportion to impact would be similarly in conflict with government policy. 

 
3.11 For the Mayor, the GLA strenuously resisted this line of argument.  
Seven points of difference were drawn out as to why that decision should 

not be regarded as a precedent to guide decisions on the Mayor’s 
proposals: 

• There the decision was in respect of an appeal against non-
determination and not one following an EiP into the policy; 

• Dartford Borough Council had not undertaken consultation on the 

tariff in the manner undertaken by the GLA; 
• The Inspector suggested that the tariff should have been included 

in a SPD, which is what the GLA propose in the draft SPG under the 
procedures set out in GOL Circular 1/2008; 

• The Inspector could not discern any substantial analysis to underpin 

the Dartford tariff in contrast to the substantial evidence placed 
before the EiP on the Mayor’s proposals; 
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• The Mayor’s tariff is not a flat-rate tariff based on units of 
development but on floorspace, thereby having regard for scale; 

• Viability is a matter able to be taken into account in the Mayor’s 
scheme; 

• Greenhithe in Dartford is a very different context from Central 
London. 

 

3.12 We agree that the Greenhithe decision should not be regarded as 
a definitive argument against the Mayor’s proposals to restrict 

contributions to office developments.  However, as those who would have 
to pay the contributions favour a widening of the scope related to the 
discerned impacts, and the local planning authorities that would have to 

take the primary role in negotiations to secure the contributions do not 
shrink from wider involvement (provided that their costs are recognised) 

we also do not consider that very great weight can be afforded to the 
arguments for restriction based on administrative simplicity.  
Nevertheless, the helpful schedules of contributions that would arise from 

various permutations of extending the land-use categories on which 
contributions might be sought that were produced at our request by Jones 

Lang LaSalle for the GLA (LD17, LD17a and LD17b), do highlight a point 
argued on behalf of the Mayor.  This is that the greater complexity 

introduced through widening the scope of the contributions does not 
proportionately reduce the headline rate to be sought from office 
developments.  This is because the calculations demonstrate that the bulk 

of the proceeds would derive from office developments.  Thus, it is argued 
that it is not worth the effort of applying the greater complexity inherent 

in seeking to model as closely as possible the calculated impact.  We shall 
return to this point after considering the key argument advanced by the 
GLA/TfL for single use contributions related to office developments only. 

 
3.13 This argument is based on the the demonstrable fact that the 

greatest congestion on the travel network and on rail services in particular 
arises in the morning peak from commuting to office employment in 
Central London.  Their view is therefore that if the impact of the journey 

to work by office workers is mitigated through contributions on office 
developments, it is not necessary to consider the lesser impacts that are 

caused by retail or hotel developments because the proportionate impact 
of developments for those uses is less.  The analysis by Colin Buchanan 
and partners (CD10e/CD10) was cited to justify this view and TfL argued 

that their approach is consistent with that normally used in transport 
planning studies and in particular in the studies justifying the construction 

of Crossrail.  Advocates of a wider palette of uses being subject to 
contributions sought to use the conclusions of the same studies to justify 
their position, in so far as Buchanan had produced a table of relative 

impacts on the morning peak hour in differing localities for four uses 
(office development, retail, hotels and residential).  This, after adjustment 

for the review of the retail analysis in June 2009 (CD11), is set out in 
paragraph 4.6 of the October 2009 version of the SPG.  For ease of 
reference we repeat that table, with the radii around the stations outside 

central London extended from 960 metres, as now proposed by the Mayor 
to approximately 1 km as we recommend, because we were assured that 

this would make no material difference in relative impact. 
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Table 1: Impact on the rail network in the AM peak (07:00-10:00) 
by location and Land use 

Type of 
Development 

Central London (CAZ/Isle 
of Dogs) 

Rest of London 
Approximately 1 km radii 

Offices 100 22 

Retail 64 12 

Hotel 44 - 

Residential 6 10 

      

3.14 We sought to probe the appropriate understanding of this table to 
see whether in some way it represented only a theoretical concept and 
that there might be a different relative impact from each actual square 

metre of new built development in the different locations.  However, we 
were assured that the table does represent the actual calculated impact of 

these kinds of developments in the morning peak hour.  Steer Davies 
Gleave in their assessment attached to the written representations of GMV 
Ten Ltd suggest that the GLA analysis does concentrate too heavily on the 

morning peak and that if a wider measure of congestion were to be 
considered then the 3-fold weighting of impacts in Central London 

compared to outer areas might not be justified.  Participants stressed their 
perception that the evening peak suffers also from significant congestion 
and argued that the contribution of retail activity to congestion in that 

period should not be discounted.  The graphical presentation of daily 
congestion in the Colin Buchanan study, however, demonstrates that the 

height of evening peak congestion is lower and that the peak is less 
sharply defined than in the morning (Figure 2.1 - CD10).  Anecdotal 

comments were also made in respect of other uses but we did not hear or 
read any substantive evidence to set aside the basic conclusions of the 
Colin Buchanan studies on relative impact. 

 
3.15 That being so and given the assurance that Table 1 would 

represent the true relative impact, we were unconvinced on fairness 
grounds that there ought not to be a wider spread of uses drawn into the 
contributions scheme, with their contributions proportional to the impact 

shown in the table.  The only grounds to move away from such an 
approach would seem to be those of convenience, simplicity and cost 

effectiveness that we have previously considered and which are not 
supported in general by either those who would be paying the 
contributions or those having to undertake the heaviest burden of 

administering the system.  Consequently, we consider that it is necessary 
to consider the various additional uses that have been assessed as 

possible extensions for the scheme and also the further suggestions made 
either in writing or at the Examination. 

Other possible uses to be covered by the contributions 

scheme 

Retail 
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3.16 There was unanimous support amongst participants at the 
Examination, apart from the GLA family and neutral observers like GOL, 

for extension of the contributions regime to retail development with 
contribution levels proportionate to the relative impact shown in the table.  

Our own observations, albeit not scientific, would support the perception 
of the participants advocating inclusion of retail development.  We must 
note, however, that the British Retail Consortium, in their written 

submission as well as expressing concern over the imposition of the 
business rate supplement (not a matter before us), support the approach 

of the Mayor/GLA in proposing to restrict contributions to office 
developments.  They cite the June 2009 review of retail impact by Colin 
Buchanan highlighting that retail employees and custmers are more likely 

to be travelling in the shoulder hours of the morning peak rather than in 
the peak of the peak (CD11).  The Consortium did not however take up 

their offered place at the Examination and we note that the June 2009 
study did discern a relative impact on morning peak congestion at some 
64% of that of office development in the Central Contributions Areas. 

 
3.17  As for cost-effectiveness of including retail development, the 

Jones Lang LaSalle studies clearly indicate that substantially less retail 
development is envisaged as compared to office development and a 

comment is made that it is likely to take place in smaller increments.  The 
return on each negotiation is likely therefore to be less, but nevertheless, 
the revised tabulation CD17b scenarios 3 and 6 indicate that the CAZ 

headline rate per square metre for office development would be reduced 
by some £13 per square metre if contributions were sought for retail 

development in the two Central Contributions Areas and by a further £3 if 
retail were also to be included in the uses from which contributions are 
sought within the indicative radii in the Rest of London Contributions 

Areas.  In our view these reductions are both measurable and meaningful 
and consequently we do not consider that the cost-effectiveness argument 

rules out inclusion of retail development.  This will increase likelihood of 
collection within the construction period and cater for mixed use schemes 
that are increasingly the norm in line with national, Mayoral and local 

planning policies.  We recommend accordingly (comment C3.1).  

Hotel development 

3.18  There was also considerable enthusiasm amongst participants for 
inclusion of hotel developments in the matrix of uses from which 
contributions would be sought.  Some sought to highlight peak morning 

flows from Heathrow or other airports to hotels or business locations to 
justify including such developments, though for the GLA the significance of 

such movements was queried both in terms of scale in proportion to the 
totality of the peak trips and whether these flows actually involved LUL 
rather than taxis or the Heathrow express and taxis. There was no hard 

evidence to back up such conjecture, but the Buchanan studies put the 
relative impact in the morning peak at 44% of that of office developments 

in the Central Contribution Areas. 
 
3.19  We probed whether there might not need to be a further review 

of the hotel impact analysis as was undertaken for retail development 
given the comments in the studies that many of the staff movements 



London Plan Crossrail Alterations   

Report of the Panel February 2010 

Chapter 3 The Land Use or land uses Covered by the Levy 

45 

relating to hotels are likely to take place outside peak hours and the 
argument alluded to above over the extent to which hotel guests put 

pressure on the London rail network.  While the GLA/TfL accepted the 
possibility that there might be some over-estimate of the impact of hotel 

development, neither saw any need for a re-run of studies as the 44% 
relative impact figure was considered robust.  No other participants 
pressed the point. 

 
3.20  As for cost effectiveness, again there is likely to be much less 

development in the hotel sector than for offices but the schedules 
produced (CD17b scenarios 3a and 6a) show that there would be a further 
£10 reduction in the headline rate for offices if hotel developments were 

to be included in the uses from which contributions are sought in the 
Central Contributions Areas.  Again this is a meaningful reduction inclining 

us towards inclusion of hotel developments.  We were also encouraged in 
this view by strong representations from certain of the inner London 
authorities such as the City of London Corporation and the Councils of 

London Boroughs such as Islington.  They cited pressures for switching 
developments over to hotels from offices and there was reference even of 

a net reduction in office floorspace in some fringe areas in recent years.  
Pressures were thought likely to be particularly strong in the run-up to the 

Olympics in 2012 but might continue with other international attractions in 
prospect later in the decade.  London First concurred in these views, 
stressing the need to avoid skewing the market by seeking contributions 

from some commercial developments but not others. 
 

3.21  Having regard to these further supports for inclusion of hotel 
developments we are convinced that they too should be included in the 
palette of uses, though in this case an impact outside the Central 

Contributions Areas cannot be discerned.  We recommend accordingly 
(comment C3.2). 

Residential Development 

3.22  This is the final land use category that was assessed in the 
research studies for the GLA/TfL.  A lower impact still is discerned as 

compared to retail or hotel developments, but the GLA/TfL argument 
against inclusion of residential development is much more fundamental 

and does not depend on utilitarian arguments.  This is because the whole 
scheme is based on impact mitigation and not on benefit in order to meet 
the tests of Circular 05/2005. 

 
3.23  There was little or no enthusiasm amongst participants for 

including affordable housing in any contribution scheme as participants 
recognised that this would be to seek contributions from development at 
least in part being funded through contributions or other support 

mechanisms.  However, a number of inner London Councils and some 
development and business interests sought inclusion of major residential  

developments within the radii around stations in the rest of London 
outside the Central Contributions Areas.  They argued that major 
residential developments in such localities would gain substantial benefit 

from Crossrail and ought therefore to contribute.  The GLA/TfL however 
pointed out that the impact arises from the concentration of places of 
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work in Central London and that residents occupying properties around 
outer Crossrail stations might work in that locality or travel to work in 

Outer London or beyond via a variety of modes.  The occupiers and 
thereby developers would benefit from the potentially improved 

accessibility created by Crossrail but that is not the same as generation of 
impact requiring mitigation.  We consider that the approach of the Mayor 
must be correct in this instance having regard to the tests of Circular 

05/2005 and agree that in principle residential developments should not 
be included in the contributions scheme. 

 
3.24  Moreover, utilitarian arguments also support this approach as 
even in outer London the proportionate impact is calculated to be lower 

than for any other assessed land-use so that seeking contibutions would 
be less cost-effective.  Although applying the contributions scheme to 

residential developments (excluding affordable housing) would result in a 
further reduction in the headline contributions rate of £8 per square metre 
for office developments in the Central London Contributions Area (LD17B 

Scenario 7a), this is based on a threshold as low as 3 residential units 
(paragraph 5.2 - CD12).  Thus, an increased contributions yield to 

produce this result would only be achievable through a very great 
extension of the contributions regime.  Further, as affordable housing 

contributions are normally sought in relation to housing developments 
above relevant thresholds, simply excluding contributions on affordable 
housing schemes would not avoid complications over competing priorities 

as between affordable housing and Crossrail contributions which would 
have equal highest Mayoral priority.  While, as noted above, mixed use 

policies in many central London Boroughs make it impossible wholly to 
avoid this issue, it does seem appropriate to reduce the extent of overlap 
between these priorities for contributions as far as is reasonably practical.  

Overall, therefore we have no hesitation in accepting the Mayoral case 
that residential developments of any kind should not be included in the 

contributions scheme. 

Other Uses 

3.25  A number of other uses were touched upon during the 

Examination or raised in written representations.  Arising from the written 
representations on behalf of London Metropolitan University that 

university development should not be included in the contributions 
scheme, brief consideration was given to the issue of student hostel 
accommodation in so far as this would not be included in the C1 Use 

Class1 that would otherwise define hotel development and yet such 
accommodation is often now commercially provided.  It would be possible 

to regard such developments simply as residential development that we 
have concluded should be excluded from the contributions scheme in line 
with the Mayoral approach.  Alternatively, if looked at as “sui generis”, 

there seemed very little justification for inclusion on the basis of the key 
impact test given the normal intention of locating such accommodation in 

close proximity to teaching and other central facilities.  The diverse 
timetables under which lectures, tutorials or other classes are held would 

                                    
1 Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 as amended (in particular by the 
Amendment Order 1994) 
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also minimise peak hour demand on the transport network.  We conclude 
that neither faculty development nor student accommdation should be 

included in the contributions scheme. 
 

3.26  There was stronger support for consideration of forms of leisure 
and entertainment uses from a number of Boroughs and business 
interests.  It was argued that although the main flows related to such uses 

are often outside peak hours altogether, this is not always the case and on 
Saturdays in particular and more generally in the evening peak, there 

could be overlapping trips with other uses that generate congestion.  For 
TfL it was argued that there might indeed be localised problems around 
particular stations that might have to be addressed, as they were at 

Wembley.  However, these kinds of uses do not normally generate 
network congestion issues of the kind that Crossrail would mitigate.  

Moreover, it was acknowledged that D1 and D2 uses are of a very varied 
nature, some generating large travel movements, some only local activity 
and with some provided with public support or on a voluntary basis yet 

some with very substantial commercial backing.  All in all, while it was 
acknowledged that there could be circumstances in which a contributions 

towards Crossrail might mitigate travel impacts, this ought to arise from 
case by case consideration rather than any attempt to create a standard 

scheme for such uses (comment C3.3). 

Changes of use 

3.27  Including a variety of uses in the contributions scheme raises the 

question of treatment of changes of use, a matter less likely to be an 
issue if only one use is liable for contributions.  As we understand the 

Mayoral proposals, the contributions are only to be sought in respect of 
the net increase of gross floorspace in new developments.  No party 
sought to extend the scheme to address changes of use.  We do not 

consider that the consequent very greatly increased complexity would be 
likely to be justified by any fine tuning of contributions that might arise 

from including changes of use, notwithstanding the expressed intention to 
include changes of use in CIL arrangements under the CLG Consutation 
Paper arrangements (GD08).  If new developments are liable on the basis 

of their first use, changes to or from differing uses would to some extent 
balance each other out and any net change in contributions whether 

positive or negative would be unlikely to be of a magnitude to warrant the 
greatly increased complexity of the system that would be involved. 

Exemptions within Use Classes 

3.28 This possiblity was raised in written representations by DP9 on 
behalf of the Royal Mail Group.  It was suggested that this might be 

justified on the basis of the public service provided both for direct 
development to provide that service and for enabling development.  The 
view of the GLA and the concensus amongst participants was that this 

kind of issue, if justified, was a matter that should be addressed on a case 
by case basis through the viability caveat in the policy rather than by any 

attempt to build complexities into the scheme.  We concur with this 
approach. 

Overall Conclusions 
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3.29  In the light of the foregoing we recommend that the contributions 
scheme should be extended to include retail and hotel developments on 

the basis of the proportionate impact set out in Table 1 in paragraph 4.6 
of the Supplementary Planning Guidance.  In order to address the 

intention more clearly, references to commercial development in 
paragraphs 4.6 and 4.7 should be replaced by references to office 
development (within Class B1).  We do not consider that the scheme 

should be extended to include any further uses, with leisure and 
entertainment developments treated on their merits on a case by case 

basis.  Neither do we consider that the complexity of seeking to address 
changes of use would be warranted, and any specific exemptions should 
be tackled through the application of viability assessments.  Our specific 

proposal for a contributions matrix is set out at the end of Chapter four 
following consideration of the case for and against an Isle of Dogs 

premium, but conseqential amendments to the text of the SPG are set out 
below (comments C3.4 and C3.5). 
 

Comment 
number  

Comments on the Supplementary Planning Guidance Paragraph 
Ref.  

C3.1  Retail Developments (Class A) should be included in the 
contributions scheme in both the Central Contributions Areas and 

the Rest Of London Contributions Areas on the basis of the 
relative impact indicated in Table 1 in paragraph 4.6 of the 

October 2009 Supplementary Planning Guidance as amended in 
paragraph 3.13 of this report. 

Para. 3.17 

C3.2 Hotel Developments (Class C1) should be included in the 
contributions scheme in the Central Contributions Areas on the 
basis of the relative impact indicated in Table 1 in paragraph 4.6 

of the October 2009 Supplementary Planning Guidance as 
amended in paragraph 3.13 of this report. 

Para.3.21 

C3.3 A sentence should be included in the SPG to indicate that the 
need to seek contributions from leisure and entertainment uses 

within the Contributions Areas will be assessed on a case by case 
basis having regard to the specific characteristics of the 
developments concerned [see C3.5 below]. 

Para 3.26 

C3.4 References to Commercial Development in Table 1 in paragraph 
4.6 of the October 2009 Supplementary Planning Guidance as 

amended in paragraph 3.13 of this report and elsewhere in 
paragraphs 4.6 and 4.7 of this version of the SPG should be 

replaced by office development (within Class B1). 

Para. 3.29 

C3.5 Amend paragraph 4.9 by adding “retail and hotel” before 

“office” in line 2 and “with contributions proportionate to 
the calculated impact shown in Table 1” after “metres” in 
line 4; 

Replace the first bullet point by: 
“Contributions should be sought in the rest of London in 

respect of Office and retail development within an 
approximate radius of 1 km around Crossrail stations other 
than Woolwich Arsenal (which has its own contributions 

regime operated by the London Borough of Greenwich) 
based on the reduced relative impact shown in Table 1)”; 

Para. 3.29 
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Add at the end of paragraph 4.13: 

“However, the relative impact of retail and hotel 
developments is, nevertheless, still significant and 
proportionate contributions will also be sought from 

them.” 
In paragraph 4.15 add “s” to “development” at the end of line 

1, “retail and hotel” after “office” in line 2 and “and office 
and retail developments within an approximate 1 km 
radius around Crossrail stations in the rest of London, 

apart from around Woolwich Arsenal (Annex 3)” after 
“(Annex 2)” in line 4. 

Add at the end of the paragraph:  “Although not part of the 
contributions scheme, certain leisure and entertainments 
proposals may warrant contributions towards Crossrail to 

mitigate their impact in accordance with the Circular 
advice.  These will be assessed on a case by case basis.” 
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Chapter 4: The Levels of Contributions 

(Matter 3) 

 

Introduction 

4.1 ODPM Circular 05/2005 “Planning Obligations” is the key reference 
document for Government’s current policy approach to the subject of 
establishing the appropriate level of contributions to mitigate the impacts 

of development.  Paragraphs B21-B24 of Annex B to the Circular are of 
particular relevance to “pooled” contributions and paragraphs B33- B35 to 

standard “charges”.  The latter paragraphs in particular make clear that 
formulae and standard charges are quantitative indications of the level of 
contribution, and should not be applied in blanket form regardless of 

actual impacts.  It is for these reasons that we refer throughout to 
“contributions” rather than “charges” and regard them as “indicative” 

rather than “fixed”. In Chapter two, our recommendations deal with the 
first of these points and we further recommend here only that the 

indicative nature of the levels proposed be made clear (comment C4.1).  
 
4.2 We have considered in Chapter one how the sum of £300 million 

to be raised from S106 contributions has been derived from the £15.9 
billion total cost of the project. The Panel further understands that the 

expectation voiced in paragraph 3.4 of the draft SPG that part of the total 
figure would be raised in respect of certain specific developments has now 
been secured.  The residual £200 million figure in paragraph 3.4 of SPG is 

therefore accepted as the basis for calculating the remaining amount to be 
raised, as is further explained in paragraph 4.20.  Our consideration in 

this chapter accordingly responds only to concerns about the proposed 
levels of contribution necessary to reach this residual figure, and covers: 
• The levels proposed;  

• The arrangements for collection;  
• How and to what extent the regime should respond to the present 

economic climate; and  
• How viability should be taken into account. 

The levels of contributions proposed 

4.3 Based on the need to raise the sum of £200 million, the Planning 
Obligations regime advanced by GLA proposes that contributions be 

sought at a level of £160 per square metre (indexed to inflation as 
explained in paragraph 4.28 of the October 2009 amended SPG) for all 

office developments resulting in net increases of over 500 square metres 
gross floorspace within the Central London Contributions Area.  In the Isle 
of Dogs Contributions Area, the figure would be £218.30 per square 

metre.  The May 2009 draft SPG proposes that in the Rest of London 
Contributions Areas the “starting point for negotiation” should be the 

Central London figure.  However, in the October 2009 amended version of 
SPG it is suggested that contributions sought in the Rest of London 
Contributions Areas should reflect local circumstances, the size and impact 

of development and viability issues.  While retaining the reference to the 
“starting point for negotiations” being the Central London figure, it 
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suggests that this should be particularly the case for developments 
adjacent to Central London and the Isle of Dogs, while elsewhere the 

negotiations should also “be informed by the level of impact in outer 
London as shown in SPG Table 1”.  

 
4.4 The main evidence base for the proposed levels of contribution is 
the Jones Lang LaSalle Report produced in December 2008 (CD12).  The 

process adopted in that Report is effectively summarised in SPG 
paragraphs 4.16 - 4.19.  This takes account of factors such as variations 

in rates of development and relative congestion impacts by use and broad 
location derived from the related Colin Buchanan and Partners’ studies 
(CD10/CD11), as well as considering the risk of evasion or “leakage”.  It 

also recognises the need for simplicity and transparency in operation.  
Although criticisms of this process were made, no more suitable or 

comprehensive methodology for calculation was put to the Panel and we 
see no reason to question its general approach.  In particular, the Panel 
accepts a need for the minimum threshold of 500 square metres (to avoid 

the burden of administering a scheme that would otherwise include 
proposals having a “de minimis” travel impact).  We are also content that 

whatever levels of contribution are proposed, the calculation should be 
based on increases in gross external floorspace (as defined in SPG 

paragraph 4.27) and not net internal floorspace (an alternative referred to 
in some of the earlier background studies).   
 

4.5 The GLA produced at the Examination two proposals for textual 
clarification regarding related points (ED33). These respond to concerns 

made in representations over how the net increase should be calculated 
where clearance takes place ahead of redevelopment and how amended 
schemes should be treated.  They appear to us to be reasonable and 

pragmatic solutions to the concerns raised. We accordingly agree that 
both should be included (comment C4.2).  We also agree with the GLA 

that the concessions implicit in these textual additions should not be 
extended to the renewal of permissions as such proposals need to be 
determined against the policy context relevant at the time of renewal.  To 

do otherwise would inappropriately provide for the renewal of permissions 
without Crossrail contributions agreements.  The potential for avoidance of 

contributions in that way should be minimised.  Text to make this clear 
also needs to be inserted (comment C4.3).  Finally, although the Jones 
Lang LaSalle Report relies on a target figure of £200 million rather than 

£300 million, this does not affect the methodology which, as we have 
indicated in paragraph 4.2 above appropriately deals only with the 

residual funding requirement from the time the proposed contributions 
regime would become fully operational.  
 

4.6 Argument, therefore, focuses mainly on the outcome of the 
methodology in terms of whether the proposed levels of contribution 

would be achievable in practice.  This turns mainly upon the effect on 
viability and the relationship to other contributions that may need to be 
sought.  In the Panel’s view, however, it does not raise doubts over 

whether the geographies or range of uses embraced by the proposed 
contributions regime should be adjusted (our findings on those subjects 

being found in Chapters two and three,).  This is because geographies and 
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uses must be related to the need for development impact mitigation, not 
(as may be the case with the levels for “pooled” contributions) to the need 

to meet particular proportions of the funding target.  Indeed, the 
tabulations requested by the Panel (LD17, 17a and 17b) demonstrate that 

the effect of adjustments to geographies and uses on levels of 
contribution would not be as significant as some participants seemed to 
anticipate.  The reductions indicated to the office development rate 

through extending the range of uses from which contributions should be 
sought, in particular, would still fall well short of being sufficient to bridge 

the gap between the levels of general infrastructure contribution typically 
sought and achieved in S106 negotiations by the Boroughs and those that 
would be sought (whether additionally or instead of) for Crossrail.   

 
4.7 However, the Panel acknowledges that different geographies and 

ranges of uses produce different effects on abilities to contribute.  If the 
administrative burden of considering those differences on a case-by-case 
basis is to be minimised, a clear and widely acceptable matrix of indicative 

contribution levels related to broad areas and uses should be established.  
That is the thrust of paragraphs B33-B35 of Annex B to Circular 05/2005.  

We accordingly consider each of the proposed levels of contribution in 
turn. 

The Central London Contributions Area 

4.8 The Jones Lang LaSalle Report (CD12) advised that in the Central 
London Area (which it considered to be represented by the CAZ and the 

northern part of the Isle of Dogs) a “simple low tariff” equivalent to a 
“headline” rate of £161.46 per square metre or less, “should not 

materially deter development provided that it is signalled in advance and 
can be factored in as one of the costs of production”. Its recommendations 
adopted this figure, which has accordingly been rounded and incorporated 

into the draft SPG as the “headline” level of £160 per square metre for the 
Central London Contributions Area. 

  
4.9 A number of examples were put before us in support of the 
contention that this figure would prove unrealistic.  The City of London 

Corporation, for example, pointed out that its present contributions 
regime sought £70 per square metre for all community infrastructure 

(including affordable housing).  Although this figure is currently under 
review, the Corporation argued that an additional £160 per square metre 
would be likely to diminish office activity, possibly in favour of other 

locations (not necessarily in the UK) and other uses (such as hotels), with 
potentially significant and widespread adverse economic consequences.  

Camden Borough Council referred to site-specific examples including the 
St Giles Court development (2007) where it had secured some £4m in 
community infrastructure contributions, again including affordable 

housing, equating to £211 per square metre of additional office floorspace.  
That, however, was a mixed use development and the Council calculated 

that a Crossrail contribution of £160 per square metre would require the 
contributions total to be increased by a further £3,076,320.  Islington 
Borough Council expressed concern about the local employment 

implications if contributions were sought at a level that deflected office 
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development away from areas like the Angel, suggesting that losses could 
amount to about 2,894 potential jobs per annum from the area. 

 
4.10 In responding to these various concerns, an example was put 

forward on behalf of the GLA of the purchase of a Central London office 
building of about 30,000 square metres.  This would attract the equivalent 
of £286 per square metre in stamp duty alone, a figure customarily 

absorbed by the property industry despite being much higher than the 
proposed “headline” figure for S106 contributions. While the rate of stamp 

duty has varied over time, it has not deterred office building activity.  It 
was further put to us that Crossrail contributions at £160 per square 
metre would be equivalent to a rent-free period on such a building of 

about 5 months, at a time when rent-free periods are apparently typically 
being offered for between 3 months and 4 years or more.   

 
4.11 The Panel observes, however, that factors like those, which may 
apply in prime office locations, are not necessarily representative of the 

office market in all parts of Central London. We were advised that typical 
development plot sizes, particularly in more fringe locations, may be 

relatively small, and many schemes would be likely to involve mixed use 
developments.  Such developments might also attract other policy costs 

including for example those concerned with achieving high standards of 
building and townscape design and above all affordable housing 
contributions.  Nonetheless, the Panel also notes that in such cases a 

Crossrail contribution based on only the net increase in floorspace of a 
limited range of uses would be likely to be significantly smaller than the 

headline figure based on the whole of the gross development area.  Much 
would depend, in terms of viability, on the types and levels of 
development activity taking place at the time in the particular locality, but 

the policy does allow viability to be taken into account. 
 

4.12 The Panel’s attention was also drawn to a schedule listing the 
applications where Crossrail contributions have been negotiated to date 
(RD10a).  In the proposed Central London Contributions Area, these have 

varied between about 15% and 45% of the proposed “headline” level of 
contribution.  Questioned as to whether this was indicative of over-

ambitious expectations in the “headline rate”, the Panel was advised by 
TfL that negotiations currently had to progress on the basis of draft policy 
and draft SPG, and that a more robust stance would be possible once the 

policy became part of the statutory development plan for the area and the 
SPG had been formally adopted.  This was argued as being in line with 

normal practice on the increasing weight that can be afforded to policy as 
it progresses towards finalisation.  Whether this proves to be the case will 
be borne out in future negotiations.  

 
4.13 The Panel finds the arguments on all of these matters to be finely 

balanced, not least because of the disparity between the proposed level of 
Crossrail contribution proposed and the experience “on the ground” of the 
various Boroughs in S106 negotiations, often involving site-specific 

economic appraisals, is so wide.  However, the Panel counsels against 
setting indicative contribution levels that are unambitious.  This is not 

least because the negotiation process is likely to drive contributions down 
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rather than up and, if the starting point is too low, contributions that 
might otherwise legitimately have been made would in all likelihood be 

unnecessarily foregone.  We address the implications for other planning 
priorities, including affordable housing, more specifically in Chapter six.  

Moreover, the Panel particularly notes the Jones Lang LaSalle advice that 
if the expected levels of contribution are clearly signalled in advance (as 
would be the case through the adoption of SPG) they can be more easily 

absorbed into site acquisition costs rather than being regarded as 
additional, unexpected and unwelcome additions to development costs.  It 

is also appropriate, in the Panel’s view, to attach greater weight to GLA 
valuation advice that spans the development market across the whole of 
the proposed Contributions Areas rather than drawing only upon individual 

experiences in particular parts that might not be more widely 
representative.   

 
4.14 In Chapter two, we have recommended reductions to the extent 
of the Central London Contributions Area.  In theory this might have the 

effect of increasing the level of contribution that the Jones Lang LaSalle 
report suggests are required.  However, in practice it is doubtful whether 

this would be the case given the viability arguments that would otherwise 
be likely to be in advanced in the deleted areas.  Moreover, any reduced 

yield from a smaller Central London Contributions Area may well be offset 
by other recommendations in Chapter two which would increase the 
extent of contributions elsewhere (albeit mainly in the rest of London, 

where levels of development and of development values may be expected 
to be lower) and, in Chapter three, from widening the range of uses that 

would be covered.  Revised tabulations were put to us at the Inquiry 
(LD17b) which suggest lower figures could be sufficient to raise the total 
sum required based on the wider uses and 960 metre radii in the rest of 

London.  Given that our recommended geography is not identical to that 
used in the Jones Lang LaSalle revised calculations, the relevant 

tabulation (LD17b, Table 1 scenario 6a with an Isle of Dogs premium or 
Table 2 Scenario 6a without such a premium) cannot be regarded as 
authoritative.  Nonetheless, provided the levels are expressed as 

indicative contribution levels rather than as fixed requirements (as we 
have recommended in paragraph 4.1 above), the Panel is content to put 

these forward, rounded to the nearest whole number to reflect their 
indicative nature, as a more suitable distribution of the cost to developers 
of Crossrail than that sought in the draft SPG.  In the manner we have 

derived them from the Jones Lang LaSalle calculations (LD17b, scenario 
6a) the levels of contribution for Central London Contributions Area would 

equate to £134 per square metre for offices, £86 per square metre for 
retail and £59 per square metre for hotels.  We recognise, however, that 
the Mayor may wish Jones Lang LaSalle to verify that any amended 

geography would not materially affect those figures. We recommend 
accordingly (comment C4.4a). 

 
4.15 These basic figures would apply within the whole of the revised 
geography for the Central London Contributions Area that we have 

recommended in Chapter two, plus the areas outside that would be within 
an approximate 1 km radius of Paddington and Liverpool Street stations.  

These radii should be shown on the revised plan which should be included 
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as Annex 1 in accordance with our Chapter two recommendations 
(comment C4.5). Areas that we have recommended be excluded from 

the Central London Contributions Area (including, the Vauxhall-Nine Elms- 
Battersea, Waterloo and Elephant and Castle Opportunity Areas would be 

exempted from the proposed Crossrail contributions regime altogether.  

Isle of Dogs Contributions Area 

4.16 The Jones Lang LaSalle report (CD12) suggested that, although 

the same headline rate should attach to the Isle of Dogs as for Central 
London, it should be subject to “more through negotiation”.  This was 

based on the “much more severe” constraint imposed by public transport 
capacity (without Crossrail) to the Isle of Dogs identified in the Buchanan 
Study (CD10).  In the event, the SPG proposes a 36% premium within the 

Isle of Dogs Contributions Area because “recent agreements for Crossrail 
contributions in respect of sites in the area have been on the basis of 

£218.30.” (October 2009 SPG paragraph 4.23).  
 
4.17 The Panel heard that these “recent agreements” were in respect 

of cases that should not in the view of the Canary Wharf Group or the 
Wood Wharf Partnership be regarded as precedents.  That for Wood Wharf 

was argued to have been a “one-off” payment to help secure construction 
of a station at Canary Wharf and that made by the Canary Wharf Group in 

lieu of contributions on three nearby sites within the ownership of the 
Group relate to the net funding of the station construction under a 
commercial agreement with TfL.  Nonetheless, development interests here 

put to us that the proposed level of contribution was not such that it 
would turn viable development into non-viable development, the main 

point being made that the Isle of Dogs should not be made subject of a 
36% premium relative to Central London, because to do so would be 
unfair.  It was argued, for example, that congestion levels had been 

distorted in the Buchanan Study (CD10) by isolating the Isle of Dogs.  
Similar or greater levels of congestion would be likely to be shown for the 

City if the “Square Mile” had been isolated in the same fashion rather than 
being considered as part of the wider CAZ.  The Panel does not support 
that argument because, in comparison, the Isle of Dogs is singularly 

reliant on rail travel access, whereas the City and much of the proposed 
Central London Contributions Area has much greater diversity of available 

sustainable travel modes including dense bus networks, cycling and 
walking from all directions.  The individual impact of developments on rail 
congestion levels is thus likely to be much less immediate and more easily 

dispersed in the Central Activities Zone.  In accepting the Mayoral 
arguments on this point, we do not consider that this would be to place 

reliance on resilience arguments that might conflict with the Circular 
advice against seeking simply to address existing deficiencies.  Rather it 
recognises that congestion on the two existing rail lines serving the Isle of 

Dogs would be likely to lead to a need to refuse planning applications in 
the northern Isle of Dogs well within the plan period, given the scale of 

growth envisaged.  We were told, for example, that the planned 
proportionate employment growth in the Isle of Dogs (454%) is far higher 
than that planned in the CAZ (17%) notwithstanding the much more 

diverse network of access options in the latter. We have commented 
further on this in Chapter two.   
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4.18 TfL were also able to point out that the actual agreement at Wood 

Wharf is predicated on the application of the premium contributions level 
in the Isle of Dogs, as the phasing payments are required to be made on 

the basis of the contribution level that is ultimately adopted and the 
premium rate proposed would make up the total.  Although the agreement 
requires a balancing payment if necessary related to the final phased 

payment to make up the pledged £100 million, the concern of TfL is that if 
the earlier staged payments are significantly reduced by removal of the 

premium, then the final phase might not be undertaken in order to avoid 
payment of a significant part of the agreed sum. 
 

4.19 The City of London Corporation did not press for there to be a 
premium, being content that the Isle of Dogs should be regarded as the 

overflow development area necessary to maintain the premier status of 
the City in European and world financial markets.  However, the greater 
ease of development and ability to get large floor plates were cited as 

reasons why the market may not be distorted by the existence of a 
premium contribution level in the Isle of Dogs.  In all the circumstances, 

the Panel regards the premium as being set at a reasonable level having 
regard both to the relative transport impact needing to be mitigated and 

the likelihood of any risk to development viability.  In similar fashion to 
Central London, however, we have recommended in Chapter two that a 
pecked line approximate 1 km radius be extended around the proposed 

Canary Wharf station at West India Quay as shown in the plan provided 
for the Examination by the GLA (ED22) and for that plan to become Annex 

2. Within that indicative radius, inclusive of the DLR lands at Poplar 
station southwards but outside the identified northern Isle of Dogs area, 
we recommend here that the Isle of Dogs premium contributions levels 

should apply.  However, to the north of the DLR lands any development 
would be unlikely to relate to the financial and commercial services centre 

at Canary Wharf and so ought only to be subject to the “Rest of London” 
contributions levels in order to address the concern of the Council of 
Tower Hamlets on the need to make social provision in a deprived locality. 

In the light of the foregoing, our recommendations are based on the 
revised Jones Lang LaSalle figures presented to the examination (LD17b, 

Table 1 scenario 6a) that do include an Isle of Dogs premium (comment 
C4.4b and comment C4.6). 

Rest of London Contributions Areas 

4.20 It was a theme of many of the representations, particularly those 
from the outer London Boroughs, that clearer guidance should be given in 

the SPG to explain the intended operation of the proposed contributions 
regime for the Rest of London.  We share the view that the guidance in 
the SPG (paragraph 4.24 of the amended October 2009 version) lacks 

both clarity and precision.  The concern was particularly marked over the 
original version of the SPG, which by arguing that the starting point for 

negotiations should always be the Central London rate was regarded as 
unfair by Boroughs such as Hillingdon, Havering and Redbridge.  Ealing 
also expressed concern over the effect on viability of developments in 

regeneration areas.   The Councils argued that the Opportunity Areas and 
other neighbourhoods near many stations in outer London are deprived 
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and that opportunities to secure regeneration would be likely to be 
restricted by imposition of a contributions regime set at such a high level 

relative to outer London rentals.  The revisions in the approach in the 
October 2009 version clearly went a long way towards satisfying concerns 

as few Councils of outer London Boroughs ultimately took up their 
invitations to attend the Examination.  Nevertheless, some ambiguity 
remains in the wording of the revised SPG.  

 
4.21 We have recommended, in Chapter two, that geographical 

definition be applied to this area, in map form, extending to “about 1 km” 
around Crossrail stations and consider here only the levels of contribution 
that should be sought within the respective indicative radii.  The Rest of 

London Contributions Areas, in effect, represents a loose assemblage of 
areas of widely different economic character united only by the congestion 

relief mitigation that Crossrail would bring.  The Panel has accordingly 
turned its mind to whether there should be different approaches to 
contributions within each, or some form of division into groups. We have 

addressed the position of land within the indicative radii around 
Paddington, Liverpool Street and Canary Wharf/West India Quay stations 

but outside the Central London and Isle of Dogs Contributions Areas in 
paragraphs 4.15 and 4.19 above. Elsewhere, however, we find no reason 

for doing so. This is because the levels of contribution to be sought would 
be indicative rather than fixed and the amounts received would inevitably 
vary depending on local circumstances identified through the negotiations 

process (which we consider further in Chapter six).  In practice, the 
outcome of such negotiations is likely to be represented by gradations 

within and between the three Central London, Isle of Dogs and Rest of 
London Contributions Areas in the form of smooth transitions rather than 
simply three rigid steps. It is for this reason that we do not support the 

GLA proposal that in the Rest of London Contributions Areas, “the 
standard charge for central London should be the starting point for 

negotiation, particularly for developments adjacent to central London or 
the Isle of Dogs charging areas”.  That sentence should be deleted from 
draft SPG paragraph 4.24 of the October 2009 version of the draft SPG) in 

favour of a formula reliant on the “outer London” column of SPG Table 1 
(comments C4.4c and C4.7).  Our separate proposals for the areas 

around Paddington, Liverpool Street and West India Quay stations pick up 
the point concerning locations adjacent to the Central Contributions Areas.   

Other uses 

4.22 It follows from our recommendations in Chapter three that 
suitable indicative levels of contributions should be set within each of the 

proposed Contributions Areas for retail and hotel uses as well as for 
offices.  We consider that Table 1 of the draft SPG provides the only 
suitable evidence-based formula for establishing these, a point that was 

not disputed at the Examination.  Our recommended matrix, like the 
Jones, Lang, LaSalle revised calculations on which it is based (LD17b, 

Table 1 scenario 6a), can accordingly be seen to derive from this Table.  

Arrangements for collection  

4.23 Paragraph 4.31 of the SPG advises that contributions will be 
payable at the time development commences, unless other arrangements 
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for payment are agreed.  There is no doubt in the Panel’s mind that 
avoidance of prevarication and delay in payment is likely to be more easily 

avoided if Planning Obligations require payment on commencement, a 
readily identifiable point with established case law, rather than after a 

building has been constructed or at the point it becomes occupied.  For 
that reason alone, the Panel finds the wording in the draft SPG to be 
satisfactory.  Some argued that reference should also be made to 

schemes, such as mixed-use developments, where payment might be 
delayed until the commercial element or a particular phase or phases were 

commenced.  However, the Panel considers that the second sentence of 
paragraph 4.31 of SPG is sufficient to signal that such arrangements may 
be appropriate in particular circumstances.  However, to be any more 

specific in that respect would risk introducing inflexibility into what is 
essentially a process of negotiation.   

 
4.24 As paragraph 4.32 of the SPG indicates, other detailed matters 
relating to the general administration of the contributions regime (rather 

than the approach to its application) would be more suitably dealt with 
through protocols agreed in advance with the Boroughs and the 

development industry.  This is an approach which both GOL and the 
Boroughs support and which the Panel endorses. No modification is 

required in this respect. 

Response to the present economic climate 

4.25 Many participants contended that the GLA’s proposed indicative 

“headline” level of contribution would be too high in the present economic 
climate.  The Panel does not however regard that as a good reason for a 

permanent reduction in our recommended “headline” levels because 
present conditions may be anticipated to endure only for a relatively short 
proportion of the period over which contributions would be sought.  

However, we support the GLA’s concession that a temporary discount 
should be proffered and this approach, voiced in paragraph 4.25 of the 

draft SPG, was widely supported by other participants. The suggested 
paragraph of text should therefore be included in the SPG as 

recommended in Chapter one.  It seems to us that the approach indicated 
has much to commend it as it provides an incentive for early 
implementation and thereby actual payment of contributions. 

 
4.26 In order to lend further robustness to the proposed contributions 

regime, the October 2009 version of SPG suggests (at paragraph 4.16) 
that the period during which contributions will be sought be extended 
from completion of the project (anticipated in 2017) to the full period of 

the London Plan (currently to 2026).  At the Examination, it was indicated 
that the contributions period would be kept under regular review so that it 

could be terminated earlier if the required level of contributions built up 
sooner than expected, or extended beyond the Plan period if required.  In 
the light of the temporary discount and current market conditions, Jones 

Lang LaSalle indicated to the Examination that their current estimate of 
the date by which sufficient contributions should be realised would be 

around July 2018.  However, in the light of the study by Cushman & 
Wakefield on behalf of London Councils (RD02), which suggested that the 
yield may be significantly less than anticipated, the longer extension of 
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the period over which contributions may be sought appears prudent.  We 
recommended inclusion of the revised text to paragraph 4.16 in Chapter 

one.   
 

4.27 It was put to the Panel that any extension of time should 
engender a downward review of the levels of contributions from each 
development.  However, in the light of TfL’s assertion that Crossrail 

provision must not be delayed until the necessary S106 funding level had 
been achieved, the effect of any downward review of contribution levels 

would risk reduction of TfL’s own available funding for other strategic 
transport priorities throughout the plan period.  Any further extension of 
the contributions period would be a matter for the Replacement London 

Plan.  In that respect TfL further affirmed that it had no current intention 
of seeking to secure more than £300 million from S106 contributions.  

GLA also advised that it would put arrangements in place to avoid that 
figure being exceeded.  We return to this latter point in Chapter six.  The 
Panel is therefore content with the October 2009 version of SPG 

paragraph 4.16 and we make no recommendation for further modification 
of it. 

Scheme viability 

4.28 The Panel is acutely aware of the potential for uncertainty and 

delay where schemes are subjected to economic appraisals to determine 
the level of contributions that may be regarded as appropriate from S106 
Obligations.  The purpose of “formulae and standard charges” is to reduce 

such risks to a minimum, but they cannot be avoided altogether.  We are 
particularly disappointed, but not surprised, that it has not proved 

possible for the GLA to arrive at indicative contributions levels that are 
supported by the Boroughs, endorsed by the development industry and 
recognised by all to be affordable.  We also recognise that where 

affordable housing is also a factor in a scheme it is very likely that viability 
issues may need to be assessed on a case by case basis, a matter that we 

address further in Chapter six. 
 

4.29 Nonetheless, for the reasons we have given, we consider that the 
reduced levels of contribution that we recommend would, in practice, 
come to be regarded generally as fair and reasonable and not prove 

generally problematic in terms of viability testing.  In addition to the 
points made in paragraph 4.33 of the draft SPG, they would be 

underwritten by the provenance of statutory development plan policy, 
clearly identified in adopted SPG and, as the proposed regime becomes 
more firmly embedded into the planning process, increasingly capable of 

being incorporated into land acquisition costs. They would also capture a 
limited range of uses in specified areas, and involve only net increases in 

floorspace.  With small schemes, the contributions sought would therefore 
be likely to be correspondingly small in relation to overall project costs, 
especially where the proposals are for mixed use development. 

 
4.30 Nonetheless, it is also inevitable that the greater the flexibility 

built into the regime, the greater will be the need to consider individual 
economic circumstances.  However, the important point is that the SPG 
should establish a simple and clear framework of indicative levels of 
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contributions at the outset, which then would enable subsequent detailed 
negotiations to take place, on a fair and consistent basis, over a range of 

sites and in a range of locations.   
 

4.31 We were informed that the intention would be to devise a 
standard approach similar in some ways to that used in affordable housing 
cases (the Three Dragons Model), although not anticipated as a single 

model, in order to guide viability appraisals.  We support that approach 
and its advancement through the proposed protocols referred to in the 

draft SPG paragraph 4.32.  Care would need to be taken that the 
approach does not become more complicated and cumbersome than the 
Three Dragons Model.  It seems to the Panel, however, that since 

Crossrail contributions (and certain others) are based on the need for 
mitigation without which development would not be permitted to go 

ahead, it should be possible to undertake a simple “top-slicing” valuation 
exercise right at the beginning of the negotiations process rather needing 
to derive an all-embracing residual valuation at the end.  Whatever the 

case may be, we are confident that Crossrail contributions would not add 
significantly to the complexity of the valuation process that is now 

customary in the planning applications process for most significant 
development schemes in London. We therefore make no additional 

recommendation in this respect. 
 

Comment  

Number 

Comments on the Supplementary Planning Guidance Paragraph 

Ref. 

C4.1  Use the term “indicative” when referring to levels of 

contribution throughout 

Para. 4.1 

C4.2 Include the two additional blocks of additional text in paragraph 

4.27 drawn from ED33 matter 3 relating to “cleared” brown 
field sites and amended schemes.  

Para. 4.5 

C4.3 Add to paragraph 4.27 explanation that the concessions in 
ED33 matter 3 will not apply to renewals of permission, such 

proposals being considered in the light of the policy regime 
applying at the time.  

Para. 4.5 

C4.4a, 4b 
and 4c 

Insert Matrix below after paragraph 4.24, subject to any 
verification the Mayor may wish to seek from Jones Lang 
LaSalle that the figures would not be materially affected by the 

the Panel’s Chapter two recommendations on contributions 
geographies. 

Paras.  
4.14, 
4.19 

and 
4.21 

C4.5 Add a further paragraph after paragraph 4.21 to explain that 
two stations (Paddington and Liverpool Street) fall within the 

Central London Contributions Area but lie close to its boundary 
and areas within easy walking distance of them (about 1 km) 
extend outwards from the Contributions Area.  Development 

within such radii, shown as pecked line radii on the Annex 1 
plan, would have the same likelihood to require the congestion 

mitigation that Crossrail would provide as areas within the 
Central London Contributions Area, so will be subject to the 

Para. 4.15 
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same contributions regime. 

C4.6 Add a further paragraph after paragraph 4.23 to explain that: 
“As in the Central London Contributions Area, there are 

further areas within easy walking distance (about 1 km) 
of the proposed new station at West India Quay that 

would have the same likelihood to require the 
congestion mitigation that Crossrail would provide as 

areas within the defined Isle of Dogs Contributions Area. 
The area from the Poplar DLR lands southwards may be 
expected to attract commercial and financial services 

development similar to that at Canary Wharf, so will be 
subject to the same contributions regime as the Isle of 

Dogs Contributions Area.  Development to the north of 
the Poplar DLR lands is, however, likely to be of very 
different character and mainly related to supporting the 

local residential community.  It will therefore be subject 
to the Rest of London Contributions Areas regime, 

referred to below.”   

Para. 4.19 

C4.7 Delete the sentence referring to the standard charge for central 

London being a starting point from paragraph 4.24 and 
substitute a reference to the matrix referred to in comments 
4.4 above as a final sentence:  “The matrix of indicative 

contributions in the different Contributions Areas would 
therefore be as follows: 

Para. 4.21 

 

Table referred to in Comments 4.4a, b and c: 
 

Indicative 
contribution 

levels 
Where 

indicative 
contribution 

areas overlap 

the starting 
point for 

negotiations 
would be the 

higher of any 
rates that 

could be 
applicable. 

Central London 
including approximate 

1 km indicative radii 
outwards around 

Paddington and 
Liverpool Street 

Stations 

Isle of Dogs 
including approximate 

1 km indicative radius 
outwards  around the 

proposed Canary 
Wharf station at West 

India Quay inclusive of 

and south of the 
Poplar DLR lands  

Rest of London 
including 

approximate 1 km 
indicative radius 

outwards around 
the proposed 

Canary Wharf 

station at West 
India Quay north 

of the Poplar DLR 
lands as well as 

such radii around 
all other stations 

outside the 
Central 

Contributions 
Areas apart from 

Woolwich Arsenal. 

Offices £134 £183 £29 

Retail £86 £117 £16 

Hotels £59 £80 - 
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Chapter 5: Interrelationship with other 

Charges 

 

Introduction 

5.1 At the time of preparation for the Examination it seemed likely 
that there might be a need for extensive discussion on the 
interrelationship between the proposed Crossrail S106 contributions 

scheme and other charges and levies being put forward to cover parts of 
the overall cost of the project.  As matters had developed in the interim, 

the relationship with the proposed Business Rate Supplement required 
very little discussion.  The relationship with another means of securing 
contributions from developers, the possible Community Infrastructure 

Levy (CIL), was the subject of much greater scrutiny.  However this could 
not be fully resolved because the actual Regulations and Guidance that 

will govern the operation of CIL had not been published by the time of the 
Examination session.  Nor had they been published by the date on which 

this report was submitted.  Participants and the Panel have therefore had 
to rely on the Consultation Documents (GD08 and GD09) and comments 
made thereon in reaching conclusions. These inevitably have to be 

provisional in nature. 

The Business Rate Supplement 

5.2 The Mayor is proposing to levy a Business Rate Supplement of 2p 
in order to cover part of the £15.9 billion costs of Crossrail under the 
terms of the Sponsors Agreement with the Department for Transport 

(GD23-25).  This has been enabled under the Business Rate Supplements 
Act 2009 and it is anticipated that the Supplement will apply to non-

domestic properties in London with rateable values of £50,000 or higher 
(subject to various reliefs) for a period of 24 to 30 years depending on 

how long it takes to repay the £3.5 billion debt that the GLA will raise.  
The full details of the Mayoral Proposals were set out in the Initial 
Prospectus and related documents (LD03-05).  These were subject to 

separate consultation arrangements and are not matters for the Panel.  
The Mayor’s final prospectus has been published. 

5.3 The case for the GLA was straightforward, namely that the 
distinction between the BRS and Crossrail contributions is clear and that 
there would be no overlap or conflict between these two Mayoral means of 

raising the London share of Crossrail costs.  Crossrail S106 contributions 
would be sought on a one-off basis from developers of certain commercial 

developments in particular localities where the developments would 
otherwise have adverse impacts on congestion that Crossrail would 
mitigate.  The BRS would be imposed on a recurrent basis on the 

occupiers of all qualifying non-domestic property throughout London in 
recognition of the general economic benefit that will accrue from the 

construction of Crossrail.  In certain instances the developers and the 
occupiers may be the same but, nevertheless, the reasons behind the 
contributions and the supplement are different and the nature of the 

payments would also be different.  This clear distinction was accepted by 
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participants, although business interests noted that both would add to 
costs in the London economy, albeit to secure welcome benefits.   

5.4 The North London Strategic Authorities did forward copies of their 
response to the Mayoral BRS Consultation (BD01) and highlight its key 

points in a written representation.  This indicates among other matters 
concern over the implications of the higher Business Rate on fragile 
businesses in current economic circumstances, particularly in areas 

remote from the Crossrail lines where direct benefit would therefore be 
more limited.  However, this is a matter for the Mayor to consider within 

the constraints of the BRS legislation.  Both GOL and GLA suggest that 
any effect on viability of development projects would be very slight, if any, 
given the fact that the existing Business Rate is currently set at 48.5p.  

The Supplement would therefore only be a small increment.  
Nevertheless, developers could include the effect of the BRS Supplement 

in any viability assessments advanced to seek to justify reduced Crossrail 
contributions. 

5.5 The only obvious remaining implication for the Crossrail 

Alterations is a concern as to how any shortfall in proceeds from the 
Business Rate Supplement, should it arise, might be made up.  The 

GLA/TfL gave assurances that this would not be by any attempt to 
increase the yield from developer contributions.  The BRS is forecast to 

yield up to £4.1 billion enabling the debt of £3.5 billion to be covered and, 
in addition, capital contributions of up to £600 million to be made during 
construction.  This appears to indicate that there is some margin of 

flexibility, but, as with any shortfall from developer contributions 
presumably, as a minimum, there would be a risk of curtailment of other 

strategic transport priorities if the revenue stream is lower than forecast.  
In the light of all that we heard and read we do not consider that any 
recommendations are required in respect of the relationship to the 

Mayoral BRS. 

The Mayoral Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 

5.6 In this case the Levy would, like the Crossrail S106 contributions, 
also be a charge on developers.  There was therefore a widespread 

concern over the prospect of double payment of both S106 contributions 
and CIL to cover the same infrastructure provision.  This was not just 
flagged up as an issue of fairness, but also as one potentially affecting the 

viability of developments. 

5.7 The Heads of Terms for Crossrail clearly identify both S106 

contributions and a “London Planning Charge”, the then pre-curser of a 
Mayoral CIL, as contributing similar amounts towards the overall cost of 
Crossrail (GD25), so that the possibility of both means of raising 

developer contributions applying in parallel does not appear ruled out.  
Moreover, the draft guidance and Regulations for CIL, as now enabled 

under the provisions of Part 11 of the Planning Act 2008 (Sections 205-
225), make clear that the CIL would not be a levy related to mitigation of 
impact but rather a charge made across the whole of the area of a 

planning authority on almost all built-development in order to secure 
necessary infrastructure, the cost of which would be calculated from an 

infrastructure plan related to the adopted or submitted development plan 
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for the authority.  Differential rates by use or by area are cited as only 
acceptable if demonstrated to be necessary to address viability issues, not 

because of differential impact or differential benefit.  Thus, although 
regarded as part of the sum of “TfL Developer contributions” in the 

footnote to the second table following paragraph 4.1.3 in the Heads of 
Terms, the CIL is a payment to secure generalised authority-wide 
infrastructure provision.  It is not a contribution governed by the impact 

tests of Circular 05/2005. 

5.8 Given the different statutory basis and guidance under which the 

contributions regime and the CIL would operate, there would in theory be 
no reason why particular developments should not be subject to both 
regimes.  Nevertheless, both the GLA and central government recognise 

that there is a need to handle the relationship between the two 
approaches to securing developer contributions carefully.  Draft Regulation 

41 (3) expressly includes funding of Crossrail in the definition of 
infrastructure that may be funded by a Mayoral CIL and also defines 
infrastructure generally for this purpose as solely relating to roads and 

other transport facilities.  The Act contains enabling provisions that would 
provide for a scaling back of the purposes for which S106 contributions 

might be sought and the Consultation Paper highlights the expectation 
that this would apply after an appropriate transition in respect of tariff-

type obligations set under development plan policies.  The Crossrail S106 
contributions regime would be a particular example of such a tariff 
approach.  However, Paragraph 5.43 of the Consultation Paper expressly 

refers to the fact that special arrangements would be required in London 
“to take account of the existing commitments for planning obligations to 

raise revenue for Crossrail.” 

5.9 The views of participants on the approach to this issue are wide 
apart in the current state of knowledge over how any such special 

arrangements might operate and indeed on the general arrangements 
that might apply in respect of CIL where a development is also subject to 

a Planning Obligation.  As far as the Alterations are concerned, proposed 
New Policy 6A.5A and the related supporting text (paragraphs 6.23a and 
6.23b) are in general terms.  They are essentially a holding provision that 

would enable further SPG to be produced once the parameters of the CIL 
regime have been clarified.  The GLA gave assurances that there would be 

full consultation on the content of such guidance.  In our view, 
representations made on the content of the Alterations in relation to CIL, 
including those from GOL, do not warrant any comment from the Panel 

and the new provisions embodied in the Alterations appear acceptable in 
current circumstances. 

5.10 The position with regard to the Crossrail SPG and the 
interrelationship more generally does, however, warrant action and 
comment.  The GOL initially put forward suggested amendments but after 

discussion with the GLA, text agreed between the GOL and the GLA for a 
new paragraph 5.8 to be added to the SPG was put to the Examination as 

part of ED33.  This addresses the situation in which a Mayoral CIL and the 
proposed S106 contributions regime might operate in parallel.  While this 
does not explain how any issues in a parallel system of securing developer 

contributions would be resolved, it does set out the GLA view that if 
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permitted by the Regulations, the S106 contributions regime should be 
allowed to continue until the full sum sought from this source has been 

raised.      

5.11 This is contrary to the view advanced by London Councils who 

suggested that the 31 March 2013 deadline for discounted contributions 
might also be adopted as the point at which a Mayoral CIL might be 
introduced and take over from S106 contributions.  Other participants also 

argued for a defined changeover point, e.g. the London Thames Gateway 
Development Corporation mention an option of 4 years from the 

publication of the final regulations.  Other Boroughs and business interests 
pressed for there to be a changeover point without specifying when this 
might be, although some related it to the point at which a CIL might be 

introduced in a particular Borough.  The Royal Borough of Kingston upon 
Thames argued for a period as long as 10 years to seek to secure as much 

as possible by way of contributions under S106.  This was part of their 
concern that a Mayoral CIL which included too much emphasis on funding 
Crossrail would be to the detriment of Boroughs such as those in South 

West London that have other Strategic Infrastructure needs and would 
receive little direct benefit from Crossrail. 

 
5.12 The Mayor’s comments on the CIL Consultation were provided to 

the Examination (LD15) and the GLA/TfL elaborated on the reason why 
they advocate that the S106 contributions regime should be allowed to 
run until the target sum has been raised.  Essentially this is to ensure that 

the S106 contributions that have been secured are actually received and 
that more are able to be raised towards that target.  If more or even all 

the £600 million being sought from developer contributions for Crossrail 
had to be raised from a Mayoral CIL, the implementation date on the 
ground for which is as yet unknown, there would be significant potential 

consequences. Quite apart from CIL needing to be levied at a very much 
higher rate than would otherwise be necessary, there would be an 

increased risk of a significant shortfall in funds from developer 
contributions during the construction period.  This would give an increased 

risk in relation to the funding package for Crossrail and of a potential 
curtailment of funding for other Strategic Transport Infrastructure 
priorities. 

 
5.13 This concern is predicated on the assumption that the Mayoral CIL 

might be set at a lower level than Crossrail contributions. It might thus 
lead to delayed implementation of projects on which a contribution has 
been secured in order to avoid paying the higher Crossrail contribution. 

Although this has not necessarily been demonstrated (a point to which we 
will return below), this appears to us to be a most compelling argument.  

Certainly, given the current economic circumstances, a cut-off point for a 
changeover to CIL as early as 2013 or even 2014 could mean that the 

whole or almost the whole of the £120,820,7632 indicated by TfL as 
having been secured by the date of the Examination might be foregone as 
few if any of the projects have yet commenced (RD01).  This would be 

                                    
2 With double inclusion of 132-142 Hempstead Road corrected and excluding the US 
Embassy as its contribution is likely to be for the Northern Line extension. 
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contrary to the intent of the Crossrail Sponsors’ Agreement and raise 
serious issues for that agreement.  Even if the cut-off were put back for a 

period as long as 10 years, the kind of consequences feared would be 
likely to apply to subsequent projects that might otherwise have 

generated Crossrail funds from S106 contributions and thereby 
significantly curtail the yield from this source.  Consequently, we consider 
that the GLA case for continuation of the S106 contributions regime until 

£300 million has been raised is fully justified on available evidence.  
Hence we recommend incorporation of the new Paragraph 5.8 text into 

the SPG (comment C5.1).  We do not, however, consider that this wholly 
removes the need to respond to the GOL suggestions for textual change 
as the wording of the final sentence of Paragraph 3.6 of the SPG does 

appear to be an over-simplification of Paragraph 4.6.2 of the Heads of 
Terms of the Sponsors’ Agreement (GD25).  Accordingly, we recommend 

minor adjustment to the wording of that sentence (comment C5.2). 

Parallel Charging 

5.14 It remains necessary to consider how any parallel system of S106 
contributions and a Mayoral CIL might operate on the assumption that this 
would be allowed under the final Regulations, albeit that our conclusions 

may not be a matter for changes to the SPG (or Alterations), but hopefully 
of assistance in working up future CIL arrangements.  The CIL 

Consultation document (GD08) has a section on possible models for 
exceptional circumstances.  Paragraph 4.104-5 would allow the CIL to be 
reduced in cases where viability assessment shows that a scheme would 

not be likely to proceed when a S106 contribution is taken into account.  
While this would be a possibility, as was fully accepted by the GOL, and 

would certainly fall within the new paragraph 5.8 as recommended above, 
it seems a very complex way in which to operate the two systems.  In 
effect viability assessments would always be required for developments 

falling within the Crossrail contributions regime and in the light of such 
assessments either the Crossrail contribution or the CIL charge or both 

might be reduced.  In addition to complexity, this would not seem to give 
the certainty for developers that is commended in Circular 05/2005.  We 

recognise, however, that viability assessment might sometimes be 
required under the Crossrail contributions scheme in respect of 
developments that might also be subject to a CIL if that levy were not to 

be wholly waived under alternative procedures. 

 
5.15 Paragraph 4.106 of the CIL Consultation document offers the 
possibility of an alternative much simpler and more certain procedure 
provided that the potential complications referred to in the following 

paragraph are avoided.  This would be for the amount of the Crossrail 
S106 contribution to be able to be discounted from the Mayoral CIL that 

would otherwise be payable.  If that CIL were predicated solely on 
meeting the target share of Crossrail costs, this would logically mean that 

the CIL would be wholly waived.  If the CIL only sought to raise a similar 
sum to the Crossrail contributions over the plan period but from a much 
wider range of developments, the CIL would have a lower charge per 

square metre.  However, it is assumed that the Mayoral CIL would be set 
to cover contributions towards the whole range of Strategic Transport 

Infrastructure requirements for Greater London having had regard to 
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other potential sources of funding.  The calculation of the CIL level arising 
from such an exercise could only be confirmed after the Examination that 

is required to be held into the charging schedule under the primary 
legislation.  This Examination would be likely to follow the Examination of 

the Replacement London Plan, or at least to be held in parallel, as the 
Replacement Plan contains the latest statement of Strategic Transport 
Infrastructure requirements for London.  Moreover, we note that the 

Mayor has sought a widening of the definition of Infrastructure that might 
be covered by a Mayoral CIL under draft Regulation 41(3) to reflect other 

Mayoral responsibilities so that the basis for a Mayoral CIL might be 
widened still further.  It follows from this conclusion that although it might 
assist public understanding, we do not consider that it would be 

appropriate to recommend inclusion of the definition of infrastructure for a 
Mayoral CIL as currently contained in the draft Regulation in the SPG 

because it may yet change.  Moreover, whether or not the final Regulation 
wording is contained in the SPG, the Mayor would be bound by the 
Regulations in the form made by Parliament.  

 
5.16 In such a context it is assumed that only that portion of the 

Mayoral CIL that might arise from seeking to raise the further £300 million 
from a “planning charge” would be able to be discounted against the 

Crossrail contributions that would be sought from particular categories of 
developments in the three Contributions Areas that we have 
recommended.  We commend such an approach should the application of 

State aid rules permit (comment C5.3).  Should such an approach not 
reduce the combined contribution/levy costs to a level that allows viable 

development to proceed, we can only suggest that application of the 
viability route to one or both procedures would be necessary.  We note 
that there is the possibility that other S106 contribution costs might be 

treated in one or other or both of these ways but we cannot see that this 
would alter the principle of our conclusions on this matter.  Moreover, if 

S106 policies to secure local development tariffs are reined back following 
the introduction of CIL powers, the likelihood of this being required on an 

extensive basis would be minimised.  It would only be the site impact 
mitigation requirements that would remain.  As we have noted elsewhere 
in this report, these would have to be the first call on any available 

developer contributions since otherwise the development would be unable 
to proceed and no CIL or Crossrail S106 contributions would be derived. 

Other Strategic Transport Infrastructure 

5.17 It follows from the preceding analysis that the concerns voiced by 
the Royal Borough of Kingston upon Thames would be met were such an 

approach to be followed.  The Mayoral CIL would cover Strategic Transport 
Infrastructure requirements which would benefit that part of Greater 

London and other areas remote from Crossrail stations as well as seeking 
to raise the required contribution for Crossrail.  Given the provisions of the 

legislation and the way that they are interpreted in the draft Regulations, 
we cannot see any other way in which these concerns might be met.  
While it appears possible to aggregate authorities to address sub-regional 

needs it does not seem possible to subdivide an authority in respect of the 
definition of infrastructure to be funded.  London Boroughs might 

therefore group themselves together to provide sub-regional 
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infrastructure, but the Mayor would only be able to propose a CIL in 
respect of Strategic Transport Infrastructure on a GLA-wide basis. 

Borough CILs 

5.18 Some Boroughs expressed concern at the provision in Draft 

Regulation 24 (3) to the effect that a Borough in having regard to the 
potential effect on the economic viability of development in its area must 

consider any CIL rates set by the Mayor, but that there is no converse 
provision.  We can understand the concern that a Mayoral CIL might take 
the whole of the available pot as it parallels the concerns over the 

Crossrail contributions squeezing out contributions that might otherwise 
be included in S106 agreements to address local infrastructure 

requirements.  Nevertheless, in that debate our conclusion was that a 
continuation of the consultative process evident in the formulation of the 
Alterations and the SPG and in the agreement of S106 contributions to 

date reflecting both Mayoral and Borough policies and aspirations ought to 
ensure that there are satisfactory outcomes in future.  The same ought to 

apply in relation to the setting of Mayoral and Borough CILs.  And in such 
a process the fact that charging authorities are urged in the Consultation 
document to set levies well within the limits of viability ought to minimise 

the potential for conflicting priorities. 

 
5.19 It has to be remembered, however, that the Planning system is 
hierarchical under the GLA and Planning Acts.  Just as the Mayor has to 

have regard for national policies in preparing the Spatial Development 
Strategy, the Councils of the London Boroughs have to have regard for 
that Strategy, including that relating to Strategic Transport Infrastructure, 

in preparing their own Development Plan Documents on which any CIL has 
to be based.  The CIL legislation and draft Regulations 34 (3) and (4) 

allow a joint Examination of the Spatial Development Strategy, the 
Mayoral CIL and that of any other charging schedule prepared by a 
London Borough subject to the approval of the Secretary of State under 

draft Regulation 34 (5).  Such provisions would not be likely to enable all 
the London CILs to be considered together, given the differing rates of 

progress towards the adoption of sound Core Strategies that has been 
reached in different Boroughs and the intention to hold the Examination in 
Public into the Replacement London Plan in summer and autumn 2010.  

However, these provisions would seem capable of allowing at least a 
sample of one or more Borough CILs to be considered alongside that of 

the Mayor.  We would commend this approach as a means of seeking to 
ensure that the Mayoral and Borough CILs are as coordinated as possible 
(comment C5.4).  

 
5.20 There are many other potential issues that might arise in relation 

to the operation of parallel regimes for seeking developer contributions to 
part fund Crossrail.  Under the Consultation document proposals, the CIL 

arrangements would be much more complex, involving consideration of 
changes of use as well as new building development, drawing in some 
development that might otherwise be “Permitted Development” under the 

GPDO and having a threshold as low as 100 square metres.  These 
differences could no doubt be coped with if they had to be, as it would 

simply mean that more developments would be liable to CIL within the 
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defined land-use categories than would be subject to S106 contributions.  
However, the suggestion that CIL would be calculated on a gross 

development basis and on the basis of net internal floorspace in contrast 
to the net increase measured on a GEA basis which is embodied in the 

Crossrail Contributions SPG would seem likely to cause considerable 
confusion.  A particular development could be assessed and become liable 
for a contribution and a levy payment on two different bases.  All parties 

to this Examination were satisfied that the correct basis for making 
calculations is that embodied in the Crossrail Alterations SPG.  This 

approach is related both to potential impact and ease of measurement.  
We hope therefore that a similar basis to that will ultimately be embodied 
in CIL arrangements, although we consider that the key requirement is 

that the same measurement basis should apply to both whatever it might 
be (comment C5.5).  

 

Comment  

Number 

Comments on the Supplementary Planning Guidance Paragraph 

Ref. 

C5.1  New Paragraph 5.8 set out in ED33 to be added to the SPG. Para. 5.13 

C5.2 The final sentence of Paragraph 3.6 of the SPG be amended to 
read as follows: 

“The Government will provide additional grant to make 
good this second sum if it is not possible to raise it 
through a Mayoral CIL in a way that would be additional 

to S106 contributions.”  

Para. 5.13 

C5.3 We commend the approach of paragraph 4.106 of the CIL 

Consultation that would allow Crossrail S106 Contributions to be 
offset against the Crossrail proportion of any Mayoral CIL 

Para. 5.16 

 

C5.4 We commend the approach allowed by draft Regulations 34 (3-
5) of Examining a Mayoral CIL and that of one or more 

Boroughs alongside the Examination of the Replacement London 
Plan 

Para. 5.19 

C5.5 We recommend that the calculation basis for any CIL in London 
should be the same as adopted in relation to the Crossrail 
Contributions SPG. 

Para. 5.20 
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Chapter 6: Interrelationship with other 

Priorities in Planning Obligations and with 

other Planning Policies (Matter 5) 

 

Introduction 

6.1 Paragraph B3 of Annex B to Circular 05/2005 advises that 
Planning Obligations are private agreements negotiated between local 
planning authorities and others with an interest in the land concerned, 

intended to make acceptable development which would otherwise be 
unacceptable in planning terms.  It gives examples of the three 

circumstances in which an Obligation might be appropriate.  In prescribing 
the nature of development it cites affordable housing; in compensating for 

loss, it refers to provision of replacement open space; and in mitigating 
development impact, it mentions increased public transport provision.  
The examples are not intended to be comprehensive, but all have an 

equal importance in making development acceptable that would, without 
the Obligation, be unacceptable. 

 
6.2 In the proposed London Plan Alterations, policy 6A.4 deals 
specifically with the subject of priorities in Planning Obligations.  It 

indicates that affordable housing, supporting the funding for Crossrail 
where this is appropriate and other public transport improvements should 

be given the highest importance (with Crossrail having the greater 
importance of these last two where applicable), with importance also 
being given to tackling climate change, learning and skills, health facilities 

and services and child care provisions.  
 

6.3 Although participants raised concerns over potential conflict with 
specific policies both in the extant London Plan and in individual Borough–
level Development Plan Documents, it was acknowledged that these were 

highlighted only as examples to illustrate what could be regarded as a 
broader generic concern over Planning Obligation priorities in the light of 

Circular 05/2005 advice.  Development interests raised the further point 
that the scope for raising contributions both for these other “priorities”, 
and for Crossrail itself, might be reduced by the cumulative impact of 

policies that effectively restrained the overall amount of development that 
could take place on sites, with particular reference being made to the 

Mayor’s draft revised London View Management Framework (LD01).  
Boroughs and developers lastly questioned the transparency of proposed 
arrangements for the collection and use or return of committed 

contributions once the requisite level of Crossrail funding had been 
secured (whether from S106, CIL or other sources).   

 
6.4 With those points in mind, the Panel’s consideration in this 

chapter focuses on three broad areas of concern raised in the 
representations.  These are: 
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• the implications, for other planning obligation priorities, of seeking 
Crossrail contributions in terms of both policy and practice; 

• the impact of other policies on the level of funding likely to be 
achieved; and  

• the arrangements for the return of any contributions that are 
surplus to requirements once the requisite level of funding has 
been secured. 

Implications for other planning priorities   

6.5 Most participants had questions to raise over relative priorities, 

expressing fears that important contributions towards affordable housing 
needs, social and economic infrastructure and environmental 
enhancements would effectively be “squeezed out” if Crossrail was 

effectively able to first “sweep the pot” of any development’s S106 total 
funding liabilities.  Many examples were put to us.  Tower Hamlets 

Borough Council drew our particular attention to the importance of 
ensuring that social issues would still be addressed, a concern also shared 
by others.  It advised that there are some 23,000 people on its housing 

waiting list, and 12,500 families living in overcrowded conditions.  Health 
facilities, open space and education provision were all high priorities for 

the Borough. 
 

6.6 However, if contributions to such facilities are necessary to make 
the development acceptable in terms of local or site impact mitigation, as 
Circular 05/2005 requires, there can be no question of Crossrail “sweeping 

the pot”.   This is because if those other necessary facilities, such as 
improved access to the highway, cannot then be funded, the development 

proposed would be unacceptable and should not be permitted to go 
ahead.  A further consequence of development not going ahead would be 
that funding for Crossrail itself would likewise then not be secured from 

the development concerned.  To that extent, the advice in Circular 
05/2005, if stringently adhered to (as it ought to be) establishes effective 

safeguards for the funding of necessary social and economic infrastructure 
while also militating against any undue relative priority being given to 
Crossrail.   

 
6.7 The Panel is aware that many kinds of contributions are sought 

under what for short-hand might be called “Borough tariff policies”, but 
which are also operated by the London Thames Gateway Development 
Corporation.  Such tariff contributions would normally only be likely to 

arise from housing proposals.  This is a point that the London Thames 
Gateway Development Corporation willingly conceded in the context of its 

contributions tariff for necessary social and other transport infrastructure 
within its operational area (ED35a).  In Chapter three of our report we 
have accepted that housing proposals should not be subject to Crossrail 

contributions.  The only conflict with those kinds of contributions would 
therefore arise in mixed use schemes, or where the Borough tariff policies 

sought to secure housing-related contributions from commercial 
developments that include uses covered by the Crossrail contributions 
regime.  We understand that to be the situation in the City of Westminster 

and the City of London.  However, such tariff policies are only likely to 
subsist in their present form over the period until CIL takes their place. 
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6.8 The Panel further acknowledges that there are some contributions 

which, although required to enable the development to proceed, can still 
be regarded as negotiable.  In that way they are distinct from more finite 

requirements such as the example we have already given of funding for a 
new site access.  “Negotiable” development needs may include, in 
particular in mixed use schemes, affordable housing (which we note is 

also included on the City Corporation’s tariff policy (RD11)).  An element 
of affordable housing, as specifically provided for in Circular 05/2005 may 

be held to be necessary, but the actual amount of provision may be 
settled only through negotiation, often involving assessment of scheme 
viability normally reliant on a process of residual valuation.  Where several 

competing “negotiable” demands are made, priorities may have to be set 
and it is for that reason we do not support the Islington Borough Council 

suggestion that there should be no priorities at all, with each proposal 
being dealt with on a case by case basis.   
 

6.9 In that respect, the Panel accepts the GLA contention that 
proposed amended Policy 6A.4 would simply split public transport 

priorities between Crossrail and non-Crossrail contributions, with no 
change to the priority currently attaching to affordable housing, namely as 

joint highest priority with strategic transport requirements.   In procedural 
terms, the affordable housing funding stream should therefore remain 
undisturbed.  However, given the quantification of the indicative Crossrail 

contributions and the fact that already less than the current London Plan 
aspiration of 50% affordable housing is achieved, we acknowledge that 

outcomes may well be at risk.  Nevertheless, this will still be subject to 
negotiation through the viability testing process, which is already 
commonplace both where affordable housing and mixed use schemes are 

involved.  The present tripartite pattern of negotiations (between 
Boroughs, developers and GLA/TfL) appears to work satisfactorily at 

present in these and other cases and we can see no particular reason why 
it should not continue to do so in future, given that there would be only 
the change within transport priorities that amended Policy 6A.4 proposes.   

 
6.10 Moreover, where contributions might be sought for both Crossrail 

and affordable housing, it was also made clear to us that there is not now, 
nor is it proposed in future for there to be, any higher priority attaching to 
affordable housing provision than to transport mitigation (including 

Crossrail).  In essence, the GLA/TfL argument is that public transport is 
necessary to service housing (including affordable housing), so the 

provision of the latter without the former (or vice versa) would neither be 
expedient nor appropriate within the Crossrail Contribution Areas.  We 
also note that affordable housing targets and requirements are 

customarily expressed as a proportion of market housing provision and 
that housing development would be excluded from the proposed Crossrail 

contributions regime. 
 

6.11 The Waterloo Community Development Group invited us to 

consider public reaction to prioritising Crossrail contributions.  This, it was 
suggested, might lead to proposals being considerably delayed where 

mitigation in the form of “community benefits” was perceived as being 
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inadequate, potentially resulting in the refusal of permissions, appeals and 
challenges in the High Court.  The Elizabeth House scheme had, for 

example, been shown to be on the margins of viability.  A Crossrail 
contribution would, it is claimed, have certainly rendered that scheme 

entirely unviable and, even if it had resulted in only a modest reduction in 
the already reduced level of affordable housing provision proposed, would 
have undoubtedly been strongly opposed by local people.  We were told 

that a development proposal in nearby Doon Street has been contested in 
the Courts because of dispute over fulfilling local aspirations to provide a 

swimming pool as part of the scheme.  The background to that scheme is 
not before us, but the Panel is unreservedly of the opinion that it would be 
wrong to sanction an approach requiring priority for community 

infrastructure for fear of public opposition rather than because it is 
necessary in the context of Circular 05/2005 advice.  

 
6.12 Lambeth Borough Council intimated that the draft revised London 
View Management Framework (LD01) was but one of a whole series of 

heritage policies that create ever increasing demands on developers and 
lead to increased uncertainty over the viability of developments, such as 

within the Waterloo Opportunity Area, centred around the stations.  The 
point was affirmed by others, several of whom referred to the need also to 

fund public realm improvements around the proposed Crossrail stations 
themselves.   

 

6.13 While noting those points, we regard them and the written 
representations of English Heritage regarding contributions towards 

safeguarding or enhancing the historic fabric of the areas around Crossrail 
to be misplaced.  Such matters do not appear in the current London Plan 
Policy 6A.4 on Obligations even as lesser priorities than Affordable 

Housing and Strategic Transport Infrastructure.  The sub-division of the 
Strategic Transport Infrastructure category does not appear to us to 

warrant re-considering the overall nature of obligations that might be 
sought under Mayoral as opposed to Borough priorities.  If needing to be 
pursued, this should be a matter for the Examination of the Replacement 

London Plan later in 2010.  Absence of reference to historic heritage under 
this policy now should not of course lessen the need (statutory or 

otherwise) to have regard to such matters and the whole question of 
public realm enhancements when the Boroughs come to deal with 
proposals for redevelopment at Crossrail station sites.   

 
6.14 In Tower Hamlets, concerns were expressed about other transport 

schemes that needed funding, including those in connection with 
development around the proposed Custom House station and the 
adjoining Excel Centre area.  Having considered these matters, however, 

we come to much the same conclusion as that which we have reached on 
other policy priorities in relation to Obligations above.  There may be 

some incremental cumulative effects on development viability, but to the 
extent that Planning Obligations must, in accordance with Circular 
05/2005, relate to matters that must be addressed in order that 

development can go ahead, such effects cannot be altogether avoided.  As 
now, there will be a need in some cases for viability assessment to 

establish appropriate division of the available S106 “pot” for what we have 
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termed “negotiable” (but still necessary) contributions.  As draft SPG 
paragraph 4.30 states, for the most part, those discussions will be led by 

the Boroughs in consultation with GLA/TfL, with direct involvement by the 
London Mayor only in schemes of strategic significance.  The prospect of 

requests for “call-in” by Ministers in other cases should only arise where 
necessary provision is not being made on a widespread or persistent basis 
such as might undermine the operation of the policy.  It is the Mayor’s 

view that Crossrail should have the highest strategic priority, alongside 
affordable housing.  For developments within the areas and for the uses 

we have identified we see no reason to depart from that stance (given 
that it can apply only to “negotiable” development needs as we have 
indicated in paragraph 6.8 above). 

 
6.15 Ballymore and Bishopsgate Goodsyard Regeneration Limited drew 

attention to the £20 million that they had contributed for provision of a 
box to facilitate the passing of the East London Line Extension/Overground 
through that site.  They suggested that this contribution should be seen as 

a prior commitment ahead of Crossrail contributions.  The GLA opposed 
that approach but accepted that the Overground contribution could be 

argued in viability assessments and might influence the level of Crossrail 
contributions.  We accept that this is the appropriate way in which to 

address such site specific issues.  
 

6.16 The contributions regime that we have tabulated in Chapter four 

would provide a clear starting point for negotiations, but is not 
prescriptive and has been formulated within the context of paragraph B35 

of Circular 05/2005.  As such, we see no need to recommend modification 
of Policy 6A.4 in that regard, because the effect on other policy priorities 
of the contributions regime we have recommended would not, in our 

judgement, be significant.  The minor changes to Policy 6A.5 on Planning 
Obligations that were included in the Alterations were not subject of 

concern at the Examination and do not require any comment from the 
Panel. 

Impact of other policies on the level of funding likely to be 

achieved 

6.17 Although it was put to us that the draft revised London View 

Management Framework (LD01) would considerably reduce the scope for 
large new developments in London, and thus the number of sites or 
amount of development from which Crossrail funding could be sought, we 

are unconvinced.  We acknowledge that the draft Framework embraces a 
wider range of types of view than the current 2007 Mayoral Policy it is 

intended to replace (LDO1e), including river prospects and silhouettes, 
but, as the City of London Corporation advised, the effect would be 
qualitative rather than quantitative.  For all but the tallest and bulkiest of 

development, the proposed safeguarded areas would pass above or 
between buildings and affect only specific corridors in specific directions.    

In any event, it is a draft, yet to be finalised.  With the limited weight 
currently attaching to the draft framework, it is the Panel’s opinion that 
the overall impact on the areas and uses from which we recommend 

contributions be sought would be minimal, particularly bearing in mind 
that it is at least in part a draft framework that moves closer to the 
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original Directions made under RPG3a (GD20).  These directions and the 
policy they secured were applicable over most of the period covered by 

the Jones Lang LaSalle study of development rates in the draft 
Contributions Areas. 

Arrangements for the return of contributions 

6.18  As the Boroughs pointed out, although funds collected for 
Crossrail will pass to GLA/TfL, responsibility for administering the 

collection of the funds will fall to the Boroughs themselves.  Appropriate 
protocols are intended to be agreed to establish these arrangements, as 

described in draft SPG paragraphs 4.30-4.32.  Those paragraphs do not, 
however, refer to arrangements for the “winding down” of the proposed 
regime. 

 
6.19 In querying such arrangements, the Panel was advised that 

meeting the £300 million target would be regarded as a success, but 
hitting that target would not be a precise science.  There can be no 

guarantee that the sum total of contributions secured through Planning 
Obligations will actually materialise, not least because some 
developments, although permitted, may not be implemented.  There is 

also no certainty that developments once permitted (and in consequence 
the contributions associated with them) will come forward in any 

particular sequence or, in consequence, at smoothly planned rates.  It is 
inevitable therefore that Obligations would have to be completed for a 
greater number of developments than, by simple calculation, would total 

the requisite amount.  Moreover, there is every likelihood that some 
Boroughs will perform better than others in collecting funds, not least 

because rates of development in some will be higher than in others.  
Nonetheless, GLA does not propose to notify Boroughs when they have 
reached a particular proportion of the target (individually or collectively).  

Rather, overall progress towards the target would be reported in the 
Annual Monitoring Report published in February of each year.  We endorse 

the comment to that effect in paragraph 4.29 of the October 2009 
amended SPG. 

6.20 At least part of the reason for this approach to monitoring is that 
GLA/TfL are reluctant to publish a precise end-date for the regime.  To do 
so would make contributions increasingly difficult to secure as the end-

date approached – negotiations might become artificially protracted, while 
those already committed to payment may delay development 

implementation.  Equally, GLA/TfL is anxious to avoid excluding 
contributions, or revoking Obligations, where the developer concerned 
would otherwise willingly have made the requisite payment.  Some 

“headroom” for contributions may also be justifiable for such matters as 
servicing debt, particularly if all necessary contributions are not made by 

the time Crossrail becomes operational and top-up funding has to be 
secured temporarily from other sources.   

6.21 Some suggested that any surplus funding might be transferred to 

future Crossrail extensions, as safeguarded from Maidenhead to Reading 
and Abbey Wood to Gravesend.  Others suggested it might be applied by 

agreement to other Mayoral strategic transport infrastructure 
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requirements that would mitigate the impact of the particular 
development, or be returned to the Boroughs for spending only in the 

areas where it was raised on other relevant infrastructure.  However, 
given that Crossrail is a defined scheme in the funding agreement with 

Government, the GLA pointed out that fresh arrangements would have to 
be made for any such transfer to an extended Crossrail scheme that would 
in greater part be outside the GLA area.  Further complexities might arise 

where commercial agreements are also involved with LUL or Network Rail 
over station redevelopments. 

6.22 Whatever the case may be, the Panel accepts that such matters 
do not demand policy expression and that the appropriate way to deal 
with them would be to signal the issue in SPG and produce a protocol 

agreed with the relevant stakeholders at the appropriate time (comment 
C6.1).   GLA suggested that the wording we have recommended in 

Chapter five (from under the Matter 4 heading in ED33) would be 
sufficient to cover the point.  However, that would be inserted only at the 
end of paragraph 5.7 dealing with CIL.  As also suggested by GLA, it 

would be appropriate to include reference to the fact that the 
contributions would be used only for the purpose collected unless agreed 

otherwise.  The Panel accordingly recommends additional wording to the 
end of draft SPG paragraph 4.32 (comment C6.2).  

 

Comment  

Number 

Comments on the Supplementary Planning Guidance Paragraph 
Ref. 

C6.1 That an additional sentence be added after the new second 
sentence in draft SPG Paragraph 4.29: 

“Arrangements will be made, in consultation with 
Borough stakeholders, to bring the collection of 

contributions to an end once the required sum of £300 
million has been collected.” 

Para. 6.22 

C6.2  That a further sentence be added to the end of draft SPG 
paragraph 4.32: 
“Contributions would be used only for the purpose for 

which they have been collected unless agreed otherwise.   
This will be included among the model clauses for 

agreements, with the protocols also containing more 
detailed advice on the termination of the contributions 

regime when the requisite level of funding has been 
collected.”   

Para. 6.22 
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ABBREVIATIONS 
 

AMR Annual Monitoring Report 

BRS Business Rate Supplement 

CAZ Central Activities Zone 

CCA Central Contributions Area 

CIL Community Infrastructure Levy 

CLCA Central London Contributions Area 

DfT Department for Transport 

DLR Docklands Light Railway 

DPD Development Plan Document 

EiP Examination in Public 

GEA Gross External Area 

GLA Greater London Authority 

GOL Government Office for London 

GPDO General Permitted Development Order 

HLOS High Level Output Specification 

HRA Habitats Regulations Assessment 

IIA Integrated Impact Assessment 

LPA Local Planning Authority 

LUL London Underground Limited 

LVT Land Value Tax 

PPS Planning Policy Statement 

RPG Regional Planning Guidance 

RSS Regional Spatial Strategy 

SA Sustainability Appraisal 

SEA Strategic Environmental Assessment 

SPD Supplementary Planning Document 

SPG Supplementary Planning Guidance 

TfL Transport for London 

VNEB Vauxhall-Nine Elms-Battersea 
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The London Plan Crossrail Alterations 
 

 

EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
 

Website: www.london.gov.uk/london-plan-eip  

 

Timetable, Final List of Matters & Participants 
 
 

 
 
 
 

  EiP Secretariat 
  Committee Room 1 

  City Hall        eip.assistant@london.gov.uk 
  The Queen’s Walk      020 7983 4903 

  London SE2 2AA       www.london.gov.uk/london-plan-eip 

 

 
The Examination in Public will open at: 

 
1000, Monday 14 December 2009. 

http://www.london.gov.uk/london-plan-eip
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London Plan Crossrail Alterations Examination in Public 
Timetable, Final List of Matters and Participants 

 
Timetable Final List of Matters Final List of Participants (*Attended) 

Day 1 – Monday 14 December 2009 
 

Day 1 
 

1000 - 1030 

 

Opening statements 

 

Sir Simon Milton on behalf of the Mayor 
 

Keith Berryman of Crossrail Ltd - update on 
Crossrail 

 

 

 

 
Morning & 

afternoon 
 
1030 – 1300 

 
1400 – 1730  

Matter 1 – The Principle of the Proposed 
Crossrail Alteration 

 

1.1 Q1) Do the proposed Alterations give a clear enough policy 
basis for seeking to negotiate developer contributions 

towards funding of Crossrail under the provisions of Section 
106 of the Town & Country Planning Acts? 

 
Q2) Is the Policy set out in the Alterations consistent with the 

advice of ODPM Circular 05/2005? 
 
Q3) Is the level of detail in the policy within the Alterations 

appropriate in relation to that in the draft Supplementary 
Guidance? Is it appropriate for all detail on the charging 

mechanisms to be contained within SPG rather than principles 
being set out within the Development Plan? 

 

Mayor / GLA (2 places)* 
GOL (43)* 

Transport for London (18)* 
London Councils (02)* 

London First (04)* 
Canary Wharf Group Plc (06)* 
LB Camden (11)* 

LB Greenwich (14)* 
LB Tower Hamlets (15)* 

City of Westminster (17)* 
Waterloo Community Development Group (19) 

(Apology) 

WPA/CPA (20) (Westminster Private Sector)* 

Hayes & Harlington Community Development 

Forum (32) 
LB Lambeth (33)* 

LB Islington (34)* 
Bishopsgate Goodsyard Regeneration (37) 
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Q4) Are there any other procedural issues that might render the 
proposed Alterations unsound? 

Crossrail Ltd (41)* 
City of London (44)* 

LB Southwark (47) 
 

Day 2 – Tuesday 15 December 2009 

 
 
Tuesday  

15 Dec. 
 

Morning 
 
0930 – 1300 

 

Matter 2A – The Geographical Extent of Charging 

 

Q1) Are the areas proposed for application of the standard 

charging formulas appropriate in relation to: 
1. Central Activities Zone (CAZ) 

2. Isle of Dogs (IOD)? 
 
Q2) Is there any justification for area-based exemptions?  If so, 

where? 
 

Q3) Do the Opportunity Areas warrant special consideration? 
 
Q4) Are the proposals for considering the negotiation of S106 

Obligations to secure Crossrail contributions around Outer London 
stations rational and reasonable? 
 

 

 

Mayor / GLA  (2 places)* 
GOL * 
Transport for London (18)* 

LB Brent (03)* 
London First (04)* 

London Thames Gateway Development Corporation 
(05)* 
Canary Wharf Group Plc (06)* 

LB Camden (11)* 
LB Greenwich (14)* 

LB Tower Hamlets (15)* 
City of Westminster (17)* 
Waterloo Community Development Group (19)* 

WPA/CPA (20) (Westminster Private Sector)* 
Legal & General Property Limited (23)* 

Real Estate Opportunities Ltd (28)* 
LB Lambeth (33)* 
LB Islington (34)* 

Ballymore (35) & Bishopsgate Goodsyard 
Regeneration Limited (37)* 

Crossrail Ltd (41)* 
City of London (44)* 
LB Southwark (47)* 
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Day 2 
 

 
Tuesday  

15 Dec. 
 
Afternoon 

 
1400 – 1730  

Matter 2B – The Land Use or Land Uses Covered by the 

Levy 

 

Q1) Are the proposals to restrict S106 Crossrail contributions to 

office-related development appropriate? 
 
Q2) Are there any other land-uses that should be covered? 

 
Q3) Is there a case for any exceptions within the defined land-use 

categories? 

Mayor / GLA (2 places)* 
GOL (43)* 

Transport for London (18)* 
London Councils (02)* 

London First (04)* 
Canary Wharf Group Plc (06)* 
LB Camden (11)* 

LB Tower Hamlets (15)* 
City of Westminster (17)* 

WPA/CPA (20) (Westminster Private Sector)* 
Legal & General Property Limited (23)* 
LB Islington (34)* 

City of London (44)* 
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Day 3 – Thursday 17 December 2009 
 

 
Thursday  
17 Dec. 

 
Morning 

 
0930 – 1300  

Matter 3 – The Level of Charge 

 

Q1) Are the proposed mechanics of calculating the level of S106 
Crossrail contribution appropriate? 

 
Q2) Is the level of S106 Crossrail contribution for qualifying 

developments reasonable in normal circumstances? 
 
Q3) Is the point of collection of S106 Crossrail contributions 

properly set? 
 

Q4) Is there any case for a general delay in the introduction of 
S106 Crossrail contributions? 
 

Q5) Are the proposals for taking the viability of individual 
developments into account reasonable? 

Mayor / GLA  (2 places)* 

GOL (43)* 
Transport for London (18)* 
London First (04)* 

London Thames Gateway Development 
Corporation (05)* 

Canary Wharf Group Plc (06)* 
LB Camden (11)* 
LB Redbridge (13)* 

LB Tower Hamlets (15)* 
City of Westminster (17)* 

WPA/CPA (20) (Westminster Private Sector)* 
Legal & General Property Limited (23)* 
LB Lambeth (33)*  

LB Islington (34)* 
Ballymore (35) & Bishopsgate Goodsyard 

Regeneration Limited (37)* 
City of London (44)* 
LB Southwark (47)* 
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Day 3 
 

Thursday  
17 Dec. 

 
Afternoon 
 

1400 – 1730  

Matter 4 – Interrelationship with Other Charges 

 

Q1) Is the relationship with the Business Rate Supplement properly 
defined and rational? 

 
Q2) Is the relationship with the proposed Community 
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) clear? 

 
Q3) Is it appropriate to seek contributions through both S106 and 

CIL? If so, is there sufficient clarity with regard to the 
circumstances in which either or both would variously be sought?  
Are arrangements for parallel charging of Crossrail contributions 

and CIL compatible and practical? 
 

Q4) Should there be a single mechanism for imposing a charge if 
and when CIL is introduced in London as a whole or in 
particular Boroughs? 

Mayor / GLA (2 places)* 
GOL (42)* 

Transport for London (18)* 
London Councils (02)* 

London First (04)* 

London Thames Gateway Development 
Corporation (05)* 

Canary Wharf Group Plc (06)* 

LB Camden (11)* 

RB Kingston (12)* 
LB Tower Hamlets (15)* 
City of Westminster (17)* 

WPA/CPA (20) (Westminster Private Sector)* 
LB Islington (34)* 

City of London (44)* 
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Day 4 – Friday 18 December 2009 

 

 
 
 

 
Friday  

18 Dec. 
 

Morning & 

afternoon 

 

0930 – 1300 
 
1400 – 1730  

Matter 5 – Interrelationship with other Priorities in 
Planning Obligations and with other Planning 

Policies 

 
Q1) Is the priority afforded to Crossrail contributions in S106 

negotiations appropriate in relation to other priority 
requirements? 
 

Q2) If not, what amendments are required either to the 
Alterations or other aspects of the London Plan? 

 
Q3) Are the Alterations consistent with the remainder of the 

London Plan or are further consequential amendments required? 
 
Q4) Is any special provision required over the relationship of 

Crossrail policies to Opportunity Areas? 
 

Q5) Are the arrangements for monitoring receipt and use of 
Crossrail contributions sufficiently transparent?  Are the 
circumstances under which Crossrail contributions would no 

longer be sought sufficiently clearly defined? 

Mayor/GLA (2 places)* 

GOL (42)* 
Transport for London (18)* 
London Councils (02)* 

London First (04)* 

London Thames Gateway Development Corporation 

(05)* 

LB Camden (11)* 
LB Tower Hamlets (15)* 

City of Westminster (17)* 
Waterloo Community Development Group (19)* 

WPA/CPA (20) (Westminster Private Sector)* 
Hayes & Harlington Community Development 
Forum(32) 

LB Lambeth (33)* 
LB Islington (34)* 

Ballymore (35) & Bishopsgate Goodsyard 
Regeneration Limited (37)* 
City of London (44)* 

1.2 LB Southwark (47) 

1.3  

Monday 21 
Dec. 

Reserve day  

Tuesday  
22 Dec. 

Reserve day  
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Written statements submitted to the EiP 

    

Matter 1 Relying on original 
reps. 

  Mayor (GLA)    

02 London Councils    

04 London First    

06 Canary Wharf Group Plc    

11 LB Camden    

13 LB Redbridge    

15 LB Tower Hamlets    

17 City of Westminster    

18 Transport for London    

20 WPA/CPA (Westminster Private Sector)    

30 Wood Wharf Limited Partnership  Yes 

33 LB Lambeth    

34 LB Islington    

37 Bishopsgate Goodsyard Regeneration Ltd    

42 GMV Ten (GVA Grimley) Non-attending  

43 Government Office for London    

44 City of London    

47 LB Southwark    

    
Matter 2A  

  Mayor (GLA)    

03 LB Brent  Yes 

04 London First    

06 Canary Wharf Group Plc    

11 LB Camden    

13 LB Redbridge    

14 LB Greenwich    

15 LB Tower Hamlets    

17 City of Westminster    

18 Transport for London    

19 Waterloo Community Development Group    

20 WPA/CPA (Westminster Private Sector)    

23 Legal & General Property Limited    

26 London and Continental Railways Ltd (RPS) Non-attending  

26(a) Additional letter dated 15/12/09   

28 Real Estate Opportunities Ltd     

30 Wood Wharf Limited Partnership Not attending Yes 

33 LB Lambeth    

34 LB Islington    

35 & 37 Ballymore & Bishopsgate Goodsyard 
Regeneration Ltd 

  

42 GMV Ten (GVA Grimley) Non-attending  

43 Government Office for London    

44 City of London    

46 LB Hillingdon Non-attending  

47 LB Southwark    

    
Matter 2B  

  Mayor (GLA)    
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02 London Councils    

04 London First    

06 Canary Wharf Group Plc    

11 LB Camden    

15 LB Tower Hamlets    

17 City of Westminster    

18 Transport for London    

20 WPA/CPA (Westminster Private Sector)    

23 Legal & General Property Limited    

34 LB Islington    

42 GMV Ten (GVA Grimley) Non-attending  

43 Government Office for London    

44 City of London    

47 LB Southwark    

    

Matter 3  

  Mayor (GLA)    

04 London First    

05 London Thames Gateway Development 
Corporation 

   

06 Canary Wharf Group Plc    

11 LB Camden    

13 LB Redbridge    

15 LB Tower Hamlets    

17 City of Westminster    

18 Transport for London    

20 WPA/CPA (Westminster Private Sector)    

23 Legal & General Property Limited    

30 Wood Wharf Limited Partnership Not attending Yes 

33 LB Lambeth    

34 LB Islington    

35 & 37 Ballymore & Bishopsgate Goodsyard 
Regeneration Ltd 

   

42 GMV Ten (GVA Grimley) Non-attending  

43 Government Office for London    

44 City of London    

47 LB Southwark    

    

Matter 4  

  Mayor (GLA)    

02 London Councils    

04 London First    

05 London Thames Gateway Development 
Corporation 

   

11 LB Camden    

12 RB Kingston Non-attending  

15 LB Tower Hamlets    

17 City of Westminster    

18 Transport for London    

20 WPA/CPA (Westminster Private Sector)    

30 Wood Wharf Limited Partnership Not attending Yes 

34 LB Islington    

42 GMV Ten (GVA Grimley) Non-attending  

43 Government Office for London    

44 City of London    

49 North London Strategic Alliance Non -participant  
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Matter 5  

  Mayor (GLA)    

02 London Councils    

04 London First    

05 London Thames Gateway Development 
Corporation 

   

07 London Metropolitan University (John 
Sharkey) 

Non-attending  

11 LB Camden    

15 LB Tower Hamlets    

17 City of Westminster    

18 Transport for London    

20 WPA/CPA (Westminster Private Sector)    

23 Legal & General Property Limited    

31 English Heritage Non-attending  

33 LB Lambeth    

34 LB Islington    

35 & 37 Ballymore & Bishopsgate Goodsyard 
Regeneration Ltd 

   

42 GMV Ten (GVA Grimley) Non-attending  

43 Government Office for London    

44 City of London    

46 LB Hillingdon Non-attending  
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London Plan Crossrail Alterations       Examination in Public 2009 

 
Please click on the blue links below to access documents on the internet. 
 

* Indicates a new document. 

Core Documents 

Core EiP Documents 

 
Ref. Title Date Source Website 

CD01 Draft London Plan Crossrail Alterations: use of planning obligations 
in the funding of Crossrail 

May 2009 GLA gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk 

CD02 Draft Supplementary Planning Guidance: use of planning 
obligations in the funding of Crossrail 

May 2009 GLA gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk 

CD02a Revised Draft Supplementary Planning Guidance: use of planning 
obligations in the funding of Crossrail 

October 
2009 

GLA www.london.gov.uk 

CD02b Revised Draft Supplementary Planning Guidance – Annex 1 & 2 
reissued to show borough boundaries (Contact EiP Assistant if 
copy required) 

October 
2009 

GLA www.london.gov.uk 

CD03 Draft London Plan Alterations: Crossrail Funding - Integrated 
Impact Assessment 

May 2009 GLA gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk 

CD04 See LD10    

CD05 See LD11    

CD06 Equal Opportunities Impact Assessment May 2009 GLA gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk 

CD07  Response from the London Assembly Planning and Housing 
Committee 

Feb 2009 London Assembly gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk 

CD08 Mayor’s Response to London Assembly Planning and Housing 
Committee 

May 2009 GLA gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk 

CD09 Schedule of Comments Received to initial consultation and Mayor’s 
Response 

May 2009 GLA gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk 

CD10 Crossrail Section 106 Contributions (Background Transport Report) Dec 2008 Colin Buchanan www.london.gov.uk  

CD10e Crossrail Section 106 Contributions (Background Transport Report) 
- earlier version 

Dec 2008 Colin Buchanan www.london.gov.uk  

CD11 Crossrail S106 Contributions: Review of the Retail Impact Analysis June 2009 Colin Buchanan gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk 

http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa
file:///C:/Documents%20and%20Settings/nrogers/Local%20Settings/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/temp/gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa
file:///C:/Documents%20and%20Settings/nrogers/Local%20Settings/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/temp/gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk
http://www.london.gov.uk/mayor/planning/crossrail/docs/draft-crossrail-spg-oct-09.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/mayor/planning/crossrail/docs/draft-crossrail-spg-oct-09.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/integrated_impact_assessment_1?tab=files
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/integrated_impact_assessment_1?tab=files
file:///C:/Documents%20and%20Settings/nrogers/Local%20Settings/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/temp/gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa?tab=files
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa?tab=files
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa?tab=files
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa?tab=files
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa?tab=files
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa?tab=files
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa?tab=files
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa?tab=files
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa?tab=files
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa?tab=files
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa?tab=files
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa?tab=files
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/mayor/planning/crossrail/docs/CB-background-transport-report.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/mayor/planning/crossrail/docs/CB-background-transport-report.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa?tab=files
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa?tab=files
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CD12 Crossrail: Development & Funding Contributions 2008  
(Background Property Report) 

Dec 2008 Jones Lang 
LaSalle 

www.london.gov.uk  

CD12b Crossrail: Development & Funding Contributions 2008  
(Background Property Report): Addendum (Contact EiP 
Assistant if copy required) 

Nov 2009 Jones Lang 
LaSalle 

www.london.gov.uk  

CD12e Crossrail: Development & Funding Contributions 2008  
(Background Property Report) - earlier version 

 Jones Lang 
LaSalle 

www.london.gov.uk  

CD13 Crossrail: Development & Funding Contributions - Elephant & 
Castle  

Mar 2009 Jones Lang 
LaSalle 

gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk 

CD14 Crossrail: Development & Funding Contributions - Farringdon 
Report 

Mar 2009 Jones Lang 
LaSalle 

gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk 

CD15 Crossrail: Development & Funding Contributions – Vauxhall/Nine 
Elms/Battersea 

Mar 2009 Jones Lang 
LaSalle 

gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk 

CD16 Securing Developer Contributions towards Crossrail: a non-
technical summary – Version 2  

Dec 2008 Jones Lang 
LaSalle/Colin 
Buchanan 

www.london.gov.uk  

CD16e Securing Developer Contributions towards Crossrail: a non-
technical summary – Version 1 

2008 Jones Lang 
LaSalle/Colin 
Buchanan 

www.london.gov.uk 

CD17a Letter from Mayor to Secretary of State for Transport, 18 May 2009 May 2009 GLA gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk 

CD17b Letter from Secretary of State for Transport to Mayor, 1 June 2009 
(Contact EiP Assistant if copy required) 

June 2009 GLA www.london.gov.uk 

CD17c Responses by the Mayor to questions from the Panel (Contact EiP 
Assistant if copy required) 

Nov 2009 GLA www.london.gov.uk 

CD18 Proposed Draft London Plan Alterations: use of planning obligations 
in the funding of Crossrail 

Dec 2008 GLA www.london.gov.uk 

CD19 Proposed Draft Supplementary Planning Guidance: use of planning 
obligations in the funding of Crossrail 

Dec 2008 GLA www.london.gov.uk 

CD20 See CD17b    

 

London-wide Documents 

 

Ref. Title Date Source Website 

LD01 Draft Revised London View Management Framework May 2009 GLA www.london.gov.uk  

LD01e London View Management Framework  July 2007 GLA www.london.gov.uk 

LD02 London City Charter: the first Charter 29 April 2009 April 2009 GLA/London 
Councils 

www.london.gov.uk 

http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa?tab=files
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa?tab=files
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/mayor/planning/crossrail/docs/JL-background-property-report.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/mayor/planning/crossrail/docs/JL-background-property-report.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa?tab=files
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa?tab=files
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa?tab=files
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa?tab=files
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa?tab=files
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa?tab=files
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa?tab=files
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa?tab=files
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa?tab=files
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa?tab=files
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa?tab=files
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/mayor/planning/crossrail/docs/non-technical-summary.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/mayor/planning/crossrail/docs/non-technical-summary.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa?tab=files
http://gla-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/lpca/dlpa?tab=files
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/mayor/planning/crossrail/docs/crossrail-alterations.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/mayor/planning/crossrail/docs/crossrail-alterations.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/mayor/planning/crossrail/docs/crossrail-spg.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/mayor/planning/crossrail/docs/crossrail-spg.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/mayor/strategies/sds/docs/spg-views-draft-2009.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/mayor/strategies/sds/spg-views.jsp
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/mayor/priorities/local-government.jsp
http://www.london.gov.uk/
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LD03 The Crossrail Business Rate Supplement – Initial Prospectus Summer 2009 GLA www.london.gov.uk 
LD04 The Crossrail Business Rate Supplement – Summary of Initial 

Prospectus 
Summer 2009 GLA www.london.gov.uk 

LD05 The Crossrail Business Rate Supplement – Questions and 
Answers 

Summer 2009 GLA www.london.gov.uk 

LD06 The London Plan – Consultation Draft Replacement Plan Oct 2009 GLA www.london.gov.uk 

LD07 See GD19    

LD08 Draft Replacement London Plan – Integrated Impact 
Assessment 

Oct 2009 GLA www.london.gov.uk 

LD09 Draft Replacement London Plan – Habitats Regulations 
Assessment 

Oct 2009 GLA www.london.gov.uk 

LD10 A New Plan For London: proposals for the Mayor’s London Plan Apr 2009 GLA www.london.gov.uk  

LD11 The London Plan: Spatial Development Strategy for Greater 
London, consolidated with alterations since 2004 

Feb 2008 GLA www.london.gov.uk  

LD12 Planning for a Better London July 2008 GLA www.london.gov.uk 

LD13 Mayor’s Transport Strategy – Public Consultation Draft October 2009 GLA www.london.gov.uk 
LD14 Mayor’s Economic Development Strategy – Public Consultation 

Draft 
October 2009 GLA www.london.gov.uk 

LD15 Response from Mayor to CIL Consultation (Contact EiP 
Assistant if copy required) 

November 
2009 

GLA www.london.gov.uk 

LD16 Draft City Fringe Opportunity Area Planning Framework  Feb 2008 GLA www.london.gov.uk 

LD17 Schedule of Contributions  December 
2009 

GLA www.london.gov.uk 

LD17a Schedule of Contributions Scenario 7 * December 
2009 

GLA www.london.gov.uk 

LD17b Schedule of Contributions Update * December 
2009 

GLA www.london.gov.uk 

 

Borough Documents 

 
Ref. Title Date Source Website 

BD01 Response by North London Strategic Alliance to consultation on 
proposed Business Rate Supplement (Contact EiP 
Assistant if copy required) 

Oct 2009 NLSA www.nlsa.org.uk 

http://www.london.gov.uk/crossrail-brs/docs/initial-prospectus.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/crossrail-brs/docs/summary.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/crossrail-brs/docs/summary.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/crossrail-brs/docs/questions-and-answers.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/crossrail-brs/docs/questions-and-answers.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/shaping-london/london-plan/docs/london-plan.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/shaping-london/london-plan/docs/iia-2a-final-report-oct09.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/shaping-london/london-plan/docs/iia-2a-final-report-oct09.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/shaping-london/london-plan/docs/hra-final-report-oct09.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/shaping-london/london-plan/docs/hra-final-report-oct09.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/mayor/publications/2009/docs/london-plan-initial-proposals.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/thelondonplan/thelondonplan.jsp
http://www.london.gov.uk/thelondonplan/thelondonplan.jsp
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/mayor/publications/2008/docs/plan-better-london.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://mts.tfl.gov.uk/docs/MTS09_Complete.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://lda-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/eds/eds
http://lda-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/eds/eds
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/.../planning/docs/cityfringe/Draft_City_Fringe_OAPF.rtf
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.nlsa.org.uk/
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Central Government Documents 

 
Ref. Title Date Source Website 

GD01 Circular 05/2005 Planning Obligations 2005 DCLG www.communities.gov.uk 

GD02 PPS 11: Regional Spatial Strategies 2004 DCLG www.communities.gov.uk 

GD02A PPS 11: Regional Spatial Strategies (2004),technical 
amendments 

2009 DCLG www.communities.gov.uk 

GD03 PPS12; Local Spatial Planning 2008 DCLG www.communities.gov.uk 

GD04 PPG13: Transport 2001 DCLG www.communities.gov.uk 

GD05 Greater London Authority Act 1999 (no paper copies) 1999 OPSI www.opsi.gov.uk  

GD06 Greater London Authority Act 2007(no paper copies) 2007 OPSI www.opsi.gov.uk 

GD07 GOL Circular 1/2008 Strategic Planning in London 2008 DCLG www.gos.gov.uk  

GD08 Community Infrastructure Levy – Consultation Document July 2009 DCLG www.communities.gov.uk  

GD09 Community Infrastructure Levy – Draft Regulations and 
Reference Documents 

July 2009 DCLG www.communities.gov.uk 

GD10 Community Infrastructure Levy – Partial Impact Assessment July 2009 DCLG www.communities.gov.uk 

GD11 Crossrail Act 2008 2008 OPSI www.opsi.gov.uk 

GD12 Mayor of London Order 2008 2008 OPSI www.opsi.gov.uk 

GD13 London Spatial Development Strategy Regulations 2000 2000 OPSI www.opsi.gov.uk 

GD14 Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 2004 OPSI www.opsi.gov.uk 

GD15 Planning Act 2008 2008 OPSI www.opsi.gov.uk 

GD16 The South East Plan 2009 GOSE www.gos.gov.uk 

GD17 The East of England Plan 2008 GOEE www.gos.gov.uk 

GD18 
Planning and Compensation Act 1991 

1991 OPSI www.opsi.gov.uk 

GD19 Crossrail Regional Map with Borough Boundaries 2009 Crossrail/GLA www.crossrail.co.uk  

GD20 RPG3 Annexe A and Related Directions – SPG for London on 
Protection of Strategic Views (Contact EiP Assistant if copy 
required)  

November 
1991 

GOL www.gos.gov.uk/gol 

GD21 PPG15: Planning and the Historic Environment  September 
1994 

DCLG www.communities.gov.uk 

GD22 Town and Country Planning Act 1990  1990 OPSI www.opsi.gov.uk 

GD23 Crossrail Sponsors Agreement  December 
2008 

DfT www.dft.gov.uk 

GD24 Summary of Crossrail Sponsors Agreement  December DfT www.dft.gov.uk 

http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/planningandbuilding/circularplanningobligations
http://www.communities.gov.uk/
http://www.communities.gov.uk/planningandbuilding/planning/regionallocal/regionalspatialstrategies/pps11/
http://www.communities.gov.uk/
http://www.communities.gov.uk/planningandbuilding/planning/regionallocal/regionalspatialstrategies/pps11/
http://www.communities.gov.uk/planningandbuilding/planning/regionallocal/regionalspatialstrategies/pps11/
http://www.communities.gov.uk/
http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/planningandbuilding/pps12lsp
http://www.communities.gov.uk/
http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/planningandbuilding/ppg13
http://www.communities.gov.uk/
http://www.opsi.gov.uk/acts/acts1999/ukpga_19990029_en_1
http://www.opsi.gov.uk/
http://www.opsi.gov.uk/acts/acts2007/ukpga_20070024_en_1
http://www.opsi.gov.uk/
http://www.gos.gov.uk/497417/docs/200511/GOL_Circular_1-2008.pdf
http://www.gos.gov.uk/
http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/communitylevyconsultation.pdf
http://www.communities.gov.uk/
http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/1301120.pdf
http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/1301120.pdf
http://www.communities.gov.uk/
http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/infrastructurelevypartial.pdf
http://www.communities.gov.uk/
http://www.opsi.gov.uk/acts/acts2008/ukpga_20080018_en_1
http://www.opsi.gov.uk/
http://www.opsi.gov.uk/si/si2008/pdf/uksi_20080580_en.pdf
http://www.opsi.gov.uk/
http://www.opsi.gov.uk/SI/si2000/20001491.htm
http://www.opsi.gov.uk/
http://www.opsi.gov.uk/ACTS/acts2004/ukpga_20040005_en_1
http://www.opsi.gov.uk/
http://www.opsi.gov.uk/acts/acts2008/ukpga_20080029_en_1
http://www.opsi.gov.uk/
http://www.gos.gov.uk/gose/planning/regionalPlanning/815640/
http://www.gos.gov.uk/
http://www.gos.gov.uk/goee/docs/Planning/Regional_Planning/Regional_Spatial_Strategy/EE_Plan1.pdf
http://www.gos.gov.uk/
http://www.opsi.gov.uk/Acts/acts1991/ukpga_19910034_en_1
http://www.opsi.gov.uk/
http://www.crossrail.co.uk/the-railway/crossrail-maps
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.gos.gov.uk/gol/
http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/planningandbuilding/ppg15
http://www.communities.gov.uk/
http://www.opsi.gov.uk/acts/acts1990/Ukpga_19900008_en_1.htm
http://www.opsi.gov.uk/
http://www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/rail/pi/crossrail/fundingandgovernance/sponsorsagreement.pdf
http://www.dft.gov.uk/
http://www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/rail/pi/crossrail/fundingandgovernance/sponsorsagreementsummary
http://www.dft.gov.uk/
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2008 

GD25 Heads of Terms in Relation to the Crossrail Project  November 
2007 

DfT www.dft.gov.uk 

GD26 Letter from Mayor Livingstone to Secretary of State re Crossrail 
Project Funding 

Oct 2007 DfT www.dft.gov.uk 

 

Referenced Documents – referenced in Written statements. Contact EiP Assistant if copies required. 

 
Ref. Title Date Source Website 

RD01 Applications with Crossrail Contributions  
 

November 
2009 

Transport for 
London 

www.tfl.gov.uk 

RD01a Applications with Crossrail Contributions – updated  December 
2009 

Transport for 
London 

www.tfl.gov.uk 

RD02 Supplementary Evidence  November 
2009 

London 
Councils 

www.londoncouncils.gov.uk 

RD03 Crossrail – Distribution of Benefits  November 
2009 

London First www.london-first.co.uk 

RD04 Greenhithe Decision * 
 

March 2009 London First www.london-first.co.uk 

RD04a Greenhithe Decision – PINS Report to Secretary of State  December 
2008 

DCLG www.communities.gov.uk 

RD05 Hayes Davidson Draft Revised LVMF  September 
2009 

London First www.london-first.co.uk 

RD06 A Crossrail Station in Woolwich – The Regeneration Case  April 2006 LB Greenwich www.greenwich.gov.uk 

RD07 Woolwich Crossrail Development Opportunities Study  December 
2006 

LB Greenwich www.greenwich.gov.uk 

RD08 Planning Obligations SPD February 
2008 

LB Greenwich www.greenwich.gov.uk 

RD09 Planning Obligations SPD – Annexes  February 
2008 

LB Greenwich www.greenwich.gov.uk 

RD10 Crossrail Select Committee Report  October 2007 LB Greenwich www.greenwich.gov.uk 

RD11 Planning Obligations SPG  June 2004 City of London www.cityoflondon.gov.uk 

RD12 Reforming Planning Obligations: The Use of Standard Charges  November 
2004 

ODPM www.communities.gov.uk 

RD13 London residents’ trips by functional sector  London First www.london-first.co.uk 
 

http://www.dft.gov.uk/adobepdf/165234/302038/headsofterms.pdf
http://www.dft.gov.uk/
http://www.dft.gov.uk/adobepdf/165234/302038/letterfrommayor.pdf
http://www.dft.gov.uk/adobepdf/165234/302038/letterfrommayor.pdf
http://www.dft.gov.uk/
file://///PAPDATA/STRATEGY$/EiP%20Secretariat/Crossrail%20EiP/Core%20Documents/www.tfl.gov.uk
file://///PAPDATA/STRATEGY$/EiP%20Secretariat/Crossrail%20EiP/Core%20Documents/www.tfl.gov.uk
file://///PAPDATA/STRATEGY$/EiP%20Secretariat/Crossrail%20EiP/Core%20Documents/www.londoncouncils.gov.uk
file://///PAPDATA/STRATEGY$/EiP%20Secretariat/Crossrail%20EiP/Core%20Documents/www.london-first.co.uk
file://///PAPDATA/STRATEGY$/EiP%20Secretariat/Crossrail%20EiP/Core%20Documents/www.london-first.co.uk
http://212.49.203.139/WAM/doc/Appeal%20Decision-100592894;jsessionid=68A5BED8C902613B8FA78173233EBC72?extension=.pdf&originalExtension=.tif&wmName=&wmTransparency=0&pageCount=1&location=VOLUME1&contentType=application%2Fpdf&id=100592894&wmLocation
http://www.communities.gov.uk/
file://///PAPDATA/STRATEGY$/EiP%20Secretariat/Crossrail%20EiP/Core%20Documents/www.london-first.co.uk
file://///PAPDATA/STRATEGY$/EiP%20Secretariat/Crossrail%20EiP/Core%20Documents/www.greenwich.gov.uk
file://///PAPDATA/STRATEGY$/EiP%20Secretariat/Crossrail%20EiP/Core%20Documents/www.greenwich.gov.uk
file://///PAPDATA/STRATEGY$/EiP%20Secretariat/Crossrail%20EiP/Core%20Documents/www.greenwich.gov.uk
file://///PAPDATA/STRATEGY$/EiP%20Secretariat/Crossrail%20EiP/Core%20Documents/www.greenwich.gov.uk
file://///PAPDATA/STRATEGY$/EiP%20Secretariat/Crossrail%20EiP/Core%20Documents/www.greenwich.gov.uk
file://///PAPDATA/STRATEGY$/EiP%20Secretariat/Crossrail%20EiP/Core%20Documents/www.cityoflondon.gov.uk
http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/148613.pdf
http://www.communities.gov.uk/
file://///PAPDATA/STRATEGY$/EiP%20Secretariat/Crossrail%20EiP/Core%20Documents/www.london-first.co.uk
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Examination documents 

 

Ref. Title Date Source Website 

ED01 Panel Note – Matter One  December 
2009 

GLA www.london.gov.uk 

ED02 Panel Note – Matter TwoA  December 
2009 

GLA www.london.gov.uk 

ED03 Panel Note – Matter TwoB  December 
2009 

GLA www.london.gov.uk 

ED04 Panel Note – Matter Three  December 
2009 

GLA www.london.gov.uk 

ED05 Panel Note – Matter Four  December 
2009 

GLA www.london.gov.uk 

ED06 Panel Note – Matter Five  December 
2009 

GLA www.london.gov.uk 

ED07 Central London Crossrail S106 Charging Zone Map (Contact 
EiP Assistant if copy required)  

December 
2009 

LB Lambeth www.lambeth.gov.uk 

ED08 The Community Coalition Areas of Benefit  December 
2009 

WCDG www.wcdg.org.uk 

ED09 Waterloo Community Development Group Map  December 
2009 

WCDG www.wcdg.org.uk 

ED10 Indicative Farringdon Crossrail Charging Area Map  December 
2009 

LB Islington www.islington.gov.uk 

ED11 Angel BID and Central Activity Zone Map  December 
2009 

LB Islington www.islington.gov.uk 

ED12 Lower Lea Valley Opportunity Area Planning Framework  January 2007 GLA www.london.gov.uk 
ED13 Legacy Masterplan Framework  February 

2009 
LDA www.lda.gov.uk 

ED14 Potential Crossrail Charging Area  December 
2009 

LB Camden www.camden.gov.uk 

ED15 Crossrail stations with 960m buffers within London  December 
2009 

GLA www.london.gov.uk 

ED16 Crossrail station entrances with 960m buffers, within the Central 
London Crossrail S106 Charging Zone  

December 
2009 

GLA www.london.gov.uk 

ED17 Northern Line Extension To Battersea Power Station  December 
2009 

GLA www.london.gov.uk 

ED18 Map showing Opportunity Areas around the CAZ charging zone December 
2009 

GLA www.london.gov.uk 

http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.lambeth.gov.uk/
file://///PAPDATA/STRATEGY$/EiP%20Secretariat/Crossrail%20EiP/Core%20Documents/www.islington.gov.uk
file://///PAPDATA/STRATEGY$/EiP%20Secretariat/Crossrail%20EiP/Core%20Documents/www.islington.gov.uk
http://www.london.gov.uk/mayor/planning/docs/lowerleavalley-all.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.legacy-now.co.uk/userfiles/file/LMF_%20Volume%201_Public%20Consultation%201%281%29.pdf
http://www.lda.gov.uk/
http://www.camden.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/
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ED19 Map showing Opportunity Areas around the Isle of Dogs 
charging zone 

December 
2009 

GLA www.london.gov.uk 

ED20 Map showing Crossrail route with regional and policy 
boundaries  

December 
2009 

Canary Wharf 
Group 

www.canarywharf.com 

ED21 Crossrail station entrances with 960m buffers, showing overlap 
between Whitechapel and Liverpool Street  

December 
2009 

GLA www.london.gov.uk 

ED22 Crossrail station entrances with 960m buffers, showing Poplar 
Station and IoD charging zone  

December 
2009 

GLA www.london.gov.uk 

ED23 Map showing extent of Millennium Quarter, Isle of Dogs  February 
2008 

LB Tower 
Hamlets 

www.towerhamlets.gov.uk 

ED24 Maps showing proposed direct connection from Thameslink to 
Crossrail * 

December 
2009 

GLA / TfL www.london.gov.uk 

ED25 Letter confirming threshold for seeking planning obligations * December 
2009 

LB Lambeth www.lambeth.gov.uk 

ED26 Extract from central London SRDF showing area of CAZ south 
of the river outside opportunity areas * 

May 2006 GLA www.london.gov.uk 

ED27 Millennium Quarter Planning Contributions Framework * April 2002 LB Tower 
Hamlets 

www.towerhamlets.gov.uk 

ED28 Leeds Supertram Planning Contributions Draft SPG5 * October 1996 Leeds City 
Council 

www.leeds.gov.uk 

ED29 Submission to the Examination in Public by London Borough of 
Lambeth * 

December 
2009 

LB Lambeth www.lambeth.gov.uk 

ED30 London Office Policy Review 2009 * November 
2009 

LB Lambeth www.lambeth.gov.uk 

ED31 Map showing office development pipelines on the IoD * December 
2009 

Canary Wharf 
Group 

www.canarywharf.com 

ED32 Extract from King Sturge Report into 3-4 South Place, London 
EC2 * 

December 
2009 

LB Islington www.islington.gov.uk 

ED33 Matters 3 and 4 – Note by the Mayor of London * December 
2009 

GLA www.london.gov.uk 

ED34 Implication of added charge on developments nearing 
completion * 

December 
2009 

LB Camden www.camden.gov.uk 

ED35 London Thames Gateway Development Corporation 
Operational Area Map * 

December 
2009 

LTGDC www.ltgdc.org.uk 

ED35a London Thames Gateway Development Corporation 
Operational Area Map Showing LTGDC Planning 
Boundary* 

December 
2009 

LTGDC www.ltgdc.org.uk 

 

http://www.london.gov.uk/
file://///PAPDATA/STRATEGY$/EiP%20Secretariat/Crossrail%20EiP/Core%20Documents/www.canarywharf.com
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/
file://///PAPDATA/STRATEGY$/EiP%20Secretariat/Crossrail%20EiP/Core%20Documents/www.towerhamlets.gov.uk
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.lambeth.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/
file://///PAPDATA/STRATEGY$/EiP%20Secretariat/Crossrail%20EiP/Core%20Documents/www.towerhamlets.gov.uk
file://///PAPDATA/STRATEGY$/EiP%20Secretariat/Crossrail%20EiP/Core%20Documents/www.leeds.gov.uk
http://www.lambeth.gov.uk/
http://www.lambeth.gov.uk/
file://///PAPDATA/STRATEGY$/EiP%20Secretariat/Crossrail%20EiP/Core%20Documents/www.canarywharf.com
file://///PAPDATA/STRATEGY$/EiP%20Secretariat/Crossrail%20EiP/Core%20Documents/www.islington.gov.uk
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.camden.gov.uk/
file://///PAPDATA/STRATEGY$/EiP%20Secretariat/Crossrail%20EiP/Core%20Documents/www.ltgdc.org.uk
file://///PAPDATA/STRATEGY$/EiP%20Secretariat/Crossrail%20EiP/Core%20Documents/www.ltgdc.org.uk

