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“In the redesigned scheme it became
clear to the applicants that if they
included the affordable housing on site
the viability was prejudiced.

This was tested by Westminster City
Council consultants (Dunlop Heywood)
who had a different opinion.

“The GLA was consulted and they
decided they would like to carry out their
own independent test of viability. There
is a letter from the GLA.”

The GLA letter said the applicants’
viability argument was justified and
refuted the Dunlop Heywood opinion
given to Westminster. But, because
there was a primary requirement for
affordable housing on site rather than a
wholly commuted payment, the
provision of only 16 units of affordable
housing on the first and second floors
of the residential block in the revised
scheme would now be acceptable and
preserve the scheme’s viability.
Therefore no commuted payment was
now on offer.

“The applicant responded to this and
submitted a revised proposal with 16
units on the first and second floors and
that is the proposal before you for
consideration,” said Thompson.

“Having regard to the advice of GLA
officers we feel the applicants have
addressed the affordable housing
question and the recommendation has
been changed from refusal to approval.

“Although the proposal does not
satisfy policy, policy does allow viability
to taken into account,” Thompson told
councillors.

“There is a difference of professional
opinion about the viability, but if we got
another view, it may be that this would
cloud things further,” concluded
Thompson.

“Are we happy that the GLA
officers’ view is robust?” chairman
Alastair Moss asked committee
members.

“Now there is no offer of commuted
payment, what is offered is on-site
provision.”

View looking north west from
Paddington Basin

Councillors asked if an additional
sum requested on top of the provision of
16 units would make the scheme
unaffordable.

Mr Thompson replied: “That’s
absolutely right.”

“Well what would £6.3m [the
commuted sum implied by the latest
policy provisions] get us on another site
elsewhere in the borough?” asked local
councillor Lee Rowley.

“I can’t answer that,” responded
Thompson.

“There is a danger that developers
may see that option as a way of getting
an easier development. We end up
building up a bank of money, but with
no housing to meet tenants’ needs. It is
very difficult to find sites for affordable
housing in Westminster.”

“The priority is to get affordable
housing on site. The developers said they
couldn’t do it. Now we have 16 units on
site. Our strong advice is to accept the
Mayor’s advice and to accept the
affordable housing on site.”

Councillor Lee Rowley disagreed.
“The £6.3m could be better spent
elsewhere to reduce overcrowding. There
is plenty of mixed affordable housing in
the area already.”

Chairman Alastair Moss pointed out
that the Mayor had powers to direct
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refusal if he disagreed with a rejection

by Westminster.

“If we take a different view, if we go
for the money, the danger is that the
GLA will direct a refusal of the
scheme,” he said.

Officer John Thompson said: “Yes,
that’s a very real danger Chairman,
because the priority [under GLA policy]
is for on site provision [of affordable
housing]”.

Presiding planning officer John
Walker said: “Most developers if they
had the option of writing a cheque
would do so. The problem is finding the
sites to spend it on. That is why the
priority is to provide it [affordable
housing] on site.”

“If you accept the affordable housing
argument, then we can accept the S106
argument and the £2.92m [the sum also
offered by Derwent which covers public
realm works to the towpath, a lift from
the canal up to Bishops Bridge and other
items in accordance with the new SPG
on planning obligations] is acceptable
and its distribution is a matter for further
discussion. We would like to continue
these further discussions if you are
minded to approve the scheme,” said
Walker.

Chairman Alastair Moss said:

Fletcher Priest's dramatic treatment of the office block facades was praised by officers

“Taking the knotty issue of the housing
first, my view is that while it is the
Mayor’s policy to seek up to 50%
affordable housing on site and he’s has
been persuaded by consultants to accept
only 16%, I am persuaded that this will
help to provide the housing immediately
and that we should be going for this
offer. And that if we accept the viability
argument, we should not be pushing too
hard on the S106 Agreement.”

CllIr Lee Rowley said: “T will
dissent. I would prefer the commuted
payment.”

ClIr Margaret Doyle said: “I do
agree with Lee Rowley in principle, but
we should sort this out in the UDP and
we should crack on with this scheme. It
does fit with existing policy.”

The impact of views of the new
scheme was considered, after some
discussion by members to be acceptable,
and there was some discussion as to the
nature of the retail units.

ClIr Rowley said the committee
should not be approving a scheme of
this size without recycling provision for
waste, to which members agreed.

The scheme was approved subject to
amendments, and the approval of the
Mayor of London, known as a stage-
two approval process.

The applicant was Derwent London,
the agent was Gerald Eve 1p 4726

New public realm
levy is 'punitive’
says the WPOA

The public realm levy required in new
Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG)
adopted this month by Westminster has
been criticised as “punitive” by the
Westminster Property Owners Association.

The SPG sets the levy at £150 per sqm
“at or above 200 sq m threshold” of new
or additional floorspace and change of use.

“We feel that this - in effect a new tax -
is disproportionate and likely to be
counterproductive,” said WPOA chairman
Robert Heskett in his New Year message
(see page 24).

“At that level, there is a risk that new
much needed investment in development
will be allocated elsewhere, which
certainly not in Westminster’s best
interests, said Heskett.

“The figure [£150 per sqm] was
selected after extensive discussion with
WPOA in an attempt to reach a shared
view...,” said Cabinet member for
Planning, ClIr Robert Davies.

“The levy will be implemented flexibly
and the council will also consider
viability,” he added. Landowners will also
be able to offset public realm schemes of
their own if they meet council objectives.

Westminsterplanning 3





