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Offshore Marine Plans cover the coast and seas from Flamborough Head to Felixstowe. For 
further information on how to apply the East Inshore and Offshore Plans please visit our Marine 
Information System. The MMO is currently in the process of developing marine plans for the South 
Inshore and Offshore Plan Areas and has a requirement to develop plans for the remaining 7 
marine plan areas by 2021.  

Planning documents for areas with a coastal influence may wish to make reference to the MMO’s 
licensing requirements and any relevant marine plans to ensure that necessary regulations are 
adhered to. For marine and coastal areas where a marine plan is not currently in place, we advise 
local authorities to refer to the Marine Policy Statement for guidance on any planning activity that 
includes a section of coastline or tidal river. All public authorities taking authorisation or 
enforcement decisions that affect or might affect the UK marine area must do so in accordance 
with the Marine and Coastal Access Act and the UK Marine Policy Statement unless relevant 
considerations indicate otherwise. Local authorities may also wish to refer to our online guidance 
and the Planning Advisory Service soundness self-assessment checklist.   

Minerals and waste plans and local aggregate assessments  
 
If you are consulting on a mineral/waste plan or local aggregate assessment, the MMO 
recommend reference to marine aggregates is included and reference to be made to the 
documents below: 

 The Marine Policy Statement (MPS), section 3.5 which highlights the importance of marine 
aggregates and its supply to England’s (and the UK) construction industry.  

 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) which sets out policies for national 
(England) construction minerals supply. 

 The Managed Aggregate Supply System (MASS) which includes specific references to the 
role of marine aggregates in the wider portfolio of supply. 

 The National and regional guidelines for aggregates provision in England 2005-2020 
predict likely aggregate demand over this period including marine supply.  

The NPPF informed MASS guidance requires local mineral planning authorities to prepare Local 
Aggregate Assessments, these assessments have to consider the opportunities and constraints of 
all mineral supplies into their planning regions – including marine. This means that even land-
locked counties, may have to consider the role that marine sourced supplies (delivered by rail or 
river) play – particularly where land based resources are becoming increasingly constrained.  
 
If you wish to contact the MMO regarding our response please email us at 

or telephone us on 0300 123 1032.  
 
Kind regards, 
 
Her Majesty’s Government – Marine Management Organisation 
Lancaster House, Hampshire Court, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE4 7YH 
Tel: 0300 123 1032 
Fax:  
Web: www.gov.uk/mmo 
Twitter: @the MMO 
Facebook: /MarineManagementOrganisation 
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The Knightsbridge Association very much hopes that you will adopt the lines of thinking that we suggest. 

Regards, Edward Davies-Gilbert 
 
Chairman Planning and Conservation Committee, Knightsbridge Association.  
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Date: 27 January 2016  
Our ref:  176468 

 
 
BY EMAIL ONLY 
planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk 
 

 

Hornbeam House 

 Crewe Business Park 

 Electra Way 

 Crewe 

 Cheshire 

 CW1 6GJ 

 

  

  

Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
Forthcoming consultation on Westminster's Code of Construction Practice - from Monday 
25th January to Monday 22nd February 2016 
 
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 15 January 2016 which was received by Natural 
England on 15 January 2016. 
 
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the 
natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future 
generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.  
 
Natural England does not consider that this Code of Construction Practice poses any likely 
risk or opportunity in relation to our statutory purpose, and so does not wish to comment on 
this consultation.  
 
The lack of comment from Natural England should not be interpreted as a statement that there are 
no impacts on the natural environment. Other bodies and individuals may wish to make comments 
that might help the Local Planning Authority (LPA) to fully take account of any environmental risks 
and opportunities relating to this document. 

 
If you disagree with our assessment of this proposal as low risk, or should the proposal be amended 
in a way which significantly affects its impact on the natural environment, then in accordance with 
Section 4 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006, please consult Natural 
England again. 
 
We really value your feedback to help us improve the service we offer. We have attached a 
feedback form to this letter and welcome any comments you might have about our service.  
 
Yours faithfully 
 
James Hughes 
Consultations Team 
 
 









2

         Relevant information is prepared and provided 
to other dutyholders. 

         The principal designer and principal contractor 
carry out their duties. 

         Welfare facilities are provided. 
See paragraphs 23-52 for more guidance. 

Domestic clients – are people 
who have construction work 
carried out on their own home, or 
the home of a family member that 
is not done as part of a business, 
whether for profit or not. 

Domestic clients are in scope of CDM 2015, but their 
duties as a client are normally transferred to: 

         The contractor, on a single contractor project, or 
         The principal contractor, on a project involving 

more than one contractor.  However, the 
domestic client can choose to have a written 
agreement with the principal designer to carry out 
the client duties. 

See paragraphs 53-56 for more guidance. 

Designers – are those, who as 
part of a business, prepare or 
modify designs for a building, 
product or system relating to 
construction work. 

When preparing or modifying designs, to eliminate, 
reduce or control foreseeable risks that may arise during: 

         Construction and 
         The maintenance and use of a building once it is 

built. 
Provide information to other members of the project 
team to help them fulfil their duties. 

See paragraphs 72-93 for more guidance. 

Principal designers – are 
designers appointed by the client 
in projects involving more than 
one contractor.  They can be an 
organisation or an individual with 
sufficient knowledge, experience 
and ability to carry out the role. 

Plan, manage, monitor and coordinate health and safety 
in the pre-construction phase of a project.  This includes: 

         Identifying, eliminating or controlling 
foreseeable risks. 

         Ensuring designers carry out their duties. 
Prepare and provide relevant information to other 
dutyholders. 
Liaise with the principal contractor to help in the 
planning, management, monitoring and coordination of 
the construction phase. 

Principal contractors – are 
contractors appointed by the 
client to coordinate the 
construction phase of a project 
where it involves more than one 
contractor. 

Plan, manage, monitor and coordinate the construction 
phase of a project.  This includes: 

         Liaising with the client and principal designer. 
         Preparing the construction phase plan. 
         Organising cooperation between contractors and 

coordinating their work. 
Ensure: 

         Suitable site inductions are provided. 
         Reasonable steps are taken to prevent 

unauthorised access. 
         Workers are consulted and engaged in securing 

their health and safety and 
         Welfare facilities are provided. 

See paragraphs 110-146 for more guidance. 

Contractors – are those who do 
the actual construction work and 

Plan, manage and monitor construction work under their 
control so that it is carried out without risks to health and 
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Policy and Strategy 

Westminster City Council 

15th Floor, Westminster City Hall 

64 Victoria Street 

London 

SW1E 6QP 

 

Sent by email to planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk 

 

19th February 2016 

 

Dear Sir 

 

Re:  Response to Consultation on the draft Westminster City Council Code of Construction 

Practice by UK Screen Association 

 

UK Screen Association is the trade association that represents companies providing services 

to the Screen Industries - film, television and commercials. It is an independent, industry-

funded body with membership comprising over 100 companies involved in post-production, 

visual effects, physical special effects, audio, cameras, lighting, freelance talent and studios. 

This sector has an annual turnover in excess of £2bn and employs in excess of 25,000 

people. 

 
UK Screen provides a collective voice for the sector and engages in a wide range of activities, 

including consultations on tax reliefs, visas and production quotas; work on industry skills 

development and funding; input into new technical standards and promotion of our 

members to both UK and overseas clients. 

 

A significant number of UK Screen’s audio and video post production member companies 

are based within Westminster’s core Central Activities Zone. Together they make up a 

creative hub that has existed in Soho and on the streets north of Oxford Street (NOHO) for 

decades. 

The UK Creative industries are a major employer in this area and are expected to grow by 

27% over the next 10 years.  They have been identified in the Mayor’s Office Cultural 

Strategy in 2012 as significant as they are generating substantial wealth for the UK 
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economy. Inward investment production clients attracted by the recent UK tax reliefs for 

Film and High End TV production, value the proximity of the various services that our 

Soho/Noho members provide – picture post production, audio post production, VFX, data 

and media management etc - and the collaborative culture this engenders. The continued 

success of this sector is hampered by unsympathetic planning and development within 

Westminster and risks breaking up this world-leading cluster of businesses which makes up 

the lion’s share of the UK film and TV VFX and post production industry.  

 

The impact of neighbouring construction work on our members’ businesses can be 

considerable, leading to loss of current revenue and future revenue from clients that are 

hard to win back once they have gone elsewhere. Editing and audio post production 

facilities are particularly affected by noise and vibration. Apart from the difficulties of 

producers, editors and sound engineers being able to make creative decisions based on 

what they can or cannot hear, any noise or vibration is a great disincentive to clients that 

will often attend sessions in Soho for several days or weeks at a time. These clients may well 

decide to place their business elsewhere as a result. In the case of audio recording facilities 

even small amounts of residual noise or vibration that gets through their sound-proofing will 

result in a complete suspension of work. Audio studios are designed and built to cope with 

the local normal ambient external noise and vibration conditions and are not over-designed 

to cope with all eventualities such as the extremes of adjacent drilling, piling or demolition.  

 

In our responses to this consultation we refer to “noise-sensitive businesses” for brevity but 

in this context these businesses are equally badly affected by structural and ground borne 

vibration. 

 

Please note our response does not replace the evidence that individual UK Screen members 

may have separately provided on this consultation. As usual, in responding to this 

consultation UK Screen will concentrate solely on issues which impact the facilities sector 

rather than responding to all your questions. 

 

 
1. Do you agree with the principle of extending the Code of Construction Practice 

Approach, and charging to Level 2 schemes?  
Yes, we agree with extending the scope of the Code to cover Level 2 schemes. However 

we think that Level 3 sites should also be required to submit a Construction 
Management Plan. Even quite small scale development and refurbishment when 

conducted in close proximity to businesses that are highly sensitive to noise and 
vibration, have the potential to cause severe disruption to that business and almost 

certain loss of revenue. We feel that the Code’s approach to Level 3 schemes is too 

casual and lacks rigour. 
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2. Do you support the potential for sites to be ‘upgraded’ to a higher category where 

deemed appropriate?  
Yes, we agree with the principle of upgrading schemes to Levels 1 and 2. We feel that 

Code should include a specific consideration to upgrade a scheme when it will adversely 

impact neighbouring noise-sensitive businesses. 

 

 

3. Are there other areas that you feel the Code of Construction Practice should cover? 
We feel that the Code covers all the basic areas of concern but does not give sufficient 

consideration to the impacts on noise-sensitive businesses. 
 

 
4. Do you support the measures for different levels of site?  

Please refer to our answer to question 1. We note that in section 2.3, the code deals 
with liaison with local residents, such as “the elderly and residents with disabilities, and 
with other groups in the neighbouring area who might be affected by construction 
impacts in different ways (religious groups with different holy days, for example).” 
However we feel that this engagement and consideration should be extended to cover 

noise-sensitive businesses as well. 
 

We welcome the requirement to provide a “hotline” telephone number. For most 
businesses the primary means of communication is email and we believe the “hotline” 

concept should be extended to require developers to also provide a monitored contact 
email address as well. However both the hotline phone and email contacts would be 

useless if they go unanswered. The Code says calls to the hotline should be responded to 
“promptly”. We feel that this is too casual and the Code should define compulsory 

timescales within which complaints by phone or email should be responded to.  
 

 
5. Do you support the limits in residential areas on noisy working?  

Whilst residents will no doubt welcome the limited hours for noisy working, the Code’s 
proposals do nothing specific to help noise-sensitive businesses, whose working hours 

will align with the allowed hours for noisy working. We think that the Code should 
specifically require contractors to further restrict noisy working when taking place in the 

proximity of noise-sensitive businesses and the provision for additional agreed quiet 
times during office hours should be included. There should be a joined-up approach to 

this, so that when businesses are affected by several developments at the same time, 
the quiet working times are aligned. 

 
 

6. Do you support the proposed approach to encouraging the use of ‘local’ labour on 

Level 1 schemes? 
 

We have no comment on this question 
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7. Do you have any further comments or suggestions that you would like to add? 
 

We feel that the code lacks “teeth”. It does not spell out the sanctions available to the 

various authorities to enable a quick remedy to any breaches and complaints . We feel 

that the Code should allow for immediate suspension of noisy working should the 

contractor breach any agreed quiet hours. Fines are a poor deterrent to contractors on 

large projects. A better sanction would be a punitive temporary suspension of all work 

or of noisy work, which is then backed up by substantial fines should there be further 

breaches. 

 

 

 

Thank you for inviting our feedback on this consultation. Please contact me if you have 

any queries. 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

 

 

Neil Hatton 

Chief Executive, UK Screen Association 

 

The UK Screen Association Board: 

Helen Alexander    Lesley Marr  

Director, Warner Bros. De Lane Lea  COO, Deluxe Media, Europe 

Paul Bennett     Alex Hope 

MD, Resources, ITV Studios   MD, Double Negative 

Adrian Bull     Mike Kelt  

CTO and Owner, Cinelabs   CEO, Artem  

Ivan Dunleavy     Patrick Malone 

CEO, Pinewood Studios Group   MD, Goldcrest Post Production 

Julie Parmenter 

MD, Molinare 



 

 

 

Gerald Eve LLP is a limited liability partnership registered in England and Wales (registered number OC339470) and is regulated by RICS.  

The term partner is used to refer to a member of Gerald Eve LLP or an employee or consultant with equivalent standing and qualifications.  

A list of members and non-members who are designated as partners is open to inspection at our registered office; 72 Welbeck Street,  

London W1G 0AY and on our website. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Dear Sir 
 
Code of Construction Practice, Consultation Draft 

 
We write on behalf of our client, ‘Capital & Counties Covent Garden’ (Capco Covent Garden) to respond to 

the City Council’s Code of Construction Practice Consultation Draft. 

Capco Covent Garden is a major landowner in Covent Garden and a very active member of the Westminster 

Property Association (WPA). Capco has fed into the WPA response to this consultation.  Capco is supportive 

of the representations made by the WPA (letter dated 22 February 2016) which support the draft Code of 

Construction Practice subject to detailed points. 

Capco also agrees that it is unfortunate that the response period for this highly technical document has been 

so limited.  Given the short length of the consultation period (28 January to 22 February 2016), Capco 

reserves the right to provide further representations within a reasonable period.  

We trust that these comments will be taken into consideration and look forward to the opportunity to be 

involved in the shaping of policy in the future.    

Please contact Natalie Rowland or Nick Brindley of this office if you need any clarification of the points raised 

above.  

Yours faithfully 
 
 
Gerald Eve LLP 
 

 

 

Direct tel. +  

Mobile +  

 

Barry Smith Esq 

Policy and Strategy 

15
th
 Floor, Westminster City Hall 

64 Victoria Street 

London 

SW1E 6QP 

22 February 2016 

Our ref:  

Your ref:  
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error, please notify us immediately and delete it, as any disclosure, copying, distribution or any other use is 
prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the addressee, you must not disclose its contents to anyone, 
retain, copy, distribute or take action in reliance upon it. This message is provided for informational 
purposes and should not be construed as a solicitation or offer to buy or sell any securities or related 
financial instruments. E-Mails are not secure and may contain software viruses which could damage your 
own computer systems. While Grosvenor has taken every reasonable precaution to minimise this risk, we 
cannot accept liability for any damage which you sustain as a result of software viruses. Grosvenor Group 
Limited - Registered in England No. 3219943 Wheatsheaf Investments Limited - Registered in England No. 
3221116. Registered office: 70 Grosvenor Street, London W1K 3JP, United Kingdom Tel: +44 (0) 20 7408 
0988 and Fax: +44 (0) 20 7629 9115 The above comprise all subsidiaries including Grosvenor Limited 
(Registered in England and Wales No 2874626, Registered office as above), and Grosvenor Investment 
Management Limited (GIML) (Registered in England and Wales No 2774291, Registered office as above). 
GIML is authorised and regulated by the Financial Conduct Authority to conduct investment business.  
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visited by and entertainment for the public. In our case it would be to ensure that our performances for the public 
are not interrupted.  
 
We would be happy to discuss this further and look forward to hearing from you. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
Nicola 
 
Nicola Rubbert 
Legal & Business Affairs (Maternity Cover) 
Nimax Theatres Limited  
www.nimaxtheatres.com  
 
Switchboard: 020 7395 0780 
Direct Dial:   
 
The information contained in this e-mail is intended for the named recipient only.  It may contain privileged and confidential 
information and if you are not an intended recipient, you must not copy, distribute or take any action in reliance on it. If you have 
received this email in error, please notify the sender by email immediately and delete the message from your computer without 
making any copies.  Connections via the Internet are not secure unless otherwise stated therefore Nimax Theatres cannot accept 
legal responsibility for the contents of this message.  Although Nimax Theatres operates anti-virus scanners, we do not accept 
responsibility for any damage that is caused by viruses being passed.  Any views or opinions presented are those of the author and 
do not necessarily represent those of Nimax Theatres. Replies to this e-mail may be monitored by Nimax Theatres for security 
purposes.  
 
Nimax Theatres Limited 
Registered Office: 11 Maiden Lane, London WC2E 7NA 
Registered in England No:05493237 
 

 
The information contained in this e-mail is intended for the named recipient only. It may contain privileged 
and confidential information and if you are not an intended recipient, you must not copy, distribute or take 
any action in reliance on it. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender by email 
immediately and delete the message from your computer without making any copies. Connections via the 
Internet are not secure unless otherwise stated therefore Nimax Theatres cannot accept legal responsibility 
for the contents of this message. Although Nimax Theatres operates anti-virus scanners, we do not accept 
responsibility for any damage that is caused by viruses being passed. Any views or opinions presented are 
those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of Nimax Theatres. Replies to this e-mail may be 
monitored by Nimax Theatres for security purposes. Nimax Theatres Limited Registered Office: 11 Maiden 
Lane, London WC2E 7NA Registered in England No:05493237  
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Miles, Nina: WCC

From: McEllistrum Richard < >
Sent: 22 February 2016 09:18
To: Planning Policy
Subject: TfL response to consultation on Westminster's Code of Construction Practice

Thank you for consulting TfL. 
 
TfL is the highway authority for the TLRN, and is therefore concerned about any proposal which may affect 
the performance and/or safety of the TLRN. While the Local Planning Authority is the Highway Authority for 
the Strategic Road Network (SRN), TfL is the Traffic Authority and has a duty under the Traffic 
Management Act 2004 to ensure that any development does not have an adverse impact on the SRN.  We 
manage London's buses, the Tube and Overground network. We also run the Mayor’s Cycle Hire Network, 
London River Services and Victoria Coach Station, and thus have an interest wherever development could 
impact on the operation of those services or networks. 
 
Observations: 
 
A number of the following detailed comments relate to helping the user of the CoCP to understand the 
decision making body, and relate to the distinction between the two different Highway Authorities.  TfL 
would advise all reference be made to “the Highway Authority” and have an explanation of in which 
instances the authority will or will not be WCC or TfL in some introductory paragraph, rather than reiterating 
the distinction throughout the document.  In any case, references to WCC instead of the Highway Authority 
would need to be altered in the following instances in any case. 
 

- Figure 1 & section 1.5 are unclear as to whether “basements” (requiring a CMP) are distinct from or 
part of the Level 2 group of projects (requiring an SEMP) as distinct from Levels 1 & 2 projects, as 
implied in Figure 1, or part of Level 2 as recorded at 1.5.  A simpler method of identifying the 
different types of projects would be useful, such as a separate category for basement development.

- There are 2 groups of pages numbered 1, 2 & 3. 
- Para 3.7.2 – this should explain that in the case of upon the TLRN, TfL will be the authority 

responsible for the granting of the “relevant consent or licence”. 
- Para 3.8 – again, site lighting structures in proximity to lighting columns or illuminated street 

signage on the TLRN need to be discussed with TfL, as opposed to WCC. (para 3.9 does 
acknowledge the need to gain a licence from TfL in some instances, though it does not explain 
where this would occur) 

- Paras 3.11, 3.12 should also state consent from / permission of ‘WCC / TfL’, rather than WCC 
alone. 

- Para 5.2 should identify where the Highway Authority is not the City Council, and remove 
references to the Cty Council alone from any bullet points to avoid confusion. 

- Para 5.3.1 should identify that WCC is responsible for the determination of all closures / stopping up 
orders, whereas TROs can be determined by either TfL (on parts of the TLRN) or WCC on borough 
roads and on parts of the TLRN 

- Para 5.3.2 should identify that TfL should be consulted with where in relation to the TLRN or SRN 
(where affecting TfL assets, including traffic signalling equipment) and references to City Council 
altered to Highway Authority. 

- Para 5.3.3 as above 
- Para 5.3.4 as above 
- Para 5.5 as above 
- Para 5.9 – Lorries now form about 4% of vehicle traffic 
- Para 5.9 – Should refer to requirements of the Safer Lorry Scheme now in effect in London 

 
I hope the above feedback is of use.  If you have any queries relating to the above, please contact TfL at: 
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VICTORIA NEIGHBOURHOOD FORUM. 

 

CODE OF CONSTRUCTION PRACTICE WESTMINSTER CITY COUNCIL 

Consultation Draft  

A GENERAL COMMENTS  

 

These comments relate not to a single chapter or section but rather to either the whole 

document or major parts of it. They contain matters of principle. 

 

1. The proposed CoCP sets out the minimum standards that will be acceptable to WCC and it is 

expected of all those involved in construction works that they will not only achieve these 

standards but will better them, 

 

2. In the CoCP 2008 s2.3.1, it is clear that responsibility for adhering to this Code rests with 

those developing/ proposing a scheme and through them, those that they employ (including 

contractors, subcontractors, consultants). There appears to be some ambiguity in the 

document concerning the party responsible in any particular case. Is it the developer, the 

contractor or the developer’s representative? This needs addressing in many of the sections. 

As a matter of principle, we would exclude the contract disclaimer given in CoCP 2008 s2.3.1  

3. We believe that many of the decisions affecting the constructability of a project and 

therefore the impacts arising from its construction are a direct result of decisions taken at 

the design and development stage. We believe that problems will inevitably follow if WCC 

attempts to gain acceptance for the more onerous conditions of CoCP once a project has 

been approved, unless this CoCP  has been part of the design parameters and therefore, 

actively considered during the design and planning. While the Code agrees in s2.4 that the 

planning system has limited powers to control the construction process and its impacts, it is 

nevertheless important for the Developer to show that the design/development process has 

considered the constructability of the project such that construction can be carried out in 

accordance with this CoCP. This is particularly important in Level 1 and 2 projects which by 

their very nature are more complicated and with longer construction periods. 

  

4. London as a whole has major problems with traffic, with Westminster being among those 

councils with the worst problems. It is recognised that traffic delays cost millions of pounds 

in lost productivity; they are also a major source of noise and air pollution. A prime 

requirement for the construction of any project must therefore be the avoidance of 

disruption to traffic flows. This requirement needs addressing and reinforcing in the CoCP. 

 

5 We agree that the environmental impacts from projects will to a great extent, depend on 

their size and it is therefore correct to require different levels of planning, control and 

reporting for different sized projects. We accept the specific inclusion of Basements into this 

Code. 

6  On the question of charges, we have no particular views except to say that if these charges 

enable WCC to expand its team ensuring Code compliance, then we would support them. 
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B  Specific Comments  

(Numbering as WCC Section numbering in Draft) 

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 For ease of reading, we would suggest that that perhaps the general “narrative” clause should 
be contained in a preamble as was done in the CoCP 2008 

We suggest that the second paragraph, first sentence, should include not just disturbance to 

residents and businesses but also to traffic.  

1.2The paragraph in bold needs clarity. The developer as defined in this clause is responsible for the 

overall compliance with this CoCP by those engaged in the execution of the project including but not 

by way of limitation, contractors subcontractors and designers. (See s1.6) 

1.4 In the flow chart, it is unlikely that a contractor will have been appointed at step 2 “Applicant 

shares with contractor…..”. At this stage the Developer will be making sure that the project for which 

the Application is being made can be constructed in accordance with the CoCP. See s1.6. As we have 

pointed out in our General Comments, there is little point in expecting the construction team to 

execute the project in accordance with the CoCP if the original conception, design and planning does 

not allow this. Step 4 and the footnote in bold are absolutely correct. 

It is also not clear from this flow chart, at what stage Planning Approval is actually given.  

1.5 Level 1 and 2 projects should surely define all medium and large construction projects not just 

building projects. It is recognised that WCC may have little formal control over most infrastructure 

projects; nevertheless, we feel it is important that WCC make it clear to the promoters of these 

projects that they are expected to carry out their works in Westminster under the same rules as any 

other promoter!   

(The mention of the development One Hyde Park is apposite; the disruption to traffic over such an 

extended period was in hindsight, unacceptable.) 

1.6 In the first paragraph, we are concerned with all impacts addressed in the CoCP, not just 

environmental impacts. 

In the second paragraph, surely completion of Appendix A will be a condition of planning approval 

rather than planning application. (See s1.9) 
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We suggest that WCC Environmental Inspectorate will be responsible for liaising with the 

developer’s nominated representative rather than the contractor. (See paragraph 6 of this section) 

Statutory undertakers should be consulted in advance of the final design and subsequently, in 

advance of any demolition and construction works. 

1.6.1 and I.6.2 We believe that in the modern age, for Level 1 and 2 projects, a web page based 

system should be established for documentation and reporting as well as for complaints. This 

requirement does not supersede the requirement in s2.3 (g) to provide a complaints Hot LIne 

 2. LIAISING WITH THE PUBLIC 

2.1. and 2.3 Throughout the document, there appears to be some confusion/conflict about the 

responsibilities of the Developer, his representative and the contractor. It should be made clear that 

the Developer retains responsibility for all compliance with this CoCP 

“Developers” and not “Contractors” must retain the responsibility for developing and maintaining 

good relations with the public. This is particularly relevant where several contractors are engaged in 

a project/site. 

In s2.3. We request that that the following should be added on third line after “….. amenity 

associations,”:‐ “and local Neighbourhood Forums”. 

See also s1.6.1 and s1.6.2 above for comments about web based systems. 

3. GENERAL SITE OPERATIONS 

3.1 We note that technology is improving year by year and thus so is both our methodology and 

ability to carry out projects. We suggest therefore, that this Clause should start as follows:‐

“Westminster City Council requires that the contractor carry out the work in accordance with 

current best industry practices in order to minimise..…..” 

3.4 Should not some mention be made of CDM 2015 in this Section? 

3.7.1 We suggest that green hoardings should be encouraged on all hoardings which are intended to 

remain for 12 months or more. 

3.9 To add “In view of the potential impacts faced by both traffic and pedestrians, temporary 

structures etc. should only be allowed on the highway in exceptional circumstances. Where they 

are permitted, the contractor must pay particular attention to the safety of pedestrians as well as 

ensuring that any revision to traffic, cyclist or pedestrian flows are properly controlled by signs, 

lights, banksmen etc. as necessary. 

3.12. We suggest that erecting and dismantling cranes using support cranes on the public highway 

should in general, not be permitted. Therefore add “Erection and dismantling of cranes should take 

place where possible within site boundaries”. 

Surely the City Council requires indemnities against all claims arising from any and all activities 

associated with construction work carried out in the City. An all embracing clause should be added in 

Chapter 1, rather than this sentence referring only to cranes whose operating radii over sail 

highways. 

3.17 We note that generally, the standard of reinstatement on roads in the City is unsatisfactory. A 

clause needs to be included setting out clearly how highway reinstatement is carried and who is 
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responsible for which particular part. For example, is the contractor responsible only up to subgrade 

and WCC’s contractor responsible for all blacktop or is the contractor responsible for all 

reinstatement? 

5. TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORT 

5.1 In view of the importance of keeping the impacts on traffic to a minimum, we suggest that the 

first two paragraphs of 5.1 are changed around and with slight amendments (unnecessary words), to 

read as follows:‐  

“The developer will be required to ensure that the works are designed and carried out in such a 

way as to avoid disruptions to traffic flows causing inconvenience to the public or undermining the 

safety of road users. Disruptive effects of construction traffic on designated routes are to be 

minimised 

All those working on site must do so on such a way as to maintain, as far as is reasonably 

practicable, existing public access routes and rights‐of‐ways during construction. Where this 

cannot be achieved, a suitable alternative route will be provided and will be sign posted.” 

We believe that it should be made clear to developers that failure to liaise with adjacent contractors 

will also affect their own project and that the following could be added to the third paragraph:‐ “…… 

impacts on surrounding areas for residents ,businesses and other development projects” 

5.2We believe that, certainly for level 1 projects and possibly for level 2, outline construction 

methodology must have been considered at planning stage. We recommend therefore that the 

following sentence is added to the fourth paragraph after ”…. to be set in a planning permission” :‐

“For Level 1 and 2 projects, only in exceptional circumstances will closure of roads of footpaths, 

either total or partial,  be permitted unless such closure has been included in the planning 

permission” 

5.3.2(i) We note that temporary enclosed footpaths are particularly susceptible to anti‐social 

behaviour and especially during evenings and night time, leading to feelings of insecurity in 

pedestrians. We suggest a new sentence be added. ”The use of enclosed footpaths is to be avoided 

if possible; where they are necessary, they will be well lit and the maximum distance between 

exits will be 20 metres.” 

5.3.2 (xv) For clarity, we assume that Ro Ro containers are not allowed to be actually placed/stored 

on highways. 

5.12. We suggest the addition of a final sentence, “While lorries are parked, in so far as is practical, 

engines must be turned off.” 

 6 NOISE AND VIBRATION 

6.2 In The Mayors Ambient Noise Strategy, a recommendation is made for Railway construction that 

“construction noise issues should be addressed at programme and project planning stage”. We 

suggest that WCC include a similar requirement for all level 1 and 2 projects. This would then be 

incorporated into a contractor’s SEMP. 

6.3 It is too late to take action or establish acceptable noise levels at s61 approval stage. Therefore, 

add after second paragraph:‐ “It is recommended that this survey is carried out prior to Planning 

Approval and that acceptable noise levels are established at Planning Approval.” 
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 6.4 We suggest that the use of diesel or air driven impact or drop hammers are not acceptable for 

any type of piling and not just for sheet piling. 

7, DUST AND AIR POLLUTION 

7.3 In Best Practice Guidance 2006, the recommendation is that it is important for developers to 

discuss site activities and reach agreement on likely methodologies for reducing impacts of dust and 

air pollution at project planning stage. We suggest that the same should be required by WCC on all 

Level 1 and 2 projects. 

 

8. WASTE MANAGEMENT 

8.6 Although the reuse of material arising from demolition is a goal demanded by the London Plan, 

we suggest that on most construction sites the dust and noise arising from onsite crushing may limit 

the benefits. 

12 PROTECTION OF EXISTING INSTALLATIONS   

 12.1 For “sire” (line 2) read “site” 

APPENDIX A 

We suggest that the signatory to this Appendix should be the Developer. To expect an individual to 

take on this legal responsibility when he may have little control over many of the demands is we 

believe unrealistic.  APPENDIX A in respect of Basements is indeed signed “for and on behalf of” 

APPENDIX B 

Please note that the current edition of the CDM is the 2015 Edition. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

VNF February 2016 
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B Smith Esq 
Policy and Strategy 
19th Floor Westminster City Hall 
64 Victoria Street 
LondonSW1E 6QP 

22 February 2016 

 

 

Dear Barry 
 
Draft Code of Construction Practice Consultation 
 
I am writing on behalf of Westminster Property Association to respond to the City Council’s 
consultation on the draft replacement Code of Construction Practice.   
 
Whilst I do appreciate that the City Council is seeking to have the consultation complete prior to the 
examination of the Basement Revision to the City Plan, it is unfortunate that it has not been possible 
to have the usual six or eight week consultation period on the proposed document, especially over a 
period in which other consultations have also been undertaken.  I would ask that consideration be 
given to any late submissions should other matters of interest or concern to WPA members come to 
light on what is a lengthy document. 
 
General 
WPA continues to support the use of the Code of Construction Practice.  The utility of the CoCP is 
well understood by developers and contractors operating within Westminster.  Our members 
recognise the need for the careful management and coordination of construction activity within 
Westminster’s busy, built-up environment. 
 
The draft CoCP provides useful clarification on the manner in which construction activity will be 
controlled and managed, and its interaction with the planning system.  WPA supports the City 
Council’s objective of ensuring that the particular demands and challenges of construction are 
managed in coordination with the City Council’s Environmental Inspectorate, as this will allow more 
fine-grained monitoring and decision-making than control through the planning system. 
 
Process 
WPA notes that the mechanism for securing CMPs/SEMPs proposed is, effectively, a planning 
condition that would, in turn, require a developer to enter into a separate agreement (based on 
Appendix A) to prepare and submit a SEMP/CMP, of appropriate scope, in advance of start on site.   
 
This appears to be a pragmatic approach, recognising that much of the detail of a SEMP/CMP can 
only come forwards once a contractor is appointed, often after the grant of planning permission.  It 
should be made explicit that draft Construction Management Plans or draft SEMPs are not required 
as part of the planning application submission, when details of construction arrangements are often 
not available, perhaps because a contractor has not yet been selected.  It would be helpful if the 
standard planning condition could be included within the CoCP.   
 
This approach, whilst supported, is not consistent with the “post Submission Regulation 22” changes 
proposed to Policy CM28.1 within Appendix A to the City Council’s February 2016 response to the 
questions of the Inspector examining the Basements City Plan Revision.  The effect of the reordering 
of the policy, combined with the alteration of the first paragraph of part (A) to read “All applications 
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for basement development will:” would be to require the submission of a Construction 
Management Plan with the application, rather than to secure this by condition as suggested by the 
draft CoCP. 
 
The City Council’s Local Validation Checklist 4 should also be amended to remove the Construction 
Management Plan requirement at Row E so that applications submitted in accordance with the CoCP 
would not be invalidated on receipt.  Likewise, it would be helpful if the CoCP specifically stated that 
this mechanism will be used instead of s106 planning obligations (the mechanism by which SEMPs 
are generally currently secured). 
 
There may be a limited number of cases, particularly relating to EIA development, where it is 
necessary to use more bespoke arrangements to directly secure construction mitigation measures 
through condition or s106 agreement. 
 
The flowchart at Figure 1 provides a helpful summary of the process.  It states that “Submission of 
Appendix A creates obligations for the developer/applicant and their contractors to comply with 
the contents of the Code.”  We suggest that “obligations” is replaced by “requirements”, to avoid 
confusion with a planning obligation under s106 of the Town and Country Planning Act, which 
cannot be created by condition. 
 
Scope and Application 
The split between Level 1, 2 and 3 schemes, and basement schemes, appears clear.  The explanation 
that the 10,000sqm and 1,000sqm thresholds relate to new build, as opposed to changes of use, is 
an important qualification to avoid construction management requirements being imposed 
unnecessarily on smaller sites and changes of use. 
 
Paragraph 1.7 provides that “Level 3” sites (ie those not within either Level 2 or Level 1) will not 
generally be required to prove a SEMP or CMP.  WPA supports this; whilst this will be the correct 
approach for most small sites we suggest that this section also allow for an applicant / developer to 
opt to commit to providing a CMP / SEMP for this type of development.  This may be necessary 
where there is local concern about the potential amenity effect of construction and a developer 
wishes to provide reassurance that a SEMP / CMP, monitored by the City Council, will be provided in 
the usual way even if the site is small. 
 
Commencement of Development 
In some instances a developer may wish to commence work within 40 days of the grant of planning 
permission.  The draft CoCP should provide that both Appendix A and, where necessary, a draft 
SEMP/CMP may be submitted to the Environmental Inspectorate for agreement in advance of the 
grant of planning permission.   
 
In such cases the developer would recognise that any fees charged by the Inspectorate could 
potentially be abortive should planning permission be refused.  This mechanism would, however, 
allow a developer to have an agreed CMP/SEMP in place on the grant of planning permission where 
this proved necessary. 
 
Separate Demolition and Construction Plans 
In some cases, particularly larger (Level 1) type schemes, extensive demolition is necessary before 
the start of construction.  In these cases, a demolition contractor may be appointed, and start work, 
before a main contractor for construction.  The demolition and construction management 
arrangements may differ between contractors, or the construction arrangements may not be known 
when demolition starts.  We therefore suggest that the CoCP specifically provides, in Section 1.6 and 
Appendix A, for the preparation and agreement of separate demolition and construction 
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management plans / SEMPs, to allow for phased agreement.  This frequently occurs through part 
discharge of planning conditions/planning obligations at present. 
 
Location of Huts, Equipment, Skips etc (Section 3.7.2) 
In some cases there is no alternative but to locate site offices and welfare facilities on gantries above 
the highway.  This is particularly the case on infill development sites, perhaps where facades are 
being retained, that typify much of construction activity especially in Central Westminster.  Site 
accommodation on gantries above highways is reasonably common in these cases.   
 
We suggest that a cascade approach, with location of such facilities above the highway being the 
least desirable alternative, would be more appropriate and would recognise that in some cases this 
is inevitable in order to allow sites to be built reasonably efficiently. 
 
Health and Safety (Section 3.4) 
Overall the health and safety section does not materially add any further burden than is already 
expected under existing legislation.  We suggest that the document is aligned to the existing duties 
contained within the Construction (Design and Management) Regulations 2015.  In particular the 
role of the “developer’s nominated representative” as many of these duties overlap with CDM 
duties.   
 
The CoCP should also recognise the role of the Domestic Client and how their duties are 
automatically passed onto other members of the project team through the existing provisions of the 
CDM Regulations. 
 
Considerate Constructors Scheme (Section 3.18) 
Many members’ projects register with the scheme as a matter of course and the feedback received 
through the regular monitoring assists projects to improve.   
 
Although a minimum score of 7 (Very Good) in each section is often achievable on larger projects 
with greater resources, members’ experience is that this is not always possible on smaller scale sites.  
It is suggested that the minimum score for each section is reviewed and a score of 5 (Compliant) set 
as this demonstrates that the Considerate Constructors Code of Practice is being met. 
 
Waste Management Section (Section 8.3) 
Developers active within Westminster generally make a concerted effort to minimise and manage 
waste at construction sites and seek to divert waste from landfill and re-use and recycle waste 
where possible.  
 
On major projects BREEAM certification is a planning requirement and BREEAM waste credits are 
targeted. In members’ experience the target to achieve less than 7.5m3 or 6.5 tonnes of waste 
generate per 100sqm (gross internal floor area) is challenging due to the variant nature of project 
sites. We would suggest that this is not a requirement for all Level 1 and 2 projects, and any 
basement development, but a target that projects should aim to achieve where feasible. 
 
Conclusion 
WPA supports the objectives of the Code of Construction Practice and recognises the importance of 
effectively managing and coordinating construction activity.  Whilst there are some detailed areas of 
construction management in which it considers some alterations to the proposed draft would be 
appropriate, in broad terms it welcomes the clarification of approach that the revised Code would 
bring, including the management of the process for agreeing SEMPs and CMPs. 
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If it would be helpful to discuss the content of this letter further, please do contact me. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
Charles Begley 
Executive Director 
Westminster Property Association  
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Dear Sir 
 
Code of Construction Practice, Consultation Draft 

 
We write on behalf of our client, ‘Capital & Counties Covent Garden’ (Capco Covent Garden) to 

respond to the City Council’s Code of Construction Practice Consultation Draft. 

Capco Covent Garden is a major landowner in Covent Garden and a very active member of the 

Westminster Property Association (WPA). Capco fed into the WPA response to this consultation (letter 

dated 22 February 2016) and sent a letter of support for this during the consultation period. 

In our letter of 22 February 2016, Capco reserved the right to provide further representations within a 

reasonable period, given the short length of the consultation period (28 January to 22 February 2016) 

for this highly technical document. 

Process 

In line with the WPA response, Capco agrees that the proposed mechanism for securing CMPs and 

SEMPs (effectively a planning condition which requires a developer to enter into a separate 

agreement to submit a CMP/SEMP in advance of start on site) is a pragmatic approach but also 

agrees with the WPA response that draft CMPs/ SEMPs should not be required as part of planning 

application submissions.  This also reflects the recognition that a contractor is often not appointed at 

this stage, before permission has been granted.  

Capco agrees with the WPA’s request to amend the proposed Policy CM28.1 (within the Basements

City Plan Revision) and the amendment to the City Council’s Local Validation Checklist 4, to remove the 
Construction Management Plan requirement at Row E. 
 
Separately, in some instances, timing is key and demolition/construction follows grant of planning 
permission very quickly.  The document should therefore make it clear that, whilst not required, the 
flexibility remains to submit a CMP/SEMP with a planning application and have it approved as part of 
the application.  This would save the time which may be required by approval of a CMP / SEMP which 
follows after permission is granted.  
 
Further to the WPA’s response, Capco would also propose that it is made clear that it should be 
possible to have separate demolition management plans and construction management plans.  This 
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would reflect the procurement process as demolition and construction of buildings are often procured 
under separate main contracts, and procurement of construction following on at a later date.  
 
Community Relations (Level 1 and Level 2 Projects Only) (Section 2.3) 
 
The CoCP suggests that community relations could include producing a weekly newsletter providing 

details of site progress. Capco considers that the regularity of the production of newsletters should be 

considered on project-by-project by basis, but that in the main monthly newsletters provide the 

platform to keep the community updated on the general activities that are taking place onsite and most 

importantly the activities that could have any potential impact on their operations i.e. large deliveries, 

road closures and crane lifts etc.  

As an example, where there are key interfaces with the adjoining neighbours Capco arranges 

fortnightly meetings to advise them on any works coming up for example noisy works adjacent to party 

walls etc. 

Working Hours (Section 3.2) 
 
Capco agrees with the final sentence of the section that construction traffic should adhere to core 
working hours unless otherwise agreed with the WCC.  Capco would also like to clarify that this is 
especially true of streets which have been pedestrianised.  Vehicular access to sites on pedestrianised 
streets is limited and so particular consideration should be given to allow out of hours site access in 
these instances e.g. 18:30 to 20:00 in the evening.  Capco considers that this should be recognised in 
the document and should be able to be agreed with WCC on a site by site basis.  
 
Considerate Constructors Scheme (Section 3.18)  
 
As per Capco’s support of the WPA’s response, Capco’s experience suggests that a minimum score 
of 7 (Very Good) in each section is often achievable on larger projects with greater resources, but not 
for smaller scale sites. Capco supports WPA’s suggestion that the minimum score for each section is 
reviewed and a score of 5 (Compliant) set. 
 
Health and Safety (Section 3.4)  
 
Capco agrees with WPA’s proposal that the document is aligned to the existing duties contained within 
the Construction (Design and Management) Regulations 2015. In particular the role of the “developer’s 
nominated representative” as many of these duties overlap with CDM duties.  
 
Location of Huts, Equipment, Skips etc (Section 3.7.2) 
 
The draft document states that the location of site huts or office accommodation on or over the 
highway on gantries will not be permitted. However, from experience, Capco are aware that there will 
be occasions where site accommodation will need to be situated externally on gantries over the 
pavement due to site restrictions, for example where substantial, but not full demolition of a site is 
taking place with limited access and where there is lack of accommodation onsite facilities.  
 
Generally prior to commencement of any project, Capco meets with a WCC representative to discuss 
logistics and site accommodation set-ups. Generally from our experience the approach from WCC 
would be to assess each of the projects on their individual basis to ensure a practical approach is 
taken in each instance.  
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Employment and Skills Plan (Level 1 Schemes Only) (Section 4.2) 
 
Capco makes efforts to employ members of the workforce from within Westminster and encourages its 
contractors and sub-contractor base to procure local labour as far as practicable.  In Capco’s 
experience though, the minimum requirement of 10% of the total workforce from within the boundaries 
of Westminster is very challenging. It is suggested that this requirement is re-positioned as an 
aspirational target. 
 
Waste Management Section (Section 8.3)  

Capco supports WPA’s response that the target of achieving less than 7.5m
3
 or 6.5 tonnes of waste 

generate per 100sqm (gross internal floor area) is challenging due to the variant nature of project 
sites. Capco agrees with WPA’s proposal that this is not a requirement for all Level 1 and 2 projects, 
and any basement development, but a target that projects should aim to achieve where feasible. 
 
Parking Suspensions 
 
A further issue over which Capco would like to express its concern is the recent substantial increase in 
the cost of suspending commercial parking bays for construction.  The increase in cost has not been 
explained and unfairly penalises construction sites where the space and opportunity does not exist for 
on-site facilities and deliveries.  
 
Conclusion 
 
Capco wishes to support the draft CoCP subject to clarification of some items and adoption of the 
suggestions set out above. 
 
We trust that these additional comments will be taken into consideration and look forward to the 

opportunity to be involved in the shaping of policy in the future.    

Please contact Natalie Rowland or Nick Brindley of this office if you need any clarification of the points 

raised above.  

Yours faithfully 
 
 
Gerald Eve LLP 
 

 

 

Direct tel. +  

Mobile +  

 
 





Questionnaire Responses ‐ Anonymous 

Anonymous  Do you agree with the principle of extending the Code of Construction Practice Approach, and 
charging to Level 2 schemes? 

Yes, Level 2 AND any residential basements 

 Do you support the potential for sites to be ‘upgraded’ to a higher category where deemed 
appropriate? 

Yes 

 Are there other areas that you feel the Code of Construction Practice should cover? No. 

Enforcement where the practice is ignored or borken 

 Do you support the measures for different levels of site?   

Yes, very strongly. Where people don't know what's going on  the tendency can be either to exaggerate 
or ignore. Both add to cynicism and apathy. 

 Do you support the limits in residential areas on noisy working?  

In more mixed use areas there may still be a case for limiting Saturday working where there is a clear 
evidence base of the disturbance that would occur on that day. 

 Do you support the proposed approach to encouraging the use of ‘local’ labour on Level 1 schemes.    

Yes, very strongly.   

 Do you have any further comments or suggestions that you would like to add?   

The way the code is enforced is a key to how well it is adhered to. Unless the City Counil devotes some 
resource to enforcement many of its apsirations may not be achieved 

 





CoCP Consultation Questionnaire Responses: 

Bevan 
Watt 

 
Do you agree with the principle of extending the Code of Construction Practice Approach, and charging to Level 2 
schemes? 

Are you including basements of residential homes in Level 2 automatically?   I believe there should be open clear guidelines 
on what is built and fit for human use, especially bedrooms. I believe there should especially for residential homes be a clear 
limit to ONE SUBFLOOR .  Commercial development with over 100 + units, should never be allowed to put human homes 
below one sub floor.   Only operational rooms and garages should be allowed below one subbasement. 

 Do you support the potential for sites to be ‘upgraded’ to a higher category where deemed appropriate? 

Yes, because ‐ currently in London, the frame of mind is bigger is better, and regrettably bigger is often uglier. Especially in 
residential , which can also mean that truly qualified contractors, architects, engineers need to be employed so that existing 
residential buildings do not collapse or undermine the existing public areas like walk ways and streets,  when the building's 
structural frame is pushed to structural limit in the guys of skirting regulatory planning for personal use. Private citizens with 
a bit of excess cash can make poor choices when their ‐ wine cellars, pools, etc., are being designed to make their personal 
homes the "best". As well, I believe NEVER should 2 sub basements be granted. And, never should Staff quarters be allowed 
to be below basement ‐ think of how vulnerable the person could be who is stuck 2 floors below ground.  Really truly, no 
one wants to go down two subbasements to do anything. It should be an absolute NO. 

 Are there other areas that you feel the Code of Construction Practice should cover? No. 

Clear Contact Details for Complaints 

 Do you support the measures for different levels of site?   

I think that in large commercial scale this is appropriate, for residential use, it depends, on whether the development is just 
an average person with a stokehold in the community, or someone with no real connect to the community. If you really do 
not care about Westminster (which of course is hard to judge) then Westminster really has to watch out for its own interests 
‐ even against entities offering what might seem like a huge amount of money. Development by people who do not live in 
the UK or London, do not have the same interest, it is a balance. This needs to be flexible and available for application if it 
seems there is cause for monitoring. 

 Do you support the limits in residential areas on noisy working?  

I do not necessarily think that time limits are as useful, as speed of completion. If a construction site (large scale only) can 
run 24/7 where quite activities occur at night. And where site deliveries are excluded from from RUSH hour (morning ‐ 6‐
9am and night 5‐8pm) but are allowed  in non peak hours, it might be god send of management. May be pilot program could 
be tested. 

 Do you support the proposed approach to encouraging the use of ‘local’ labour on Level 1 schemes.    

I think this is great, so long as the employment scheme is supportive to the individual for several years. Those members of 
society that are at risk, really need time to establish themselves. these kinds of programs can be excellent, only if they are 
really transparent and supportive. 

 Do you have any further comments or suggestions that you would like to add?   

On transportation, Westminster and all London boroughs must consider how poorly (and I don't mean this in a negative 
way) it currently plans for traffic flow. May be one street is technically impacted, but the actual model of impact in london is 
exponential because the random nature of the street plan. That is a blessing and a curse, much broader traffic planning 
should occur in order to keep flow. That means that if a building is being demolished in Westminster and it impacts 
Embankment all the way through Worlds Ends and down through the city as well south of the river, then may be the 
different boroughs should communicate and require the traffic schemes to be more comprehensive. This could means, the 
end to parking on red routes (even on weekends) or the end to turning off major roads, or better suspensions to allow for 
flow of traffic, may be better ticketing of poor parking ‐ please remember that when an emergency vehicle cannot get 
through ‐ someone should be held to account, it could also  mean, the auto ticketing for running yellow red lights, when 
traffic becomes unbearable because of construction ‐ this type of planning is doable, Transport for London just needs to 
work with all the boroughs. London is a valuable city to the world, think, think, think, before the planning is released, and 
please retain the right to amend the brief, if public needs are at risk. 

 













CoCP Consultation Questionnaire Responses: 

Sir Robert 
McAlpine 

Do you agree with the principle of extending the Code of Construction Practice Approach, and 
charging to Level 2 schemes? 

Yes. I think small construction projects spread all over London are more distruptive than the large ones 
which have to have controls in place. 

 Do you support the potential for sites to be ‘upgraded’ to a higher category where deemed 
appropriate? 

I do as far as there is a room for negotiation. There may be areas of the Code which are not applicable to 
certain projects so each case should be approached individually. 

 Are there other areas that you feel the Code of Construction Practice should cover? No. 

 Do you support the measures for different levels of site?   

Yes. However, the frequency of newsletters mentioned is problematic. The construction is hardly ever 
progressing so quick to have different items to report on on a monthly basis what about weekly. 
Monthly newsletters at the beggining and when changes are happening are more reasonable approach. 
If there will be a dedicated liaison person anyway it may be arranged to have a catch‐up with certain 
individuals on more frequent basis. Also a dedicated community liaison person working for the 
contractor have some dificulties with some of the developers who controll all communication. I actually 
think that this document may help with communication between contractor and developer by 
mentioning a role of community relations personnel. 

 Do you support the limits in residential areas on noisy working?  

This isn't a change to what is currently in place, so no objections to it. As far as heavy‐loads and other 
'special' deliveries or activities such as crane erection can be negotiated 'out of hours' then no problem. 

 Do you support the proposed approach to encouraging the use of ‘local’ labour on Level 1 schemes.    

Yes, as far as it stays as the 'best endeavours' as it's extremly dificoult to find local workforce in 
Westminster consistently throughout of the project's duration ‐ this normaly fluctuate depending on the 
type of work carried out and level of skills reqired. The benchmarks mentioned in the Code are extremly 
high. S106 requirements should reflect the lenght and type of contract. For example, only shell and core 
project is undertaken then work placements would be limited as well as apprenticeship opportunities as 
this comes in the fit out stages. Achieving some of the benchmarks may be extremly dificoult if only local 
people should be considered. 14‐16 years work placements ‐ very hard to accomodate on site unless it's 
an office based position as health and safety is quite strict here. 16‐19 years work placement ‐ 
benchmark is qute high, if the age could be streached to also university students the number would be a 
bit more workable. Apprentices ‐ 14 existing from local area ‐ very dependent on who contractor already 
has working for them and expcted labour force numbers on site as need to make sure have enough fully 
skilled people available. Also dependent on package ‐ this won't be relevant for high skilled trades. 7 
apprentice completions ‐ is this to complete while on site? If so, then main focuse is on temporary works 
staff (temporary electricians etc) as packages aren't always on site for long periods of time.  NVQ/s ‐ 
these numbers are also very high and are dependent on projected numbers on site (need skilled labour 
as well as trainees). Training plans for sub‐contractors ‐ is this for the sub‐contractors to provide the 
principle contractor with their plan or principle contractor giving the plan to the sub‐contractor? 
Numbers will depend on number of contractors on site and duration they are on site for. H&S ‐ sub‐
contractors are required to have a certain amount of people qualified in these before they come on site. 
We work this out at 1:5 for high risk activities, 1:10 medium and 1:25 for low. Does this count to 
numbers? 

 Do you have any further comments or suggestions that you would like to add?   

The 'nominated person' ‐ will this person be appointed by the developer in early design stages and then 
changed once the principal contractor is in place? It would be dificoult to manage the construction 
aspects for person related to developer not the principal contractor. Does it mean that all 
communication between Local Authority and the site should be managed by this person? In our case 
many people dealing with different aspects such as road closures, crane erection or Section 61 
applications and ongoing communications with the EHO 



. I appreciate the fee but shouldn't it be one set fee depending on the size of the project payable at the 
beggining rather than rated per each visit? Introduction of fee per visit sounds like this will be very 
reactive rather than proactive and some developers may not want to go into the expense and 'sweep 
issues/communication under the carpet'. The reference is made to the CDM Regs 2007 ‐ there are new 
CDM Regs 2015 which are now in force. The referemce is made to the PPG's ‐ they have been moved to 
the archive and won't be revised. They are still listing out current best practice but it may change once 
new technologies will come into light and PPG's won't be updated. 

CCS scoring ‐ it is based on the CfSH and BREEAM requirements but setting minimum standards for 
scoring mechanism which is not uniform and highly dependent on the mood of the assessor is not fair. 
With BREEAM and CfSH if something will go wrong with CCS score contractor still have other credits to 
target. Those environmental schemes are also reffering to 'other' equivalent to CCS schemes. However, 
CCS is the most popular we can't dismiss any other schemes. A competition throughout the schme 
would be very healthy.  

The log of all drivers that will include a written undertaking from them to adhere to the City Council's 
approved routes for construction traffic ‐ this is seriously dificoult to achieve for large construction sites 
who rely on the 3rd parties to deliver the goods and collect waste. The haulage companies are 
employing many self employed drivers or sub‐contract it further. Also the same vehicle may serve 
multiple sites on one route which may pose further issues. 

'An action in statutory nuisance can be brought by a member of the public even if the works are being 
carried out in accordance with a prior approval or a notice' ‐ this is not fair. What is the point of Section 
61 then? What is better than best practice? What ensurance does the contractor have that he won't be 
prosecuted if doing everything right?   

A waste target of less than 7.5m3 or 6.5 tones per 100m2 GIFA is unrealistic for any project which is not 
shell and core only. This scores BREEAM credits but is rearly achieved. 

 














