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SECTION 1: VISION
Q.1.1. What do you think should be included in the New Local Plan’s vision?
Respondent
Name

Comments

Council response

The EARL'S
COURT SOCIETY
(SPALDING)

• Narrow the inequality, through economic success for all
• Put green issues and the environment at the heart of all new
development
• Further enhance and preserve the Borough’s outstanding
townscapes and conservation areas
• Support key and essential workers and industries
• Increase public and green transport availability and usage

The Council notes the contribution that a successful and thriving
economy has in reducing inequality. We also recognise the value of
putting the environment at the centre of what we do.

Put green issues and the environment at the heart of all new
development

The Council notes the contribution that a successful and thriving
economy has in reducing inequality. We also recognise the value of
putting the environment at the centre of what we do.

Sandra Yarwood

• Further enhance and preserve the Borough’s outstanding
townscapes and conservation areas
• Support key and essential workers and independent businesses

Note the view that we need to support key and essential workers.
This is not a matter than can be considered through the local plan,
other than through policies to support employment opportunities
in general.

Note view that we need to support key and essential workers. This
is not a matter than can be considered through the local plan, other
than through policies to support employment opportunities in
general.

• Increase public and green transport availability and usage
Chelsea Society
(Paul Lever)

RBKC NEW LOCAL PLAN

The Council recognises that this is a particularly challenging time at
which to embark on the wholesale revision of the Local Plan.
The Chelsea Society was founded in 1927 to represent the
However, the Council has committed to carry out this review as per
interests of all those who work and live in Chelsea and to preserve the current timetable.
the unique character of this part of London. We have around 1000
members.
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Name

Comments

Council response

The following are our comments on the Council’s Issues and
Options document on the new Local Plan.

The Local Plan is underpinned by a number of pieces of evidence,
each of which recognises the current uncertainty, and which offer a
number of scenarios. In each case we have taken a conservative
THE CONTEXT OF THE PLAN
view, but do recognise that a review may be necessary if these
The existing Local Plan was issued in 2019 and would normally not assumptions differ from reality over time.
need to be revised until 2024. The Council argues that the Grenfell
fire and changes, or potential changes, in planning legislation
The Council recognises that we have a stretching housing target.
mean that this revision needs to be brought forward.
This has to be considered within the Local Plan. We do distinguish
between market homes and the various models of affordable
We accept that, like all plans, the Local Plan needs to be kept up to ownership. This can include the delivery of homes to key workers –
date. But this is a particularly challenging time at which to embark a form of affordable homes. However, we do not have the planning
on a wholesale revision. The Covid pandemic, the UK’s withdrawal powers to determine to whom a market product is sold.
from the European Union and other recent developments are
likely to have profound, but as yet unpredictable, consequences
As a planning authority, the need to deliver new home will be
for the Borough’s economy: for example on patterns of shopping, material when assessing any planning applications. However, the
work arrangements, transport requirements, levels of immigration Council does not favour the delivery of homes over all else. It
and demands for housing. It will take time for the implications of remains essential that only buildings of an appropriate scale (and
these changes for Council policies to become clear. We urge the
design) are supported. We do recognise that this may be
Council therefore not to set in stone policies which may turn out to subjective, and something which will be explored through individual
be based on false assumptions; and to focus on those
planning applications. The public are consulted on these
amendments to the current plan which can be justified by solid
applications
evidence.
The need to protect the character and heritage of borough will be a
CHELSEA’S CHARACTER AND HERITAGE
central part of the Local Plan. The Issues and Options concentrated
We are disappointed that the document pays so little attention to on the policies which were likely to be changed significantly. The
the unique character of our part of the borough. Most of Chelsea is majority of those policies concerned with design/ character of
in a conservation area and the need to preserve the heritage of
conservation areas etc will not be changed significantly, but will
conservation areas should, in our view, be a, if not the, key priority form part of the new Local Plan.
in any new iteration of the Local Plan. Section 13 of the document,
on conservation and design, is insufficiently robust. The many
3
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references to growth and development in the document need to
be balanced by a clear commitment to the preservation of
Chelsea’s character.

The Council recognises the importance of providing new homes, but
also of ensuring that the OAN for business floorspace is met. By the
same token we have a number of policies which seek to maintain
the vitality of our town centres. We do not favour residential uses
Particularly so in relation to policies on tall buildings. Part of
over these commercial uses. The A4D is a key tool in this, as without
Chelsea’s charm is the variety of our conservation areas. But their it planning permission would no longer be required for changes of
common feature is that they are low-rise. Unlike much of the
use of a wide range of E class uses to residential.
Thames in Central London, the Chelsea embankment and
waterfront is (with the sad exception of Chelsea Harbour),
However, we must also have regard to development economics.
unscathed by tall buildings. It should be an explicit policy of the
There is no evidence that the expansion of the Lots Road
Council to ensure that this remains the case. We reject strongly
Employment Zone would be feasible appropriate.
the claim in para 13.8 of the document that the definition of a tall
building could be revised in such a way as to loosen the present
There is a significant unmet demand for all form of housing, and
restrictions. The Council should have an unequivocal policy of
affordable homes in particular. The built up nature of the borough
resisting any increase in the height of buildings in conservation
also means that this need can only be delivered on a modest
areas.
number of sights. As such it would not be appropriate to exclude
any particular areas from the contribution they must play in
delivering this need.
HOUSING AND EMPLOYMENT SPACE
The need for more housing is a consistent theme throughout the The Council recognises the demographics of London and of this
document and indeed seems to be a principal generator of the
borough, and is of the strong view that this diversity is something
review itself. We recognise that the Council is under pressure from which makes the borough the special place that it is.
both the
Mayor London and from central government to deliver over 4000 Given the nature of the borough, our housing target is capacity
new homes over the coming years. But it is wrong, in our view, to based. We recognise that we will never be able to provide homes
treat housing/homes as a single commodity, without any attempt for all of those who may wish to live within the borough.
to distinguish between different types of accommodation, for
example between luxury flats for absentee landlords and
The Council recognises the limitations of the planning system, and
affordable housing for key workers. A glance at the unlit facades of the ambition of some developers to maximise the value that
many buildings in Chelsea at night shows how few of them are
proposals bring to their shareholders. However, a robust set of
4

Respondent
Name

Comments

Council response

actually lived in. Meanwhile many of the workers on whom we rely planning policies does allow development to deliver some of the
for our services, including Council staff, cannot afford to live in the wider benefits that an entirely market led system would not.
borough. Addressing this problem should be the Council’s principal
housing priority.
The Council does note that one of its central ambitions is to ensure
the well-being of its residents. This will be explicitly recognised in
But we question the emphasis given in the document to the need the vision for the Plan.
for more houses as opposed to more jobs. At the time of the 2011
census only 70% of residents in the economically active age group
(16 to 65) were in work or seeking work. It should be a priority for
the Council to reduce the number of inactive residents: this means
improving the opportunities for training and generating more
affordable managed workspace across the Borough. This is
particularly urgent as we seek to recover from the disruptive
effects of the pandemic.
In view of the small size of the Borough and the fact that it already
has the highest density of dwellings in Greater London at 7,047 per
square kilometre and the highest land values (according to a FT
analysis in September 2018), the demand from the Mayor of
London to build yet more housing is disproportionate. The last
Census showed that Earls Court’s density was already over 200
people per hectare as compared with 20 people per hectare in
Richmond.
According to the 2011 Census the percentage of social housing
across RBKC was already almost 25% (almost exactly the same
percentage as for Greater London as a whole). Yet this was spread
very unevenly across Wards: Riverside Ward with a density of
162.3 people per hectare already has 41.3% of its homes as social
rented properties and when the new homes on the Power Station
site (420) come on stream shortly this percentage will rise to 50%.
5
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If we are to ensure balanced and viable local communities, further
population growth in this highest density UK borough, where so
much social and physical infrastructure is already under great
pressure, should be avoided. Why should RBKC, rather than lower
density outer London boroughs take the strain of providing more
housing?
According to the last published Census only half the population of
RBKC residents were actually born in the UK, and probably far less
than half born in London itself. It is by and large not “local people”
who are creating the demand for more housing in this borough,
but developers who sell to overseas buyers, many of whom are
unlikely to participate actively in the life of the local community.
The last published Census showed 29.9% of households in
Brompton and Hans Town Ward were classified as “second
addresses”, about twice the level in Riverside Ward.
This Census also showed the extent of churn in Brompton and
Hans Town during the previous ten years: in terms of length of
residence in the UK, 24.7% of residents had only arrived in the last
5 years and 13.9% in the last 5 to 10 years (3950 residents). In
RBKC as a whole this Census indicated that 19% of residents had a
second address split between the UK (41%) and outside the UK
(59%). The 2021 Census will reveal whether this trend has
continued or whether other patterns have emerged, for example a
loss of residents back to the EU or out of inner London to much
lower density boroughs and the Home Counties. It would surely be
wise for the Council to wait until this picture, and its economic and
demographic implications, are clearer before reaching any
conclusions on future housing policy.
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We are also concerned that the emphasis on more housing
regardless of its nature is distorting planning decisions. The Council
has a policy, which we support, of requiring, in the case of
developments above a certain size, 35% of the floor space to be
reserved for affordable housing. In practice however applicants are
often able to argue that this would not be commercially viable
unless the Council agrees to a building higher or larger than would
be justified on normal planning grounds. We urge the Council not
to give in to pressure of this kind.
GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT
The paper is full of references to growth and development,
without any explanation of what these terms mean and why they
should be encouraged in conservation areas, of which Chelsea has
many. There is also no recognition in the paper of the need to
ensure that no significant development sites in this densely
populated borough are approved unless and until it can be shown
that in step with such developments (and not a decade later) the
additional social, educational, public health and recreational
infrastructure will be built to absorb their impact. The driving force
in any new Local Plan should be the well-being of the borough’s
residents. This means, as noted above, a much greater emphasis
on the provision of local employment. In Chelsea there is only one
employment zone: the Council should be seeking ways or
enhancing and expanding it, rather than squeezing it out with
more housing. How address?
THE COUNCIL’S ABILITY TO DRIVE CHANGE
The document exaggerates the current ability of the Council to
drive change or to influence development. Most investments in
7
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the borough are made by the private sector on the basis of its
judgement of what the market will bear. Property developers will
not include social or affordable housing or social infrastructure in
their schemes unless they are forced to do so; and even when the
Council purports to impose obligations (for example the 35%
affordable housing rule for large developments) they are adept at
finding loopholes for avoiding or mitigating them. The Council
needs to be honest with residents about what it can, and cannot,
do.
The overarching ambition should be for a borough which cares for
the well-being of its residents. This should include specifically the
preservation and enhancement of Chelsea’s unique heritage and
character.
As the Lead Member for Planning and Transport’s introduction to
this consultation makes clear, the new Council Plan reflects the
increased emphasis on the need to support the local economy and
boost employment opportunities, the ain of the Local Plan being to
achieve good accessible place making that protects and improves
residents’ health and well being, provides good quality homes and
enhances the economy and the environment
St Quintin and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood
Forum (Henry
Peterson)

We support these three aims but feel that they leave some gaps. Support for aims noted.
The majority of planning decisions by the Council are in relation to
small-scale refurbishment or alterations to existing buildings
The need to put the environment at the centre of decision making is
(homes and commercial) rather than ‘new development’.
now explicitly recognised within the vision.
Firstly, as buildings are adapted to meet the challenging demands
of a zero carbon ambition, inevitable conflicts will arise over
‘conserving’ existing building fabric while achieving other
‘green/blue’ standards, and/or reducing embedded carbon in the
8

The Council recognises the potential conflicts that may arise with
regards to conserving the existing building fabric and achieving our
carbon reduction targets. The NLPR is clear that we will both
conserve and protect the Borough’s existing building stock and
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choice of materials. We think that the NLPR is not sufficiently clear reduce carbon emissions to meet our ambitious carbon neutral
where weight will lie in balancing these competing priorities.
targets.
In bullet 3 the term ‘outstanding townscape’ does not sufficiently
capture the quality of ‘place’ that is a feature of many parts of the
Borough. This quality is a combination of many features, flowing
from the development over the centuries of recognisable
neighbourhoods of differing and distinctive characteristics.

The Council aims to adopt a circular economy and whole life cycle
carbon policy that goes beyond the London Plan in requiring all
major development to undertake and submit a whole lifecycle
carbon assessment and circular economy statement. A key
objective of circular economy and whole lifecycle carbon principles
is the retention of existing buildings and materials where
The terms ‘villages’ and ‘walkable neighbourhoods’ within a global appropriate. This will not only help to ensure development achieves
city can be overused. But the impact of Covid 19 has reinforced the carbon emissions reductions but will also help to conserve existing
way in which residents have relied more on their very local
buildings.
environment and on a combination of shops and facilities within
easy walking distance, along with parks and green spaces for
It is also important to highlight that energy and net zero carbon
‘lockdown exercise.
policy in the New Local Plan that support sustainable and efficient
building materials will primarily influence new development in the
In the third bullet, ‘outstanding townscape’ feels too narrow a
Borough. Achieving ambitious carbon reduction and energy
term to capture the quality of places and neighbourhoods, and one standards in new development does not conflict with the protection
that will have little resonance in the north of the Borough. Some and conservation of existing buildings. We will introduce a policy
wording that captures the value of coherent, identifiable mixed
that supports sensitive and appropriate sustainable retrofit of
use areas with a ‘neighbourly’ feel, set within a large global city,
existing buildings and where planning permission is required, we
could perhaps be woven into the ‘vision’ for the Borough.
will encourage applicants to meet high sustainability standards.
However, we will also be clear that harm to historic and listed
buildings and properties in conservation areas as a result of
retrofitting works will be resisted.
The Council recognises that the quality of the borough goes further
than the nature of its townscape. Reference will be made to the
need for development to reflect the sense of “place”. The Council
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will consider how best to reflect the value of the neighbourhoods as
parts of the borough and indeed the rest of the capital.
The Council supports the value of a walkable neighbourhood (or
any alternative term), or an ambition that any resident has access
to a choice of facilities within an easy walking distance.

Ladbroke
A. Narrowing inequality
Association
Ensure that shops and services (including doctor’s surgeries and
(Sophia Lambert) access to cash) are within easy walkable distance and that the
Portobello Market is not taken over by up-market stalls and shops
that are not affordable for the poorer members of our community.
B. Green issues and the environment
Tougher policies on noise and air pollution and a policy on light
pollution. Ensuring that planning applications are routinely
assessed for their environmental impact. Review of planning policy
on flood protection to ensure we can cope with additional flooding
expected as part of climate change.
C. Enhancing outstanding townscapes
Tougher policies on unlisted buildings in conservation areas to
ensure that our architectural heritage is better protected. Tougher
polices on filling gaps (the policies/statements in both the
Ladbroke CAPS and the Ladbroke CAA have been widely ignored,
to the detriment of the area).

Where planning regulations allow, the Council has, and will
continue to protect the wide range of services that meet the dayto-day needs of our residents. However, it is beyond the remit of
the planning system to control the nature of individual shops. The
comments concerning Portobello Market have been passed to the
markets team, who are currently carrying out a review as to how
the markets should be managed.

Cheyne Walk
Trust (David
Waddell)

The Council recognises the value of the Lots Road Employment
Zone, and will continue to have policies which support it as a centre
for commercial uses. However, we do have to recognise that the
liberalisation offered under the GPDO does allow the loss of offices
to a wide range of other uses. We also recognise the contribution
that all our Employment Zones can have increasing the supply of

Review of Borough Local Plan Issues and Options 2021
The Cheyne Walk Trust is the major residents’ association for
Chelsea riverside of some 200 members by subscription. The
Trust’s primary concern is to protect and enhance the historic
10

The impact that development has upon the environment will be a
central part of the new Local Plan. This will include a review on how
our polices can help mitigate the risk of flooding.
The Local Pan will continue to have a robust set of polices
concerning the need to protect our architectural heritage. What is,
or is not “good design” is a subjective matter.
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heritage and conservation quality of this historic and valued area
of Chelsea in order that its very attractive residential and
environmental aspects are improved and not compromised.
The quarter’s great character and most interesting history are
much valued by residents and its many visitors alike. It is a
cornerstone of the rich treasure of the Borough’s heritage value
and interest.

new homes, whilst not reducing the commercial floorspace in these
area.

The Trust wishes to comment as follows on the Local Plan Issues
and Options paper:
The Trust most strongly endorses the submission in this matter
made by the Chelsea Society, fully supporting the general and
detailed comment that it contains in regard to the specific nature
of Chelsea as a major part of the Royal Borough and the critical
importance of respecting and building on its historic character
rather than compromising this by the application of generic
planning principals that might be entirely appropriate for new
towns or major development areas but which have not been
adequately considered or adjusted to take account of the
particular nature, character, environmental and economic factors
that prevail in in this major concentration of formal conservation
areas and listed buildings.
The very high residential densities in RBKC have largely been
achieved through the human scale afforded both by the large
house plus mews format (often converted into multiple units)
together with Mansion blocks. We should continue to encourage
that pattern and resist and any shift to high rise development
above the generally prevailing density of 5 to six above ground
11

The Council is identifying locations where tall buildings are an
appropriate form of development and will define what is
considered a tall building for specific localities, as required by Policy
D9 of the London Plan. This will be done in the context of the
statutory duty to preserve the character and appearance of the
borough’s conservation areas.
A specific policy relating to preserving the character and
appearance of conservation areas will also be included. Future
housing needs and retrofitting the existing building stock will also
be addressed.
The Council has unmet need for affordable housing across the
borough. Where possible (and viable) any new site must seek to
address this need.
Whilst we recognise that the Government may change the way
housing targets are calculated, we have to recognise our current
target as set out in the London Plan. We will have any regard to
future changes.
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levels.
The Trust’s immediate concern is the heritage integrity and
planning regime for the Thames Conservation Area and the
consequent importance of maintaining a planning regime that
protects the best of that quarter both on land and in its riverside
aspects.
The CWT is also very supportive of the Lots Road Association of
Residents and Businesses and its well-expressed LP related
concerns on fostering the employment zone and resisting further
increase in the already very high existing ratio of 40% Affordable
Housing in the Lots Road triangle.
We very much support the view that Environmental and Planning
considerations must recognise very clearly that we are a borough
with extensive conservation areas and listed buildings; these
present particular and largely unaddressed complications and
costs in respect of renewables and greening policies.
We note in particular the statement of 4 October 2021 by the
newly appointed Housing Secretary Mr Gove that planning policy
requires a complete rethink and consider that consideration of
housing targets and methodology must be reviewed in the light of
whatever policy directions emerge from this re-assessment.

More specifically we wish to see inclusion of and emphasis on:
• The importance of maintaining and enhancing the existing
conservation character of the borough and its established housing
12
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scale and pattern
• The need to identify what the future residential character, mix
and densities might be in the post Covid/post Brexit era and what
this means for future housing targets.
• Making a clear assessment of the practical means and
affordability of introducing and enhancing zero carbon and green
policies in the context of existing housing stock.
Lots Village,
Chelsea
Association of
Residents and
Businesses
(Rosemary
Baker)

As the Lead Member for Planning‘s introduction makes clear the The need to support the local economy will form one of the central
new Council Plan reflects the increased emphasis on the need to tenets of the local plan, and will be reflected in the vision.
support the local economy and boost employment opportunities,
the aim of the Plan being to achieve good accessible place making
that protects and improves residents’ health and well being, to
provides good quality homes, enhances the economy and
environment. So why not make this the Overall Vision. As was spelt
out in our email of 10/11/20 in response to the first round NLPR
consultation there are a set of key priorities which flow from this
Overall Vision

Greg Hammond

'Narrow the inequality' would be a poor opening statement as it is
impossible for the Council to deliver. Rather, it would be better to
take something from the Council Plan like 'a great place to live,
work and learn', with emphasis on the 'place' as this is a planning
policy document - something like - 'a great place for people to live
and visit'. I support the other two bullets.

Old Oak & Park
Royal
Development
Corporation (

Thank you for consulting Old Oak and Park Royal Development
Support for vision for Kensal Canalside OA noted.
Corporation (OPDC) on the New Local Plan Review (NLPR) Issues
and Options.
OPDC and RBKC officers have worked positively in the
development of OPDC’s Local Plan and the NLPR that has resulted
13

Reducing inequality is a fundamental desire of the Council, as
articulated in the wider Council Plan and must be reflect in this
Local Plan. The Council is of the view that the planning system can
help “narrow inequality” through, for example the delivery of new
facilities and RBKC community housing.
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in both documents providing coordinated and consistent guidance.
OPDC looks forward to continuing joint working with RBKC in the
development of the NLPR.
OPDC has the following comments which we hope are useful in
shaping the document:
1. OPDC supports the identification of Kensal Canalside as a site
allocation for development and an area of change. The Kensal
Canalside Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) and OPDC’s
Local Plan align in relation to guidance for the North Pole Depot
regarding development capacity, phasing, land uses, indicative
building heights, transport infrastructure and viewing points.
Fernando Chueca Environmental sustainability
Reduction of the usage of private cars

Noted. This does, and will continue to, form part of the ambition of
the Local Plan.

Exhibition Road
Cultural Group
(Emily Candler)

I welcome these priorities and am pleased to see the cultural offer Support for inclusion of reference to cultural offer noted.
at the heart of the Council's vision.

Natural History
Museum (Adam
Donovan)

The NHM is supportive of RBKC’s approach to consultation and as Noted.
a stakeholder within the Borough
welcomes the opportunity to input into the development of the
Local Plan.

Grove and
Safer streets particularly at night.
Company (Roger Green issues are important as long as it doesn't incur excessive
Grove)
costs.
The Borough has a problem with litter and more street sweepers
should be engaged .

Noted. The Council supports new development offering a safe and
welcoming environment. The issue of litter is not a planning issue,
but the comment has been passed on to the relevant officers in the
street cleansing team.

Clean Air in
London (CAL)
(Simon Birkett)

Comments noted.

responding on behalf of Clean Air in London (CAL) to your
consultation on the New Local Plan Review: Issues and Options.

14
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The New Local Plan (NLP) needs to have regard to the London
Environment Strategy (LES). The LES is a statutory strategy which
the Mayor of London is required to prepare by s351A of the
Greater London Authority Act 1999 which sets out the Mayor’s
policies and proposals for a number of factors of the environment
including climate change mitigation and adaptation. The LES is the
successor to, amongst other things, the Mayor of London’s Climate
Change Mitigation and Energy Strategy (2011).

The NLP will have regard and make specific reference to the London
Environment Strategy.

In particular, the LES sets out a strategy for achieving zero carbon
by 2050 (in pursuance of the objectives of the Paris Agreement
and the statutory requirements of the Climate Change Act 2008),
including setting Carbon Budgets for London. The London Carbon
Budget sets levels which are more ambitious than the national
carbon budgets so that within the first carbon budget period
(2018-2022) London will aim to achieve a 40 per cent reduction in
carbon dioxide emissions on 1990 levels, in the second budget
period (2023-27) a 50 per cent reduction, and in the third budget
period (2028-2032) a 60 per cent reduction. RBKC has obviously
set more ambitious timescales which must be demonstrated
clearly in the NLP and supporting documents in a manner
consistent with (and obviously more ambitious than) the LES e.g.
IIA and SEA.
For example, the objectives of the Paris Agreement are relevant to
any IIA or SEA and climate change must not be characterised as a
global (rather than local and everywhere) problem. Consideration
must also be given to a regional assessment of what London needs
to do in order to help achieve the objectives of the Paris
Agreement set out in the LES. Importantly, the Plan must be
15

The Council is undertaking a fully compliant IIA of the NLPR, which
includes environmental and sustainability objectives. The IIA will
consider the implications of the LES, Paris agreement, climate
change act etc.
The NLP will be in general conformity with the London Plan and as
such will be general conformity with the LES, London carbon budget
and Paris agreement and climate change act.
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consistent with the London Carbon Budget set out in the LES (see
above).
CAL anticipates that conformity with the LES will require more
ambition in number of policy areas in the proposed NLP. For
example, please set a clear end point objective in relevant policies,
remove hurdles to developers and others to achieve it earlier (e.g.
remove onerous restrictions on energy efficient windows in listed
buildings and slavish requirements to replace trees ‘like-for-like’ in
urban forests and a fast changing climate) and ‘encourage’
laggards to be more ambitious as end points approach. This
Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Plan adopts such an approach.
The LES is so obviously material to the IIA and SEA that it would be
irrational not to take it into account in both (R. (Samuel Smith Old
Brewery) v North Yorkshire CC [2020] P.T.S.R. 221). The failure to
have regard to such an obviously material consideration would
vitiate the adoption of the NLP unless the error is corrected (R.
(Plan B Earth) v Secretary of State for Transport [2020] EWCA Civ
214).
CAL would be pleased to discuss these points with you and be
invited to give oral evidence in due course to any hearings.
Sport England
(Mark Furnish)

• Q1.1. – There are many elements throughout the document that Noted. The Council will consider how to best reflect the health and
ultimately relate back to improving the health and wellbeing of the wellbeing of our residents.
local population therefore Sport England would encourage that the
Council consider including maintaining and improving the
borough’s population health and wellbeing within the vision so
that there is a clear overriding steer, especially since health and
wellbeing is mentioned within the key concepts.
16
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Port of London
Authority
(Michael Atkins)

Support the second bullet point of paragraph 1.18 on the need to Support for green issues and the environment being a central part
ensure green issues and the environment are fully considered as of the vision is noted. The use of the Thames will be continued to
part of all new development. As part of this it is considered that
be encouraged within the relevant chapter of the Local Plan.
the vision could also include a specific reference to the promotion
of the use of the Tidal Thames itself in terms of passengers and
freight as well as alongside the river on the Thames Path and links
to riverside areas.
This would be in line with the Port of London Authority's Vision for
the Tidal Thames (2016) (The Thames Vision) which includes a
number of goals for the increased use and promotion of the River
Thames and riverside areas, as well as London Plan policy.

RBKC Earl's Court • narrow the inequality, through economic success for all
Ward (Malcolm • put green issues and the environment at the heart of all new
SPALDING)
development
• further enhance and preserve the Borough’s outstanding
townscape
• Support key and essential workers and industries

The Council notes the contribution that a successful and thriving
economy has in reducing inequality. We also recognise the value of
putting the environment at the centre of what we do.

Linda Wade

The Local Plan does support the provision of a range of housing
products, to meet the needs of our residents. This includes homes
for social rent and affordable rent as well as market homes.

Narrow the inequality
• Support a range of intergenerational housing options (with
family sized units, purpose-built accommodation for older
residents and mobility restricted residents) that include social rent,
affordable rent, market rent, market sale
• Support a range of low rent office, studio space, light
manufacturing units
• Support sustainable social infrastructure: crèche and nursery
facilities, improve educational facilities, health, community space,
17

Note view that we need to support key and essential workers. This
is not a matter than can be considered through the Local Plan,
other than through policies to support employment opportunities
in general.

We support the provision of a range of business premises, although
also recognise the considerable freedoms offered through planning
regulations. The emerging Local Plan does include a policy to
provide affordable business units where appropriate.
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open air, and internal play space
• Accessible and affordable Day-Care for older residents in the
centre and the south of the borough (including dementia care) to
reflect the increase of residents over 85 years of age
• Include a facility such as New Horizons in the Earl’s Court
Exhibition Centre site area

We also support the maintenance of a sustainable social
infrastructure, although again have to recognise the freedoms now
offered within planning regulations. The provision of this
infrastructure is central to the walkable neighbourhood concept,
our policies which protect valued uses and to the function of all of
our town centres.

Green Issues and the Environment
• The LDF must deliver a comprehensive and coherent cycle travel
path (the Quiet Ways must be protected)
• The identification of air quality and noise pollution hot spots and
funding of secondary glazing
• The funding of Green Screens in high volume traffic areas to
protect residents
• A policy on Air Conditioning Units and Extraction on commercial
properties that is robust, enforceable, and proactive
• A revision of the design guidance in the policy on double glazing
in Conservation Areas to conform with the design but not in
timber, there are many manufacturers of good quality alternatives
to timber that are more affordable
• Rolling out further policies in line with new technologies related
to Electric Charging Points, this should be a borough wide strategy
and not dependent on the number of applications made by owners
of electric cars or the transition will be from petrol to hybrid due
to lack of confidence
• To achieve a walkable city there must be the support for our high
streets and parades
• Work with National Rail to preserve the railway embankments as
pollinator highways
• Ensure that the Urban Greening Factor is embedded in all

We will continue to build upon our network of safe and convenient
‘Quietway’ cycling routes across the borough using TfL’s Strategic
Cycling Analysis Report to identify new routes and links.
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Comments regarding need to improve bus routes and minimise
street clutter noted.
Importance of townscape noted. The setting up of a fund to enable
improvements within conservation areas is beyond the remit of the
Local Plan. However, the improvements themselves are strongly
supported.
The procedures for determining planning applications liaison
between officers and applicants is beyond the remit of the Local
Plan.
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applications and open space incorporated to reflect the needs of
the future residents
• Ensure that all need developments come forward with
sustainable waste disposal systems
Enhance the Borough’s outstanding townscape
• The borough is fortunate to have a rich architectural legacy. It is
essential that the value of our Conservation Areas is not
undermined by poor quality architecture, height of buildings, over
shadowing and loss of gaps.
• The Council should establish a fund to support the restoration,
retention, enhancement, or improvement of missing architectural
detail within Conservation Areas
• On the application for the change of shop frontages or signage in
Conservation Areas or areas of architectural or historic interest a
meeting should be set up between the applicant and the
Conservation Officer prior to final application to seek to retain and
enhance the original detailing.
TfL Planning,
Transport for
London (Richard
Carr)

Please note that these comments represent the views of Transport Noted. The Council support the Mayors Healthy Streets approach
for London (TfL) officers and are made entirely on a "without
prejudice" basis. They should not be taken to represent an
indication of any subsequent Mayoral decision in relation to this
matter. The comments are made from TfL’s role as a transport
operator and highway authority in the area. These comments do
not necessarily represent the views of the Greater London
Authority (GLA). A separate response has been prepared by TfL
Commercial Development to reflect TfL’s interests as a landowner
and potential developer.
Thank you for giving Transport for London (TfL) the opportunity to
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comment as part of the Issues and Options Consultation. We
previously responded to the Initial Consultation and these
comments should be read alongside that response. The London
Plan 2021 has recently been published. It now forms part of Royal
Borough of Kensington and Chelsea’s Development Plan and
contains the most up-to-date policies.
The approach of the Local Plan should be developed in line with
relevant London Plan policy and TfL’s aims as set out in the
Mayor’s Transport Strategy (MTS). In particular, it is important that
local plans support the Healthy Streets Approach, Vision Zero and
the overarching aim of enabling more people to travel by walking,
cycling and public transport, rather than by car. This is crucial to
achieving sustainable growth, as in years to come, more people
and goods will need to travel on a relatively fixed road network.
RBKC Councillor
(Hamish
Adourian)

The borough's mix of architecture puts into form its history and
heritage, and our conservation areas and landmarks—the very
things that make the Borough a special and desirable place to
live—must be at the heart of the Local Plan. In addition, the Local
Plan should make it clear that parks, open spaces, leisure facilities
and libraries together with education and health provision should
be integral to what planning delivers.

The value of the Borough’s built heritage is at the heart of the Local
Plan and will be reflected within the vision for the document.
The Local Plan will reflect the importance of parks, open spaces,
libraries and health facilities, although must also recognise that
planning permission is no longer required for some “social and
community facilities” to change to an alternative E class
“commercial, business and service” use.
New large scale development is expected to address any needs
related to the development. This can be done through the CIL
system, but also through s106 planning agreements. So for
example, a new large scale development which is likely to home
new school aged children, will be required to address that need.
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TFL - London
Underground or
Overground
operational
infrastructure
(Infrastruc...

We have no comments to make at this stage except that London
Underground Infrastructure Protection needs to be consulted as
Statutory Consultees on any planning application within London
Underground zone of interest as per TOWN AND COUNTRY
PLANNING, ENGLAND-The Town and Country Planning
(Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015
issued on 16th April 2015.

Noted.

Also, where there are intended works in the Highway we would
need to be notified of these so that we can ensure there is no
damage to them.

Mr (Andrew
Jamieson)

Improved security, including bicycle stores.
Street cleanliness.

Noted.

Marine
Management
Organisation
(Lucinda
Robinson)

The MMO is a non-departmental public body responsible for the The Council’s obligations with regard the MMO are noted and
management of England’s marine area on behalf of the UK
understood.
government. The MMO’s delivery functions are: marine planning,
marine licensing, wildlife licensing and enforcement, marine
protected area management, marine emergencies, fisheries
management and issuing grants.
Marine Planning and Local Plan development
Under delegation from the Secretary of State for Environment,
Food and Rural Affairs (the marine planning authority), the MMO
is responsible for preparing marine plans for English inshore and
offshore waters. At its landward extent, a marine plan will apply up
to the Mean High Water Springs (MHWS) mark, which includes the
tidal extent of any rivers. As marine plan boundaries extend up to
the level of MHWS, there will be an overlap with terrestrial plans,
21
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which generally extend to the Mean Low Water Springs (MLWS)
mark. To work together in this overlap, the Department of
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) created the Coastal
Concordat. This is a framework enabling decision-makers to coordinate processes for coastal development consents. It is
designed to streamline the process where multiple consents are
required from numerous decision-makers, thereby saving time and
resources. Defra encourage coastal authorities to sign up as it
provides a road map to simplify the process of consenting a
development, which may require both a terrestrial planning
consent and a marine licence.
Furthermore, marine plans inform and guide decision-makers on
development in marine and coastal areas.
Under Section 58(3) of Marine and Coastal Access Act (MCAA)
2009 all public authorities making decisions capable of affecting
the UK marine area (but which are not for authorisation or
enforcement) must have regard to the relevant marine plan and
the UK Marine Policy Statement. This includes local authorities
developing planning documents for areas with a coastal influence.
We advise that all marine plan objectives and policies are taken
into consideration by local planning authorities when plan-making.
It is important to note that individual marine plan policies do not
work in isolation, and decision-makers should consider a wholeplan approach. Local authorities may also wish to refer to our
online guidance and the Planning Advisory Service: soundness selfassessment checklist. We have also produced a guidance note
aimed at local authorities who wish to consider how local plans
could have regard to marine plans. For any other information
please contact your local marine planning officer. You can find
22
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their details on our gov.uk page.
See this map on our website to locate the marine plan areas in
England. For further information on how to apply the marine plans
and the subsequent policies, please visit our Explore Marine Plans
online digital service.
The adoption of the North East, North West, South East, and South
West Marine Plans in 2021 follows the adoption of the East Marine
Plans in 2014 and the South Marine Plans in 2018. All marine plans
for English waters are a material consideration for public
authorities with decision-making functions and provide a
framework for integrated plan-led management.
Marine Licensing and consultation requests below MHWS
Activities taking place below MHWS (which includes the tidal
influence/limit of any river or estuary) may require a marine
licence in accordance with the MCAA. Such activities include the
construction, alteration or improvement of any works, dredging, or
a deposit or removal of a substance or object. Activities between
MHWS and MLWS may also require a local authority planning
permission. Such permissions would need to be in accordance with
the relevant marine plan under section 58(1) of the MCAA. Local
authorities may wish to refer to our marine licensing guide for
local planning authorities for more detailed information. We have
produced a guidance note (worked example) on the decisionmaking process under S58(1) of MCAA, which decision-makers may
find useful. The licensing team can be contacted at:
marine.consents@marinemanagement.org.uk.
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Consultation requests for development above MHWS
If you are requesting a consultee response from the MMO on a
planning application, which your authority considers will affect the
UK marine area, please consider the following points:
• The UK Marine Policy Statement and relevant marine plan are
material considerations for decision-making, but Local Plans may
be a more relevant consideration in certain circumstances. This is
because a marine plan is not a ‘development plan’ under the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. Local planning
authorities will wish to consider this when determining whether a
planning application above MHWS should be referred to the MMO
for a consultee response.
• It is for the relevant decision-maker to ensure s58 of MCAA has
been considered as part of the decision-making process. If a public
authority takes a decision under s58(1) of MCAA that is not in
accordance with a marine plan, then the authority must state its
reasons under s58(2) of the same Act.
• If the MMO does not respond to specific consultation requests
then please use the above guidance to assist in making a
determination on any planning application.
The Pembridge
Association
(Fiona FlemingBrown)

NHG faces a very difficult context for neighbourhood retail as it
confronts the challenges of:
• The post-pandemic era (loss of retail, loss of office confidence,
safety concerns)
• The pivot to e-commerce
• The competition from Westfield (more choice) and smaller
independent retail centres (better quality)
• A dilapidated public domain: windy, poor build quality, tired &
dated appearance, street clutter
24

The Council recognises the challenges and the opportunities
associated with Notting Hill Gate. It, like many other centres, may
have to reinvent itself as historic patterns rapid change. The Council
reinforces the town centre first approach to try to support our
centres, but also explicitly recognises the need for diversification if
centres are to remain relevant.
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• The predominance of current clone retail and takeaway food
unattractive to new retailers & residents
• NGH is a busy, polluted and drab strip which has never been fully
commercially tenanted above its ground and first floor retail levels
since the 60’s
• If retail in NHG declines much further it will reach the critical
hard to regenerate point
• Vox Pop “NHG-the shopping area of last resort” “hostile and
depressing atmosphere” “has nothing which you can’t buy
elsewhere with better choice”
And yet NHG is:
• Well connected for bus and major underground interchange,
major road network
• Surrounded by very affluent residential areas, embassies,
destination venues etc
• The start and finish point between the Royal Parks and
attractions of Portobello
• Has a strong independent entertainment offer (Coronet, The
Gate Theatre, The Gate Cinema, NH Arts Club)
• A paradox: “A wall of money walks through NHG every day but
there is nothing to tempt anyone to spend time or money there.
The desire is there, the shops aren’t”
Tom Bennett

Agree that further enhancing the borough's outstanding
Noted.
townscape should be paramount. Improving air quality,
encouraging active travel, and quality planting should also be very
important. Finally, increasing the supply of good quality, attractive
homes, where possible, should also be included.
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Kensington
Kensington Society response Society (Amanda A. Narrowing Inequality:
Frame)
The New Local Plan must:

Support for the ambition to narrow inequality noted.

• Support additional truly affordable homes
• Support need for maintaining access to local jobs, especially for
areas with poor access to non-local jobs (ie Low PTAL areas)
• Support equality of access a range of everyday facilities. We
need to plan for improved access and maintain access to local
social facilities and services, such as planning for future
distribution of education, health, shops and access to cash – build
on strengths of existing walkable/ 5-minute neighbourhoods/
walking catchments and support and strengthen local
neighbourhood centres to improve access for all communities. This
is a key social inclusion issue.

The Local Plan will support the provision of truly affordable homes
and opportunities to provide employment opportunities. However,
the Council cannot specify who is employed. The A4D is integral to
allowing the Council to protect the range of business premises that
will provide employment opportunities, be these for local people or
beyond. The affordable business policy will assist in this aim,
although the Council does recognise that it will only be appropriate
for a small number of the larger sites.
Support for a walkable neighbourhood noted. The Council will
consider further whether an ambition for a 10 minute (800 m) or 5
minute (400 m) is more appropriate. It is also a choice of facilities
within an area which will be important rather than merely access to
one. There is danger in by introducing a three tier neighbourhood
(as suggested) that the message can be diluted. However, the
Council does recognise that preferred distance to say a secondary
school will differ from that a convenience shop.

• Develop policy for promoting 5-minute neighbourhoods. Update
2008 evidence base for Walkable Neighbourhoods, to identify
B. Green issues and Environment:
areas both with high and low accessibility to key local services.
Maps and evidence base on identifying boundaries of genuinely
All policies in the Green-Blue Future chapter of the NLP will
walkable neighbourhoods need to be improved in Draft LP.
contribute towards reducing pollution and meeting our carbon
neutral goals. For example, policies promoting carbon emissions
reductions, energy efficiency, improvements to air quality,
B. Green issues & Environment The New Local Plan must
biodiversity and green infrastructure all play a role in reducing
• Develop policies that will lead us to a less polluted and
pollution.
eventually carbon neutral borough.
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• Demonstrate RBKC to be a leader on environmental issues, going
beyond the minimum central requirements (e.g. in the London
Plan). For every policy we should be requiring improvements
rather than “no worsening”.

The Council aims to go beyond the London Plan in a number of
areas. For example, our circular economy, whole lifecycle carbon,
energy and net zero carbon policies all go beyond the minimum
requirements of the London Plan.

C. Enhance the Borough’s outstanding townscapes The New Local
Plan must:
• Recognise formally views in the Local Plan including views within,
into, across and out of the Borough (This is currently within the
Building Heights SPD, but this has been enriched by Conservation
Area Appraisals).

The Council is identifying locations where tall buildings are an
appropriate form of development and will define what is
considered a tall building for specific localities, as required by Policy
D9 of the London Plan. This will be done in the context of the
statutory duty to preserve the character and appearance of the
borough’s conservation areas.

• Identify areas within the Local Plan where tall buildings may be
appropriate, after recognising areas where they would be
inappropriate or highly sensitive to tall buildings (currently within
Building Heights SPD).

In the case of air quality, it is likely not possible to go beyond the
London Plan requirement of air quality neutral as air pollution is
often caused by sources that development cannot directly influence
– such as road traffic. It would not be justified or proportionate to
expect a development to improve air quality where it can not
influence the cause of air pollution.

• Support town centres and key town centre activities, as key
locations for shops, services, entertainment, and, in particular, key
social infrastructure.

Figure 1.4: Accessibility of various services within a 15/10/5 minute walk
In a borough like Kensington and Chelsea, the “15-minute walk”
(1,200m) criterion would only apply to “higher level” services, such
as hospitals, sports centres, libraries, secondary schools, and large
supermarkets.
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The 10-minute walk (800m) level is most suitable for GP group
practices, post offices, dentists, pharmacies, cinemas, and tube
stations.
The 5-minute walk (400m) walk is most suitable for local shops,
pubs, local open space, primary schools, bus stops, ATMs and
cafes.
However, a 15-minute walk (each way) is far too crude and should
not be used as a measure of accessibility except for strategic social
infrastructure.
The emphasis should be on assessing which facilities should relate
to 5-minute (400m) & 10-minute (800m) actual walking distances,
as was used in the evidence base for the 2010 LDF.
There seems to be confusion between walkable neighbourhoods
and a 15-minute city!
The table below, taken from an RBKC Residents’ Panel Survey
indicates how far residents expect to walk to local facilities. There
is a clear difference between highly local and less local facilities.
In line with paragraph 93 of the NPPF, there is a need to plan
positively to maintain or reconfigure the distribution of key social
facilities, such as primary health care. See attached graph.
Rolf Judd on
behalf of
Ballymore Group
Limited and

We write on behalf of our client, Ballymore Group Limited and
Support noted. The allocation within the Local Plan is for a
Sainsbury’s Supermarkets Limited (‘Ballymore and SSL), to make
residential led, mixed use development. This does include the rerepresentations on the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea’s provision of the supermarket.
(RBKC) New Local Plan Review: Issues and Options Consultation.
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Sainsbury’s
Ballymore and SSL as stakeholders in the delivery of the Kensal
Supermarkets L... Canalside Opportunity Area welcome the opportunity to respond
to the Council on this Issues Consultation.
Our clients are excited to be part of the redevelopment and
regeneration of this area and will continue to engage proactively
with the Council and local stakeholders to ensure the Opportunity
Area is delivered and provides public benefits to the wider area,
and Borough as a whole.
Comments on Issues and Options Consultation Paper
As a key stakeholder and active participant in the regeneration of
the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area, Ballymore and SSL
welcome early consultation on the New Local Plan to allow
residents and businesses the opportunity to shape the plan at an
early stage.
Our clients’ primary objective is to ensure the deliverability of the
development and regeneration of the Kensal Canalside
Opportunity Area. Along with other the landowners, our clients
plan to deliver a significant number of new homes, alongside a
replacement Sainsbury's store, employment and commercial
floorspace and public open space to meet RBKC Policy
requirements.
Overall, we are supportive that the Issues and Options Paper
recognises the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area as a key area of
change and a ‘Growth Area’ that is suitable for substantial
development.
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GLA (Hassan
Ahmed)

Thank you for consulting the Mayor of London on the proposed
New Local Plan Review: Issues and Options consultation. As you
are aware, all Development Plan Documents in London must be in
general conformity with the London Plan under section 24 (1)(b) of
the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. The Mayor has
afforded me delegated authority to make detailed comments
which are set out below. Transport for London (TfL) have also
provided comments, which I endorse, and which are attached at
Annex 1.

Support for new methods of engagement noted.

The Mayor provided comments on the earlier Royal Borough of
Kensington and Chelsea’s (RBKC’s) New Local Plan Review:
Borough Issues consultation on 10 November 2020 (Ref:
LDF20/LDD20/LP02/HA01). This letter follows on from that earlier
advice and sets out where you should make further amendments
so that the draft Plan is consistent with the London Plan 2021
(LP2021). The London Plan 2021 was formally published on the 2
March 2021, and now forms part of the RBKC’s Development Plan
and contains the most up-to-date policies.
General
The Mayor recognises that this is the second stage of consultation
on the Local Plan and is an ‘issues and options’ draft. As such it is
at an early stage of the Local Plan preparation process and is not
yet a draft version of the forthcoming Local Plan with draft Policies
but allows for early engagement to set the policy approach in
relation to specific matters, such as for housing and employment.
The Mayor notes and supports the borough’s commitment,
following the Grenfell Tower tragedy, to change the way that it
engages with the community on planning matters and this
30

Support for ambitions for OAs noted.

Noted. The council is working closely with neighbouring boroughs
to optimise development in the Opportunity Areas.
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consultation is a result of that process. The approach is one which
aligns particularly well with the Mayor’s Good Growth objective,
GG1 building strong and inclusive
communities which is very welcome.
As this version of the Local Plan is still at a formative stage, many
of the Mayor’s comments set out in his previous response largely
remain the same. RBKC’s current Local Plan was formally adopted
in September 2019. The Mayor would like to highlight that this
review, therefore, provides an opportunity to update the Plan to
take account of the recently published LP2021.
The Mayor welcomes that the consultation document sets out
RBKC’s intention to focus development at Kensal Canalside and the
Earls Court/West Kensington areas. The indicative targets set out
in Table 2.1 of the LP2021for Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area
(OA) are to deliver in the region of 3,500 and 2,000 new homes
and jobs respectively and the indicative growth target for Earl’s
Court/West Kensington OA is to deliver 6,500 new homes and
5,000 jobs. It should be noted that the Earl’s Court/West
Kensington OA is shared between RBKC and the London Borough
of Hammersmith and Fulham (LBHF) and so too are the indicative
figures for growth. RBKC should work with LBHF and other relevant
partners to realise the full potential of the area to optimise good
growth. The indicative capacity figures should be used as a starting
point to be tested through an assessment process to establish the
development potential of each area.
TfL (Brendan
Hodges)

TfL CD broadly supports a vision based on the suggestions in para
1.18 to narrow inequality, strengthen environmental
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considerations for new development and enhance the Borough’s
townscape.

The emerging Local Plan does reference ”good growth” and that
“good growth” does underpin the London Plan.

We suggest that specific reference is made to sustainable ‘good
growth’ (conforming with the London Plan) and recognition that
change needs to be part of this agenda. Without deliverable
change and the benefits that ‘good growth’ can bring, the Council
would not be able to deliver on its three core principles of
equality, environment and heritage / design.

The Council recognises that as one of our two OA, the role that
Earl’s Court, must play in making a significant contribution to
strategic development needs for both the Borough and to London
as a whole. The vision sets out what we want the Local Plan to
chive, rather than the mechanisms by which we want to do so. The
allocations for the OAs are mechanisms.

With comparatively little unconstrained, brownfield land available
for development in the borough, the vision should recognise the
role that Opportunity Areas such as Earls Court will need to play in
that vision by making a significant contribution to the strategic
development needs of London and the Borough for new housing,
commercial development and infrastructure (of all types). The
vision should also recognise that development opportunities on
available underused, vacant and / or brownfield sites should be
optimised as part of the overall strategy to enhance and protect
the townscape and environment.
DP9 for Native
Land (Kensington
Limited),
TTLSouth
Kensington
Properties and ...

Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment on the Royal The Council has prepared a Call for sites evidence paper which
Borough of Kensington and Chelsea’s Issues and Options Paper
considers the nature of future allocations. This includes the South
(July 2021) (herein referred to as the ‘Review Document’). On
Kensington site.
behalf of our clients, Native Land (Kensington) Limited, TTL South
Kensington Properties Limited and London Underground Limited
(herein referred to as the ‘Development Partners’) representations
on the Review Document are outlined within this letter. This
follows previous comments submitted on the first stage review
document in September 2020.
Background
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The Development Partner’s interest lies in the land immediately
surrounding and including the South Kensington Tube Station. The
area of interest is outlined on the attached plan. For
completeness, the legal address of the interest is:
South Kensington Underground Station, 20-48 (even) and 36-46
(even) Thurloe Street, 1-9 (odd) Pelham Street and 1-13 South
Kensington Station Arcade, 20- 34 Thurloe Square, and the land
along the north side of Pelham Street between Thurloe Square and
the Oxblood Building at South Kensington Station, including 41
Pelham Street, London, SW7.
The Development Partners submitted a planning application1 for
the Around Station Development at South Kensington Station
(herein referred to as the ‘ASD’). The submission of the application
followed extensive pre-application consultation with RBKC’s
Planning and Design and Conservation teams regarding the
principles of this Site for development and the
1 Submitted 8 June 2020, references - PP/20/03216 and
LB/20/03217
Evolution of the design. Following this significant engagement
period, it was acknowledged by the Council that this Site is suitable
for development, at a scale which is represented in the Planning
Application.
The proposed ASD as submitted, would deliver a number of
benefits including new housing, affordable housing and an
increase in class E commercial floor space. It also delivers heritage
benefits alongside the long-awaited completion of the Step Free
Access from street level to the District & Circle Line platforms.
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Section 1.15 of the Review document outlines the priorities that
the Local Plan needs to achieve. This includes providing new
homes, including homes that are truly affordable and providing
employment opportunities in the Borough. The proposed ASD
would contribute to this vision in the New Local Plan.
Earl's Court Area The fact that we are living in an era of climate change and that the
Action Group
Borough declared a climate emergency in October 2019 is key to
(Bella Hardwick) the overall vision and this should be made clear in the New Local
Plan and vague terms such as "green issues" being "at the heart of
all new development" should be avoided. Section 2.6 of the draft
New Local Plan states "It can ensure designers think about
minimising their carbon footprint right at the outset of planning a
development and all the way through design, construction and the
finished development". It is not enough for designers to "think"
about minimising their carbon footprint, the Council's Planning
Committees should ensure that they do so and enforce it. A prime
example is 344-350 Old Brompton Road, the new portal building
for the Earls Court Masterplan site which is not going to be carbon
neutral from the start and has been approved by the Council.

The vision reflects the Councils ambitions, and the recognise that
we must ensure that the environment is key in our decision-making
process. The detailed polices will form part of the policies set out
elsewhere in the Local Plan, and particularly, the section titled,
“Green-Blue future”. This will include how the Council seeks to use
the planning system to meet our requirements with regard to
reducing the carbon footprint of developments, including a range of
carbon emissions reduction, energy efficiency and other
sustainability requirements.

ESSA (Barry
Munday)

The need to ensure that the borough’s rich built environment will
remain an integral part of the Local Plan. This has been reflected in
the Local Plan’s vision.

Conserving our heritage
Whilst the list of topics seems fine, it is strange that conservation
appears almost as an afterthought and there a lot of emphasis on
new development. There is no mention on the Key Facts map that
75% of the borough is covered by conservation areas.
Support Equality of Access. Create walkable neighbourhoods,
specifically ensuring that the elderly and less able are cared for in
the local infrastructure, including side roads, for access to bus
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As an opportunity area site, development at Earl’s Court will be
expected to meet exemplary sustainability standards. The NLPR will
include an updated site allocation for Earl’s Court which will be
clear on these requirements. However, it should be noted that the
NLP will only be able to influence development after it is adopted.

The Council supports the concept of the walkable neighbourhood,
though needs to consider further whether this should be at a 15, 10
or 5 minute level. We support the provision of those facilities that
can offer our residents a real choice. This is an integral part of
being able to reduce inequality across the borough.
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stops and shops in local centres and parades of shops.
The detailed operation of shops is beyond the remit of the planning
Figure 1.4 There should be 5 minute (400m) and 10 minute (800m) process.
actual walking distances, as was used in the evidence base for the
2010 LDF.
The Council seeks to protect shopping facilities, although notes that
changes to planning regulations does now mean that planning
Greening the Retail Environment
permission is no longer required for one E class use to change to
Retail also needs to be specifically included in greening
another. We will support new sports facilities as appropriate.
refurbishments especially supermarkets with automatically
opening and closing doors and freezer cabinets.
The Council recognises that tall buildings will only be appropriate in
certain locations. The Council is continuing to determine where
A Healthier Borough
these locations will be.
Sports facilities should be included in an innovative and exciting
way tying in with for example local gyms, the Royal Ballet School,
Westway and Schools.
A Beautiful Borough
Protect views into, within and out of the Borough.
Tall buildings policy should reflect the fact that RBKC is a low to
medium rise borough with a strong architectural character and
tradition. Even within each conservation area there are frequently
several different character areas varying from 2 and 3 storey
terraces and villas to larger town houses and to mansion blocks.
Even the larger mansion blocks are rarely taller than 6 or 7 storeys.
There are relatively few tall buildings within the borough and new ,
very tall buildings are generally unpopular with residents as they
may mar or obliterate existing views and may seem oppressive .
Tall buildings policy needs to reflect this, and taller buildings
should generally be confined to the larger opportunity sites. Even
there, consideration must be given to the context and the effect
on surrounding areas.
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David Campbell

1.1 Maintain the present layout and appearance, guiding
developments to make the Borough a good place to live for all
Residents

Noted. Whilst is not possible to a LPA to “maintain the present
layout and appearance” of the borough, we will seek to ensure
development is only permitted when of an appropriate scale and
design and to reflect the character and town scale of the area.

Worlds End
Studios Ltd. (Ian
Wiesner)

Narrow the inequality
Green issues are important
Respect the existing qualities of neighbourhoods
More, and more effective consultations on particular rather than
general issues.

Noted. The Council will continue to consult as the Local Plan is
developed. This will include consultation on individual land use
policies

Imperial College
London (Rory
Newman)

Imperial supports the vision to reduce inequality across the
Borough by providing affordable homes, a basis for employment
opportunities and supporting facilities to enable residents to live
and play.

The Council recognises the value that education will have in
reducing inequality. This is reflected in the amended vision which
refers to provision of social facilities needed to support the health
and well-being of our residents. The role of the university sector is
explicitly recognised elsewhere in the plan.

However, Imperial considers that reducing inequality is a more
comprehensive challenge than those limited matters identified by
the council. Reducing inequality must include consideration of
education and opportunities to access education and we were
surprised to see education omitted from the list of the council’s
priorities when it comes to addressing inequalities.
As the council are aware, improving access to education and
education opportunities is critical to reducing inequality. This
should be reflected within the infographic labelled Figure 1.3
which generally refers to secondary education and omits the
influence and importance of university education within the
Borough.
Similarly, Imperial supports the council’s vision for an inclusive,
36

The Council will review the infographic to ensure that it remains upto-date and relevant.
The Council does recognise the benefits of an inclusive, connected
green and beautiful borough will be to those who visit and work
within the borough and not only to the residents. The vision will be
amended accordingly.
Support for need to protect cultural offer noted.
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connected, green and beautiful Borough. However, the benefits of
such a Borough should not be limited to just residents. The Plan
should recognise how these factors can influence the
attractiveness and sustainability of the Borough for all its users and
occupants, a significant proportion of which may not necessarily
live in RBKC, these points being particularly pertinent given the
need to reenergise the local economy and to bring all people back
into central London.
Imperial also supports the need to protect the existing cultural
offer and internationally recognised town centres. Imperial is a
leading university and a key asset to the Borough. The College
firmly considers that its campus and education facilities more
broadly, make a significant contribution to the cultural diversity
and attractiveness of London.
375 Portobello
Road Residents'
Compact (Ms
Jones)

Sustainability - Retrofitting existing buildings should be prioritised.
New buildings and infrastructure must be built to last for
generations and carbon neutral from end to end. All new builds to
be future proofed using passive solar, sustainable energy
networks, fibre optic cabling, grey water, SUDS, etc.
A rich mix of accessible, safe, efficient, comfortable, and clean
public transport must be a priority and private car ownership
drastically reduced in the borough.
Grow a sustainable and durable community - planning and
architecture must create quality shared space, foster street life
and community activities, create space for local businesses to
thrive, promote cross-cultural engagement and, most importantly,
provide community services such as health care, schools, play
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The NLP will include a specific policy on sustainable retrofit of
existing buildings.
The NLP will also include circular economy, whole lifecycle carbon,
energy efficiency and net zero policies, which will promote and
support development that is long lasting (a key objective of the
circular economy) and carbon neutral. Renewable energy
generation, including solar power, sustainable energy supply
networks, SuDS and the reuse of grey water are and will all be
supported in the NLP.
One of the Local Plan’s central ambitions is to provide a range of
forms of transport that do not rely on the use of the private car.
This will include public transport as well a support for initiatives
that increase the popularity of both walking and cycling.
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facilities, parks and green space, varied and necessary shops, and
accessible public transport all within walking distance. New
residential and commercial developments must significantly
reduce transience. Families and businesses need roots. We must
foster longevity in our communities. We must drastically reduce
the number of unlived-in homes and empty commercial and retail
properties.
To create mixed communities, 50% of new residential provision
must be for social rent.

The Council recognises the value of growing as sustainable and
durable community, and the contribution that well designed
development can play.
However, we must recognise that the planning system cannot
control how market homes are occupied, or indeed if they are lived
in at all.

Whilst the Council seeks to maximise the provision of new truly
affordable homes, it is constrained by the requirements of the
Urban forest - any new plans must significantly contribute to
London Plan and the requirement that we must take account of the
increasing the local urban forest. We must take a 'forest first'
impact that the provision of affordable homes will have upon the
approach. Buildings and other amenities must be designed around delivery of a scheme. We generally seek 35% of new homes to be
existing mature trees. Any loss of amenity value of trees must be “affordable” and of this, 70% to be for social rent.
absolutely minimised, fully compensated for and replacement
value calculated using I-Tree or CAVAT. Food growing and
The Council greatly values its existing trees both in terms of the
wildflowers must also be built in to plans.
visual impact that they have but also in terms of their wider
environmental benefits. The Council’s existing trees policy protects
Innovation and creativity - RBKC is home to some of the finest
tress in the Borough and requires the Council to plant additional
architecture in Europe. Let's keep it that way by demanding
trees where possible. This approach will be continued in the NLP
innovative, world-class architecture that is a joy to look at and also and is in conformity with the London Environment Strategy, which
to live and work in.
sets out several ambitions in relation to trees and woodlands.
Including the protection and management of the existing urban
forest; increasing canopy cover by 10% of current levels; and
creating 200 hectares of species-rich woodland by 2050. Our policy
approach is also consistent with the objectives of the London Urban
Forest Plan and the London Plan 2021, which promote planting of
trees and woodlands in new developments, and where loss of trees
is unavoidable, requires replacement based on the existing value of
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the trees removed. However, it should be noted that due to the
densely developed and highlight constrained nature of the Borough,
it is very unlikely that there will be opportunity to create new
woodland in the Borough.
The Council strongly endorses high quality design for developments
within the borough.

West Holland
Holland Road (The triangle site next to the Holland Park
Park Forum
Roundabout) in Sites proposed in Issues Consultation as suitable
(Dominic Woods) for development
We want the above local green to be accepted as Local Green
Space to protect it from any kind of development.
We want this green registered as Local Green Space on the new
Local Plan.
The Draft Local Plan is currently in Consultation which closes in a
few days.
We are aware that RBKC is under pressure from Central
Government to build more homes every year, but building on
Green is not acceptable to us. It is not even a long term answer for
RBKC to building more homes on greens as obviously RBKC will run
out of Greens, RBKC must build on Brownfield, not this green. It is
not dealing with the climate emergency, this green soaks up
rainfall if it was built on it will add to the problem of local house
flooding, it will reduce trees, grass and plants reducing the
greenhouse gas CO2 stored in this vegetation and reduce oxygen
released from this volume of vegetation to this highly polluted
area.
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The Council notes that the consultee wishes the open area to the
south of the Holland Park Roundabout to be designated as Local
Green Space. We have received his comments in a timely manner
and they will be fully considered.
The NPPF is explicit in that designation of LGS can only be done
through the development plan process. It will be for a Planning
Inspector to make the ultimate decision should the Council and a
consultee continue to take differing views on this matter.
The Council is of the opinion that designation as LGS would not be
appropriate as the land in question would not meet the tests set
out in the relevant parts of the NPPF, and in particular paragraph
102.
We are not of the view that the site is “demonstrably special to the
local community and holds particular local significance.”
We do not agree with the suggestion that that space is of historic
significance.
The consultee does not suggest that the sites itself if on any
inherent historic significance, rather that its significance lies in the
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To quote RBKC Draft Local Plan It does not "help improve air
quality, support urban greening, minimize flood risk or promote
biodiversity" which ever way you cut it.

contribution it has on the setting of nearby listed buildings. We do
not agree, given the proximity to the listed buildings in question,
and the contribution that the site has (if any) to their setting.

We believe this green does meet the criteria for Local Green Space
protection because Open Spaces Society said it need fill just one of
the criteria to qualify and we believe it qualifies more than one
criteria as follows:

The Council does not share the view that the site is of
“demonstrably special” or “particularly locally significant”
recreation value. It is not a council or privately owned park and
does not have any particular recreational facilities within it. It is a
small highly polluted space immediately abutting a busy network of
roads.

Historic significance
The green is of historic significance because it is the setting of: the
Grade 1 listed church (St John the Baptist)- see letter from the
Vicar, Dr Rev James Heard attached, the Holland Park Conservation
Area, the Norland Conservation Area and the Grade 11 listed
buildings 186, 184,182, 180 Holland Park Avenue & 44 Royal
Crescent.
Recreational value
This green is used extensively for all types of recreation (bird
watching, bicycle riding, game playing for kids, walking for elderly
and infirm, dog walking) see attached letters and witness
statements.
Richness of wildlife
This green runs alongside the Green Corridor of the railway line,
but the green corridor runs out of green and turns to concrete
tunnel and underground platforms for Shepherds Bush
Overground Station, so effectively the green corridor physically
runs up over the railway over this green to the green Holland Park
Roundabout (which is RBKC designated “Open Space”) and beyond
to the green central reservation and to the end of concrete
Overground platforms.
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The Council does not share the view that the site is of
“demonstrably special” or “particularly locally significant”
In terms of richness of wildlife. It has not been designated as a SSSI
or indeed as a site of nature conservation importance.
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We know that some members of your staff want to build on this
site, but we do not want this green built upon. The idea of building
on Green Land is repulsive to us, morally devoid and any RBKC
officer or employee is not acting in the interest of the local Council
Tax Residents payers or Business Rate Tax Payers, our members.
If any games are played by RBKC officers, be advised that, as we
have written to you, Amanda & Elizabeth we will hold you to
account. To be clear, what We mean exactly is:
A Judical Review Court may decide that:
a) The criteria for LGS has been met and the refusal or delays
unjust
b) The LGS should have been granted because no planning
approval has been received on the green
Because of the above reasons a court may decide that any building
on it should be demolished and this green should be re-instated.
Because of the above reasons any RBKC employee, RBKC officer
who acted in full knowledge of preventing lawful activity with
improper actions may be held to account personally for cost of
demolition if RBKC is found to have acted unlawfully and RBKC
does not want to pay for costs where all illegal action is not
insurable by RBKC (RBKC officers/employees would not be insured
and may have to pay personally for all losses, including legal).
We were unable to attach the attachments to the user unfriendly
Local Plan Website comments, but we did send a copy of this e
mail. Please find attached 16 letters/e mails of objection to build
on the green, witness statements of usage in support of Local
Green Space Registration on Local Plan and support of Saving the
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Green from being built upon by Local Business Rate Payers and
Residents, our members. Also, please accept this e mail as a
further Witness statement that I use the green for short walks,
making a total of 17. Our membership numbered 100's more, but
due to covid 100's have left the area. However, about 80 are
currently living or working here in the streets near the green, some
of whom have been copied into this e mail.
Please find attached our Application for Registration of Local
Green Space of the Green on Holland Road/Hansard Mews/
Holland Park Roundabout Junction.
As such please confirm you will ensure this green is not built upon
and grant it Local Green Space Status on the Draft/ Local Plan.
Collette
Wilkinson

No more high rise blocks of flats with absentee landlords.

Noted.

The employment zone to be protected and supported.
David Lloyd-Davis Meaningful consultation:
two examples of ineffective or lack of consultation.
1. Cheyne nursery. the proposals to add housing to it is not in any
local plan. a 'show and tell' exhibition of plans is not consultation.
Local cynicism has been reinforced by RBKC's approach.
2. Recent Zoom consultations have been superficial and aimed at a
non-representational audience.

The Council has made considerable effort to try to engage a wider
sector of the community. The greater use of social media platforms
have proved very effective. We do, however, note that consultation
with residents groups and other stakeholders remain essential as
help us understand the concerns of these parties in greater detail.

Swifts Local
Network: Swifts
& Planning
Group (Mike
Priaulx)

Noted. This is one of the central part of our vision for the Local
Plan.

Agree, put green issues and the environment at the heart of all
new development.
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Robert Dixon

I agree with these visions.

Support noted.

NHS North West
London CCG
(Kate Brady)

We note and support the reasons for reviewing the Local Plan. The
review will focus on providing the planning framework for
supporting businesses and communities to recover from Covid-19,
addressing the climate change emergency and to plan for ‘Good
Growth’ to support the delivery of 4,500 new homes in the next
ten years.

The intention is that the new Local Plan will consider the longerterm implications of the pandemic, in terms of working and
shopping patterns. We recognise that there may also ne
implications in the way the NHS works, and we would welcome on
going engagement to determine the longer term needs of the NHS
over time.

The Covid-19 pandemic which has changed the way we work, shop
and socialise. The new local plan could consider the longer-term
implications of the pandemic in terms of travel, changing working
patterns and demand for office space, the future of town centres
and design of buildings and spaces. The pandemic has accelerated
changes in the way healthcare services are provided and how
facilities are used, with greater demand for digital services and
flexible space.

Support for net zero emission noted.
Figure 1.2 is intended to demonstrate how the Local Plan will be the
spatial expression is all of the Council’s strategies. This will include
the Council’s Health and Wellbeing Strategy 2016-2021.

The Council recognises that heath inequality is part of a wider
definition of inequality. Specific reference to improve heath
provision will be made elsewhere in the plan, with health facilities
The NHS is committed to reaching net zero carbon by 2040 for the being one of the “services” needed to make up the walkable
emissions it controls. The report ‘Delivering a Net Zero National
neighbourhood.
Health Service’ (October 2020) sets out interventions which will
help the NHS decarbonise, including action to reduce emissions
from the NHS estate, a move towards a sustainable model of
healthcare with care closer to home, promoting less polluting
travel options and preventing ill health which reduces hospital
admissions. To support the net zero ambition, each NHS trust and
integrated care system will have a Green Plan which sets out their
aims, objectives, and delivery plans for carbon reduction.
It is recognised that delivering a net zero health service will require
work to ensure new healthcare buildings are net zero compatible,
as well as improvements to the existing estate.
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How does the Local Plan link with the Council’s priorities?
We note that the Council Plan reflects the increased emphasis on
the need to support the local economy, boost employment
opportunities and support physical and mental health.
We welcome Figure 1.2 which links Council Plan priorities to the
new local plan. We suggest that the plan refers to the Council’s
Health and Wellbeing Strategy 2016-2021 to help link the Council
Plan priority ‘healthy, clean and safe’ to the new policies. A new
health and wellbeing strategy is being developed and there is the
opportunity to ensure that health and wellbeing is a key priority
for the new local plan.
Overall vision for the New Local Plan
We support the proposed vision for the new plan. It refers to
‘narrowing the inequality’ across the borough but could specifically
refer to health inequalities and the differences in life expectancy
as noted in Figure 1.3. The proposed vision refers to supporting
health and wellbeing in the context of environmental issues and
impacts. Although important, the Health and Wellbeing Strategy
recognises that the health and wellbeing is determined by a wide
range of issues, including employment, education, housing,
environment, transport and access to health and care services.
Alex Mackay

Our history and heritage, given form by the borough's
architecture, is of primary importance. Preserving our
conservation areas and landmarks which make RBKC such a special
and desirable place to live must be at the heart of the Local Plan.
The Plan should emphasise creating opportunity for all. In this
context supporting parks, open spaces, leisure facilities and
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The Council recognises that our history and heritage is of
importance – and this is reflected by the need to enhance the
outstanding townscape within the vision. However, the Council is
of the view that other element are as important, including the need
to reduce inequality and to ensure that new development takes full
account of environmental considerations.
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libraries together with education and health provision open to
everyone needs to be reiterated.
Quod on behalf
of Earls Court
Development
Company
(Steffan Rees)

Response on behalf of Earls Court Development Company
ECDC welcomes a vision broadly based on the suggestions set out
in 1.18 to narrow inequality, strengthen environmental
considerations for new development and enhance the Borough’s
townscape. ECDC also considers that culture and leisure uses
should feature explicitly within a vision to be set out in a future
Local Plan document.
A site the scale of Earls Court (‘the Site’) provides a real
opportunity to provide a truly mixed-use development with
complementary and supporting uses across a broad spectrum.
Paragraph 1.16 appropriately states, inter alia, that the Council
intends to identify the strategic priorities for the development and
use of land in the authority’s area “with an ambitious and succinct
overall vision that reflects our ambitions and our priorities for
future development”.
Crucially, the Site forms part of the Earls Court and West
Kensington Opportunity Area as designated by the Greater London
Authority (‘GLA’). The London Plan (March 2021) states that
Opportunity Areas, which are the capital’s major reservoir of
brownfield land, are identified as significant locations with
development capacity to accommodate new housing, commercial
development and infrastructure (of all types), linked to existing or
potential improvements in public transport connectivity and
capacity.
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Support for vision noted. The importance of the “cultural offer” is
explicitly recognises as is a range of leisure uses. The Earl’s Court
allocation will provide more clarity in this regard.
Both culture and leisure have been added to the vision for the Earl’s
Court vision.

The Council recognises that the Earls Court and West Kensington
Opportunity Area is a location which expected to accommodate a
significant amount of new development. Again this reflected in the
allocation.
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ECDC therefore welcomes the intention for there to be an
ambitious overall vision and that this will recognise the role that
Opportunity Areas such as Earls Court must play in that vision by
making a significant contribution to the Borough’s development
needs. The size of the Site means that it can create its own
opportunity for scale and place making, whilst resecting its
neighbours.
DP9 on behalf of
WELCOME
TRUST (Zoe
Smythe)

Background
Support for vision noted.
Wellcome Trust are a key landowner within the Borough and have
recently received resolution to grant for proposals for office
floorspace along Pelham Street. In general, Wellcome Trust
supports the principles of the overall vision for the New Local Plan
including greening and sustainability within the Borough and
welcomes the opportunity to provide feedback and inform future
growth and development within the borough.
Vision
Wellcome Trust support the key concepts to support a beautiful
Borough, ensuring new development is of high-quality design and
makes a positive contribution to the townscape.
The table below provides some commentary on behalf of
Wellcome Trust in relation to each of the Issues and Options raised
within the consultation.

Brent Council
(Paul Lewin)

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the RBKC New Local Support for ambition to meet housing targets noted.
Plan Issue and Options document. The Council is supportive of the
approach that RBKC is taking in trying to meet its London Plan
Support for sustainable forms of transport noted.
minimum housing requirement, the focus primarily on social
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rent/London affordable to meet identified housing needs and
meeting commercial and employment needs as well as associated
social and physical infrastructure.
The local plan sets a minimum development capacity for the site
and the SPD sets out expectations should the site come forward at
The Council also supports the focus on sustainable forms of
a greater density level.
transportation consistent with the Mayor’s aim of reducing
unnecessary private car travel. Like RBKC, LB Brent has also
declared a climate emergency and so is supportive of the
The site allocation does now make clear that taller buildings
prioritisation that is being placed on addressing this matter in the designed as part of a comprehensive height strategy will be
issues and options document.
acceptable in this location.
The Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area is clearly a significant
development site for RBKC. This is in terms of it bringing a major
piece of underutilised brownfield land that can add positively to
the townscape in this area, but which also has some high quality
and sensitive heritage as well as other environmental assets. The
site clearly will play a substantial role in addressing RBKC’s general
and affordable housing needs, whilst creating a new mixed use
community that can stitch into the wider urban environment.
Whilst understanding the need for optimisation of the site, the
Council considers that the local plan should provide greater clarity
on what the likely development capacity of the site will be.
Currently within the recently adopted Supplementary Planning
Document (SPD) for the Opportunity Area there is a broad range
from the policy defined minimum 3,500 dwellings up to potentially
5,000 dwellings as identified in the SPD. In addition, whilst it
understands the difficulties of being able to provide a precise
indication of acceptable heights in the Opportunity Area, the
Council considers that consistent with London Plan Policy D9,
greater clarity is also necessary on this aspect of the site’s
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Noted the council will work positively with all neighbouring
boroughs to fully understand the impacts of any development and
to ensure potential benefits are delivered from improvements.
A transport strategy will be required with any forthcoming
application for the site as per the SPD that includes modelling of the
Harrow Road junction.
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development in advance of more detailed testing through the
application process.
In the response to the Opportunity Areas SPD, the Council gave
particular emphasis to addressing the likely potential
transportation impacts for adjoining wards and associated
infrastructure in LB Brent. The Council understands that modelling
indicates impacts on local junctions will not be significant. It also
understands that in terms of public transport, RBKC’s focus is bus
services along Ladbroke Grove and improving Ladbroke Grove
underground station. Nevertheless, given the proximity of Kensal
Green station, it is considered that this will potentially provide a
strong draw for the development’s residents. As such, the Council
would like to ensure that it and RBKC can work together to identify
the potential for improvements as a result of mitigating the
impacts of the development to the quality of the public realm and
space within the adopted highway on the Harrow Road to
encourage walking a cycling between the site and Kensal Green
station, as well as using improvements to the accessibility of the
station, including lifts to platforms.
The Council seeks to work collaboratively in addressing the above
and will also positively engage as necessary in the Statement of
Common Ground between RBKC and its surrounding local planning
authorities.
Avison Young on
behalf of
Department for
Transport (Neil
Lawrence)

The vision should make specific reference to the Borough’s
opportunity areas and the need to make best use of the last
remaining strategic brownfield sites, in order to deliver sustainable
development which meets local needs. The vision should have a
wide focus and include practice for working in collaboration with
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The vision sets out what the Council wishes the Local Plan to
achieve, the OA’s being one of the mechanisms by which this vision
will be achieved.
The Council is in continual contact with our neighbours for strategic
matters.
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neighbouring planning authorities where greater opportunities can
emerge.
Labour Group of
Councillors
(Emma Dent
Coad)

As you can see from Cllr Dent Coad’s attached report on Inequality
in K&C – recognised by various bodies including recently the RBKC
Deputy Leader as an essential piece of research - inequality in the
borough has worsened and specific issues are identified in certain
areas that should be addressed in the strategic priorities in the
New Local Plan. These can be targeted in areas of specific need, to
improve health and wellbeing where residents are most in need.
Kensal Town in Golborne Ward is the most deprived
neighbourhood in London. We must include emphasis on
supporting specific projects that will improve health, well-being,
and well-paid employment in Kensal Town, and other areas now
identified as suffering from worsening inequality. This includes the
neighbourhood around Grenfell Tower, for the first time
registering as the sixth most multi-deprived in London.
Also attached is a recent paper from members of TCPI on ‘Levelling
Up: the role of Planning’ which underlines the strategic role of the
Planning process in improving provision of genuinely affordable
housing, health, well-being and employment. These matters are of
even more importance post-Covid, and we must keep this in
constant review as we fully understand changing patterns in living,
work and leisure time.
There are very few mentions in the ‘vision’ of the nation-wide, if
not world-wide effects of the fire at Grenfell Tower. If we are to be
taken seriously alongside our countless commitments and policies
post-Grenfell, we must be seen to act and not just write heartwarming aspirations that are never monitored or implemented.
This is to be a thread throughout our response. Let us remember
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The central ambition of the Local Plan is to try to reduce inequality
across the Borough.
This includes by the maintenance of employment opportunities, in
some cases requiring the provision of affordable workspaces, the
provision of RBKC community housing and by promoting a walkable
neighbourhood, or to try to ensure everyone lives within the range
of services they need to meet their day-to-day needs.
The Council’s recent A4D is intended to allow use to protect the
commercial uses that we have, and the Council still strongly
supports its Employment Zones as the remaining concentrations of
commercial uses outside of our town centres.
The Council supports the retention of light industrial uses, but notes
that as an E class use planning permission is not required for use as
an alternative E class use.
The Local Plan fully recognises the obligation to meet our housing
targets and to provide RBKC affordable housing, for suitable
developments. In these cases it will seek to ensure that 70% of the
affordable housing is social rented in nature.
The Council strongly support the protection/improvement of social
infrastructure. We recognise that these are the uses that bind the
community together and offer the services they may need on a dayto-day basis. This is a central element of our promotion of the
walkable neighbourhood.

Respondent
Name

Comments

Council response

that the ‘refurbishment’ of Grenfell Tower was supposedly a
response to cold, damp and leaks, and yet we still hesitant and
give undue ‘balancing’ as to how and where decent insulated
homes targeting zero carbon are provided. Warm dry homes with
good insulating properties are not a ‘nice to have’ but essential in
the climate emergency to save energy as well as improve health.
We must be an exemplar Council.

The Local Plan is explicit in its recognition of the climate emergency
and will contain chapters which seek to address the creation of
carbon as well as in supporting new public transport and promoting
active travel.

The vision is directly linked to the Council priorities established
following the Grenfell Tower tragedy. The first strand of the vision is
There can be no excuse to constantly prioritise the inclusion of
to reduce inequality, the second strand is to place green issues and
private rented or market sale homes on developments on Council environment at the heart of all new developments. In addition, the
owned land. When we are spending tens of millions buying
Council is aiming to have an exemplary green neighbourhood at the
Temporary Accommodation outside the borough, we should
Lancaster West Estate. Work is underway to establish a new district
instead be focussing on delivering homes for social rent within
heating network within clear timelines. A new neighbourhood
borough boundaries. This imperative to house residents within
vision for the area is also being co-designed with the residents.
borough boundaries is one of our Statutory Duties and should be
embedded in Planning policy.
Detailed consideration of building safety is a matter of the building
These issues, plus the uncompromising tackling of air pollution
regulations regime.
that is killing dozens of our residents every year, must be priorities
in coming years. As previously stated we will also have to review
many of these issues once the longer-term effects post-Covid are
known. There will be no ‘return to normal’.
We must include:
- a focus on providing homes affordable to residents for whom we
have a duty to house, within the borough
- keeping employment zones to include light industrial
- ensuring that all services are locally available to those who need
them, improving social infrastructure
- supporting our ‘Climate Emergency’ response by reducing car use
(EV or otherwise), lobbying to improve public transport, as well as
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making active travel safer for those who participate
- research provision of high-density low to middle rise
developments, to avoid tall buildings
- ensure that all new developments are built to the highest fire
safety and building safety standards; no more ‘on balance’
decisions on safety
Sustrans (Ollie
More)

James/ Iain
We are responding to the New Local Plan Review: Issues and
Options consultation to impress upon the Royal Borough of
Kensington and Chelsea the importance of ensuring provision of
sustainable and active travel infrastructure via the Local Plan.
Sustrans supports the aim of the new Royal Borough of Kensington
and Chelsea Local Plan to “achieve good accessible placemaking
that protects and improves resident’s health and well-being”. The
stated priority of placing green issues and the environment at the
heart of all new development, supporting the health and wellbeing
of residents is also important.
We encourage the Borough to ensure that these laudable aims and
priorities are followed through the Local Plan to specific policies
and firm commitments to make this a reality. In particular, the new
Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea Local Plan should
facilitate the delivery of the Mayor’s strategic target of 80 per cent
of all trips in London to be made by foot, cycle or public transport
by 2041.
The Borough has a vital role to play in ensuring that all Londoners
and visitors to the city have safe and inclusive cycling
infrastructure in this area of west London. This is particularly
important for local trips within the Borough and for east-west trips
which go through the Borough to/from central London.
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Both walking and cycling are more space-efficient than travelling by
car, and where protected cycle lanes are provided, they can carry
very large numbers of people in a relatively small amount of space,
with zero emissions. But in planning how to change the transport
mix we need to consider that if motor traffic volumes do not
reduce, then a large reduction in capacity will inevitably result in
additional congestion, with consequences for bus passengers as
well as car users.
We recognise that there is currently no protected cycle route
running east-west across the borough to meet the strategic
demand identified by TfL. All of the main east-west routes across
the borough are already congested. A further challenge arises from
the fact that while there is a clear desire by most Londoners to
improve the city’s air quality, and walking and cycling remain the
only truly zero-emission forms of transport, cycling schemes remain
very controversial, and are not universally seen as part of the
solution to our air quality and climate change problems. This can
even be the case with cycling schemes that involve little or no
reduction in traffic capacity
We will continue to build upon our network of safe and convenient
‘Quietway’ cycling routes across the borough using TfL’s Strategic
Cycling Analysis Report to identify new routes and
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Knight Frank on
behalf of the
Metropolitan
Police Service
(Vincent Gabbe)

Manpreet – CIL/ s106 and the Met
Background

Thank you for your comments. The Council recognises that growth
in the Borough will increase the need for policing infrastructure and
this is reflected in the Councils Regulation 123 and adopted
Planning Contributions SPD.

The Issues and Options document refers to the London Plan 2021
target to deliver 448 dwellings per annum within the Borough.
Over the 20 year period of the proposed Plan, this would mean
8,960 new dwellings. There would also be significant growth in
jobs and tourism activities. The growth in homes, offices and other
uses will significantly increase the need for policing and the cost
for associated infrastructure. This therefore represents a
legitimate infrastructure requirement that should be accounted
for.
Policy Recognition Sought
MPS is seeking recognition within the proposed Local Plan that
new dwellings and other development increases the need for
policing, leading to a legitimate infrastructure requirement that
should be accounted for through section 106 contributions. We
believe that it is appropriate that this should be set out clearly
within the Local Plan, as opposed to any other documents. This is
because this document establishes the need for and strategy to
deliver new dwellings and other growth that gives rise to the
requirement.
Relevant Appeal and Court Cases
It is widely accepted and documented that policing infrastructure
represents a legitimate item for inclusion within a Section 106
agreement. A number of policing authorities have sought legal
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The Council’s Regulation 123 list clarifies that policing infrastructure
is an item that is capable of being funding through Community
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) therefore the Council collects CIL for this
and other types of infrastructure.
The Planning Contributions SPD requires direct provision by the
developer, the end user, or financial contributions where
appropriate from nil CIL development to secure facilities or services
to improve community safety, policing and emergency services in
the vicinity of the development. The nature of any requirements
will need to meet the s106 tests and be secured on a case by case
basis, established through review of the development impacts by
the Council’s Community Safety Team and Metropolitan Police.
The Council is also preparing an Infrastructure Delivery Plan to
support the Local Plan and has requested input from the Met Police
on the relevant sections, we look forward to receiving your update.
We will consider inclusion of appropriate references to the above in
the Infrastructure and Planning Contributions aspect of each site
allocation policy.
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advice on this issue and received confirmation of this. The advice
also confirms that S106 infrastructure is not limited to buildings
and could include equipment such as surveillance infrastructure
and CCTV, staff set up costs, vehicles, mobile IT and the Police
National Database. A breakdown of non- building related
infrastructure sought by MPS is detailed below.
For example, in the case of The Queen (on the application of The
Police and Crime Commissioner for Leicestershire) v Blaby District
Council [2014] EWHC 1719 (Admin), Judge Foskett stated:
61… “I do not, with respect, agree that the challenge mounted by
the Claimant in this case can be characterised as a quibble about a
minor factor. Those who, in due course, purchase properties on
this development, who bring up children there and who wish to go
about their daily life in a safe environment, will want to know that
the police service can operate efficiently and effectively in the
area. That would plainly be the “consumer view” of the issue. The
providers of the service (namely, the Claimant) have statutory
responsibilities to carry out and, as the witness statement of the
Chief Constable makes clear, that in itself can be a difficult
objective to achieve in these financially difficult times. Although
the sums at stake for the police contributions will be small in
comparison to the huge sums that will be required to complete the
development, the sums are large from the point of view of the
police.

62. I am inclined to the view that if a survey of local opinion was
taken, concerns would be expressed if it were thought that the
53
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developers were not going to provide the police with a sufficient
contribution to its funding requirements to meet the demands of
policing the new area.”
The above conclusions echo those reached in an earlier appeal
case of Land off Melton Road, Barrow-upon-Soar
(APP/X2410/A/12/2173673), in which the Secretary of State
endorsed the following findings of the Inspector:
291… “the twelfth core planning principle of the Framework… can
only be served if policing is adequate to the additional burdens
imposed on it in the same way as any other local public service.
The logic of this is inescapable. Section 8 of the Framework
concerns the promotion of healthy communities and planning
decisions, according to paragraph 69, should aim to achieve places
which promote, inter alia, “safe and accessible environments
where crime and disorder and the fear of crime do not undermine
quality of life or community cohesion.
There are other more recent appeal and court precedents, full
details of which can be made available upon request.
Nature of Contributions Sought
The MPS are not yet seeking financial contributions as the
methodology is still being worked up; however this is something
the MPS expect to introduce sooA breakdown of non-property
related infrastructure sought by the MPS in the future is detailed
below. This list has been taken from other Police and Crime
Commissioners who are already receiving financial contributions;
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• Staff set up costs
o Uniforms.
o Radios.
o Workstation/Office equipment.
o Training.
• Vehicles
o Patrol vehicles.
o Police community support officers (PCSO) vehicles.
o Bicycles.
• Mobile IT: The provision of mobile IT capacity to enable officers
to undertake tasks whilst out of the office in order to maintain a
visible presence.
• CCTV technologies: Automatic Number Plate Recognition (ANPR)
cameras to detect crime related vehicle
movements.
• Police National Database (PND): Telephony, licenses, IT,
monitoring and the expansion of capacity to cater for additional
calls
Environment
We agree with these 3 visions, and are particularly pleased to see
Agency (Hannah that the need to ‘put green issues and the environment at the
Malyon )
heart of all development’ has been prioritised.

The Council is explicit that “green issues and the environment”
must form a central part of the vision for the Local Plan. Climate
change is part of this. Climate change is also at the heart of GreenBlue Future Chapter of the Plan. Almost all policies in this chapter
In our response to the NLPR: Borough Issues consultation
contribute towards reducing the impact of climate change from the
(November 2020), we identified three key areas that we believe
Borough’s built environment; ensuring development is able to
should be incorporated as strategic policy through the NLPR, which mitigate and adapt to the impacts of climate change; and increase
fall within the green issues / environment priority.
resilience.
Climate change
We strongly recommend the inclusion of climate change into the
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Circular economy, whole life-cycle carbon, energy, and net zero
carbon development policies all seek to significantly reduce carbon

Respondent
Name

Comments

Council response

vision and that consideration is to be given towards how it will
influence many of the aspects within the new Local Plan.

emissions and help the Council to meet its carbon neutral by 2040
target.

The London Plan (2021) has described climate change as an
‘unprecedented challenge’, combined with the challenges of the
increased levels of growth putting pressure on land, housing,
infrastructure and the environment. It also states that a
responsible city must limit its impact on climate change while
adapting to the consequences of the environmental changes.

Under the energy policy we will support sustainable clean energy
supply, renewable technology and energy efficient building
methods and materials in accordance with the London Plan 2021.

A strategic priority for the new Local Plan vision should focus on
reducing contributing to climate change, including a focus on
becoming a zero carbon borough by 2050 in line with the London
Plan (2021). It should also encourage the provision of high quality
open spaces within land use decisions and the promotion and
provision of cycling and walking infrastructure and greener
transport. New buildings and infrastructure should utilise smart
technologies and low carbon energy sources, make efficient use of
water, reduce the impacts from natural hazards like flooding and
heatwaves, while mitigating and avoiding contributing to the
urban heat island effect.

The overheating policy will aim to ensure development is adapted
to and can mitigate the impact of overheating, and the urban heat
island effect.

The new Local Plan vision should also prioritise adapting to the
consequences of the environmental changes as result of climate
change. Tidal flood risk management should be a priority for the
borough, ensuring land use is resilient to current and future tidal
flood risk. The borough is constrained by tidal flood zones and tidal
breach flood risk. Therefore the new Local Plan vision should look
to incorporate the latest policies based on climate change science,
government advice and national policy. For example, the revised
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Air quality and construction policies all aim to control and reduce
other harmful emissions.

The flood risk and related policies (water infrastructure and surface
water) will continue to ensure that new development reduces flood
risk as much as possible and is adapted to climate change.
Finally, the transport chapter of the Plan will include policies
requiring development to support and facilitate active and
sustainable modes of travel – walking, cycling, public transport;
support expansion of the EV charging infrastructure in the Borough;
and reduce the reliance on and use of the private car, again in
accordance with the London Plan 2021.
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National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)(2021) requires all
sleeping accommodation to be located at or above the modelled
tidal breach flood level (unless it can be demonstrated that a
permanent fixed barrier is in place to prevent floodwater from
entering any sleeping accommodation that is located below the
modelled breach flood level). The Thames Estuary 2100 Plan
(TE2100) focuses on the maintenance and raising of tidal walls and
embankments, which should be a key priority to ensure the
protection of the borough from current and future tidal flood risk.
Additionally, revised climate change allowances were produced in
2021 based on improved climate science that reflect the
catchment characteristics within each river basin district, and new
tidal breach modelling was produced in 2019. You should
therefore look to update your Strategic Flood Risk Assessment
(SFRA) to ensure that it incorporates the latest flood risk data as an
evidence based document to support the strategic site allocations
of your new local plan.
Riverside strategies
The concept is for local authorities to produce riverside strategies
to improve flood risk management in the vicinity of the river,
create better access to and along the riverside and improve the
riverside environment. This includes ensuring the provision of the
raising of tidal flood defences to adapt to future climate change,
and the provision of access to the riverside to ensure connectivity
with the River Thames. Therefore a strategic priority for the
borough in the new Local Plan vision should be to ensure access to
the riverside is protected, enhanced and adapts to the challenges
of climate change and population growth.
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Biodiversity Net Gain
The London Plan (2021) encourages maximising urban greening
and creating green open spaces to provide attractive places for
Londoners to relax and play, and helps make the city more resilient
to the effects of climate change. Landscaping and urban greening
should be designed to ecologically enhance and, where possible,
physically connect, existing parks and open spaces. The NPPF
(2021) states in paragraph 174 that “planning policies and
decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local
environment by; … d) minimising impacts on and providing net
gains for biodiversity…”. To reflect this, a strategic priority for the
borough should be for land use proposals to achieve biodiversity
net gain where it is feasible and proportionate to do so.
Green recovery
RBKC should seek to be a leader of the green recovery through the
planning system. In a largely urban borough, green spaces and
biodiversity are increasingly important for the health and
wellbeing of people and the environment. Being a leader of the
green recovery could include requirements such as 20%
biodiversity net gain across developments, water efficient
developments, SuDs that provide improvement to both drainage
and habitat etc.
Savills on behalf
of COMMERCIAL
ESTATES GROUP
(Kirsty Turner)

We write on behalf of Commercial Estates Group (UK) Limited.
(hereby known as ‘CEG’). CEG is a UK developer and investor who
manage a number of assets in the Royal Borough of Kensington
and Chelsea including Plaza 535 Kings Road, London, SW10 0SZ
and Sloane Square House, 1 Holbein Place, London, SW1W 8NS.
CEG have a programme of ongoing investment in their estate
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Comments regarding potential site allocations of the Plaza 535
Kings Road and Sloane Square House, 1 Holbein Place are addressed
in the Sites Allocations Section.
The Council recognises that support for the economy should be
included as part of the vision for the Local Plan. This contribution
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across the UK and like to take the opportunity to work with Local
Authority partners and other stakeholders to ensure that the
contribution of each asset can be optimised. These
representations are submitted in that vein and we look forward to
developing a conversation, and extending existing pre-application
discussions with you about how that objective is best achieved
over the coming months.

goes beyond providing employment opportunities for our residents,
but in order to support the local and the wider economy. The need
for flexibility (within Class E) is central to the relevant chapter
within the Local Plan.

Thank you for consulting us on the New Local Plan Review Issues
and Options Consultation (July 2021), referred to below as the
‘NLPR’. Whilst a number of the principles and drivers of the plan to
date are broadly supported, there are currently a number of
sections we believe require re-consideration or amending to
ensure the plan is sound.
Our comments are set out below, and where the NLPR proposes
policy wording this is set out in blue alongside any of our
recommended changes which are shown in red for deletions and
green for additions.
Introduction
We support the priorities of the NLPR as set out in Section 1, and
in particular support the emphasis on the changing behaviour
patterns brought about following the Covid-19 pandemic and the
need for green ambitions. As a result, we propose that the need
for safer and greener streets and the need to build new homes
should be reflected within the NLPR visions as set out in paragraph
1.18. In addition, we also believe the priorities of the Plan should
also take into account the need to support businesses and
economic growth following Covid- 19 by allowing flexibility,
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General support for vision and “key concepts" noted.
The Council notes the importance of public transport accessibility,
and the key role that town centres will have upon meeting the
needs of both our residents and visitors.
The Council is considering how best to increase the permeability/
accessibility of its town centres.
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adaptability and encouraging future proofing of buildings. We
therefore propose the following wording is also introduced to
paragraph 1.18 ‘protect existing and future businesses by allowing
flexibility and adaptability, so we can support the employment and
enable increased opportunities for our residents.’
Key Concepts
We support the ‘key concepts’ which underpin the NLPR for an
inclusive borough, a connected borough, a green borough, and a
beautiful borough. Development should be of the highest quality
and create successful, inclusive and sustainable places.
Paragraph 2.5 refers to a connected borough and states that the
NLPR can assist in making the Borough even more suitable for
active and sustainable travel by supporting accessible town centres
as the hubs for town centre uses. It also outlines that the NLPR can
improve the built environment to make walking and cycling more
attractive to those who wish to do so.
Whilst the principle of creating a connected borough is supported,
with a drive for growth in the boroughs town centres, the policy is
yet to establish how connections to transport infrastructure are
going to be addressed. We therefore propose that in addition to
the retail, office, playspace, culture and GP practice accessibility
maps on figure 1.4 that there should also be a transport
accessibility map. The introduction of this map will therefore
identify key areas within the borough where particular investment
or support is required, and allow RBKC to develop Action Plans of
how these specific areas are going to improve over the Plan period
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and the mechanisms required to do so. For example, transport
hubs such as Sloane Square Station appear illegible, with
pedestrian routes intersected by traffic congestion which acts as a
physical barrier for pedestrian movement. A specific Action Plan
for public realm improvements within Sloane Square could help
increase permeability and legibility for those walking and cycling
around the area, thus improve the long-term success of the area as
a hub for activity. It will also help to increase Sloane Square’s
connections to surrounding areas. These Action Plans would
therefore act as a measure of success of how the vision for a
connected borough has been achieved.
Savills on behalf Paragraph 1.18 includes suggestions for the vision. Including:
Support for reference to green issues and the environment being in
of Thames Water “put green issues and the environment at the heart of all new
the vision noted.
(Nicola Forster) development, so we can support the health and wellbeing or our
residents, now and long into the future”
Our current SuDS policy will be strengthened within the plan.
We welcome the above comment and consider that as the plan
progresses into more detail, text should be included which relates
to the promotion of sustainable urban drainage systems (SuDs)
and water management to destress the surface water and foul
drainage network.

The Thames Tideway Tunnel is being implemented under a
Development Consent Order - The Thames Water Utilities Limited
(Thames Tideway Tunnel) Order 2014 (“DCO”) – enacted on 3rd
September 2014 and which came into force on 24th September
2014. Work is now substantially advanced at 24 sites in London.
Construction of the project is anticipated to be completed in 2025.
With the above in mind, we also consider that text should be
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Regarding the Thames Tideway Tunnel, the current water
infrastructure section of the policy will remain and a reference to
operation of water projects, including the Thames Tideway Tunnel,
will be included in the relevant chapter.
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added which supports the operation of the Thames Tideway
Tunnel over the plan period.
Hammersmith
and Fulham
Council (David
Woodward)

The London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham Council (LBHF) Noted. The Council will continue to discuss cross boundary issues as
welcomes the opportunity to comment on your Issues and Options and when arrive.
consultation. Our response to the consultation included below. At
this point in the review our comments are limited as we await
further detail. The comments are made in light of the statutory
Duty to Cooperate which places a legal duty on the Councils to
engage “constructively, actively and on an on-going basis” to
maximise the effectiveness of Local Plans.
LBHF and RBKC have a close working relationship. We welcome the
general direction of the Local Plan review, particularly towards and
the clear aspirations to enhance the environment of the borough.
However, we also recognise the significant task to achieve this
given the level of development being proposed in such a small and
dense borough. There are a range of cross-boundary planning
issues and evidence which will need to be published and discussed,
once greater clarity is received in respect of Kensington and
Chelsea’s proposed growth locations and how these will affect
existing and planned infrastructure.

Wardell
Armstrong LLP
for Tatton Group
(Rachel
Wilbraham )

We are broadly supportive of the matters identified above as focal
points within the emerging Local Plan, however we would urge the
Council to remain conscious of the overarching tests of soundness
which must be met identified within the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) at paragraph 35. Whilst the 3 issues noted are
significant and require consideration through appropriate policy,
there a multitude of wider issues which will both feed into meeting
the 3 identified objectives as well as broader consideration,
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The Council recognises the importance of supporting the local
economy. The visitor economy is an important part of this, and the
Council seeks to protect hotels and hotel bedspace. We also
recognise the value that short term tourist lets can have, but will
not support such uses when at the expense of residential uses. This
reflects the impact that the loss will have upon the borough’s stock
of homes as well as the impact that STLs can have upon the
community of an area and upon unneighbourly behaviour.
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ultimately creating a plan which is ‘sound’ for the purposes of the
NPPF.
The Council recognises the need of a diverse mix of housing to meet
A key focus within the emerging plan should be the provision of
the needs of our residents. This mix is identified within the 2021
housing and the method through which identified need is met.
SHMA.
Owing to the highly developed and dense nature of the Borough
and the wider London area, proactive and diverse use of existing
properties will be key in meeting housing need. The London Plan
adopted in 2021 provides broad overarching support for this,
specifically noting the key role that HMO’s, appropriate flat
conversions, and extension are able to play in broadening housing
stock. We would urge the Council to include positively worded
policies which proactively facilitate diversifying existing housing
stock in order to meet identified need, which in turn will help
narrow inequality through provision of additional housing, while
preserving the current townscape and aesthetic qualities of the
Borough.
When considering key issues within the Borough, we would urge
the Council to afford significant consideration to the local
economy, and how best they can support this through the
emerging Local Plan. A key facet of economy of both Kensington
and Chelsea as well as the broader London area is tourism and as
such is worthy of specific consideration. The use of ‘Airbnb’ style
hotels have become a prevalent source of accommodation for
visitors to the city, both for business and leisure. Accommodation
of this type is a relatively recent addition to the use of traditional
hotels and B&B’s ad as such is often not given appropriate
consideration within the development plans. The NPPF identifies
at paragraph 11(a) that plans should ‘..meet the development
needs of their area’ which means providing an up to date, flexible
approach. We would therefore urge the identification and
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inclusion within policy of the important role that this
accommodation type plays within the wider tourism economy, as
well as specific policies which proactively facilitate its
implementation.
The
Knightsbridge
Association
(Carol SeymourNewton)

The Association expresses its support for the detailed comments Noted.
by the Kensington Society issued in draft on the 30th of September
to the Council and stakeholders/ interested parties, subject to (but
not exclusively) Knightsbridge & South Kensington specific
comments:

Norland
Greater care to listed asset and conservation areas, without the
Conservation
automatic assumption of development.
Society (Vanessa
Bartulovic)
Restrictions upon the loss of precious green space, within the
Norland Conservation Area. It is loss of biodiversity and a flood
issue, due to the loss of SUDS. It is not sustainable and against
environmental ambitions.

The importance of a set of policies to allow a Council to requires
excellent design noted.
There is a presumption against development on any designated
green space.
The impact on ay development on SuDS will be considered on any
application by application basis.

This by default would restrict the plethora of garden
developments. Upon this matter, we would like to endorse the
principles as set out by the Ladbrook Association’s response on
Q6.8. pertaining to garden buildings.
Historic England
(David English)

We note the reference to the outstanding townscape at 1.18.
However, the heritage significance within the Borough goes well
beyond townscape. With c.75% of the borough designated as
conservation area and with c.4000 Listed buildings, we strongly
encourage you to include a clear and specific commitment to the
ongoing positive management of all elements of Kensington and
Chelsea’s historic environment, including those elements most At
Risk. Given the nature of development that is likely to come
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The Council explicitly recognises the importance of enhancing the
borough’s outstanding townscape.
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forward during the lifetime of the plan, and the high quality of the
historic environment, it is important this given a suitably high
profile in the Vision.
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SECTION 2: KEY CONCEPTS
Q.2.1. Please give us your views on the key concepts, should there be any others?
Respondent Name Comments

Council response

The EARL'S COURT • A more open, less crowded borough
SOCIETY
• A cultural and creative centre of excellence
(SPALDING)
• A collection of lively, individual village and town centres with
excellent local services for residents, visitors and businesses

Noted. The Council does recognise that the realities of the market
is that we will be seeing more development, rather than, less
overtime. We are very unlikely to receive any applications which
creation additional open space.
The value of the cultural offer form part of the Local Plan’s vision.
We fully support our network of centres and the role they have in
providing for the needs of those living within, and visiting the
borough.

Sandra Yarwood

Support these.
Support noted.
Would like to see more attention paid to enforcement of planning
breaches in conservation areas.
The nature of planning enforcement is not a matter for the Local
Plan. We do take the view that the enforcement team works
closely with the community to ensure that a range of planning
breaches are robustly enforced.

Chelsea Society
(Paul Lever)

Two additional concepts should be:
A Borough which values its heritage and is committed to
conserving its unique character
A healthy and productive Borough
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The “beautiful borough” concept includes the importance of
conserving the borough’s heritage.
The Council shares the view that the need for a “productive”
borough, or one which has a vibrant economy. This has been
drawn out in the amended vision, as well as in the need for “good
growth”.
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St Quintin and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood
Forum (Henry
Peterson)

Support for, and comments on the ambition to reduce inequality,
is noted.

The language of an ‘inclusive’ borough and of ‘narrowing the gap’
(as a theme in the Council Plan) cannot alter the reality that RBKC
is an extreme example of a ‘rich/poor’ area within a city. And
where the Gini coefficient (a measure of levels of inequality of
income and wealth) is going up rather than down.

Support for, and comments on the ambition to green the borough,
is noted. The Council does not underestimate the difficulties to
achieving zero carbon, and that this will require behavioural
changes as well as planning policy.

RBKC has committed to using housing and planning policies to
attempt to ’narrow the gap’. The New Homes programme is
beginning to show results on the ground in the northern wards of The transport chapter of the NLP will contain policies requiring
the Borough, albeit with modest numbers of genuinely affordable developers to support the public transport network. However, it
housing units.
should be noted that the Local Plan primarily influences new
development and largely does not have the ability to directly
We have concerns that making claims in a new Local Plan about influence resident activities such as car use.
an ‘inclusive’ borough may be greeted with cynicism by some
sections of the community. The life prospects of most residents
Regarding tall buildings, the Borough is required to meet its
will not be changed by a set of planning policies – except perhaps Housing target, which is set by the London Plan. The only way this
for the
can remotely be achieved is by permitted tall buildings in
worse should the Council find itself creating new homes at
appropriate locations.
densities and with building typologies that offer poor quality of
life.
Regarding the need for behavioural change, you correctly state
that the Local Plan and its policies can do little to influence
behavioural changes in residents. However, the Council’s
On the concept of a connected borough we ask for more
enforcement team is proactive in enforcing against breaches of
recognition that the northern part of the Borough still has poor
planning policy where needed. When the NLP is adopted,
levels of access to the Overground and Underground networks.
applicants will be required to adhere to its policies where relevant
Plans for a Crossrail station at Kensal/Portobello North are now
to their planning permission. If you are aware of cases where
acknowledged as off the agenda for the foreseeable future. The planning enforcement is necessary, please contact the Council’s
same applies to proposals for an Overground station at Hythe
enforcement team and notify them of the issue. It is worth
Road in the OPDC area. Adding buses on already congested roads highlighting that not all works, particularly householder type works
is not a solution.
require planning permission. We cannot control or influence
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Hence the statement in the current NLPR document that The
Borough’s central location and the quality of our streets enable it
to be very well connected for walking, cycling, e- scooters and
public transport does not ring true for the StQW neighbourhood.
We do not see other European cities planning and building large
swathes of new housing (potential development capacity of 5,000
suggested for Kensal Canalside) without first installing the
required public transport infrastructure.
On a ‘green borough’ we welcome the aim in a new Local Plan of
the borough becoming carbon-neutral by 2040. But it will prove
hard to wean residents in the StQW era away from car use, with
no improvements to the public transport network. Increased use
of electric vehicles we see as only a gradual change.

development/works through the Local Plan and its policies where
planning permission isn’t required.
The Council is clear that the need for “beauty” will remain a central
ambition/ concept within the Local Plan. However, beauty is a
subjective matter.

Noted. The site allocation no longer allocates the site for a
forthcoming Elizbeth line station within the plan period. However,
the allocation does require a bridge that safeguards the potential
for a future possible Elizabeth line station.

Any application will need to ensure the necessary public transport
improvements are made to ensure a development is well
There is a growing body of evidence (Pomponi report and others) connected and accessible.
that tall buildings are much less sustainable than high-density
low-rise development taking account of the full life-cycle
As per the SPD, a transport strategy will be required with any
greenhouse gas emissions1. Yet RBKC is allowing developers at
forthcoming application for the site.
Kensal Canalside to come forward with applications for a series of
The nature of the Kensal allocation is considered in detail in the
35 storey residential towers.
relevant section.
As is widely recognised, meeting the challenges of climate change
requires multiple incremental changes in citizen behaviour. Local
authorities have a major role to play in achieving such change,
through regulation and enforcement where necessary. But all
layers of government in the UK in recent years have proved
disappointingly unable to match the ‘civic behaviours’ of citizens
in other global cities.
The pandemic has exposed these shortcomings. London’s public
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are required to wear masks on public transport, not ride escooters and cycles on the pavement, dispose of their waste
responsibly, and are strongly encouraged to get vaccinated. But
compared with our European neighbours such observance of
‘civic behaviour’ in the interests of others is weak in the Borough
and elsewhere in London. Double vaccination levels in RBKC are
still barely above the halfway mark.
While it may be hard for a Local Plan and a ‘Greening SPD’ to do
much to change public behaviours, we suggest that this challenge
will need to be confronted more explicitly in to achieve a carbonneutral borough. And backed up with more examples of
enforcement. Our experience as a neighbourhood forum is that a
culture of ‘rules do not apply to me or us’ has become
increasingly pervasive. Despite frequent reminders in our
newsletters, we are not succeeding in deterring house owners
from installing impermeable surfaces in front gardens. So what
hope for combatting the impact of climate change on all other
fronts?
On a beautiful borough, we support the Government’s efforts at
national level to follow up the work of the Building Better,
Building Beautiful Commission in the form of the new National
Model Design Code and Office of Place. But in terms of new
developments, we see little or no change in the workings of the
London development market, nor in the ability of London
planning authorities to take a robust view on what constitutes
‘exemplary architecture’.
Ladbroke
Association
(Sophia Lambert)

We agree generally with these concepts

Support noted.
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Lots Village,
Chelsea
Association of
Residents and
Businesses
(Rosemary Baker)

Surely we should add a fifth key concept : A HEALTHY AND
PRODUCTIVE ECONOMY

The Council shares the view that the need for a “productive”
borough, or one which has a vibrant economy. This has been
drawn out by an amendment to the vision. It is also a central part
of “good growth”.

Greg Hammond

The proposals seem fine.
Figure 1.4 is intended to show those area which have better access
On a point of detail, the maps on page 13 on retail, offices, green to a range of particular services. This will be expanded if used in
spaces, play spaces, culture, and GP practices don't make sense. the emerging Local Plan.

Friends of Holland Green Borough.
The protection/ provision of trees are part of our desire to support
Park (J Kettlewell) Parks should follow a long-term tree strategy that ensures future urban greening and to promote biodiversity.
generations can enjoy tranquil green spaces.
Fernando Chueca

Make it a great place to live: reduce noise, pollution and overall
nuisance caused by both residents and non-residents.

Noted. The Council recognises the need to balance the needs of
residents with those of a vibrant economy.

Grove and
Company (Roger
Grove)

An inclusive Borough is not achievable.
A connected Borough is meaningless.
I think that a greener Borough is a valuable target but change
should be gradual and without excessive costs.
RBKC is a picturesque Borough designed and build by Victorians
without planning regulations. Planning should be a light touch it is
unnecessary for the Council to control everything.
In addition to above concepts a "safer Borough" would be worth
including in the above list.

The Council does not share the stakeholders view with regard the
concepts of an inclusive or a connected borough.

• A more open, less crowded borough
• A cultural and creative centre of excellence

Noted. The Council does recognise that the realities of the market
is that we will be seeing more development, rather than less
overtime. We are very unlikely to receive any applications which
creation additional open space.

RBKC Earl's Court
Ward (Malcolm
SPALDING)

The Council is of the view that “a light touch” will result in new
developments which reflect maximum returns rather than high
quality design, and proposals which meet the needs of the
borough.

The value of the cultural offer form part of the Local Plan’s vision.
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Linda Wade

Support for an inclusive borough noted. The walkable
neighbourhood is intended to ensure that every resident has
access to the range (and choice) of services they need. When a
deficiency is noted, we will require, when possible, major
developments to provide for this need.

An Inclusive Borough
• Kensington and Chelsea is made up of different villages and
communities, with different backgrounds and wealth. Providing
equality of access to good education, health, work, training,
housing, services is of paramount importance. In certain areas of
the borough there is little or no community space or open space,
and what space has been provided in the past through
development has not been meaningful or accessible.

Comments on connected borough noted.
Comments on Green borough noted. These form part of the
detailed policies as appropriate.

A Connected Borough
• A comprehensive, coherent cycle pathway is essential to ensure
that active travel is a safe choice for residents to make. With the
change of retail buying habits there must be analysis of the needs
of pedestrians, cyclists, deliveries both private and to
supermarkets on our road network.
• The bus routes do not connect throughout the borough, and
more lobbying should be made for a tube station on the Elizabeth
Line in the borough at Portobello and at Westway Circle for West
London Line to increase connectivity in the north of the borough.
• The emphasis of pavements is for pedestrians would help with
making walking a part of active travel more pleasant. Our
pavements are dominated by scooters, delivery bikes, and
cyclists. Keep the pavements clean by conditioning the shops to
clean their frontages, mandatory collections at the same time
from businesses in one stretch to reduce clutter, enforcement of
cyclists and scooters, and the cleaning of the borough waste bins
and the areas at their base.
Green Borough
• Tree and hedge planting

A beautiful borough is a key concept and one of the driving forces
of the Local Plan. Respecting the character of different parts of the
borough is an integral part of this.
The Council supports the concept of co-designing, but it is beyond
our remit to require developers to work with residents in this way.
The Council takes a very robust approach in ensuring that
development is of the highest quality. However, we do recognise
that this may be a subjective matter.
We greatly value the borough’s creative and cultural industries.
This is reflected in the vison for the Local Plan and within a range
of specific policies.
We will continue to build upon our network of safe and convenient
‘Quietway’ cycling routes across the borough using TfL’s Strategic
Cycling Analysis Report to identify new routes and links.
Comments regarding need to improve bus routes and minimise
street clutter noted.
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• Initiatives to reduce impact of poor air quality and noise in high
traffic areas
• Green Screens along high traffic volume areas
• Implementation of the Urban Greening Factor within Planning
Applications
• Implementation of the Carbon Neutral policy
• A policy on Air Conditioning and Extraction from Commercial
premises to prevent add-ons to existing plant that do not meet
the capacity or volume of the food output to control the noise,
vibration, and odours.
• All new developments come forward with an environmental
method of waste storage/harvesting and disposal to the capacity
of the building, including grey water
• Using the average typology of the mansion block rather than the
taller buildings to reduce the “heat island” impact with green
roofs
• Electric charging sockets with every replacement streetlight
(with area on the street in a different colour to ensure availability
• Parklets
A Beautiful Borough
• We need to protect our architectural and heritage assets, there
has been a consistent chipping away of the value of our
Conservation Areas, either with inappropriate buildings that are
unsympathetic, or a series of seemingly minor alterations that
have undermined the integrity of the Conservation Area.
• Developer consultation should not be reduced to a series of tea,
buns, and ice-cream. Residents should play an active role in the
creation of any development plans. The Council must be robust in
defending the value of what we have. The Council should have a
longer view, one that sees a development as a contributing factor
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to a wider area.
• A borough that supports culture and creative industries as well
as centres of excellence.
• Help support the individuality of the different and characters of
the borough
TfL Planning,
Transport for
London (Richard
Carr )

Section 2 – Key concepts
We welcome the emphasis on Good Growth. Section 2.5 should
emphasise that the New Local Plan Review can also assist in
making the Borough even more suitable for active and sustainable
travel by including measures that promote lower levels of car use
including car free development, reductions in the availability of
parking, enhanced parking controls and restrictions on car access
use selected areas. The development of a comprehensive and safe
walking and cycling network will help to reduce the dominance of
streets by vehicles. This should include wider adoption across the
Royal Borough of measures that are currently lacking such as
Advanced Stop Lines (ASLs) at junctions, safe cycle lanes, wider
pavements and improved crossing facilities.

Noted. As a key concept the Council has only chosen to include
the higher level rather than individual actions. We are explicit that
this includes the promotion of “active and sustainable travel.” The
“solutions” sought are considered elsewhere in the Local Plan.

Mr (Andrew
Jamieson)

A secure borough.
Better balance between vehicular transport and bicycles with no
further restrictions and reductions in roads and streets.

Noted. The Council recognises that there are number of differing
views on what the appropriate balance between vehicular
transport and bicycles may be.

Kensington Society Agree generally. However, we would like to see added “A more
(Amanda Frame)
equal borough”. This is not quite the same as “An inclusive
borough”. The local plan should in particular aim to implement
the policies in Paragraph 93 0f the NPPF, so as both to strengthen
our local communities and to overcome inequality of access to
services.
A. An Inclusive Borough:
• Equality of access to services, social infrastructure and open
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General support noted.
The Council is wary of diluting the key concepts, although does
recognise the value in emphasising the ambition to strengthen our
local communities and to try to overcome inequality of access to
services.
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space
B. Connected borough should aim to:
• Enable walking and cycling to meet everyday needs and
underpin walkable communities. It must make walking and cycling
more attractive and safer;
• Promote active travel – and reduce dependence on car use;
• Support town and local centres as focus for key activities;
• Make the pedestrian environment more attractive.
C. Green Borough
• Role of electric vehicles – the take-up may be lower than
replacement of existing cars, leading to reduction in the number
of vehicles and of short- distance trips by car.

Inclusive Borough. This paragraph does specifically reference
access to open space education and social and community
facilities.
Connected borough
Reference to the walkable community has been added. The
paragraph as drafted refers to the promotion of active travel and
making the pedestrian environment more attractive. It refers to
the valuable role that our existing centres have in this regard.
Green borough.
These are detailed issues which would be better considered within
the relevant chapter rather than this “key concepts” section.

Beautiful borough.
These are detailed issues better considered within the relevant
• Electric Vehicle charging points – there needs to be consistency chapter rather than the key concept itself. The concept does
in the application of parking policy for new developments. To
emphasise the need for design of the highest quality.
require additional off- street parking spaces, which would be
contrary to London Plan residential parking standards. We are
opposed to on-site residential parking in new developments and
endorse permit-free development, but now is the time to activate
the promise of car-free developments. On-street spaces for EV
charging should be reserved for that purpose.
• Tall buildings are much less sustainable than high-density lowrise development taking account of the full life-cycle greenhouse
gas emissions.
D. A Beautiful Borough should aim to:
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• Protect our heritage assets. In particular, we need to avoid the
accumulation of small alterations leading to damaging change –
something the planning system is bad at doing.
• Not be too prescriptive on design, as beauty is in the eye of the
beholder. In particular, we should avoid restricting innovation.
• Avoid one-size fits all – given the differing character of the
different parts of the borough.
• Take account of local views. All views that have been identified
for protection should be named in the plan, just as the London
Plan does for strategic views.
TfL (Brendan
Hodges)

TfL CD strongly supports recognition that there must be positive
support for the economy, particularly post-pandemic, and that
new homes and ‘good growth’ must be accommodated.

Support noted.

We support the key concepts which must underpin the
intensification and optimisation of site development potential and
land uses, the delivery of more homes and jobs, and support for
the post-pandemic economy.
Earl's Court Area
Action Group
(Bella Hardwick)

A Transparent and Open Borough.
The Council should commit to this concept on an ongoing basis,
liaising with residents to arrive at a set of Transparency and
Openness KPIs.
For example, it should be mandatory that developers and
architects reveal if they are past or current donors to any political
parties when submitting a planning application as well as whether
a developer/architect has made any past or current donations to
individual MPs/Ministers of any political parties.
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The key concepts must relate to the Local Plan, and to matters
which can be addressed through the planning process only.
Matters such as transparency or political donation are not planning
matters.
The Council does recognise that the borough’s economy is a key
driver. The vision for the Local Plan has been amended accordingly.
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An Employment for All Borough.
Job creation for all ages and abilities post COVID-19 and post
Brexit.
ESSA (Barry
Munday)

i) public access sport facilities as an integral part of the
environment and to promote equality.
ii) For a beautiful borough we must specifically include the
creative heritage of the Kensington High Street area from the
Royal College of Art to the east (its nearest tube station is High
Street Kensington) to the Design Museum to the west.
iii) We propose retaining and developing the feeling that
Kensington has a legacy of welcoming working artists to set up
studios or workshops as, sadly, so many have disappeared albeit
remembered in name. Use of empty or underused shops for this
purpose- and purpose-built units should be encouraged or
required on major project.

The Council recognises the importance of the provision of sports
facilities and the role they can have in reducing inequality. The
vision will be amended accordingly.

David Campbell

The provision of more genuinely affordable homes, is a first
priority with. Next is a high quality built environment. In South
Kensington it is important to retain the present styles that make
up the Cultural Area and the area around the Tube station which
are complementary.

Noted. The Council shares the view of the importance of the need
for both genuinely affordable homes and a high quality built
environment.

Worlds End
Studios Ltd. (Ian
Wiesner)

All the above are important
More direct action by the Council rather than delegation to
private developers, at which point proposals/commitments
become diluted/undermined.

Support noted. Whilst the Council does develop some of its own
land, the majority of applications are from private developers. The
Local Plan will contain the policies against which we will assess all
applications.

Imperial College
London (Rory
Newman)

While Imperial is supportive of all the key concepts, we
recommend that the following key concepts should be included
within the Plan:

Support for key concepts noted. Whilst the need for flexibility is
recognises, we do not share the view that it is a “key concept” in
itself.

• Flexible Borough - A Local Plan that acknowledges the
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The vision for Kensington High Street will include the role of the
creative and cultural sectors and the desire to promote flexible
workspaces.
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importance of flexibility within planning policy in line with
government aspirations and manifesting through recent changes
to the Use Classes Order and publication of the White Paper Planning for the Future. The Local Plan should acknowledge
changing ways of teaching, working and collaborating and
establish policies which allow for a more flexible range of uses
which review the contribution the use makes to the character,
place-making, public realm and economy of the area.
• Acknowledging the role Imperial plays with respect to the points
in the National Model Design Code shown in figure 2.1,
specifically, the importance of education’s contribution to mixed
and integrated uses, local attractiveness and distinctiveness and
therefore the creation of character and community.
375 Portobello
Road Residents'
Compact (Ms
Jones)

Please include:
The Council is the view that “a healthy borough”, a “borough of
A healthy borough - where living, working, and environmental
permanence” and a flourishing borough” are all worthy
conditions optimise physical and mental health across the
aspirations.
borough and where comprehensive healthcare is locally available.
A healthy borough, is in integral part of inclusivity. However,
A borough of permanence - transience of residents and
specific reference will be made to the need to support the facilities
businesses must be reduced. We must foster longevity in local
needed in the relevant chapter.
communities - generations must be able to grow up near one
another and local businesses must be helped to flourish. We have Transiency is something that the planning system can only address
too many empty homes, empty shops, and absentee landlords.
indirectly, through for example the provision of affordable homes.
This must be reversed, and quickly. People must have a genuine A requirement to fill empty shops or to discourage absentee
sense of local ownership, not only of our homes, but our streets, landlords does go beyond the remit of planning.
parks, facilities, and local services. We need to feel connected
with our local cafes, shopkeepers, doctors, tradespeople, police,
and, above all, one another.
A flourishing borough - where everyone is encouraged and given
the opportunity to thrive and live to their own full potential.
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Collette Wilkinson More green spaces, and build with a community aspect to it.

The Council will support the provision of additional green space
when possible. However, the nature of development in the
borough, the extraordinary land values and our stretching housing
targets does need that it may be very difficult to require the
provision of new greens spaces.

David Lloyd-Davis

Noted.

Placing an Academy in Lots Village on a site that was too small for
it when more suitable sites were being sold off to developers is
not 'Shaping developments to suit all our residents'.
The development of Lots Road power station has made life
intolerable for local residents, and made public and private
transport impossible.
The proposed dilution of the Lots Road Employment Zone with
more market housing, and not listening to local objections in not
the sign of an 'inclusive' Borough.

The Council will engage our residents and other stakeholders in a
meaningful manner. However, this is not to say that we will
necessarily take the same view.

Swifts Local
Agree.
Network: Swifts &
Planning Group
(Mike Priaulx)

Noted.

Robert Dixon

I agree with these concepts.

Noted.

NHS North West
London CCG (Kate
Brady)

We support the reference in paragraph 2.1 to the concept of
Good Growth which underpins the London Plan. Whilst paragraph
2.5 refers to the health and wellbeing benefits of sustainable
travel, planning has a role to influence other determinants of
health.
The concept of Good Growth in the London Plan is informed by six
objectives, including ‘Creating a healthy city’ (GG3). We suggest
that the new Local Plan includes the concept of a ‘Healthy
Borough’ and a local plan policy for health and wellbeing is
developed which reflects the Good Growth objective. This could

The Council welcomes ongoing engagement with the NHS to better
understand their needs.
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The Local Plan includes a policy which supports the provision/
protection of the facilities needed to meet the health needs of our
residents. The walkable neighbourhood concept further supports
this ambition.
Support for “a beautiful borough” noted.
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include a requirement for the submission of health impact
assessments with major development proposals.
Connected borough
Figure 1.4 ‘Accessibility of various services within 15 minutes walk
in RBKC’ illustrates access to GP practices. It would appear that
the source of the maps in the Space Syntax Integrated Urban
Model. We would welcome the opportunity to discuss the issue of
accessibility to GP practices in the context of new models of care,
in particular primary care networks and integrated care.
A beautiful Borough
We welcome the inclusion of the diagram (Figure 2.1) from the
National Model Design Code which illustrates the elements of a
well-designed place. This includes the need make homes and
buildings functional, healthy and sustainable.
Alex Mackay

Maintaining RBKC's status as a beautiful borough is the first
priority. High quality public realm, an aspect of 'Greening' is also
vital. Being inclusive should be about having policies to support
and protect facilities open to all, as mentioned above.

Support noted.

Quod on behalf of
Earls Court
Development
Company (Steffan
Rees)

ECDC welcomes the approach to ‘key concepts’ underpinning the
Local Plan – and strongly supports the concepts of an Inclusive,
Connected, Green and Beautiful Borough. ECDC recommends that
these concepts should go further to support the optimum use of
land, the delivery of more homes, support for the post-pandemic
economy and the local levelling up agenda to enhance equality
and opportunity.

Support noted for key concepts noted.

The plan should also recognise the significant and unique impact
that the COVID-19 pandemic has had on London. London’s
recovery from the pandemic is led by the London Recovery Board
(LRB), chaired jointly by the Mayor of London, Sadiq Khan and the
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Whilst the Council recognises the need to optimise the uses on a
site, we do not consider this to be one of our key concepts.
The emerging policies do recognise the need to support the post
covid recovery, with support for protection of the business sector,
and of our town centres, but recognising the flexibility built in
through the recent changes to planning regulations.
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Chair of London Councils and the principles of recovery and
resilience need to shine though the policies of the plan.
The concepts contained within the Issues and Options, therefore,
should promote the of the LRB to reverse the pattern of rising
unemployment and lost economic growth caused by the
economic scarring of COVID-19 and help young people to flourish
with access to support and opportunities. Indeed, the LRB’s
statement on levelling up dated 6 August 2021 stresses that in
many respects, the pandemic has hit London’s economy
proportionately more than other UK regions, in its employment
and unemployment rates, the take up of the furlough and selfemployment assistance support schemes and the numbers now
receiving Universal Credit – over one million Londoners. It is
essential that all London local plans recognise the challenges
faced and set out a coherent and determined response.
Labour Group of
An Inclusive Borough must consider the needs of the many
Councillors (Emma thousands of residents and visitors who may have physical
Dent Coad)
limitations, poor or little sight, heavy shopping, babies and
buggies, and of course disabled people and wheelchair users. This
should not be an ‘add-on’ but should be considered as
fundamental to every development or refurbishment.
To be connected we must have a better local transport system.
Getting from the north to south of the borough takes a ridiculous
amount of time, we must lobby for this. Active travel is not
suitable or attractive for many residents. Expecting everyone to
magically find funds to buy an electric vehicle is not the answer,
but will increase inequality and a two-tier transport system. It
does not tackle heavy or stationery traffic that is a blight on the
borough as well as being dangerous to cyclists.
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Many initiates to support post covid recovery go beyond the
planning system, with Covid recovery being one of the driving
forces behind the wider Council Plan.
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Similarly we have declared a Climate Emergency and the
emphasis on EVs and active travel is decidedly NOT ‘inclusive’.
Many of our green policies are aspirational, impossible to
implement, and in any event will never be monitored. The
construction industry has carried out research which states that
only 29% of completed homes live up to their carbon targets – we
must carry out post-occupation evaluations or we are simply
absorbing marketing spiel without evidence either way of
effectiveness.
We have a ‘beautiful borough’ and any developments should fit
into their surroundings without simply imitating the white stucco
estate agents’ fantasies. Our oldest building dates from 1605 and
we have excellent examples of periods and styles throughout the
20th century as well. Controlling mass, scale, height and
relationship with surroundings and ensuring good quality
construction is more important than creating a Victorian Disney
version of K&C
Envronment
Agency (Hannah
Malyon )

We support all these key concepts, especially your commitment Support noted.
to be a Green Borough. As stated in our response to Q1.1. we
encourage RBKC to be a leader in the green recovery.
A Resilient Borough
We recommend the inclusion the further key concept of ‘Resilient
Borough’, in reference to London Plan Policy GG6 Increasing
efficiency and resilience, and its supporting paragraphs.

Savills on behalf of Paragraph 2.6 relates to the Green Borough Key Concept. This
Noted and agreed.
Thames Water
includes a sentence relating to how the NLPR can achieve a Green
(Nicola Forster )
Borough:
“It can set high energy standards for new developments, help
improve air quality, support urban greening, minimise flood risk
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and promote biodiversity.”
Whilst we support the above, we also consider that reference
should be made to improve drainage and therefore we request
the below:
“It can set high energy standards for new developments, help
improve air quality, support urban greening, minimise flood risk,
encourage sustainable drainage and promote biodiversity.”
Wardell Armstrong
LLP for Tatton
Group (Rachel
Wilbraham )

We are supportive of the key concepts currently identified for
consideration as part of the emerging Local Plan. However as per
the comments provided in relation to the overall vision in Q1.1,
we would urge the Council to broaden their focus and not be
overly restrictive in their approach.
Housing
Core issues such as housing provision should be at the heart of a
Local Plan, with specific consideration afforded to how need will
be met. As noted, the highly restricted nature of the authority
means that a diverse approach to housing provision must be
adopted, including HMO’s, flat conversions, extensions to
properties, and subterranean basement expansion. Further,
owing to the historic nature of the Borough it is unavoidable that
development proposals (in all forms) will at some time impact on
either Conservation Areas or specifically Listed Assets.
The NPPF does not include nor advocate a blanket restriction on
development within the proximity, nor to structures affected by
heritage designations. Rather an appropriate assessment of the
asset’s significance and the likely impacts of the development
proposed is required (paragraph 194), with refusal only being
recommended specifically in cases where ‘substantial harm, or
total loss’ is identified (paragraph 201). It is therefore clear that
82

The delivery of housing is a central aspect of the Local Plan.
However, it does recognise that its cannot be delivered to the cost
of the environment, to town scape etc.
We fully recognise the tests concerning impact on different
heritage assets, and these will be reflected within the Local Plan.
The Council recognises the importance of tourism in supporting
the local economy. To this end we support the provision of new
hotels in appropriate locations and the protection of the existing
stock. However, we do not support the provision of tourist short
term lets when these are being provided at the expense of
permanent homes – given the detrimental impact that these can
have upon our ability to deliver the homes we require, and the
impact that they can have upon the living conditions of those who
live nearby.
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the correct approach is to assess heritage impacts on a case-bycase basis, with appropriately designed, sympathetic alterations
to heritage assets being appropriate. Given the historic nature of
the Borough, we would suggest these elements be reflected in
adopted policy, and the role heritage assets are able to play in
meeting future development need identified. This will create a
more balanced environment for development, better enabling the
Council to meet the significant and demonstrable housing and
wider development need.
Tourism
Tourism is a highly significant commercial sector in its own right
and as such should feature as a key concept within the emerging
Plan. It is recommended that policy within the plan provide
overarching guidance on how the various needs of tourism should
be met, including accommodation. As is the case with other
development types, tourist accommodation is constrained by the
density of development and land prices. It is therefore necessary
to adapt and support alternative methods of accommodation
such as ‘Airbnb’ style ventures within policy as they become
increasingly prominent.
Historic England
(David English)

Historic England welcomes the ‘key concepts’, notably where the Support noted.
references to Good Growth, as set out in the London Plan (2.1),
and to a beautiful Borough (2.8).
Paragraph 7.1.1 of the London Plan states that “London’s heritage
assets and historic environment are irreplaceable and an essential
part of what makes London a vibrant and successful city, and their
effective management is a fundamental component of achieving
good growth.” This is evident in the Good Growth policies which
make several references to heritage. Historic England has also
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published a report illustrating and explaining how and why we see
heritage is fundamental to Good Growth in London:
https://historicengland.org.uk/content/docs/getinvolved/translating-good-growth-london-historic-environment120717-pdf/.
Welcome identification at 2.8 that “Kensington and Chelsea is
distinguished by a large number of historic buildings, townscapes,
squares and public spaces. This rich architectural heritage is
something unique, creating the strong sense of place which
makes the borough a very special place to live, work and visit.”
The aspiration to continue to improve the Borough’s built
environment is positive. To deliver on this, the Council need a full
understanding of the existing qualities and character of its diverse
places, robust policies and a coherent spatial strategy to ensure
that you do not plan in harm to the heritage which makes RBKC so
rich, unique and special.

SECTION 3: PLACES
Q.3.1. PLACES
Q.3.1. Please let us know your views on these areas of change.
Respondent
Name

Comments

Council response

The EARL'S
COURT SOCIETY
(SPALDING)

Earl’s Court needs to retain an international reputation for cultural Noted.
events. We should build on the former exhibition centre’s site and
reputation to create a new brand based on cultural events, local
Earl’s Court will remain as a site allocation with a clear vision that
hotels and local restaurants. The cultural events and hospitality
builds on its history.
industries would synergise with each other supported by excellent
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transport connections – linking directly to both Heathrow and
Gatwick, and with the borough’s only mainline station.
Earl’s Court has too much low quality private rental housing (44%)
and not enough owner-occupied (25%) – these percentages are
reversed as a borough-wide average.
The planning system is unable to control the rental market.
Earl’s Court needs the creation of significant greening including
meaningful, consolidated, open green spaces.
Noted
Sandra Yarwood

The demolition of the Earls Court exhibition centre is a huge
Noted. Earl’s Court will remain as a site allocation with a clear vision
opportunity to develop a cultural and entertainment area/centre, that builds on its history.
building on the extraordinary history and international reputation
of the site from Buffalo Bill's Wild West show in the late 19th
century, through to international boxing fixtures in the 1960s,
iconic rock concerts featuring Bruce Springstein, The Rolling
Stones, David Bowie amongst others, the annual Ideal Home
Exhibition, the Royal Tournament and more recently the 2012
Olympics volleyball

Chelsea Society
(Paul Lever)

Whether an area can accommodate growth depends on the type
of growth which is proposed. The development of the Farmers’
Market, for example, will involve the loss of a much valued local
amenity in order to provide mainly luxury apartments.
As regards Lot’s Road, the priority should be to enhance Chelsea’s
only Employment Zone and to ensure the provision of a
replacement Care Home for the Thamesmead site which the
Council shamefully sold off. Housing density in this area is already
high: what is needed is the improvement of the social
infrastructure for the existing homes, rather than the building of
new ones.
Riverside Ward is already one of the three most densely populated
wards in RBKC; once 420 new homes have been finally created on
85

The Chelsea Farmers market is a long time meanwhile use. It has
been allocated for mixed uses in the draft NPPR.

The Lots Road site allocation is for both residential and commercial
and will ensure the optimisation of the employment floor space and
the provision of extra care units. Any application will be required to
ensure that the necessary infrastructure is delivered to support it.
The London Plan identifies that high-density, mixed-use places
support the clustering effect of businesses known as
‘agglomeration’, maximising job opportunities.
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the tightly packed Power Station site at least 50% of the housing in
the ward will be social housing.
The Council supports the creation of mixed and inclusive places that
optimise the use of brown field sites in line with the London Plan.

St Quintin and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood
Forum (Henry
Peterson)

In commenting on the value of ‘Place’ chapters in a Local Plan, we
understand that these will be much shortened in a new version.
This seems sensible. The existing set does not cover all the
Borough, and the ‘vision’ description for each ‘Place’ is often
arguable. It remains open for any residents association or amenity
body to apply for area designation and to prepare a
neighbourhood plan as part of the statutory development plan, as
has been the case for the Norland and StQW areas.
In the NLPR document, Latimer Road is identified as the third in a
set of five ‘areas of change’. Within these five areas a total of 10
site allocations is shown.
We have discussed within our management committee the
appropriateness of Latimer Road being picked out in this way. The
area is a single street, and not at all comparable to areas of change
such as the Opportunity Areas at Earls Court and Kensal Canalside.
The extent to which Government will introduce a ‘zoning’ system
as floated in the 2020 White paper remains unknown at this time,
On balance we have no problem at present with Latimer Road
appearing in this way, but will take account of views from
residents in the street and our wider membership when
responding to the next iteration of the Local Plan.
As a site allocation for a potential 75 new homes (over time, and
above redeveloped light industrial/warehouse buildings at Units 114 Latimer Road) this allocation is already built into the StQW
Neighbourhood Plan and the 2019 RBKC Local Plan.
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Noted.

Latimer Road has been identified as an area of change within the
Latimer Road/Freston Employment Zone and notably defined as
different to the areas of change found within the Opportunity
Areas.
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There is risk of some public confusion with the Latimer ‘Place’
identified as Grenfell and its surroundings as a separate ‘Place’ for
which an extensive process of planning co-design with the local
community is in progress.
The pace at which any redevelopment proposals for Units 1-14
Latimer Road. are coming forward has proved to be slow. The
mixed use development at Unit 1 is nearing completion. Market
Noted. These have been separated and the Lancaster West area.
interest in warehouse premises from ‘e-fulfilment’ businesses has
raise rental levels. The building are in different ownerships.

Latimer Road Units 1-14 also appears in a list at Figure 3.1 headed Noted
Places with a particular national or international reputation. This
must be an error, as Latimer Road in no way meets this description
The wording in the NPLR mini-vision for Latimer Road is an
assumption which may or may not happen, and in need of
rephrasing (it currently reads The Latimer Road Employment Zone
will become a hub for new creative industries. Units 1-14 will be
optimised to provide new homes and modern workspaces on the
ground floors and mezzanine. This will catalyse public realm
Clarity provided.
improvements to make the area safer and more inviting). In the
five years since the StQW policies came into force, allowing mixed
use redevelopment of Units 1-14 and a wider range of uses at the
southern end of the street, interest from building owners or
This is a vision rather than an expectation.
potential developers has been limited.
We comment further on Local Plan policies for Latimer Road under
Section 9 below on Business and Culture. Latimer Road is already
shared between an Employment Zone and a Conservation area. It
also has a design code for part of it, and is covered by a
Neighbourhood Plan and the Local Plan If it is now also being
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proposed as a ‘place’ with a special role for creatives, a
comparatively short length of street will contain five special
designations, sets of rules etc, which is surely absurd.
On proposals for Kensal Canalside, our Forum has been tracking
since 2013 the emergence of planning policies and site allocations
for this Opportunity Area. We submitted detailed comments on
Noted. Clarity has been given to ensure it reads as an employment
the Draft Supplementary Planning Document (now adopted). We zone that is an area of change.
have attended consultation sessions with developers
Sainsburys/Ballymore and St William, and continue to meet with
them in the final stages of their preparation of planning
applications.
As set out in our response to the SPD
• The 2013 RBKC Issues and Options exercise in 2013 set out three
options for the regeneration of the area, with the highest density
option delivering 3,500 new homes
Noted
• This remains as an ‘indicative’ figure in the 2021 London Plan,
with the term ‘indicative’ defined as requiting testing through
masterplanning of the site.
• The 2021 RBKC now refers to development capacity above this
figure being supported, up to 5,000 housing units.
• No justification for this change has been explained, other than
that RBKC has failed to meet its housing trajectory for several
years and is now subject to the ‘tilted balance’ that favours
developer aspirations should applications be refused and
appealed.
The site allocation will remain the same at 3500 homes to meet the
• The 2013 options assumed a new Crossrail station at Kensal
identified need in the borough.
Canalside and hence much improved access to public transport making high densities more acceptable. Plans for such station are
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now off the agenda.
We will therefore be opposing strongly the imminent applications
at Kensal Canalside. These proposals do not reflect the aspirations
for ‘green’ and ‘well connected’ places as envisaged in NPLR and, if
built out, will (in our view) prove to be an unsuccessful and
unsustainable example of large-scale urban renewal likely to haunt
the Council for decades to come.

Initial high level capacity testing of the site was undertaken as part
of the SPD process. Whilst the SPD undertook work to understand
high level capacity scenarios, the site allocation with regards to the
number of homes remains the same.

There has been no change to the minimum site allocation.
Developers are expected to optimise brownfield sites, in
particularly opportunity areas.

Site allocation amended to safeguard for a potential future
Elizabeth Line station.

Noted. The vision remains to deliver a high quality canalside
development.

Ladbroke
We have no views on the places listed, which are outside our area.
Association
(Sophia Lambert) We think, however, that the text given to detailed plans for places
should be drastically shorter in the new Plan and should only be
schematic. The current Place chapters are often out of date and
restrictive. They can thus discourage new and better ideas which
take account of the most recent social and design developments.
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Noted

Noted. Conservation area management plans are being developed
by the council as well as other tools such as town centre toolkits
and site specific SPD’s.
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Easily amendable design codes and conservation area
management plans (with input from the local community) are
more appropriate.
We are concerned that no recognition is given to “places” outside
town centres. The residential conservation areas with historical
buildings such as (most of) the Ladbroke area (with its 16
Noted, the places chapter now focuses on the designated areas of
communal gardens) should be recognised as having their own
change and town centre hierarchy. The character area appraisal
character and importance.
and future SPD’s may focus on specific opportunities outside of
these.
Lots Village,
Chelsea
Association of
Residents and
Businesses
(Rosemary
Baker)

Areas can only properly accommodate growth if they are not
already on the list of most densely populated wards in the most
densely populated borough in London unless the Council wants the
pressure on the environment and infrastructure to become
unmanageable.
As regards LOTS VILLAGE the priority must be to expand and
enhance Chelsea’s only Employment Zone while belatedly creating
on the adjacent Pound site long needed affordable extra care
housing for the elderly, using the £78 million produced by the
Council selling the Thamesbrook site. With the coming of 420
residential units on the Lots Road Power Station site 50% of
Riverside Ward will already be social housing , over half the total
amount of such housing in Chelsea as a whole. Any further
housing, rather than more work space, would be excessive in this
poorly served community.

Greg Hammond

They seem broadly right. However, Site 7 – Harrington Road, is
also at the junction of Queen’s Gate, and therefore partly
mislabelled as it has an almost equal frontage on Queen's Gate;
development would be welcome, but it needs to be in keeping
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The Lots Road south site allocation is for both residential and
commercial and will ensure the optimisation of the employment
floor space and the provision of extra care units. Any application
will be required to ensure that the necessary infrastructure is
delivered to support it. The London Plan identifies that highdensity, mixed-use places support the clustering effect of
businesses known as ‘agglomeration’, maximising job opportunities.

Support for development of Harrington Road site is noted. Any
redevelopment will have to accord with the other policies within
the Local Plan, including those concerned with design.
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with Queen’s Gate, which is possibly the only French boulevardstyle street in London with most - if not all - of the buildings listed
and part of the Queen's Gate conservation area.
Kerry Davis-Head AREAS THAT CAN ACCOMMODATE GROWTH
Why do you think that Lots Road can accommodate growth?
“These are the areas where significant new development can take
place”. Really? Lots Road and Lots Village is already over saturated,
it has suﬀered enough with the destruction, the dust, the dirt, the
noise, the traﬃc and pavement blocking, and you want more? The
parks are already over full, surfaces worn out by the increased
numbers. You also allow weekend noisy working by the largest
development, why is that continuing whilst most COVID
restrictions have ceased.

Lots Road area currently has two sites that are already allocated for
development in existing Local Plan and the Council is determined to
carry them forward.
The housing need in our borough means that simply renovating and
repurposing existing buildings will not be enough to address the
needs and therefore other sites must come forward for
redevelopment and land be optimised.

The Plaza, 535 King’s Road:
The Plaza site on King’s Road was suggested as a potentially suitable
Why not renovate the existing buildings and repurpose them. You site for development during Issues Consultation.
are destroying history and character - it is likely they’ll be replaced
with anonymous bland painting by numbers architecture. Or, if the Cremorne Wharf:
Cheyne Nursery proposals are anything to go by, something ugly As Cremorne Wharf is the only future opportunity for additional
awkward dark and oppressive.
waste management capacity to contribute to meeting the London
Renovate the old and convert the land to green space.
Plan waste apportionment target, the Council identified the
safeguarding of the Wharf among the main options for strategic
Housing is of course shown to be in need of expanding, but at
waste management policy.
what cost to existing residents and their housing? The more that is
provided, the more becomes needed. It’s a vicious circle. The more
people who need servicing by others, deliveries, cleaning,
tradespeople, plumbers, care etc. With new housing the
maintenance won’t appear at first, then after a while they too will
have the “we don’t come to that area, it’s too hard to park, the
traﬃc is too great”. The more key workers who are needed too, for
increased hospital usage, more schools, more food shops. They
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mostly travel in from out of borough. This means increased
transport needs, more cycle parking, more scooters.
KINGS ROAD
what does consolidated mean in that context? Will you be
consolidating the southern part of the Kings Road too, this is a
much forgotten area. We can’t even get hanging baskets extended
to the lower SW10 part.
LOCATIONS FOR FUTURE REDEVELOPMENT
The Plaza Kings Road. Why is this mentioned.
CREMORNE WHARF
This should not be waste management. Green open space should
be the priority
Old Oak & Park
Royal
Development
Corporation (Old
Oak & Park Royal
Developmen...

2. OPDC looks forward to working with RBKC and landowners to
help to create a mixed and balanced community along the North
Pole Depot that meets housing needs and delivers the Mayor’s
preferred affordable housing products (social/affordable rent,
London Living Rent and London Shared Ownership).
3. OPDC supports the identification of Latimer Road as a site
allocation for development and area of change which will support
the local economy and provide a point of activation between
White City and Scrubs Lane
4. OPDC looks forward to continuing to engage with RBKC and
other London boroughs within the Western Riverside Waste
Authority (WRWA) in respect of waste apportionment capacity.
5. In response to question 7.1, OPDC supports Option 1 in
optimising sites using a design led approach. This reflects OPDC’s
approach in supporting housing delivery and will be particularly
92

Noted

Noted – included as employment zone area of change

Noted

Noted
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relevant to coordinating the development of the North Pole Depot.
6. OPDC suggests that figure 8.1 is amended to illustrate the
proposed Kensal Canalside neighbourhood town centre as stated
in the Kensal Canalside SPD.
7. OPDC supports the aspirations to increase active travel. In
Noted
response to question 11.1, we suggest that Option 1 is amended to
enable the delivery of new bus routes along new streets as well as
active travel routes. This will enable future residents in the Kensal
Canalside Opportunity Area to reach destinations in the OPDC area
through the new street network along the North Pole Depot.
8. OPDC supports the identification of the Kensal Canalside
Opportunity Area as a location where tall buildings may be an
appropriate form of development.

OPDC looks forward to the continued joint working with
yourselves in developing both OPDC’s planning guidance and the
NLPR to help facilitate the coordinated delivery of high quality new
neighbourhoods and connections.
Exhibition Road
Cultural Group
(Emily Candler)

I welcome the continued recognition that South Kensington is an
area of national and international significance.

Natural History
Museum (Adam
Donovan)

Places

Noted

Similar to the previous Issues Consultation, the NHM supports the
principle of the inclusion of the two additional types of places
Noted
groupings suggested by the Council. However, it still has a number
of comments on these two groupings:
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Areas of Change
As noted in the previous Issues consultation, the NHM considers
that the use of the proposed grouping,
“Areas of Change”, could be restrictive if it is not specifically
defined or used inappropriately.
Whilst the NHM does not disagree with the areas suggested in
principle, it requests that at the next stage of the Local Plan
process, the Council is clear in its definition of what “significant
new development.” It should be clear what this grouping
comprises and that, whilst certain areas are included within the
“Areas of Change” it does not prevent other developments
elsewhere in the Borough from coming forward. For example, as
part of the Harwell project, there may be opportunity for limited
development at the NHM which meet the objectives of the Local
Plan and therefore the policies should not be overly restrictive.

Noted – further clarity has been given on the areas of change and
why.

These areas do not preclude development coming forward in other
areas.

For example, if, as part of the process, the back of house facilities Noted. The current approach does not preclude opportunities
at the NHM became surplus to the current requirements of the
where in conformity with the rest of the development plan.
NHM, the NHM may need to explore potential new development
opportunities for this part of the Site. This could be considered
“significant new development” depending on what is suggested
and the definition of the plan. The current approach could prevent
the Site from coming forward for new supportive development,
potentially leaving a part empty site in the heart of RBKC which
could otherwise provide a positive contribution to the area as well
as the Local Plan objectives. This would go against the aims of the
NPPF and the Intend to Publish London Plan. It is therefore
requested that the Local Plan retains and permits a degree of
appropriate flexibility.
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Places with a Particular National or International Reputation
The NHM is still strongly supportive of the South Kensington
Noted this has been clarified further with the focus on the centre.
Cultural Area being listed as a place with a particular national or
Priorities have been provided to help guide how the area may come
international reputation. It welcomes the update to the supporting to continue to thrive.
text for South Kensington Cultural Area which states that the
centre must be ‘able to thrive’ whilst the concerns of those who
live in the residential hinterland cannot be discounted. However,
the NHM requests that it is made clear how making the area
‘thrive’ can be achieved as it is not currently explicit.
As stated in the previous representations to the Issues
As an area with some potential for change opportunities and
Consultation, the NHM reiterates the point that there seems to be flexibility is given to allow for growth following covid.
a discrepancy between the aims of this grouping and the
suggestions set out for the area The aims of the grouping state
that thought should be given to how these areas and sites can reinvent themselves to become places which people will want to visit
again following COVID.
Whilst the long term impacts of COVID on town centres and
Noted and this is not precluded with the vision and priorities for the
footfall are unknown at this stage, the Council must acknowledge area.
that there could be potential fundamental changes and therefore
allow greater flexibility for these areas to develop accordingly. The
current suggestions of public realm improvements for the South
Kensington Cultural Area may, for example, not be sufficient to
attract visitors again. More significant changes may be required,
such as new uses, ancillary development or change of uses which
may require some redevelopment. The Council should encourage
new development in the area where appropriate to allow for
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businesses and institutions such as the NHM to better adapt to
changing needs, where necessary.
Zonal Planning System
As set in the representations for the previous Issues consultation, This has not been carried through
the NHM commends the pro activeness of the Council in terms of
identifying Growth, Renewal and Protect Areas. It is understood
that the NHM would be allocated as a Protect Area and the Council
states that ‘limited development’ would be appropriate in these
areas. The NHM suggests a word of caution over this approach
given that it is not yet clear what the Government’s intentions are,
particularly following recent government announcements. There is
concern that Protect Areas could be used to completely protect
areas and not allow any development to come forward. Under
such a scenario, the possible White Paper Planning Zoning set out
under figure 2.3
would be very restrictive to development within RBKC and for any
future development plans of the NHM. It is acknowledged that
there are current restrictions in South Kensington such as
Conservation Areas and it is important that the Local Plan does not
provide additional restrictions unnecessarily.
With specific reference to the Museum site, whilst the NHM
respects that it is located within a sensitive area in terms of its
historic value, the Council should recognise that not all the NHM is
Grade 1 listed and that there are pockets of the Site which would
be suitable for redevelopment subject to sensitive and appropriate
design. Depending on the outcome of the White Paper, the Council
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should be prepared to alter its zoning to better reflect sites with
the potential for redevelopment.
Grove and
Notting Hill Gate is ugly and redevelopment should be encouraged Noted and acknowledged within the town centre section
Company (Roger
Grove)
Elizabeth Ashley

Harrington Road should be residential, in sympathy in both
This site has been allocated as a mixed use site, with a commercial
appearance and scale of the surrounding houses. Definitely should frontage contributing to the nearby centre, with residential above.
not overbear/over shadow the adjoining church.
Any development will have to reflect the sites context and its
proximity to the church.

Port of London
Authority
(Michael Atkins)

With regard to Area of Change 10 (Lots Road Power Station) this
appears to include the Safeguarded Cremorne Wharf in it’s
boundary. As highlighted under question 6.13 below this site is
safeguarded for water borne freight cargo handling by Ministerial
Direction (2021). If this area is to be included within the Area of
Change, its safeguarded status must be specifically referred to.

RBKC Earl's Court Earl’s Court needs to retain a national reputation for cultural
Ward (Malcolm events. We should build on the former exhibition centre and
SPALDING)
create a new brand based on cultural events, local hotels and local
restaurants. The cultural events and hospitality industries would
synergise with each other supported by excellent transport
connections – linking directly to both Heathrow and Gatwick, and
with the borough’s only mainline station.
Earl’s Court has too much low quality private rental housing (44%)
and not enough owner-occupied (25%) – these percentages are
reversed as a borough-wide average.
Linda Wade

The Council recognises the safeguarded wharf designation.

Earl’s Court will remain as a site allocation with a clear vision that
builds on its history, with a cultural use at the centre of the vision.

The Local Housing Needs Assessment informs the draft policy
requirements for mix and tenure of new housing; this will be
applicable to Earl’s Court.

There is a growing concern that Earl’s Court is a ward that is
Earl’s Court centre and the Opportunity Area visions have been
greeted with some intrepidation by those in a position of authority established in the draft Local Plan to creative distinctive places.
and power, a ward that people drive through on the Earl’s Court
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One-Way System and fail to see the wonderful squares and streets
only seconds away from these roads. I raise this as an issue as it is
a reputation that clings to a wide range of decisions made, and
many long-term residents who have invested their time, energy
and money are fed up.
Decisions have been made, which have been acknowledged, would
not have been made if it was any other ward except Earl’s Court,
and that attitude must change.
Earl’s Court has been in limbo since the demolition of the Earl’s
Court Exhibition Centre, no Area Action Plan was considered to be
necessary alongside the SPD and subsequently failed to protect the
area and many businesses that were developed over the years
have been in a state of suspended animation.
Capco have gone, we now have Delancey who have not been
forthcoming with their Masterplan, but the emphasis of their work
to date has favoured LBHF with the use of the name “Earl’s Court”
whether it be Wonderground or the Earl’s Court Community Hub
which is in LBHF.
This site requires is own SPD. This site requires proactive
engagement. This site requires active consultation with residents
and not just open days on the forecourt opposite the tube station
– that is not represent meaningful planning a development in
conjunction with residents. The SPD should provide guidance on
heights, scale, massing, materials, taking into consideration the
character and context of the existing townscape. Resident
participation on this long project should be routine, regular, and
meaningful. To be effective this will require an Area Action Plan to
ensure the integration of the designed environment within the
local area and evaluations of its impact. Procedures should put in
place early on with designated Environmental Health Officers and

The Council is committed to working with landowners and the
community to bring forward the development of the opportunity
area.
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The question of any planning guidance to supplement the site
allocation and vision will be considered by the Council. This would
certainly involve resident participation.

Environmental Health matters are outside the remit of the local
plan.
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all reporting of incidents of noise, vibration, dust should go to this
designated team for long-term referral.
There are pluses – Earl’s Court as a brand is still known worldwide. Earl’s Court has two of the portals to the borough (Cromwell
and Old Brompton Road). Therefore, the importance of getting a
development that delivers connectivity north-south-east-west, one
that builds on the international and national reputation of Earl’s
Court Exhibition Centres for entertainment, trade shows as a
cultural venue is vital.
Support for the businesses that have suffered so that they can
respond to the New Environment is required.
This development must work on many levels. A development can
be car free but can never practically be vehicle free, and the
pressures on the existing road system will increase. The increase in
permeability of the site with access opened to the estates and the
newly defined 42-acres requires accurate assessment on the
capacity of Earl’s Court tube station and the impact on travellers at
Gloucester Road and South Kensington. There must be step-free
access from the site to the tube station.
There must be a range of housing options in an intergenerational
scheme delivering homes at social rent, affordable intermediate
and market rents.
There must be adequate and appropriate social infrastructure
including doctors’ surgery, library, crèche, workspaces, and
genuine culture and not just pop up.
There must be community space like that at New Horizons,
Cadogan Street made available as well as the integration of the
“integrator” sites such as: St Cuthbert’s Church, St Cuthbert and St
Matthias School, and Tesco into the planning of the project
Above all this is a unique opportunity for the borough to come
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Noted. Connectivity will be included as a requirement in the site
allocation, as well as a substantial cultural use.

Noted, however, this is outside the scope of the local plan.
Infrastructure requirements including transport infrastructure will
be included in the site allocation.

The Local Housing Needs Assessment informs the draft policy
requirements for mix and tenure of new housing; this will be
applicable to Earl’s Court.
Infrastructure requirements including health, education and other
community infrastructure will be included in the site allocation.
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London (Richard
Carr)
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forward with a green, environmentally sustainable development
with the cultural space at the centre recognising the changing
needs for both internal and external open green spaces that
matches the needs of the community.
The use of any S106, CIL or NCIL must be consulted and used
locally within the ward.

Noted. The site allocation will include requirements for
sustainability and open green space.

Section 3 - Places

Noted. In line with SPD.

Kensal Canalside
We note the aspirations for this Opportunity Area. The residential
and office developments should be car free (apart from Blue Badge
parking) and car parking for other uses should be minimised in line
with the approach to car parking set out in Policy T6 of the London
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This is outside the scope of the local plan.
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Plan 2021. We support new pedestrian and cycle bridge
connections over the railway and canal, but we would have
concerns if the design of an improved vehicular access at Ladbroke
Grove facilitated increased car use. Any improvements should be
designed according to the Healthy Streets Approach and should
prioritise access by active travel and public transport rather than
by car.
Kensington High Street
Streetscape improvements should be designed according to the
Healthy Streets Approach and should prioritise access by active
travel and public transport.
Avison Young
(Agent National
Grid) (Matt
Verlander)

Following a review of the above Development Plan Document, we Noted
have identified one or more
National Grid assets within the Plan area.
Details of National Grid assets are provided below.
Guidance on development near National Grid assets
National Grid is able to provide advice and guidance to the Council
concerning their networks
and encourages high quality and well-planned development in the
vicinity of its assets.
Electricity assets
Developers of sites crossed or in close proximity to National Grid
assets should be aware that it is National Grid policy to retain
existing overhead lines in-situ, though it recognises that there
may be exceptional circumstances that would justify the request
where, for example, the proposal is of regional or national
importance.
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National Grid’s ‘Guidelines for Development near pylons and high
voltage overhead power lines’ promote the successful
development of sites crossed by existing overhead lines and the
creation of well-designed places. The guidelines demonstrate that
a creative design approach can minimise the impact of overhead
lines whilst promoting a quality environment. The guidelines
can be downloaded here:
https://www.nationalgridet.com/document/130626/download
The statutory safety clearances between overhead lines, the
ground, and built structures must not be infringed. Where changes
are proposed to ground levels beneath an existing line then it is
important that changes in ground levels do not result in safety
clearances being infringed.
National Grid can, on request, provide to developers detailed line
profile drawings that detail the height of conductors, above
ordnance datum, at a specific site.
National Grid’s statutory safety clearances are detailed in their
‘Guidelines when working near National Grid Electricity
Transmission assets’, which can be downloaded
here:www.nationalgridet.com/network-and-assets/working-nearour-assets
Gas assets
High-Pressure Gas Pipelines form an essential part of the national
gas transmission system and National Grid’s approach is always to
seek to leave their existing transmission pipelines in situ.
Contact should be made with the Health and Safety Executive
(HSE) in respect of sites affected by High-Pressure Gas Pipelines.
National Grid have land rights for each asset which prevents the
erection of permanent/ temporary buildings, or structures,
changes to existing ground levels, storage of materials etc.
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Additionally, written permission will be required before any works
commence within the National Grid’s 12.2m building proximity
distance, and a deed of consent is required for any
crossing of the easement.
National Grid’s ‘Guidelines when working near National Grid Gas
assets’ can be downloaded here:
www.nationalgridgas.com/land-and-assets/working-near-ourassets
Mr (Andrew
Jamieson)

This is a poor questionnaire format by not allowing access to the
plan documents.

The Pembridge
Association
(Fiona FlemingBrown)

NHG faces a very difficult context for neighbourhood retail as it
Noted. Notting Hill Gate is identified as an important town centre
confronts the challenges of:
with priorities named to aid this context.
• The post-pandemic era (loss of retail, loss of office confidence,
safety concerns)
• The pivot to e-commerce
• The competition from Westfield (more choice) and smaller
independent retail centres (better quality)
• A dilapidated public domain: windy, poor build quality, tired &
dated appearance, street clutter
• The predominance of current clone retail and takeaway food
unattractive to new retailers & residents
• NGH is a busy, polluted and drab strip which has never been fully
commercially tenanted above its ground and first floor retail levels
since the 60’s
• If retail in NHG declines much further it will reach the critical
hard to regenerate point
• Vox Pop “NHG-the shopping area of last resort” “hostile and
depressing atmosphere” “has nothing which you can’t buy
elsewhere with better choice”
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Noted. This consultation was specific to issues and options
identified.
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And yet NHG is:
• Well connected for bus and major underground interchange,
major road network
• Surrounded by very affluent residential areas, embassies,
destination venues etc
• The start and finish point between the Royal Parks and
attractions of Portobello
• Has a strong independent entertainment offer (Coronet, The
Gate Theatre, The Gate Cinema, NH Arts Club)
• A paradox: “A wall of money walks through NHG every day but
there is nothing to tempt anyone to spend time or money there.
The desire is there, the shops aren’t”
Tom Bennett

Attractive and sensitive development of the car park on Harrington The plan will not preclude the redevelopment of this site.
Rd would significantly improve the immediate area. Ideally retail
on the ground floor with residential above, going up to a height
typical for the area (c. 6 stories).

Kensington
We think that the text given to detailed plans for places should be Agreed, the text is more concise with key priorities.
Society (Amanda shorter in the new Plan and should focus on the key priorities. The
Frame)
current Place chapters are often out of date and restrictive in that
they can discourage new and better ideas.
We would be concerned if too much weight was given to the
The characterisation study is one evidence base document to be
Characterisation Study. Prepared by consultants, its content lacks balanced against other priorities.
deep local knowledge. We have no idea what it will say and how it
might be used. There is no clarity on this issue.
We support distinct places, but “places” are as much about the
cluster of uses and activity not just about “character” or
townscape.
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Places should not be limited to town centres. Other “places”, such Whilst these are notable places of interest in the borough the
as the Chelsea Riverside, the Royal Parks, Kensington Palace,
places chapter focusses on key areas of change to varying degrees.
Holland Park and Brompton and Kensal Cemeteries, which are also
places with a national reputation, deserve recognition, especially
in terms of their sensitivity to and need to protect views and the
skyline from harmful development, such as tall buildings.
There are parts of the Boroughs which have never been picked out As above. A particular section on neighbourhood centres is
as ‘Places’. In particular, residential areas with historical buildings included and other policies apply to areas whereby greater change
should also be recognised as places, as they are a very large part of is not being planned for.
what gives the borough its character. The Plan should encourage
local people to be pro-active and influence development in these
areas through
e.g. neighbourhood plans and community-led design codes.
We support the area around Grenfell Tower and Lancaster West
Noted. Other places will require a joint effort between
being subject to co- design with the local community. (Paras 3.4 to communities, landowners and the council amongst other parties to
3.8) Other “places”, such as town centres, will also need co-design. bring about change.

Figure 3.1: Places with a particular national or international
reputation
This is the wrong title – these are two areas of major change, one
site that will soon be complete and seven site allocations
These are primarily existing site allocations, although the green
“shading” would appear to be more extensive and include number
of completed developments.
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Distinction has been given to the various places and site allocation
have been clarified.
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1. Kensal Canalside:
We dispute the numbers of home and jobs proposed, especially
since these have not been revisited since a Crossrail station (see
Transport) is unlikely to be built and the capacity of the sites and
the feasibility of creating 2,000 jobs/20,000sqm of offices has not
been established. The 2013 consultation on Kensal Canalside
identified 3,500 new homes as a maximum of three options and
this remains the 2021 London Plan ‘indicative’ figure. No rationale
has been provided for increasing this to a 5,000 minimum in the
recently adopted SPD, when public transport prospects have
shrunk rather than increase.
We strongly oppose tall buildings on grounds of unsustainability
due to lifecycle emissions of greenhouse gases and the choice of
locations with poor public transport accessibility levels, such as
Kensal Canalside.

The SPD undertook a number of studies to understand the impacts
of 3500 homes. The DIFS (Development Infrastructure Funding
Study) set out the required infrastructure to support such a
development and new work has been undertaken to understand
the transport impact and the townscape analysis to satisfy the
allocation.

Noted. The townscape analysis undertaken has provided an
appropriate height limit for this area to ensure development is
optimised.

It is Important to mention the amount/proportion of community
housing.
2. Edenham Way:
We are opposed the scale of the 14-storey building immediately
next to Grade II*-listed Trellick Tower which appears insensitive to
the context and importance of the tower. The map refers to this
‘area of change’ as No.2 Golborne, which is confusing. There ought
to be a mention of community housing and the need to confirm
the protection of Meanwhile Gardens, through designation by the
Council as a Local Green Space.

Noted. Edenham way is a site allocation with a varying height range
between 2 and 14 storeys. Affordable housing policies are
elsewhere in the plan. Meanwhile gardens is mentioned within the
site information table as a planning constraint.

3. Wornington Green:

Support noted
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We agree that this should be removed as a site allocation as it will
have been completed before the Plan is issued.
4. 1-14 Latimer Road:
The StQW Neighbourhood Plan in 2016 identified the potential of Noted.
this location as a mixed- use area which could attract cultural
businesses. New policies were introduced on permissible uses. The
pace of change has since proved to be slow. The new RBKC Design
Code should provide greater certainty on development potential,
but development viability in the area remains marginal due to
poor public transport access.
5. Warwick Road sites:
These are nearly complete, but we still await the delivery of the
green corridor included in the SPD.

Noted

6. Earl’s Court:
This is essentially the existing site allocation. We would be very
concerned if this scheme were to be replaced with much
larger/taller buildings.

The Earl’s Court site has been allocated within the plan in light of
changes since the last plan.

7. Harrington Road:
This site allocation is not part of “proposes for SDistrict Centre.

Noted

8. Lots Road:
To avoid confusion, the terminology should be not “Extra care
homes” but “Extra-care homes”.

Agreed

Rolf Judd on
Page 18 of the Issues and Options Paper summarises what
Noted
behalf of
redevelopment of Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area could
Ballymore Group deliver, noting the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD and the
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Limited and
specific requirements from this SPD the site would need to deliver,
Sainsbury’s
such as minimum of 3,500 new homes, new superstore, 2,000 new
Supermarkets L... jobs and two new pedestrian and cycle bridges. We welcome this
alignment with the adopted SPD.
TfL (Brendan
Hodges)

TfL CD has interests in one of the areas of change, Earls Court,
which is owned by Earls Court Partnership Limited (ECPL) – a joint
venture (JV) between Delancey / DV4, APG, and TfL). The Earls
Court site straddles both RBKC and LBHF; our responses below
relate to the part of the Earls Court site that is within the RBKC.
TfL CD supports the identification of Earls Court as an ‘Area for
Noted
Change’ (Site Allocation 6) in Figure 3.1 and an area that can
accommodate growth. We also strongly support the identification
of Earls Court as an area where significant new development can
take place to provide much needed new homes and jobs (para
3.2).
To ensure that the full benefits of developing the site and the
The Council supports such collaborative discussions, noting that the
wider Opportunity Area are realised for the Borough and this part Local Plan can only deal with matters within the RBKC
of west London, it will be essential for there to be collaboration
administrative boundary.
between the RBKC, the LBHF and the Greater London Authority
(GLA). For example, a site wide approach will identify the optimal
locations for particular land uses and social infrastructure across
the site, rather than duplicating provision to meet local
requirements within both RBKC and LBHF boundaries.
We note the description in Table 3.1, but consider that something The summary for the site in Table 3.1 is to be expanded upon in the
much more comprehensive and ambitious is required. This should forthcoming draft plan. This will take account of the status the site
reflect its status as part of the Earls Court / West Kensington
has as part of the Opportunity Area.
Opportunity Area and a major brownfield site capable of making a
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significant contribution to both London-wide and borough
development needs.
We note that Table 2.1 of the London Plan identifies an indicative
capacity for 6,500 new homes and 5,000 new jobs in the Earls
Court / West Kensington Opportunity Area across both RBKC and
the LBHF. It also states that when developing policies for
Development Plan allocations and frameworks, boroughs should
use the indicative capacity figures as a starting point, to be tested
through the assessment process.

The site is to be examined in more detail to ascertain an
appropriate number of homes and employment space, guided by
the London Plan indicative figures.

Table 3.1 identifies Earls Court as being capable of
Noted. The Council is seeking to optimise the Earl’s Court site and
accommodating, a minimum of 1,000 new homes including
acknowledges the requirements of the London Plan in this respect.
community housing. This does not seem to be ambitious enough in
the context of the London Plan, the intention for “ambitious”
aspirations as identified in paragraph 1.16 (relating to the
overarching NLPR vision) and paragraph 3.2 which recognises that
“areas of growth” are where significant new development can take
place. We suggest that the Opportunity Area indicative figures for
growth as set out in Table 2.1. of the London Plan should form the
starting point for establishing the true potential for the site to
deliver growth.
National and London Plan policies direct that the delivery of homes Noted. The Council is reviewing the site allocation with respect to
to meet identified need is a strategic priority. As a brownfield
the matters raised here.
cleared site with excellent public transport accessibility, all levels
of planning policy require development at Earls Court to be
optimised.
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Earls Court is one of only two Opportunity Areas in RBKC. The CA4
Earls Court Site Allocation (RBKC Local Plan, September 2019) was
largely carried over from the previous version of the Plan
(modified to reflect the extant consents). New Local Plan policies
for Earls Court will need to take into account updated national and
London Plan policy requirements, including:
▪ Housing (including affordable) –the London Plan requires RBKC to
deliver 448 new homes each year.
▪ Building Heights – Policy D9 of the London Plan says boroughs
should determine locations for tall buildings including the
maximum heights that could be acceptable and identify these
locations on a map.
▪ Good Growth – a key theme of the London Plan, with a much
greater emphasis on inclusivity and environments which promote
health and wellbeing. Car fee and Healthy Streets are just some of
the design requirements.
▪

Climate Change – a key policy imperative at all levels of
policies, with statutory targets set at a national level.

▪ Transport and Car parking – with car-free development now
being the starting point for all development proposals in places
that are (or are planned to be) well-connected by public transport.
Against this background, the new Local Plan will need to optimise Noted. The Council is seeking to optimise the site.
the development at Earls Court and ensure that it meets key policy
themes on a range of issues, including strategic housing and
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employment requirements. The Earls Court Area of Change
description should therefore include:
▪ Optimising housing delivery on-site through a range of housing
products and tenures to meet a range of housing needs and create
a mixed and inclusive community;
▪ Growth of a new workplace and cultural centre supported by
retail, leisure and other town centre uses;
▪ New and enhanced public realm and open spaces both within the
site and connecting to surrounding areas; and
▪ Encouraging active modes of travel and public transport through
car-free development and improvements to local transport
infrastructure.
ECDC has undertaken some preliminary work on the masterplan
Noted. The Council is undertaking further work to establish an
framework for Earls Court. Currently, this indicates that there is
appropriate quantum of development to inform site capacity in
potential for significantly more than 1,000 new homes within RBKC relation to homes and employment space as well as other uses
and a greater amount of floorspace and associated jobs than
initially indicated for the Opportunity Area in the London Plan.
In our JV capacity as ECPL we would welcome further engagement Noted.
to discuss the true capacity of the site, adopting the design-led
approach.
We also look forward to working with the Council to promote a
positive planning policy framework for Earls Court which reflects
all the important national, strategic and local planning policy
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objectives in tandem with the emerging masterplan framework
proposals and both the Council and ECPL / ECDC’s vision and
aspirations for the site.
Please also see the representations on this question prepared by
Quod on behalf of ECDC.

Earl's Court Area Earl's Court is an area that can accommodate growth AND still has
Action Group
a particular national and international reputation/name
(Bella Hardwick) recognition despite the demolition of the Earls Court Exhibition
Centres. Having just a cultural/arts centre or providing cultural
activities in various pop-up forms would not reflect the Olympic
legacy nor the area’s history of mass entertainment, trade shows
and international events which are synonymous with Earl's Court.
We are also concerned that an arts centre/cultural facility would
reflect merely a narrow view of what culture is e.g. opera, when
Earls Court had something for everyone. Adding another single use
building without having undertaken an audit of what there is
currently on offer nearby and further afield shows a lack of
commercial awareness. That is why ECAAG is calling for a
significant temporary and permanent world-class multi-purpose
venue – “the world’s greenest venue” - for sport, music, culture,
exhibitions and events to be on the Earls Court Masterplan site.
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Noted. The Council recognises the importance of a replacement
cultural facility in this location and notes the points regarding the
need to understand existing arts and cultural offers in the area, the
wide-ranging nature of the Exhibition Centre, and the need to build
in flexibility to any facility. We also note and support the emphasis
on green/sustainable development.
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The variety of uses would maximise revenue generation which we
would like to see used for the common good. We are in touch with
The Association of Event Organisers which represents the Events
and Exhibition Industry as to the size of an event space which
could provide what we are looking for and the size of this building
is happily not excessive. The venue should have in-built flexibility
in its design so it can easily be configured inside and out for
various types of events. PLEASE NOTE: Our proposed venue and
housing are not mutually exclusive. Provision for more exhibition
space is in the Mayor's London Plan 2021; Olympia is not
extending its exhibition space and is not to be used as an excuse to
avoid revisiting this provision on the Earls Court Masterplan site.
RBKC Council has watered down its plans for the area which we do
not agree with as the 2015 Local Plan included a significant
exhibition/convention centre for Earl's Court which is not
proposed in this new plan.
Mozafar Amiri

Please see response to 3.3

Noted

Worlds End
Studios Ltd. (Ian
Wiesner)

The redevelopment of the "Site at Lots Road" (known now as CA7) Noted. The allocation provides greater clarity.
is very open ended.
Given the huge residential redevelopment of the Lots Road Power The allocation includes both employment and residential floorspace
Station site, CA7 should be used not only to bolster the Lots Road with principles that clarify the importance of the employment uses.
area as an employment zone but also create amenity (eg open
space) for the area. Additional housing (beyond the proposed care
home provision, which is welcome) is not what is required.
I make no comment on the other areas which have been
identified.

Imperial College
London (Rory
Newman)

No option for 4- Given the number of areas of change identified in Noted and agreed. Opportunities for growth outside of those
Section 3, the College are surprised that this is not reflected in
shown are not precluded from developing.
larger areas of land being provisionally identified as growth areas.
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Opportunities for growth are key in providing flexibility and are
necessary if RBKC is to meet its challenging targets for residential
and commercial development. There are contradictory and
conflicting policies found between the areas identified in Sections
3 and 4.
The College acknowledge the recent Cabinet reshuffle and the
Greater clarity has been provided on the areas of change and
appointment of the Rt Hon Michael Gove MP as Secretary of State current legislation will be followed.
(SoS), which is likely to have significant implications for the
Governments planning reforms as set out in the White Paper 2020. The college is not afforded any greater protection in this plan.
However, on the basis, that the Government White Paper
proposals are advanced as they currently stand, the College would
comment as follows:
• Current legislation should be followed.
• The College welcome the identification of Chelsea and
Westminster and Old Brompton as a Renewal Area.
• The Colleges South Kensington Campus should be designated as
a Renewal Area and not as a protected area.
375 Portobello
Road Residents'
Compact (Ms
Jones)

1. Kensal Canalside. The plans that have so far been shown for
The SPD, vision and site allocation are clear in the objectives for
Kensal Canalside represent everything that has gone badly wrong development at this site including the importance of connections,
with late 20th century planning and architecture. This
environmental sustainability and design.
development will introduce somewhere between 8,750 - 12,500
residents, more than doubling the current population of Dalgarno
ward (current pop. 6,903) with little thought given to increasing
inclusivity, reducing inequality, increasing connectivity, positive
environmental impact, greening and contribution to the Urban
Forest, beauty, enhancing the townscape, building community, or
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longevity.
Housing: Whilst housing is much needed in RBKC, our greatest and The affordable housing policies are borough wide and set out the
most pressing need is for permanent and truly affordable housing expectation for all developers based on viability in line with national
that allows people to put down roots, bring up their children, and legislation.
build communities. Provision for housing for social rent must be, at
minimum, 50%.
Amenities and services: Kensal Canalside will effectively be a new
town hence all necessary services and amenities must be provided.
These would include (but are not limited to): schools for all ages,
adult education facilities, a hospital, a care home, a nursery, GPs,
dentists, pharmacies and other healthcare provision, policing,
locally owned and diverse small shops and services (the idea of a
whole town being dependent on one superstore is grotesque), a
substantial park, a nature reserve, other smaller green spaces,
additional publicly accessible leisure facilities (e.g. an outdoor lido,
playing fields, tennis courts, rock climbing, boating facilities),
locally owned cafes and restaurants, creative workspace for local
people, community meeting space, community kitchens, cultural
and performance spaces, many hundreds of trees, and more.
Dalgarno ward is already underprovided with many of these
essential services, thus it seems obvious that increased strain will
be placed on existing services in the neighbouring and already
deprived and overpopulated Golborne ward.

Noted and supported. Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area site
allocation sets out the minimum expectation including a
neighbourhood centre. The SPD and associated Development
Infrastructure Study set out the requirements of social
infrastructure such as GP’s and schools etc.

Transport: Transport provision is woefully inadequate for such a
large population increase. Even if car ownership is minimised, the
inevitable increase in delivery vehicles, taxis, and other vehicles
will overburden local roads that are permanently constrained by

The Council have undertaken transport studies to ensure that
sufficient transport is delivered at Kensal Canalside. Any application
will be expected to ensure this is the case at application stage and
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The SPD and site allocation principles further stipulates the
importance of environmental sustainability, connections and open
space.
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'pinch points' at the canal and railway bridges on Ladbroke Grove.
Access times for emergency vehicles is a real concern. Vastly
increased passenger numbers on local buses and tubes will
overwhelm existing services. Quite simply, without provision of a
new station on the Queen Elizabeth line this development is not
viable. Also concerning is the likelihood of large numbers of people
commuting on bikes and scooters via the canal towpath,
effectively turning it into a commuter superhighway that is
dangerous for children, the disabled, pedestrians, and dogs.

use the transport model agreed with the Council and TFL to ensure
this.
Similarly any application will need to comply with the London Plan
requirements for submission of a fire statement and emergency
vehicle access.

Amenity green space and the Urban Forest: Any new development
of such density must be designed around an expansive public
amenity green space, rather than trying to fit so-called
The importance of publicly accessible green open space and trees is
‘landscaping’ around building and street layouts. Greening must
contained within the existing SPD and the environmental
include a large park, accessible to all in perpetuity and a
sustainability within the allocation and SPD.
substantial number of large trees that will survive and grow to full
maturity. Also important are food growing areas and sufficient
wild areas to meaningfully establish biodiversity.
Community and permanence: We must not permit Kensal
Canalside to become a ‘transient town’ where people live for a few The site is allocated to deliver permanent residential homes and
years and then move on. The plan as currently presented has
jobs for people to live work and visit the area. We are unable to
transience baked in. It is clearly designed to be a dormitory
control how long people choose to live in an area.
commuter town with no facilities for people to bring up families
and establish communities that will grow together and last for
generations.
Urban Forest: New development must take a ‘forest first’
approach. Trees must be at the heart of any master plan, not
treated as ‘icing on the cake’.
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affordable homes can be delivered on the site.
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2. Golborne. New housing is much needed, and the former care
home site (currently a van park) is an obvious place to build.
However, the plans presented so far are simply not good enough.
This world-renowned site presents an opportunity to showcase
RBKC as a home for innovative, forward-looking, and remarkable
social architecture and urban planning. The Grenfell Tower Inquiry
has highlighted RBKC’s failure to consult meaningfully with local
residents about the appointment of architects. This must not
happen again. Golborne ward is already deprived and
overpopulated; any increase in homes must be accompanied by
increased local healthcare facilities, school places, transport
provision and locally owned essential shops and services. The
market provides many local essentials (fresh food and other
necessities) as well as opportunities for local people to build
businesses. Please protect, improve and extend provision of the
market.
3. Wornington Green. This development has gone badly wrong.
The loss of the park and hundreds of mature trees has had a
catastrophic negative affect on people’s physical and mental
health, air quality, biodiversity and so much more, not to mention
community relations. This negative impact is felt across the whole
of Golborne ward. Poor planning and build quality means that the
development is already becoming unsustainable. The development
has provided no increase in Social Housing. Please reinclude this
‘place’ to ensure that this catastrophe can at least be mitigated in
phase three of the development.
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Noted. Any application will be required to ensure the necessary
infrastructure is planned for. The allocation sets out the minimum
expectations.

Any applicant will need to ensure they work in collaboration with
the council to understand the local need for infrastructure
provision.
The Council is committed to the continued running of the market.

Phase 2a is under construction with a planning application expected
for phase 3 and so is sufficiently through the planning process and
as such this has been removed from the site allocations specifically.
Any application will use the other relevant policies to enable
determination.
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We have run out of time to address further places other aspects of
the Local Plan. More time would be appreciated.
Further consultation will be undertaken with the draft policies.
Collette
Wilkinson

The only building growth area should be in the provision of care
homes for the elderly.
Help preserve the retail outlets going forward

Noted – specialist housing policies
Town centres are a focus in the NLPR

David Lloyd-Davis The site CA7 in Lots Road is an opportunity to enhance an already
thriving hub in the only Employment Zone in Chelsea. This
opportunity will be lost by diluting it with yet more housing in an
already dense area.

The employment zone is still prioritised in the allocation of Lots
Road (previously CA7). However, in order to deliver this and deliver
much needed homes in the borough the allocation includes
residential homes.

Swifts Local
Network: Swifts
& Planning
Group (Mike
Priaulx)

Agree.

Noted

Robert Dixon

I agree with these areas.

Noted

NHS North West
London CCG
(Kate Brady)

The draft plan identifies twelve places, including five areas of
change.
Kensal Canalside
The CCG responded to the draft supplementary planning
Noted. The Council would support further discussions to ensure the
document. It supported the policy statement for primary
necessary delivery at this site.
healthcare that the impact from at least new 3,500 will require,
where necessary, developer contributions to provide new or
improved healthcare facilities. The CCG also noted that a new
pedestrian and cycling bridge over the railway and canal will
connect the site to the surrounding area to the south and will
provide access to existing healthcare services, including St Charles
Centre for Health and Wellbeing. The CCG would welcome the
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opportunity for further discussions to ensure that necessary
infrastructure is provided.

Earl’s Court
The CCG are aware of the new proposals for the Earl’s Court
Opportunity Area, including an uplift in the number of new homes
in the RBKC part of the area and a new masterplan in the
Hammersmith and Fulham area. The CCG would welcome the
opportunity to discuss and reassess the impact on healthcare
infrastructure looking at the overall quantum and timing of growth
in the Opportunity Area.
Notting Hill Gate
We note that a supplementary planning document (SPD) was
adopted for the area in July 2015. The SPD recognises the need for
a new primary healthcare facility in the in the area. The
redevelopment of the Newcombe House site (site 4) will include a
new medical centre as part of a s106 planning obligation which will
accommodate two GP practices and provide primary care services
at scale who are now actively developing the detailed design for
their new premises.
We would welcome the opportunity to discuss any other potential
site locations in the town centres.
South Kensington – site 5 current application for South Kensington
station (27 net new homes and retail space)? The CCG would
welcome a discussion to assess the potential to support improved
primary care access in this locality
Alex Mackay

Agree

Noted. The Council would support further discussions to ensure the
necessary delivery at this site.

Noted and supported
Noted and further discussions supported.
Noted
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Quod on behalf
of Earls Court
Development
Company
(Steffan Rees)

ECDC support the identification of Earls Court as an ‘Area for
Noted
Change’ (Site Allocation 6) in Figure 3.1 and an area that can
accommodate growth. ECDC strongly supports the identification of
Earls Court as an area where significant new development can take
place to provide much needed new homes and jobs (para 3.2). To
ensure that the full benefits of the Site are realised the relevant
Earls Court Site Allocation and the Area of Change will need to
consider the following key matters.
Collaboration
Collaboration will be important between the RBKC, the London
Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham (LBHF) and the Greater
London Authority (GLA) to ensure that the full benefits of the
future Earls Court masterplan are realised across the entire Site
and Opportunity Area. For example, a sitewide approach can
identify the optimal locations for particular land uses and social
infrastructure across the Site, rather than duplicating provision to
meet local requirements in both RBKC and LBHF boundaries.

The Council supports such collaborative discussions, noting that the
Local Plan can only deal with matters within the RBKC
administrative boundary.

Ambition
Whilst ECDC notes the description at Table 3.1, it queries whether The summary for the site in Table 3.1 is to be expanded upon in the
this is sufficiently comprehensive, ambitious and imaginative given forthcoming draft plan. This will take account of the status the site
(i) the status of the Site as forming part of the Earls Court/West
has as part of the Opportunity Area.
Kensington Opportunity Area; and (ii) the scale and status of the
Site as one of the very few major brownfield sites capable of
making a significant contribution to both London wide and
Borough development needs.
ECDC notes that Table 2.1 of the London Plan identifies an
indicative capacity for 6,500 new homes and 5,000 new jobs in the
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Earls Court/West Kensington Opportunity Area across both RBKC The site is to be examined in more detail to ascertain an
and LBHF. It also states that when developing policies for
appropriate number of homes and employment space, guided by
Development Plan site allocations and frameworks, Boroughs
the London Plan indicative figures.
should use the indicative capacity figures as a starting point, to be
tested through the assessment process.
National and London Plan policies direct that the delivery of homes
to meet identified need is a strategic priority. As a brownfield
cleared site with excellent public transport accessibility (PTAL 6a Noted. The Council is seeking to optimise the Earl’s Court site and
and 6), all levels of planning policy require development at Earls
acknowledges the requirements of the London Plan in this respect.
Court to be optimised:
§ Policy SD1 (Opportunity Areas) of the London Plan requires
Boroughs amongst other matters to: (1) clearly set out how they
will encourage and deliver the growth potential of Opportunity
Areas (criterion B1) and establish the capacity for growth in
Opportunity Areas, taking account of the indicative capacity for
homes and jobs in Table 2.1 (criterion B5); and
§ Policy H1 of the London Plan requires boroughs to respond to
housing targets by optimising the potential for housing delivery on
all suitable and available brownfield sites especially on sites with
high public transport accessibility (criterion 2a).
Importantly, planning policies must be positively prepared. It is
particularly important in the case of complex regeneration sites
that polices must ensure that site allocations are viable and
deliverable.
Earls Court is one of only two Opportunity Areas in RBKC. The 2019
CA4 Earls Court Site Allocation (RBKC Local Plan September 2019)
was largely carried over from the previous version of the plan
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(modified to reflect the extant planning permissions). New
planning policy, particularly the newly adopted London Plan
(March 2021), means that any new proposals for Earls Court will
need to take into account updated policy requirements, including
(but not limited to) those in respect of:

Noted. The Council is reviewing the site allocation with respect to
the matters raised here.

§ Building Heights – Policy D9 of the London Plan requires
Boroughs to determine locations for tall buildings including the
maximum heights that could be acceptable and identify these
locations on a map.
§ Good Growth – a key theme of the London Plan, with a much
greater emphasis on inclusivity and environments which promote
health and wellbeing. Good Growth objectives include: making the
best use of land, creating a healthy city, delivering the homes that
Londoners need and growing a good economy.
§ Climate Change – a key policy imperative at all levels of planning
policies, with statutory targets set at a national level.
§ Transport and Car parking – with car-free development now
being the starting point for all development proposals in places
that are (or are planned to be) well-connected by public transport ,
and application of the Healthy Streets Approach..
In this regard, ECDC considers that the current wording contained
within Table 3.1 for Earls Court should be more ambitious to
reflect the “ambitious” aspirations identified in paragraph 1.16
(relating to the overarching NLPR vision) and paragraph 3.2 which
recognise that Areas of Change are the appropriate locations for
significant new development.
As set out above, the London Plan identifies Opportunity Areas as
a key location for meeting London’s housing and employments
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needs, as well as key drivers of regeneration due to their ability to
accommodate large scale coordinated development. Therefore,
Noted. The Council is seeking to optimise the site.
the Earls Court Area of Change description should set out an
ambitious approach to optimise the development opportunities at
Earls Court, including:
§ Optimising housing delivery on-site through a range of housing
products and tenures to meet a range of housing needs and create
a mixed and inclusive community;
§ Growth of a new employment and cultural centre supported by
retail, leisure and other town centre uses;
§ New and enhanced public realm and open spaces both within
the Site and connecting to surrounding areas; and
§ Encouraging active and healthy modes of travel and public
transport through car-free residential development and
improvements to local transport infrastructure.
ECDC’s vision for Earls Court is summarised below and aims to
deliver the full potential of the Site to meet the regenerative aims
of the London Plan.
Earls Court Vision
The redevelopment of the Site provides a generational and
exciting opportunity to re-imagine a new chapter in this part of
London. ECDC are preparing a masterplan framework for the
redevelopment of Earls Court, that will form the basis for any
future planning application. ECDC recognises the importance of
delivering on this opportunity. ECDC are fully aware of the Site’s
constraints and sensitivities but equally very excited by the
challenge and the opportunity this creates. Using constraints as
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opportunities ECDC can build in long-term resilience from the
start.
ECDC has undertaken preliminary testing on the masterplan
framework for Earls Court. This indicates the potential to deliver
significantly more homes in RBKC than the 1,000 new homes
referenced in the NLPR Earls Court Area of Change description and
a greater number of jobs than the indicative ECWKOA targets set
in the London Plan. ECDC look forward to discussing the
opportunities for increasing jobs at Earls Court and other benefits
from the emerging masterplan for Earls Court with the Council
Brent Council
(Paul Lewin)

The Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area is clearly a significant
development site for RBKC. This is in terms of it bringing a major
piece of underutilised brownfield land that can add positively to
the townscape in this area, but which also has some high quality
and sensitive heritage as well as other environmental assets. The
site clearly will play a substantial role in addressing RBKC’s general
and affordable housing needs, whilst creating a new mixed use
community that can stitch into the wider urban environment.
Whilst understanding the need for optimisation of the site, the
Council considers that the local plan should provide greater clarity
on what the likely development capacity of the site will be.
Currently within the recently adopted Supplementary Planning
Document (SPD) for the Opportunity Area there is a broad range
from the policy defined minimum 3,500 dwellings up to potentially
5,000 dwellings as identified in the SPD. In addition, whilst it
understands the difficulties of being able to provide a precise
indication of acceptable heights in the Opportunity Area, the
Council considers that consistent with London Plan Policy D9,
greater clarity is also necessary on this aspect of the site’s
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Noted. The site allocation sets out the minimum figures for any
development coming forward on the site.

The site allocation does include height maximums now in line with
the London plan policy D9.
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development in advance of more detailed testing through the
application process.
In the response to the Opportunity Areas SPD, the Council gave
particular emphasis to addressing the likely potential
transportation impacts for adjoining wards and associated
infrastructure in LB Brent. The Council understands that modelling
indicates impacts on local junctions will not be significant. It also
understands that in terms of public transport, RBKC’s focus is bus
services along Ladbroke Grove and improving Ladbroke Grove
underground station. Nevertheless, given the proximity of Kensal
Green station, it is considered that this will potentially provide a
strong draw for the development’s residents. As such, the Council
would like to ensure that it and RBKC can work together to identify
the potential for improvements as a result of mitigating the
Noted. The Council will work closely with Brent to ensure that the
impacts of the development to the quality of the public realm and necessary transport is in place for the development planned.
space within the adopted highway on the Harrow Road to
encourage walking a cycling between the site and Kensal Green
station, as well as using improvements to the accessibility of the
station, including lifts to platforms.
The Council seeks to work collaboratively in addressing the above Support for collaboration noted.
and will also positively engage as necessary in the Statement of
Common Ground between RBKC and its surrounding local planning
authorities.
Avison Young on
behalf of
Department for
Transport (Neil
Lawrence)

The Department strongly supports the identification of the Kensal Support noted.
Canalside as an ‘area of change’ which will accommodate a
significant quantum of new housing and commercial development,
in accordance with the policy objectives for Opportunity Areas as
set out in Policy SD1 of the London Plan and the objectives
identified in the KCOA SPD. The sustainable redevelopment of this
brownfield land, including Secretary of State for Transport’s
Agreed
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landholding, has significant potential to integrate with the
surrounding area and to support wider regeneration.
As part of the overall mix and balance of uses, in line with the
Noted. The allocation does not restrict the uses within the new
principles of good growth set out in the London Plan, it is
Class E.
considered that a range of residential accommodation would be
appropriate to deliver a mixed and balanced community. This
could include student, co-living and build to rent, alongside
traditional residential tenures. In order to deliver the identified
employment target, the redevelopment of the KCOA should allow
for a flexible range of commercial uses, including those within the
new Class E (Commercial, Business & Service).
The need for new housing in the borough is significant and is
Noted
projected to increase. The latest 2020 Housing Delivery Test
(January 2021) demonstrates that over the last three years the
borough has delivered 49% of the total number of homes required,
based on the current Local Plan housing need of 733 dwellings per
annum. The Local Housing Needs Assessment (2021) prepared in
support of the Issues and Options Consultation, identifies an
overall housing requirement of 1,622 homes per annum (arising
from both new and backlog need).
This Opportunity Area is the largest remaining area of brownfield Noted and agreed
land within the Borough and has significant potential to make a
major contribution to meeting identified housing need.
Development potential across the entirety of the KCOA should be
optimised, to deliver a high quality, high density, new
neighbourhood that provides new homes and jobs, in accordance
with the London Plan principles of Good Growth and the principles
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set out in the KCOA SPD.
The Department is already engaging with key stakeholders in the Noted and agreed.
KCOA SPD area with a view to bringing this key site forward. The
viability of redeveloping the site will be a key consideration and
must take account of substantial infrastructure costs including
demolition, land remediation, services and transport infrastructure
including the bridging of the railway, alongside the need to deliver
affordable housing. It will be important that, in conjunction with
the flexibility built into the KCOA SPD, Local Plan policies also allow
for flexibility to assist in the delivery of this key brownfield site.
Labour Group of
Councillors
(Emma Dent
Coad)

We cannot support identification of sites where development can
take place without recognising that the overwhelming need is for
social rent, keyworker and low-cost affordable homes. There are
still numerous sites owned by the Council, as well as land-banked
sites owned by developers. To allow ‘mixed’ development when
we have a surfeit of private market homes, empty shops and
offices is even less viable now than it was pre-pandemic.

Applications for development will be assessed against and subject
to affordable housing policies.
A call for sites was carried out as part of the local plan consultation.
It is not possible within the scope of the local plan for the Council to
oblige landowners to develop their land.
It is important for placemaking reasons for larger scale
developments to have a variety of uses to ensure it is vibrant and
meets the needs of residents.

WSP on behalf of
Guy’s and St
Thomas’ NHS
Foundation Trust
(Emily Taylor )

As part of the Local Plan Review and a review more widely of the Noted and agreed
Borough’s present and future housing and economic growth
needs, further sites will be reviewed with regards to their potential
provision. Paragraph 5.5 of the Issues and Options Consultation
Document (July 2021) requests that available sites within the Plan
period should be submitted for consideration as part of the Local
Plan process. The Local Plan categorises sites submitted via the
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previous consultation into high, medium and low suitability
categories. Sites within the ‘high’ suitability category applies to
sites where the existing land use may change which could provide
an opportunity to change the use or optimise the site to provide a
mix of uses.
The services delivered from Royal Brompton Hospital may change
within the Plan period given the planned integration of the
Hospital’s services with the rest of GSTT. This may include the
redevelopment of some sites for alternative land uses or the ability
to provide additional land uses. The Trust would therefore like to
open discussion with the Council regarding the Royal Brompton
Hospital site, as elements of the estate could be available for
consideration as part of the Local Plan process. The Trust seek to
work collaboratively with the Council to review what land uses
could be realised on parts of the estate as hospital functions
change at all healthcare sites within the Trust’s control as part of a
strategic, evidence based process of estate management and
realisation, which is ongoing at present. Given its location and
brownfield nature, the potential for land to be used for wider
development needs is significant and we consider it would have
‘High’ suitability in line with the current approach. For the
avoidance of doubt, the Trust is not proposing to redevelop the
entire Royal Brompton Hospital site, however would like to engage
with the Local Plan process at an early stage with the view that
discrete opportunities may arise as a result of the integration
process.
The Trust is aware of a Supplementary Planning Document,
prepared by the Council, that concerns the Royal Brompton
Hospital site. This document was first prepared in 2014 and a
further iteration was published in November 2020, and the Trust
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Noted. The Council have looked at the Hospital site in the form of
an SPD for Royal Brompton Hospital however are open to future
discussions with the Trust to further understand the hospital site.

Further details will be necessary to understand potential for site
allocation away from the hospital use and currently it does not
meet the criteria set out.

Noted. No further evidence suggests a different position for the
Council at this site to that within the SPD.
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made representations in response to its publication. With the New
Local Plan under review and requesting site allocations, the
opportunity to consider the evolving Royal Brompton Hospital site
is significant. It provides a platform within which to undertake a
robust assessment of land that may be available, in co- ordination
with other sites put forward, which will then be tested through
Independent Examination. Given the Hospital site is so large and
the need to ensure that a coherent masterplan is retained that
considers the remaining healthcare uses, the review and potential
allocation through the Local Plan process is the most suitable,
where it can be considered as part of the strategic spatial strategy
and needs across the Borough. Any future allocation can then set
the basis for future development proposals or documents,
providing a high level guide to future development through
allocation.
Savills on behalf Places
of COMMERCIAL
ESTATES GROUP
(Kirsty Turner)
Section 3 identifies 10 areas of change in the borough with a
proposal to group these into either areas that can accommodate
growth, and areas with a particular national or international
reputation. We support the identification of areas for growth
within the borough.

Noted further clarification on these areas has now been provided
also.

Applications for development on all sites will be assessed against
Lots Road is an area identified as a key area of change and sets out the emerging policies in the NLPR, as well as London Plan policies.
a vision for the area and aspirations for development at two sites; This will include requirements to optimise use of land.
Lots Road and Lots Road Power station. However, in our view, the
success of Lots Road as a key area of change should not be limited A character study of the borough has been undertaken to
to these two development opportunities and extends across a
understand opportunities for growth in the borough.
much wider area. There should be a presumption in favour of
129

Respondent
Name

Comments

Council response

sustainable development for sites in this key area of change that
are suitable to deliver these much-needed homes and jobs within
the area. This should align with the London Plan’s objectives to
make best use of land by promoting higher density development,
particularly in locations that are well-connected to jobs, services,
infrastructure and amenities by public transport, walking and
cycling. The policy should therefore set a framework for identifying
suitable and specific development sites and opportunities that can The site benefits from planning permission currently and the
contribute to the visions being achieved. For Lots Road, we
Council would support further discussions to ensure the site is
propose Plaza 535 Kings Road is identified a specific site that can optimised.
accommodate growth. The site already benefits from an existing
planning permission for remodelling and extension to the building
to provide high quality office accommodation, but also presents an
immediate opportunity to optimise given it is previously developed
land in an accessible, town centre location. CEG would welcome
discussions with RBKC of how the site can enhance the Lots Road
business function whilst complementing the emerging proposals
on Lots Road and the Power Station.
Kings Road East and West which includes Sloane Street is set out as
Section 3 also sets out areas of national significance of which Kings a town centre and area of some change. The council sets out the
Road/Sloane Square is identified as an area of cultural and retail
vision of the area embracing change including the maintaining and
significance, and there is an ambition to consolidate this role of
strengthening the existing offer.
the area within the borough. However, despite Kings Road/Sloane
Square being an area of national significance, it is not identified as
an area which can accommodate significant growth within the
draft Plan. It is our view that the Kings Road/Sloane Square place
could accommodate significant growth at the same time as
consolidating its retail and cultural offer. This would be in line with
the NPPF and London Plan, which seek to optimise the delivery of
Brownfield Sites with good transport accessibility.
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Support noted. The town centre toolkits as committed to will
Therefore, in response to question 3.3 we support the principle of provide further opportunities for local communities to engage in
areas of change, however we propose they should be revisited to change.
introduce a framework for each character area, describing how the
visions are going to be achieved on a wider scale. This would allow
the maximisation of development opportunities blending both
sites with permission and future development opportunities.
Savills on behalf The main Thames Tideway Tunnel site within RBKCs Areas of
of Thames Water Change includes Cremorne Wharf, which is located in Lots Road.
(Nicola Forster) The Cremorne Wharf site is located within the Lots Road Area of
Change and in close proximity to the Lots Road Power Station site
(Site 10) and Site at Lots Road (Site 9).
We recognise the Vision for the ‘Lots Road’ area to become “a
vibrant place to work and live” and an area which supports large
scale redevelopment and tall buildings.
The Cremorne Wharf site should be recognised in this zone to be a
consideration for the future operation of the Thames Tideway
Tunnel and the protected Wharf.

As Cremorne Wharf is the only future opportunity for additional
waste management capacity to contribute to meeting the London
Plan waste apportionment target, the Council identified the
safeguarding of the Wharf among the main options for strategic
waste management policy.
Additionally, the request that designations of Cremorne Wharf and
the Foreshore Chelsea Embankment are taken forward into the
NLPR, ensuring continued protection of the operation and
maintenance of the Thames Tideway Tunnel infrastructure on sites
is noted.

Areas within the site will be retained by Thames Water as
operational land for access and operation and maintenance
throughout the lifetime of the infrastructure. This land will
continue to be subject to Article 52 of the DCO, which puts a duty
onto RBKC to consider and consult with Thames Water to ensure
that any proposed development in the area will not affect the
Tideway assets and infrastructure.
Hammersmith
and Fulham

Places
Noted. The Council is seeking to optimise development on
The London Plan 2021 has resulted in a reduction in RBKCs annual development sites, including on the RBKC side of the Earls’ Court
housing delivery target, with a new target of 448 homes per
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Council (David
Woodward)

annum. It is noted that using the Government ‘Standard Method’ and West Kensington Opportunity Area. This will be reflected in the
for calculating housing need RBKC have a need for 1,347 new
site allocation.
homes per annum – a total difference for 899 homes per annum.
With this in mind, we encourage Kensington and Chelsea Council
to maximise housing delivery by ensuring development sites are
optimised and able to accommodate the level of housing required
in the borough.
At this stage, interest from LBHF is focused mainly on the Earls
Court Opportunity Area. We have also identified a further three
sites in the document that are close to the borough boundary and
have been highlighted in the document for significant change.

Wardell
Armstrong LLP
for Tatton Group
(Rachel
Wilbraham )

We are broadly supportive of the areas identified to accommodate A character study of the borough is in progress and will give highgrowth within the emerging Local Plan, however we would urge
level recommendations for suitable areas for growth.
the Council to consider potentially expanding these areas to
include broader locations which are also demonstrably suitable for
growth.

Knightsbridge
Neighbourhood
Forum (KNF)
(Simon Birkett)

Distinctive Places/Knightsbridge

The
Knightsbridge
Association
(Carol SeymourNewton)

Distinctive Places / Knightsbridge:
Generally in agreement, but further detail required to distinguish
between national / international shopping destination and
residential areas (such as Cheval Place that is predominantly
residential in character).

Please distinguish further between national/international
shopping destinations and residential areas (such as Cheval Place
that is predominantly residential in character).
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Whilst the “places” are based on our existing town centres, we do
recognise that each centre is bounded by a residential hinterland.
What may be appropriate in the centre will be different from that
outside the centre in a residential area.
Whilst the “places” are based on our existing town centres, we do
recognise that each centre is bounded by a residential hinterland.
What may be appropriate in the centre will be different from that
outside the centre in a residential area.
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Historic England
(David English)

A number of these areas of change raise heritage issues, affecting Noted. Heritage is a key element within the NLPR rather than
designated and undesignated heritage assets. While some of the mentioned specifically in the vision. However it is a key element of
likely threats to significance that will need to be managed are
the site allocation key information as well as the SPD for Kensal.
recognised in Table 3.1, we are surprised that there is no reference
to Kensal Green Cemetery (a nationally significant historic
landscape that is, along with its unique collection of monuments,
highly vulnerable) in the section on Kensal Canalside. This is a
missed opportunity to demonstrate that the Council will positive
manage heritage most At Risk. Clear policy direction will be
required, above and beyond what is in the existing local plan, to
ensure positive outcomes for all policy areas in line with the NPPF
(notably paras 8, 20d, 28 and 190).

Turley (Laurence It is noted that table 3.1 on page 18 of the document is titled
Noted.
Brooker)
“Places with a particular national or international reputation",
which is covered in the next section of the document, and it is
assumed that this is a typing error which should read “Areas for
Change” instead.
Within these “Areas for Change”, Kensal Canalside is noted as one.
The description and vision for the area is described as:
The visions for Kensal Canalside and Kensal Employment Zone
“The area will be transformed into a high-quality, well-connected, reflect these aspirations.
attractive and sustainable canalside neighbourhood for people to
live, work and visit. A comprehensive framework for the site is set
out in the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD, which sets out
that the new neighbourhood will deliver:
• A minimum of 3,500 new homes
• 2,000 new jobs
• New pedestrian and cycle bridge connections over the railway
and canal, as well as improved vehicular access at Ladbroke Grove
• A new superstore
133

Respondent
Name

Comments

Council response

• Community and cultural facilities
• Improved public realm, open space and access to the canal.”
This general approach to the vision of Kensal Canalside is
Support noted.
supported. The wider Kensal area, including the currently allocated
Employment Zone is one that has undergone and will continue to
undergo change – as such it may also benefit from allocation as an
area of change – considering the wider potential impact of the
delivery of the Canalside Opportunity Area, and opportunities to
the eastern side of Ladbroke Grove.
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The EARL'S
COURT SOCIETY
(SPALDING)

NO – we said Earl’s Court is a distinct place with a
national/international reputation and it is missing from the list.
Earl’s Court has its own distinct character and is an important
urban village in its own right.

The site allocation that will guide the development of the Earl’s
Court and West Kensington Opportunity Area includes the vision for
a vibrant new quarter, and seeks to integrate the development into
the immediate area.

Not defining Earl’s Court as a “Place” perpetuates mistaken
Earl’s Court will remain as a site allocation with a clear vision that
notions about Earl’s Court formed on brief journeys on the onebuilds on its history.
way red route system. These misconceptions lead to poor decision
making and urban planning for this important gateway to the
Royal Borough and Central London.
Earl’s Court has a unique international reputation, having hosted 2
Olympic Games among other important events. If the NLP is to be
forward looking it should reflect the importance of this history as
well as the new cultural venue which will be built on the Exhibition
Centre site.
Notting Hill however relies on one film for its reputation, and
should be a part of Portobello Road, where it belongs.
Sandra Yarwood

NO. You've ignored Earls Court which has a distinct identity and
reputation. Notting Hill is part of Portobello and doesn't need a
separate marker. Even the film is set mainly on Portobello rd.

The site allocation that will guide the development of the Earl’s
Court and West Kensington Opportunity Area includes the vision for
a vibrant new quarter, and seeks to integrate the development into
the immediate area.

If you don't recognise and celebrate Earls Court's history you will
be missing a great opportunity to regenerate an area that has
Earl’s Court will remain as a site allocation with a clear vision that
many beautiful features with its architecture and garden squares, builds on its history.
and a fascinating cultural history which attracts visitors, but needs
support to rebuild itself and regain its vibrant vibe.
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Chelsea Society
(Paul Lever)

The King’s Road is indeed a place with a particular national and
Noted. Many of these places are recognised in other national
international reputation. So too is the Royal Hospital. The Thames designations, relevant to planning.
in Chelsea has an international reputation bordered as it is by
Ranelagh Gardens, the Royal Hospital, the National Army Museum,
the Chelsea Physic Garden and Cremorne Gardens, and famous as
the inspiration for world class artists.

St Quintin and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood
Forum (Henry
Peterson)

Latimer Road Units 1-14 also appears in a list at Figure 3.1 headed
Places with a particular national or international reputation. This
must be an error, as Latimer Road in no way meets this description
The wording in the NPLR mini-vision for Latimer Road is an
assumption which may or may not happen, and in need of
rephrasing (it currently reads The Latimer Road Employment Zone
will become a hub for new creative industries. Units 1-14 will be
optimised to provide new homes and modern workspaces on the
ground floors and mezzanine. This will catalyse public realm
improvements to make the area safer and more inviting). In the
five years since the StQW policies came into force, allowing mixed
use redevelopment of Units 1-14 and a wider range of uses at the
southern end of the street, interest from building owners or
potential developers has been limited.
We comment further on Local Plan policies for Latimer Road under
Section 9 below on Business and Culture. Latimer Road is already
shared between an Employment Zone and a Conservation area. It
also has a design code for part of it, and is covered by a
Neighbourhood Plan and the Local Plan If it is now also being
proposed as a ‘place’ with a special role for creatives, a
comparatively short length of street will contain five special
designations, sets of rules etc, which is surely absurd.
On proposals for Kensal Canalside, our Forum has been tracking
136

Latimer Road is identified as potentially an area that can
accommodate growth as an Employment zone.

There is no limit to designations for any one area; applications are
assessed against multiple policies and clarity as to the vision for the
employment zone has been provided.
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since 2013 the emergence of planning policies and site allocations Noted.
for this Opportunity Area. We submitted detailed comments on
the Draft Supplementary Planning Document (now adopted). We
have attended consultation sessions with developers
Sainsburys/Ballymore and St William, and continue to meet with
them in the final stages of their preparation of planning
applications.
As set out in our response to the SPD
• The 2013 RBKC Issues and Options exercise in 2013 set out three
options for the regeneration of the area, with the highest density
option delivering 3,500 new homes
• This remains as an ‘indicative’ figure in the 2021 London Plan,
with the term ‘indicative’ defined as requiting testing through
masterplanning of the site.
• The 2021 RBKC now refers to development capacity above this
figure being supported, up to 5,000 housing units.
• No justification for this change has been explained, other than
that RBKC has failed to meet its housing trajectory for several
years and is now subject to the ‘tilted balance’ that favours
developer aspirations should applications be refused and
appealed.
• The 2013 options assumed a new Crossrail station at Kensal
Canalside and hence much improved access to public transport making high densities more acceptable. Plans for such station are
now off the agenda.

The SPD undertook a number of studies to understand the impacts
of 3500 homes. The DIFS (Development Infrastructure Funding
Study) set out the required infrastructure to support such a
development and new work has been undertaken to understand
the transport impact and the townscape analysis which when given
the housing need in the borough justifies the allocation.

We will therefore be opposing strongly the imminent applications Noted. The Council maintain its agenda to deliver the vision as set
at Kensal Canalside. These proposals do not reflect the aspirations out in the SPD and site allocation. Any application will be
for ‘green’ and ‘well connected’ places as envisaged in NPLR and, if determined in line with development plan policies.
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built out, will (in our view) prove to be an unsuccessful and
unsustainable example of large-scale urban renewal likely to haunt
the Council for decades to come.
Ladbroke
Some of the boundaries in Figure 3.2 “Places with a particular
Association
national or international reputation” need to be redrawn.
(Sophia Lambert)
• Portobello Road and Notting Hill Gate should be treated
separately as they are geographically separated by a significant
residential area and have quite different characters and needs.
There should be a gap on the map between the two areas.

Noted. These are indeed treated as two separate places.

• Portobello Road and Golborne Road should be a single seamless
place as they are now a continuous market area.
Noted, they are treated as a single place.
• Notting Hill Gate should also include the northern part of
Kensington Church Street, which is still important as a centre of
high-end antique dealers.
Gerald Eve (Neil
Henderson)

Noted.

Knightsbridge Vision – Cadogan supports the broad vision although Sloane Street has been included within the priorities for the
considers Sloane Street to be a critical part of this vision that
Knightsbridge place vision.
requires specific reference in the title due to its international
status and reputation.
Kings Road/Sloane Square – Cadogan supports the broad vision
although there needs to be more specific reference to the
objectives of Sloane Square within the vision statement.
“Sloane square should continue provide a vibrant and welcoming
environment for visitors coming to the area, particularly those
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using public transport and by foot and be a focal point for the
community”
Lots Village,
Chelsea
Association of
Residents and
Businesses
(Rosemary
Baker)

Chelsea’s exceptional stretch of the Thames, flowing by Ranelagh
Gardens, the Royal Hospital, the National Army Museum, Chelsea
Physic Garden and Cremorne Gardens, is of historic national and
international reputation in view of the world class artists who
made it their inspiration.

Noted and agreed.

Greg Hammond

Yes.

noted

Kerry Davis-Head AREAS THAT CAN ACCOMMODATE GROWTH
Lots Road area currently has two sites that are already allocated for
Why do you think that Lots Road can accommodate growth?
development in existing Local Plan and the Council is determined to
“These are the areas where significant new development can take carry them forward.
place”. Really? Lots Road and Lots Village is already over saturated,
it has suﬀered enough with the destruction, the dust, the dirt, the
noise, the traﬃc and pavement blocking, and you want more? The
parks are already over full, surfaces worn out by the increased
numbers. You also allow weekend noisy working by the largest
development, why is that continuing whilst most COVID
restrictions have ceased.
Why not renovate the existing buildings and repurpose them. You
are destroying history and character - it is likely they’ll be replaced
with anonymous bland painting by numbers architecture. Or, if the
Cheyne Nursery proposals are anything to go by, something ugly
awkward dark and oppressive.
Renovate the old and convert the land to green space.
Housing is of course shown to be in need of expanding, but at
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The housing need in our borough means that simply renovating and
repurposing existing buildings will not be enough to address the
needs and therefore other sites must come forward for
redevelopment and land be optimised.
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what cost to existing residents and their housing? The more that is
provided, the more becomes needed. It’s a vicious circle. The more
people who need servicing by others, deliveries, cleaning,
tradespeople, plumbers, care etc. With new housing the
maintenance won’t appear at first, then after a while they too will
have the “we don’t come to that area, it’s too hard to park, the
traﬃc is too great”. The more key workers who are needed too, for
increased hospital usage, more schools, more food shops. They
mostly travel in from out of borough. This means increased
transport needs, more cycle parking, more scooters.
Kings Road has been split into Kings Road East and West for clarity.
Consolidated includes strengthening the existing offer and
KINGS ROAD
establishing it’s existing role as a high street in any change.
what does consolidated mean in that context? Will you be
consolidating the southern part of the Kings Road too, this is a
The Plaza, 535 King’s Road:
much forgotten area. We can’t even get hanging baskets extended The Plaza site on King’s Road was suggested as a potentially suitable
to the lower SW10 part.
site for development during Issues Consultation.
LOCATIONS FOR FUTURE REDEVELOPMENT
The Plaza Kings Road. Why is this mentioned.

Exhibition Road
Cultural Group
(Emily Candler)

CREMORNE WHARF
This should not be waste management. Green open space should
be the priority

Cremorne Wharf:
As Cremorne Wharf is the only future opportunity for additional
waste management capacity to contribute to meeting the London
Plan waste apportionment target, the Council identified the
safeguarding of the Wharf among the main options for strategic
waste management policy.

Yes

Noted

Grove and
Other than my comment on Notting Hill Gate your list is
Company (Roger reasonably comprehensive.
Grove)

Noted
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Elizabeth Ashley

Yes but not to the detriment of smaller unfunded neighbourhood
precincts.

Noted. Particular reference has been made to smaller
neighbourhood centres within the places chapter.

RBKC Earl's Court NO – we said Earl’s Court is a distinct place with a
Ward (Malcolm national/international reputation and is missing from the list.
SPALDING)
Notting Hill however is not and relies on one film for its reputation,
which actually places the area far better as part of Portobello
Road, where it belongs.

Earl’s Court has been included within the areas for change, town
centres as well as the opportunity area.

Linda Wade

Earl’s Court is like an island defined by roads, it is a distinct area
and has a distinct character. As an area with a world-known
reputation, it is essential that we build on that branding.

Noted and it has been included within the places chapter as both a
town centre and opportunity area.

The cultural venue is one of the key elements in making the new
development work, the cultural venue and the strategy must be
well worked through and relate to the other cultural and creative
industries and venues in the borough.

Specific reference has been made to a cultural venue and the
historic cultural offer.

RBKC Councillor
(Hamish
Adourian)

Notting Hill is a distinct town centre and area of change within the
borough and further detail has been provided to the distinct
priorities for each area.

No. Earl’s Court should continue to be recognised as a distinct
Noted and agreed. The cultural offer is specifically mentioned
place with a national/international reputation based on the former within the vision for the Earl’s Court Opportunity Area.
Exhibition Centre. It is true that the Exhibition Centre no longer
exists but this should not mean that the Council should have no
ambition for Earl’s Court. The area continues to have name
recognition and will benefit from the major redevelopment of the
Exhibition Centre site—done right, this could put the area back on
the map gain in terms of cultural events and other activities. Local
independent restaurants also add to the area’s distinct character
and can be an important part of its reputation.
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Kensington
We agree that these are the right places subject to the comments Support noted.
Society (Amanda below.
Frame)
The mini vision for Latimer Road overplays the potential for
Noted, this area has been clarified as an employment area that as
change in this street, where existing light industrial/warehouse
with all areas is subject to landownership and market conditions.
units are in multiple ownerships and redevelopment potential
remains marginal as explained above. Much is dependent on
individual building owners coming forward to redevelop their
industrial units/warehouses. While the StQW Neighbourhood Plan
promotes the street as a ‘creative hub’ and RBKC has prepared a
Design Code, the pace of redevelopment will depend on market
conditions.
Figure 3.2 Places with a particular national or international
reputation:
The supporting text at 3.2 implies that the attractive features of
these areas are for tourists and visitors and not for residents. This
sets up policy tensions as at South Kensington station and
Portobello as to whether a ‘place’ works well for visitors or for
residents who live there 24/7.
Some of these areas are overgenerously or wrongly drawn,
especially:
• Portobello Road and Notting Hill Gate: there is a significant gap
(a residential area) between Notting Hill Gate and Portobello Road
(see Fig. 8.1: RBKC Town Centres Page 91) They are not connected
and there should be a gap on the map between the two areas.
• Portobello Road and Golborne Road should be a single seamless
place as they are now a continuous market area.
• Notting Hill Gate should also include the northern part of
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The NLPR sets out places that work for residents businesses and
visitors.

Noted. Nottinghill gate and portobello road are distinct places in
the chapter.

The places have been centered around areas for change in town
centres
Noted. It does include the northern end.
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Kensington Church Street, which is still important as a centre of
high-end antique dealers.
• South Kensington cultural area – this is only north of Cromwell
Road, the area to the south is/should be a district town centre.
• King’s Road/Sloane Square: This embraces large tracts of
residential streets.

South Kensington town centre has been the focus for the place
distinction noting also the cultural destinations surrounding it.
Noted.

The Thames Policy Area from the London Plan should be shown.
(See also Building Heights in chapter 13) See also draft Thames
CAMP.
TfL (Brendan
Hodges)

As stated above, TfL CD supports the identification of Earls Court
as an ‘Area for Change’ (Site Allocation 6). The boundary for the
Earls Court Area of Change (Figure 3.1) should also include the site
at 344-350 Old Brompton Road (also owned by ECPL and with
planning permission for new homes and Class E uses within up-to
nine storey buildings) in order to promote comprehensive and
cohesive redevelopment with appropriate linkages and welldesigned edges. Please also see the representations on this
question prepared by Quod on behalf of ECDC.

344-350 Old Brompton Road was not included within the Earl’s
Court site allocation in the 2019 Local Plan and since the planning
permission has been granted in October 2021 for a development on
this site the Council expects it to be delivered in the next couple of
years. Therefore, there is no need to include this site within the
Earl’s Court Site Allocation boundary.
However, this will not prevent the Council from developing a
comprehensive vision for Earl’s Court site allocation and the extant
permission will be taken into account when creating a principal
access point to the site, close to public transport.

TfL CD also supports identification of Portobello Road (world
famous street market) and South Kensington (cultural destination)
as ‘places with a particular national or international reputation’.
Earl's Court Area No, Earl's Court is a distinct place in its own right. Moreover, Earl's Noted, both the town centre and opportunity area have been
Action Group
Court must also be seen as BOTH an area of change and as having included in the places chapter.
(Bella Hardwick)
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a particular national or international reputation. Earl's Court is still
a global brand.
ESSA (Barry
Munday)

Places should include “places”, such as the Royal Parks or Holland
Park, which are also places with a national and international
reputation, deserve recognition, especially in terms of their
sensitivity to and need to protect views and the skyline from
harmful development, such as tall buildings.
Residential areas with historical buildings should also be
recognised as places, as they give the borough its well-known
character. The Plan should encourage local people to influence
development in these areas through neighbourhood plans and
community-led design codes.
We support the area around Grenfell Tower and Lancaster West
being subject to co-design with the local community. Other
“places”, such as town centres, will also need co-design.

There are many recognisable places within the borough. Some
clarity has been provided on the distinct areas and type of change
expected. This does not preclude change nor reputation growth for
other places.

Figure 3.1. Site Allocations: Edenham Way: a 14-storey building
next to Trellick Tower detracts from grade II listed Trellick Tower’s
impact and in the aggregate contributes far too much densification
and bulk.
Warwick Road: green corridor to be implemented. Can the UGF be
looked at again considering the changing status of environmental
urgency with 100 West Cromwell Road and the TA site?
Earl’s Court. We are concerned that there is currently no
masterplan for this area. We believe there should be clear
guidance on building heights which respect the surrounding areas
and are not excessively tall.

Noted this has been included with a range of heights from 2-14
storeys.

Noted the plan promotes future town centre toolkits as a method
whereby local communities can influence change in specific areas.
Noted

Noted clarity has been provided on building height at the Earls
Court Opportunity Area

3.2 Notting Hill Gate’s “Outdated buildings” should be restored or Noted, this is indicated as a town centre with potential for some
change
redeveloped without increasing massing or roof heights so as to
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maintain the character of this historic area.
St Quentin Neighbourhood Plan promotes the street as a “creative Noted
hub” this should be strongly supported.
Growth areas. Automatic outline approval? What would be
included in an outline approval?
Renewal Areas. What does “gentle densification” mean? The
relatively few renewal areas shown on the map are generally
cheek by jowl with one or more conservation areas so the
opportunity for densification will need to be related to the
context. It should not be allowed if at the expense of open green
space.

No further detail was provided.

David Campbell

Of equal importance is to continue to encourage of iconic local
retail businesses that are not found elsewhere rather than
nationally-known fast food outlets.onment, maintaining the
current styles and open layout of the streets.

Noted and included where relevant.

Imperial College
London (Rory
Newman)

Q 3.2 and 3.3. Please let us know your views on these areas of
change?

Development will be contextual with greater clarity being given to
areas of change.

Imperial agrees with the identification of South Kensington as an
area of national and international interest.

Support noted

However, the area needs to be recognised not just for its cultural
influence but additionally as an educational research and
innovation hub, attracting many students, workers, STEM
researchers, visitors and residents engendering a strong sense of
place and local distinctiveness.

Noted, the focus is primarily on the town centre work undertaken
and could include change toward specific growth sectors and
education.

Paragraph 3.2 of the consultation document acknowledges that
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key areas of the Borough, which benefit from a particular national Noted. The NLPR does not preclude flexibility, growth and change
or international reputation need to evolve and adapt if they are to in areas outside of those demarked.
continue to remain world leading places of quality and the plan
should recognise the importance of flexibility within policy making
if this objective is to be achieved. The College requires flexibility to
ensure it can remain an international leader in education and to
enable the College to adapt and reinforce its appeal as a place to
visit. The College makes a substantial contribution to place and
positive placemaking and culture within RBKC both in its own right
and as part of the collaboration the College provides to other key
local institutions also of national and international importance,
including the Science Museum.
375 Portobello
Road Residents'
Compact (Ms
Jones)

We have run out of time to address these aspects of the Local
Plan. More time would be appreciated.

Collette
Wilkinson

All Museums have a worldwide reputation along with the Sloane Noted
Square and Kings Road areas and should be helped by the Council
to maintain that status.

Swifts Local
Network: Swifts
& Planning
Group (Mike
Priaulx)

Yes.

Noted

Robert Dixon

Yes.

Noted

Alex Mackay

Yes

Noted
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Quod on behalf
of Earls Court
Development
Company
(Steffan Rees)

Whilst it is not clear in Figure 3.1, the boundary for the Earls Court
Area of Change should also include the site at 344-350 Old
Brompton Road, as shown as proposed in Figure 1 below in order
to promote comprehensive and cohesive redevelopment with
appropriate linkages and well-designed edges. (SEE ATTACHED
MAP)

344-350 Old Brompton Road was not included within the Earl’s
Court site allocation in the 2019 Local Plan and since the planning
permission has been granted in October 2021 for a development on
this site the Council expects it to be delivered in the next couple of
years. Therefore, there is no need to include this site within the
Earl’s Court Site Allocation boundary.
However, this will not prevent the Council from developing a
comprehensive vision for Earl’s Court site allocation and the extant
permission will be taken into account when creating a principal
access point to the site, close to public transport.

Labour Group of
Councillors
(Emma Dent
Coad)

The utterly bizarre and unsustainable plans coming forward for
Kensal Gasworks must be withdrawn and totally reviewed. There is
to be no Crossrail station. The western part of the site has a PTAL
of 0. Ladbroke Grove is already gridlocked many times a week and
the proposal for buses to ‘loop’ through the development will not
serve the 8,000 new residents currently proposed for the whole
site. We recently heard that ‘only’ three in five homes will have
access to car parking and that EVs will be encouraged. The
combination of potentially 3,000 cars, gridlocked traffic and new
residents stuck in buses is frankly poor place planning and poor
transport planning. It is the antithesis of ‘sustainable’ Planning.

A formal planning application has not yet been received by the
council .
Any application will have to ensure that the transport on the site is
capable of moving the new residents effectively and any applicant
will be expected to test proposals using the model developed with
the Council and TFL.

The height of proposed buildings will be discussed elsewhere, but Noted. The NLPR sets a maximum height limit for the site of 26
proposals for up to 30 storeys for residential are inappropriate in storeys and must include a range of building heights.
North Kensington as they are elsewhere. We strongly recommend
an acknowledgment of low- to mid-rise high density, and more
modest targets for this site. Ballymore have a very poor record of
profit extraction and not maintaining their buildings or caring for
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their residents; we cannot let the current plans pass.
There is no need for a 14 storey building in front on Trellick Tower Noted the NLPR allocates the site for a range of building heights
and we should not pursue this option. We hear the proposals are between 2 and 14 storeys.
based on ‘old fire safety guidelines’ not incoming stricter
guidelines and regulations. This is an obscenity in the Grenfell
borough.
We look forward to plans for Lots Road, where the Council owns
several sites for development. The same rules should apply. The
needs and concerns of existing residents should always be
canvassed before any proposals are offered.

Noted. Ongoing work is developing a Planning design brief for the
site for consultation following a number of resident/business
workshops

Envronment
We have no specific comments to make on the places identified. Noted
Agency (Hannah We would ask that the strategic areas of focus as identified above
Malyon )
(Q1.1) be applied when identifying the places in your new Local
Plan. Please also refer to the answer to Q5.1 that details specific
considerations for new site allocations.
Savills on behalf A Zonal System
Noted and confirmed.
of COMMERCIAL
ESTATES GROUP
(Kirsty Turner)
Section 4 sets out the introduction of growth and renewal areas in
the borough, initially driven by the planning reforms set out in the
White Paper Planning for the Future. However, whilst early
revisions considered the designation of land into protected,
renewal and growth zones, it is understood that there may be
proposals to amend the approach to land zoning as originally set
out within the White Paper. As such, we consider that section 3 of
the NLPR is out of date and the drafting of any policies should
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reflect the most up to date versions of planning guidance as they
come forward.
Hammersmith
and Fulham
Council (David
Woodward)

Earl’s Court
The Earl’s Court Opportunity Area is a large cross boundary site
with major implications for both Councils. LBHF supports the
ambition for Earl’s Court to become a vibrant, mixed use urban
quarter with workspaces and cultural facilities, as well as green
open spaces. It is recognised that proposals for this site are still at
an early stage.
The Issues and Options consultation states that the Earl’s Court
development will rise to a minimum of 1000 new homes. Without
further detail it is unclear how this figure has been arrived at and
how is this to be delivered. The Council is keen to understand the
implications of this rise for H&F in terms of higher densities, taller
buildings, the need for greenspace, and other vital infrastructure.
It is our belief that in order to ensure that development at Earl’s
Court is successful both LBHF and RBKC must work together to
ensure that approaches to density and tall buildings on this site are
consistent across the boroughs with supporting infrastructure and
taller buildings shared proportionately between the boroughs to
ensure successful and effective delivery.

Noted. Further work will be presented at the next stage of the local
plan that give evidence for the quantum of development to be
included in the draft site allocation. The Council would welcome
working collaboratively with LBHF in this regard.

Proposals for Earl’s Court are expected to be exemplary, especially Noted and supported.
with regard to access and connectivity, and this will need to
include a high quality public realm that encourages active travel,
alongside multifunctional green space suitable for the family
housing that is needed in this location.
We recognise that there is further work to be carried out in the
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formation of a sound and effective policy for this area with
considerably more detail still required, and we are keen to work
alongside RBKC to help formulate a successful policy.
Latimer Road, Warwick Road, and Lots Road sites
Noted. The Council looks forward to working with LBHF
These sites are close to the borough boundary and the Council is
therefore interested in the development of these sites. The
Council awaits further detail of the plans before submitting
detailed comments regarding these sites. We welcome discussion
regarding these sites in further Duty to Cooperate meetings.
Wardell
Armstrong LLP
for Tatton Group
(Rachel
Wilbraham )

In addition to the identified growth locations we would suggest
that the following areas are also suitable for appropriate growth.
• Collingham Gardens
• Kensington Gate

Noted. Further clarification was given to areas of change and areas
with some potential for change, specifically predominantly in
opportunity areas, employment zones and town centres.

These areas are within proximity of several of the existing growth Noted. The places identified do not preclude other areas from
areas identified and as such we would suggest that given the
embracing change or growth within their context.
relatively compact nature of the authority, these areas be
broadened to include the suggested areas, in addition to possible
additional areas as appropriate. For example, Collingham Road
could facilitate a ‘development belt’ between the already
identified Earls Court Urban Quarter and Harrington Road,
enabling the creation of a proactive, policy-based growth strategy
over a broader area thereby enhancing growth options.
Turley (Laurence Our Client is supportive of Portobello Road being identified as a
Support noted.
Brooker)
place with a particular national or international reputation, and its
description as a ‘World famous street market’.
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The description of the vision for Portobello Road is generally
Further support given to additional uses in the supporting text and
supported. However, in the context of the description “Golborne priorities for the area.
and Portobello Road Market will continue to be vibrant with
distinctive street markets serving the day-today needs of local
residents and attracting visitors from across the world. The area
will maintain a rich variety of small independent shops offering
‘something different.’”, it is considered that there should be an
acknowledgement of the variety of uses that add to this character,
and that this is not only ‘shops’ which contribute, but a range of
commercial space.
The impact of the Covid crisis on commercial uses should also be
borne in mind in relation to this designation, and in relation to
policies around commercial uses – in that flexibility is needed to
ensure resilience and the ongoing viability and vitality of
commercial/retail areas. The reform of the use classes order has
gone some way to delivering this, however it will be important to
allow a wider estate management view to be taken into account.
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Q3.3. The Council will look again at the existing visions for these Places and consider whether they remain appropriate. Do you have any views on the
shortened visions for the Places as drafted in the table above? Is there anything else we should include?
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The EARL'S
COURT SOCIETY
(SPALDING)

Reposition Notting Hill as part of Portobello. Use the slot to include Noted. Notting Hill and Portobello are both separate town centres
Earl’s Court.
and distinctive places with differing priorities.
Earl’s Court is identified as an area of change both as a town centre
and an Opportunity Area

Sandra Yarwood

Reposition Notting Hill as part of Portobello. Use the slot for Earl’s Noted. Notting Hill and Portobello are both separate town centres
Court.
and distinctive places with differing priorities.
Earl’s Court is identified as an area of change both as a town centre
and an Opportunity Area

Chelsea Society
(Paul Lever)

We agree with the aspiration set out in the document, though we Support noted. Noted support of pubs.
would include pubs as part of the mix and we would want the
emphasis to be on small shops as these have traditionally been a
key aspect of the King’s Road attraction. We would also identify its
low rise variegated skyline and is mix of architectural styles as part
of the vision which needs to be preserved.
It is important though for the Council to be realistic about how it Noted. Key priorities have been included to support appropriate
can achieve these aims. The King’s Road is privately owned and
growth of this area.
patterns of retail shopping are changing. The Council needs to use
its planning powers to the full to try to ensure that the King’s
road’s character is not over time eroded.

St Quintin and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood
Forum (Henry
Peterson)

As explained above, the mini-vision for Latimer Road overplays the Noted. Clarity has been provided on Latimer Road employment
potential for change in this street, where existing light
area and changes to the employment zone policy.
industrial/warehouse units are in multiple ownerships and
redevelopment potential remains marginal – for residential as well
as commercial floorspace.
4: ZONAL PLANNING- We provided input to the Kensington Society
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response to the 2020 White Paper Planning for the Future and to Noted
the Government’s proposals at that time to introduce the concept
of planning zones. Until the Government reveals the content of a
Planning Bill, we suggest that the Borough ‘zoning’ map at Section
4 is not used in future RBKC publications on the Draft Local Plan
Ladbroke
The vision for Notting Hill Gate is all a bit “motherhood and apple Noted, the priorities includes reference to specific elements for a
Association
pie”. We sympathise, as there has long been debate about what
toolkit to focus on.
(Sophia Lambert) we should be aiming for. Until we know whether the new owner of
the Newcombe House site intends to implement the existing
planning permission, we do not see much point in trying to
develop a detailed vision. Any vision, however, should include a
plaza for use by the farmers’ market and cultural events; and as
much step-free access at Notting Hill Gate Underground as can be
achieved through the planning system.
Greg Hammond

They seem fine.

Noted

Exhibition Road
Cultural Group
(Emily Candler)

The vision for South Kensington should be re-written to set a
positive aspiration for this area that matches the ambition for the
other places in Kensington and Chelsea. The current draft focuses
on and perpetuates a sense of division and conflict and focuses on
issues which are not unique to South Kensington: all of the places
in this table attract high numbers of visitors, workers and students
need to balance that use with their role as residential places. I
would welcome the opportunity to work with RBKC, residents,
businesses and institutions to shape a positive and ambitious
vision for South Kensington. The pandemic has heightened the
interconnection between different uses that together enable an
area to thrive. South Kensington is home to cultural and
educational organisations of international significance. It is a
centre of learning and research as well as a cultural destination.

Noted, residents are of key importance to the success of the centre
alongside businesses and visitors and as such priorities have been
included and further detail will be provided in any toolkit. The
vision specifically accounts for the balance that must be struck
when planning for change.
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The cultural district is a place where exceptional public benefit is Noted and agreed.
delivered through pioneering research and cross-disciplinary
collaboration, enabling debate and experimentation, and
promoting public engagement with the issues and challenges that
will define our world, as well as place for relaxation, rejuvenation
and inspiration. To thrive South Kensington needs to be an
attractive, welcoming and accessible place to visit, work, study and
live, providing an excellent experience for all users, for generations
to come.
RBKC Earl's Court Reposition Notting Hill as part of Portobello. Use the slot to include Noted. Notting Hill and Portobello are both separate town centres
Ward (Malcolm Earl’s Court.
and distinctive places with differing priorities.
SPALDING)
Earl’s Court is identified as an area of change both as a town centre
and an Opportunity Area
Kensington
The mini-visions in Table 3.2 will need expansion to elaborate the Noted. The visions for the town centres have been clarified for
Society (Amanda character, role and activities. To create a stronger vision and
further consultation. Toolkits will also enable another opportunity
Frame)
reflect the work being done on town centres. We would wish to be to engage with practical actions for these centres.
involved in articulating the new visions, and the involvement of
residents is also important.
Notting Hill Gate – we are not entirely sure that it is correct to say
that Notting Hill Gate has a ‘long-standing reputation for arts and
culture’. It was a useful local shopping centre with a mix of small
independent shops and branches of chain stores. There has long
been argument about what it should now be. A plaza to
accommodate the farmers market and other events should be in
the vision, along with maximum step-free access at the
Underground station. The district’s status as a transport hub
should also be built upon.
Otherwise, any vision needs to be put on hold until it is known
154

Noted. The area does have a history of arts and cultural locations
whilst potentially not as strong as in other areas of the borough.

Noted, public realm investments have been included as a priority
Noted, active travel infrastructure has been highlighted as a key
principle and commentary on its notoriety as very well connected
transport hub has been given.
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whether the new owner of the Newcombe Tower site intends to
implement the existing planning permission.

The NLPR cannot wait for specific landowners to decide on
development opportunities.

Kensington High Street: we believe that the sentence The High
Noted, however it plays a function still in relation to the other
Street will capitalise upon its traditional role as the civic heart of
centres within the borough as the civic centre and both shopping
the Royal Borough overstates the importance of the civic facilities and cultural uses have been embraced here as well.
to Kensington High Street, although the Central Library is boroughwide facility. Fewer and fewer people visit the Town Hall as
transactions are done increasingly online. This trend will we
suspect have been increased due to the pandemic, especially as
the Town Hall has been largely empty for the last 18 months.
Kensington High Street should be treated above all as a shopping
and services centre and (to a lesser extent) cultural centre.

TfL (Brendan
Hodges)

Figure 4.1: We strongly question this whole map and its
designations There is in particular a crude assumption that
anything that is conservation area or Council housing is protected
and anything else is “suitable” for redevelopment, including Trust
housing.
There are probably grey areas, suitable for small-scale
development, housing.

Noted and agreed.

Earls Court

Earl’s Court

The shortened vision for Earls Court should be a distillation of the
Site Allocation which will be drafted in the next stages of Local
Plan preparation. As such, the vision needs to be ambitious and
deliverable in order that it delivers the Opportunity Area
requirements and realises the homes, jobs, open spaces and
infrastructure improvements that the Borough and this part of
west London needs (see Q3.1 above).

Noted and supported.
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TfL CD supports the Quod / ECDC representations on this matter Noted.
and also believes that the site has the very real potential to
establish its own identity and destination in its own right, and that
it should meet the characteristics set out in paragraph 3.2 for
“Areas with a particular national or international reputation”. This
would strongly establish the ambitious vision for the site.
Portobello Road

Portobello Rd

The road contains sites which are vacant and underused. We
Noted and agreed. The town centre is highlighted as an area with
would suggest that the shortened vision also makes it clear that
the potential for some change with a focus on the key priorities.
growth which is sensitive to context and the character of the area
would be appropriate. In particular, the infill of vacant sites, and
redevelopment of underutilised sites and existing buildings. TfL CD
is very keen to attract and nurture small independent traders
within our estate which includes land on Portobello Road.
South Kensington
South Kensington
Noted. The Council is committed to delivering step free access at
The underground station is critical to the area’s accessibility and
South Kensington Station.
attraction. However, its setting does not currently befit this
important location, containing, as it does, vacant and underused
land and tired buildings which no longer meet the needs of
modern businesses. The positive placemaking / design, housing
delivery, economic and social benefits accruing from redeveloping
this vacant and under-used land and outmoded buildings should
be recognised. It might also recognise that improvement of the TfL
land and buildings around the station can help to deliver step-freeaccess to the Circle and District Lines at the station.
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Earl's Court Area There was no Area Action Plan (AAP) for the Earls Court
The question of any planning guidance to supplement the site
Action Group
Masterplan, which was a major omission for such a large, centrally allocation and vision will be considered by the Council. This would
(Bella Hardwick) located and complex site, leading to concerns about the impact on certainly involve resident participation.
the road and tube station capacities and long-term damage to
local businesses. The Council now has an opportunity to ensure
that there is one not just for Earl's Court but for other parts of the
borough undergoing significant change. The area also requires its
own SPD to include, but not limited to, the climate emergency we
are living in, building height, scale, massing, materials as well as
the character and context of the existing townscape which
includes conservation areas such as Eardley Crescent, Philbeach
Gardens and the Grade I and Grade II listed Brompton Cemetery.
ESSA (Barry
Munday)

Areas of Change. 3.3 Sports facilities have scant reference. We
propose, as described in 12, for parity of mental and physical
health sports facilities should be integral to any large development
especially the “Areas of Change” particularly for the wellbeing of
children of those areas.
High Street Kensington should be treated as a shopping, cultural
and sporting centre. Holland Park has good provision of public
tennis courts, a cricket pitch and there is potential for more as
described in 12 below. For example, running tracks and other
innovative small “nuggets” of sporting infrastructure or
equipment. There are two private tennis clubs within a 15-minute
walk north of the high street and Westway to the north west. A
sports shop on the high street provides equipment and services for
many sports, there is a skiing shop, and mountaineering and
camping stores provide equipment for rock climbing, hiking and
other sports.
The renewed interest in health both mental and physical after the
pandemic should be taken advantage of to encourage healthy
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Noted. Sports facilities will be dependant upon context and
community facilities need in the area. An assessment of this will be
expected to come forward with any application within the
opportunity area sites.
Noted. High Street Kensington place is centred around the town
centre function and does not preclude other important provision of
uses in the wider area playing a role in this.

Noted and specific mention is included in the social infrastructure
chapter of its importance and role.

Respondent
Name

Comments

Council response

sporting activities, with events, classes, programmes, and most of
all to encourage spontaneous use of and individual access to a new
sporting infrastructure.
The cultural and artistic heritage of Kensington should not be
Noted. Actions will be developed within the toollkits following the
underestimated or forgotten. It’s Tube Station is the nearest to the priorities for the centre. The role of Kensington high street is clear
Royal College of Art, it has a heritage of fashion design that is not as a civic heart with important cultural destinations.
entirely dead and a rich history of studios that is manifested in the
Design Museum today as well as Leighton House and Sambourne
House. This can be further developed, for example holding an art
market where markets have been held by the town hall, pop up
studios in vacant premises and perhaps a coffee shop in the
forecourt of the Design Museum.
Mozafar Amiri

I am greatly concerned by the apparent bias in setting South
Kensington as a “Cultural destination and a place to meet friends”.
This statement says nothing of the quality of life of local residents.
From the statement it seems that the neighbourhood is going to
deteriorate into a Soho like environment with late night bars, dirty
overcrowded pavements, and rampant crime. Taking the borough
in that direction not only makes living here difficult but also casts a
shadow on the cultural aspect of the neighbourhood.

Noted, residents are of key importance to the success of the centre
alongside businesses and visitors and as such priorities have been
included and further detail will be provided in any toolkit. The
vision specifically accounts for the balance that must be struck
when planning for change.

David Campbell

Harrington Road site - should be developed for Residential Use
with the development in sympathy with its surroundings in scale
and architectural style

Support noted. The site has been allocated as a small site for
residential led mixed use development

375 Portobello
Road Residents'
Compact (Ms
Jones)

We have run out of time to address these aspects of the Local
Plan. More time would be appreciated.

Further time is given for consultation of the draft NLPR
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Respondent
Name

Comments

Council response

Collette
Wilkinson

All small enterprises need to be encouraged and maintained, Also Noted
the diverse nature of Chelsea needs to be preserved, along with
the beautiful old areas of the Borough.

David Lloyd-Davis The existing Lots Road Employment Zone has a thriving occupancy Noted and embraced in the places chapter.
of 98.8%
(Employment Land Study. July 2021). Respect its energy and help
provide sustainable local employment.
Quod on behalf
of Earls Court
Development
Company
(Steffan Rees)

ECDC strongly recommends that the NLPR should be forward
Noted. The Council is seeking to optimise the opportunity areas. It
looking and consider the role of future centres within the Borough, is anticipated that Earl’s Court opportunity area development will
particularly those to be created at the two Opportunity Areas at
support the existing district centre at Earl’s Court Road.
Kensal Canalside and Earls Court. A co-ordinated approach would
help create a network of complementary centres.
Earls Court is strongly identified by the previous exhibition centre Noted.
that existed on the Site, which had a national and international
reputation based on the profile of the events held at the venue.
Whilst the redevelopment of Earls Court will provide a different
character and reputation to its former exhibition centre use; it is
clear that the scale of the Site means that it has the very real
potential to establish its own identity as a destination in its own
right, complementing the role of other centres and adding to the
reputation and quality of life in the borough. Any future planning
policies should be sufficiently flexible to acknowledge the role that
Earls Court could play in its wider context, recognising that the
scale and range of proposed uses will need to reflect and support
the scale of the development to be realised on the Site.
Accordingly, Earls Court would meet the characteristics set out in Noted. The vision for Earl’s Court will guide the character of the
paragraph 3.2 for “Areas with a particular national or international development.
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Respondent
Name

Comments

Council response

reputation”, namely, “town centres, sites or areas which have
traditionally attracted many visitors and have driven the Borough’s
economy”. Fittingly for Earls Court, paragraph 3.2 goes on to
explain that “Thought must be given to how these areas and sites
can re-invent themselves and become places which people want to
visit again.”
Therefore, the NLPR should identify and support the re-invention
of Earls Court as a new centre with a national and international
reputation.
The
Knightsbridge
Association
(Carol SeymourNewton)

. Distinctive Places / Knightsbridge :
Generally in agreement, but further detail required to distinguish
between national / international shopping destination and
residential areas (such as Cheval Place that is predominantly
residential in character).

Noted. Specific reference is made to the town centre focus of the
‘place’

Historic England
(David English)

The references to maintaining and consolidating features that
make these places special are welcome, as is the suggestion to
enhance the public realm. Indeed, all these places rely, to some
extent, on their remarkable built heritage as a key element of their
identity. Over the life of the Plan all these places are likely to need
support to adapt to climate change. While much of this is covered
by section 6 of the consultation document, there may be
opportunities to plan for the longer-term sustainability of these
places, going beyond works to individual buildings, such as through
works in the public realm. Clearly identifying the opportunities and
risks such as climate change (e.g. overheating or flooding) and
planning for mitigation measures that are sympathetic to their
heritage qualities, will help ensure their sustainable futures.

Noted. One of the overarching principles of town centres deals
specifically with environmental sustainability within town centre
places. These will have to be planned in line with the broad
policies relating to heritage.
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Respondent
Name

Comments

Council response

Given the sensitivity and historic character of these places, there
needs to be explicit reference to the historic environment and
requirements to apply the results of the Character Study referred
to at 3.9 and other relevant evidence such as conservation area
appraisals when setting out what will happen.
Turley (Laurence Our Client is supportive of Portobello Road being identified as a
Support noted.
Brooker)
place with a particular national or international reputation, and its
description as a ‘World famous street market’.
The description of the vision for Portobello Road is generally
The broad range of uses is specifically mentioned in the broader
supported. However, in the context of the description “Golborne supporting text and priorities.
and Portobello Road Market will continue to be vibrant with
distinctive street markets serving the day-today needs of local
residents and attracting visitors from across the world. The area
will maintain a rich variety of small independent shops offering
‘something different.’”, it is considered that there should be an
acknowledgement of the variety of uses that add to this character,
and that this is not only ‘shops’ which contribute, but a range of
commercial space.
The impact of the Covid crisis on commercial uses should also be
borne in mind in relation to this designation, and in relation to
policies around commercial uses – in that flexibility is needed to
ensure resilience and the ongoing viability and vitality of
commercial/retail areas. The reform of the use classes order has
gone some way to delivering this, however it will be important to
allow a wider estate management view to be taken into account.
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Noted and agreed.

SECTION 5: LOCATION FOR FUTURE SITES
Q.5.1. Are you aware of any sites that might be suitable for new development?
The Council is preparing a detailed “Sites Allocations Paper” which is considering whether the sites should be included as allocation, and where relevant the
nature/scale of uses which will be appropriate on the site.
As such the comments received have been divided into two types, those which have been addressed in abovementioned Sites Allocations Paper and those
of a more general nature. General comments have been addressed here, but the more specific comments in the separate Sites Allocations Paper.
General Comments
Respondent name
The EARL'S COURT
SOCIETY (SPALDING)

Sandra Yarwood

Kerry Davis-Head

Comments
• All rail stations and open tube lines.
• Above West Cromwell Road
• Above the West London Line
• Under the Westway
• Set-back Mansard roofs.
Kenway Rd used to have a safer neighbourhood office which is now
being used for delivery mopeds which causes endless problems in
the village. This site is perfect for small units for independent
businesses and craftspeople.
AREAS THAT CAN ACCOMMODATE GROWTH
Why do you think that Lots Road can accommodate growth? “These
are the areas where significant new development can take place”.
Really? Lots Road and Lots Village is already over saturated, it has
suﬀered enough with the destruction, the dust, the dirt, the noise,
the traﬃc and pavement blocking, and you want more? The parks
are already over full, surfaces worn out by the increased numbers.
You also allow weekend noisy working by the largest development,
why is that continuing whilst most COVID restrictions have ceased.
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Council response
Suggestions are noted. Nevertheless, it is important to
note that there are limited uses that would be
appropriate in such locations due to the noise and air
pollution associated with railway lines and major
motorways.
Comment is noted, although as the exact location is
unclear no further testing of the site can be done.

Lots Road area currently has two sites that are already
allocated for development in existing Local Plan and
the Council is determined to carry them forward.
The housing need in our borough means that simply
renovating and repurposing existing buildings will not
be enough to address the needs and therefore other
sites must come forward for redevelopment and land
be optimised.

Why not renovate the existing buildings and repurpose them. You
are destroying history and character - it is likely they’ll be replaced
with anonymous bland painting by numbers architecture. Or, if the
Cheyne Nursery proposals are anything to go by, something ugly
awkward dark and oppressive.
Renovate the old and convert the land to green space.
Housing is of course shown to be in need of expanding, but at what
cost to existing residents and their housing? The more that is
provided, the more becomes needed. It’s a vicious circle. The more
people who need servicing by others, deliveries, cleaning,
tradespeople, plumbers, care etc. With new housing the
maintenance won’t appear at first, then after a while they too will
have the “we don’t come to that area, it’s too hard to park, the
traﬃc is too great”. The more key workers who are needed too, for
increased hospital usage, more schools, more food shops. They
mostly travel in from out of borough. This means increased transport
needs, more cycle parking, more scooters.
KINGS ROAD
what does consolidated mean in that context? Will you be
consolidating the southern part of the Kings Road too, this is a much
forgotten area. We can’t even get hanging baskets extended to the
lower SW10 part.
LOCATIONS FOR FUTURE REDEVELOPMENT
The Plaza Kings Road. Why is this mentioned.
CREMORNE WHARF
This should not be waste management. Green open space should be
the priority.
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The Plaza, 535 King’s Road has been considered in
detail and undergone stages assessment as a result of
which it was decided not to allocate this site. The
details of this assessment can be found in the Sites
Allocations Paper.

Grove and Company
(Roger Grove)
RBKC Earl's Court Ward
(Malcolm SPALDING)

RBKC Councillor
(Hamish Adourian)
The Pembridge
Association (Fiona
Fleming-Brown)

No

Noted.

• All rail stations and open tube lines.
• Above West Cromwell Road
• Above the West London Line
• Under the Westway
• Mansard roofs.
- All rail stations and open Tube lines
- Mansard roofs (i.e. adding an extra storey)
NHG faces a very difficult context for neighbourhood retail as it
confronts the challenges of:
• The post-pandemic era (loss of retail, loss of office confidence,
safety concerns)
• The pivot to e-commerce
• The competition from Westfield (more choice) and smaller
independent retail centres (better quality)
• A dilapidated public domain: windy, poor build quality, tired &
dated appearance, street clutter
• The predominance of current clone retail and takeaway food
unattractive to new retailers & residents
• NGH is a busy, polluted and drab strip which has never been fully
commercially tenanted above its ground and first floor retail levels
since the 60’s
• If retail in NHG declines much further it will reach the critical hard
to regenerate point
• Vox Pop “NHG-the shopping area of last resort” “hostile and
depressing atmosphere” “has nothing which you can’t buy
elsewhere with better choice”

Suggestions are noted. Nevertheless, it is important to
note that there are limited uses that would be
appropriate in such locations due to the noise and air
pollution associated with railway lines and major
motorways.
As above.

And yet NHG is:
• Well connected for bus and major underground interchange, major
road network
• Surrounded by very affluent residential areas, embassies,
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Comments regarding Notting Hill Gate are noted, but
those rather will be relevant for the development of
town centres vision within the NLPR and specific
policies that would assist with ensuring vitality of our
town centres.
Suggestions to improve public domain and streetscape
are noted and this is something that can be potentially
addressed through planning contributions from future
development in the area. The Council recognises the
challenges and the opportunities associated with
Notting Hill Gate. It, like many other centres, may have
to reinvent itself as historic patterns rapid
change. The Council reinforces the town centre first
approach to try to support our centres, but also
explicitly recognises the need for diversification if
centres are to remain relevant.

destination venues etc
• The start and finish point between the Royal Parks and attractions
of Portobello
• Has a strong independent entertainment offer (Coronet, The Gate
Theatre, The Gate Cinema, NH Arts Club)

TfL (Brendan Hodges)
ESSA (Barry Munday)

Mozafar Amiri

Collette Wilkinson

• A paradox: “A wall of money walks through NHG every day but
there is nothing to tempt anyone to spend time or money there. The
desire is there, the shops aren’t”
No.
Has RBKC carried out an audit of its own sites? Is there space that
could be used differently or more effectively, for example, the
current Town Hall site. With more and more functions going online
or outsourced and staff working from home there must be surplus
office space. Could the Town Hall, couple with the be re-imagined as
a modern civic centre with sports centre including a pool. This would
attract more people to the High Street
Egerton Garden Mews has excellent potential as a local
neighbourhood hub. The streets are continually used by local
residents who want to avoid the crowds on the main Brompton
Road. It has already organically established a number of community
services including a gym, cafes, and estate agents. The mews can be
modelled on the Sloane Street end of Pavilion Road.

Chelsea is one of the most densely populated Boroughs in London,
with already a huge proportion of social housing. The only
development needed is more care homes for the elderly, and shame
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Noted.
Comment is noted. The Council is not considering at
the moment redevelopment of the Town Hall.

Egerton Gardens Mews is primarily residential in
character with some odd exceptions of commercial
units on the ground floor. In order to achieve the
annual housing target, there is a presumption against
the loss of residential units and floorspace in most
circumstances. The conversion of the units into
commercial spaces will be against the Policy CH1
of the Local Plan and will be counterproductive in
relation to boosting housing supply in the borough. As
such, there are no grounds for Egerton Gardens Mews
being designated as neighbourhood town
centre and consider it for commercial redevelopment.
Comment is noted.

Swifts Local Network:
Swifts & Planning Group
(Mike Priaulx)
Robert Dixon
Alex Mackay
Quod on behalf of Earls
Court Development
Company (Steffan Rees)
Labour Group of
Councillors (Emma Dent
Coad)

Environment Agency
(Hannah Malyon)

on the Council for closing an existing one (Thamesbrook) that was
desperately needed.
No.

Noted.

I am not aware of any such sites.
No specific sites but the Plan must be flexible to allow sites to come
forward in the future as a result of changing circumstances.
No comment.

Noted.
Comment noted.

The Council Planning department should have access to the Land
Registry where the ownership and current use of sites are
catalogued.

Comment is noted.

Lots Road has several sites as mentioned above.
Whilst we have no specific sites to recommend as suitable for
development, we would encourage you to ensure that any sites put
forward consider the following:
Tidal flood risk
The Borough is constrained by areas of tidal flood risk and tidal
breach flood risk. In line with the NPPF, sites that are proposed for
development should be sequentially tested to ensure that
development is steered away from areas at a high risk of
flooding. Also in line with the NPPF, any sites that are proposed in a
flood zone must be supported by a site specific flood risk
assessment. Additionally, any sites that are proposed within the tidal
flooding breach extent must ensure that all sleeping accommodation
is located at or above the modelled tidal breach flood level (unless it
can be demonstrated that a permanent fixed barrier is in place to
prevent floodwater from entering any sleeping accommodation that
is located below the modelled breach flood level), as stated in the
NPPF.
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Noted.

Noted and thank you for the supporting information
on drinking water abstractions locations. The locations
for future development will have an assessment of
different sources of flood risk through the Strategic
Flood Risk Assessment. The Council will prepare a
Sequential Test for the final site allocations/strategic
sites.
Our basement policy requires all development with
basement to be protected from sewer flooding, please
refer to our current policy CL7.

Surface water flooding
London is at particular risk from surface water flooding, mainly due
to the large extent of impermeable surfaces. In your current Local
Plan, you have identified a need for Sustainable Drainage Systems
(SuDS) to be commonplace throughout the borough to help reduce
surface water flooding. Your LLFA should identify through your Local
Flood Risk Management Strategies and Surface Water Management
Plans areas where there are particular surface water management
issues and aim to reduce these risks. This evidence based should
help to inform if sites are appropriate for development.
Additionally, we recommend the inclusion of sewer flooding
hotspots as a part of the surface water flooding considerations when
looking at developments in specific at risk areas.
Proximity to tidal River Thames tidal defences and embankments
The TE2100 plan focuses on the maintenance and raising of the River
Thames tidal walls and embankments to protect the borough from
current and future tidal flood risk. Any sites that are recommended
suitable for development within 16m of the River Thames tidal walls
and embankments must comply with the TE2100 policy. It will need
to be demonstrated that proposals adjacent to flood defences will
not have a detrimental impact on the integrity of the existing flood
defences and should aim to be set back from the banks of the River
Thames and those defences to allow their management,
maintenance and raising to protect against current and future flood
risk. The Riverside Strategies plan also compliments the TE2100 plan,
to improve flood risk management in the vicinity of the river, create
better access to and along the riverside, and improve the riverside
environment.
Proposed contaminative uses and Source Protect Zones (SPZ)
We note that your borough has an area of SPZs 1 to 3 near
Knightsbridge. Please use maps to understand where these SPZs are
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located http://apps.environment- agency.gov.uk/wiyby/37833.aspx
.
SPZs indicate areas designated for drinking water abstraction from
groundwater and therefore the bedrock and groundwater are
vulnerable to mobilised contaminants. In the interest in the
protection of controlled waters, certain development is not
permitted in SPZ1, including petrol stations, the storage of
hazardous substances, new landfills and cemeteries. Therefore, you
should consider the proposed development in these areas when
determining your call for sites. Also, in line with the NPPF, any
development site proposed on land known to be contaminated will
need to ensure risks to controlled waters are suitably managed
through the provision of the preliminary risk assessment, where land
remediation works may also be required.
Wastewater
It is also important to consider provisions for wastewater, as well as
risk from back up from wastewater pipes during high rainfall events.
This constraint should be considered as basement development will
always be at risk from this and interventions can cause flooding into
neighbouring basements/ properties as well.

Specific comments: Call for sites
Respondent Name
Comments
Chelsea Society (Paul Lever) None in Chelsea except perhaps for the Fire Station and its surrounding premises.
St Quintin and Woodlands
The sites allocated for new housing in the StQW Neighbourhood Plan are already included in the NLPR. These are
Neighbourhood Forum (Henry 142a Highlever Road (Highlever Garage), airspace above Units 1- 14 Latimer Road, and 3-5 Crowthorne Road. A mixed
Peterson)
use scheme for the latter was granted planning consent in 2015 but not subsequently implemented. This suggests that
financial viability for either residential or office/commercial development in the StQW neighbourhood remains marginal.
The Council owns Unit 12 Latimer Road and hence has the opportunity to include this site in its New Homes Programme and
to deliver an exemplar redevelopment that meets the new Design Code for Units 1-14.
168

Ladbroke Association (Sophia Not in the Ladbroke area, in which almost every square metre has already been developed. The exception is the Notting Hill
Lambert)
Police Station, which we would like to see developed for community use (including a mini-police station) as per Policy CK1.
DP9 (Craig Tabb)
Proposed Future Site Allocation:
Emmanuel Kaye Building, Manresa Road, London SW3 6LR
On behalf of both the Trustees of the Thrombosis Research Institute and the Trustees of the National Heart and Lung
Foundation (‘the Trustees’), DP9 Limited (‘DP9’) propose the Emmanuel Kaye Building (‘EKB’) as a site within the Royal
Borough that is suitable for redevelopment and should be recognised as such within the New Local Plan.
EKB is situated on the corner of Manresa Road and Kings Road, adjacent to Chelsea Fire Station and Henry Moore Court. It
has been occupied by the Thrombosis Research Institute and National Heart and Lung Institute since 1989. The work of both
Institutes is pioneering and of national and international public benefit.
The existing EKB building is not fit for purpose in the 21st century, as work is constrained by the exhausted facilities.
Comprehensive new facilities are required to deliver ambitious world-class programmes of thrombosis, heart, and lung
research.
With an objective to remain within the Royal Borough and adjacent to the Royal Brompton Hospital, we are at the early
stages of investigating the potential redevelopment of EKB to provide new office, laboratory and other academic and
research facilities alongside residential use. The residential use would facilitate the provision of these important research
endeavours into common illnesses.
A preliminary design study has been undertaken and will be presented to planning officers shortly. The study identifies the
potential for a mixed-use building of around 9,500 sqm GEA, stepping in height up to 7 storeys. The design study
demonstrates a well-considered building form that is sensitive to local context, including neighbouring conservation areas
and listed buildings, and presents the opportunity to create an exceptional building at a prominent location in the Royal
Borough.
The EKB redevelopment stands to provide a development of very significant public benefit and is an opportunity to be
considered as part of the New Local Plan Review.
Lots Village, Chelsea
Leaving aside Conservation Areas and the crucially important Employment Zones there must be locations suitable for
Association of Residents and development amongst the well over 400 sites owned by the Council. These include the low level shops on the Kings Road
Businesses (Rosemary Baker) closest to the Worlds End Plaza, backing on to Ann Lane, which are lower in height than the row of houses opposite. There is
the large Chelsea Fire Station site and its immediately surrounding buildings. There is also a substantial corner site in South
Kensington (at the junction of Harrington Gardens and Queens Gate) which has been used for some years as a temporary
car park. And of course the extensive area including the Harefield and Brompton Hospital, soon to move, along with its car
park, the adjacent “farmers’ market” and the large car park behind the building on the King’s Road there.
Greg Hammond
Q5.2 continued:
Site 5, South Kensington station - agree that there is potential for development (c/f the 2016 development brief), but this
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Old Oak & Park Royal
Development Corporation

should not allow the destruction of 23 existing homes + commercial premises in Thurloe Street, which should instead be
refurbished iaw the best practice of the circular economy set out in the Greening SPD; the whole site is in the middle of
the Thurloe and Smith's Charity Conservation Area and the design should therefore be appropriate.
OPDC has the following comments which we hope are useful in shaping the document:
1. OPDC supports the identification of Kensal Canalside as a site allocation for development and an area of change. The
Kensal Canalside Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) and OPDC’s Local Plan align in relation to guidance for the North
Pole Depot regarding development capacity, phasing, land uses, indicative building heights, transport infrastructure and
viewing points.
2. OPDC looks forward to working with RBKC and landowners to help to create a mixed and balanced community along the
North Pole Depot that meets housing needs and delivers the Mayor’s preferred affordable housing products
(social/affordable rent, London Living Rent and London Shared Ownership).
3. OPDC supports the identification of Latimer Road as a site allocation for development and area of change which will
support the local economy and provide a point of activation between White City and Scrubs Lane.
4. OPDC looks forward to continuing to engage with RBKC and other London boroughs within the Western Riverside Waste
Authority (WRWA) in respect of waste apportionment capacity.
5. In response to question 7.1, OPDC supports Option 1 in optimising sites using a design led approach. This reflects OPDC’s
approach in supporting housing delivery and will be particularly relevant to coordinating the development of the North Pole
Depot.
6. OPDC suggests that figure 8.1 is amended to illustrate the proposed Kensal Canalside neighbourhood town centre as
stated in the Kensal Canalside SPD.
7. OPDC supports the aspirations to increase active travel. In response to question 11.1, we suggest that Option 1 is
amended to enable the delivery of new bus routes along new streets as well as active travel routes. This will enable future
residents in the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area to reach destinations in the OPDC area through the new street network
along the North Pole Depot.
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8. OPDC supports the identification of the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area as a location where tall buildings may be an
appropriate form of development.

Natural History Museum
(Adam Donovan)

OPDC looks forward to the continued joint working with yourselves in developing both OPDC’s planning guidance and the
NLPR to help facilitate the coordinated delivery of high quality new neighbourhoods and connections.
Locations for Future Development. A Call for Sites

The Council is continuing to seek details of sites which are considered suitable for new development. The NHM is a large Site
which is made up of the historic Grade I Waterhouse Building, the Grade I Earth Galleries Building, the Darwin Centre, the
Palaeontology Building, the Grounds and the Grade I railings, and a series of back of house buildings that have no historic
significance. As mentioned above, at some point over the next 5 to 10 years, there is the potential for these buildings to be
repurposed/redeveloped. Whilst the NHM is not yet at the stage of identifying potential uses, redevelopment could take
place within the Council’s new plan period. As such, the NHM requests that the Council considers this part of the NHM as a
potential site which is suitable for redevelopment in the Local Plan process. We would welcome the opportunity to discuss
this in further detail with you in terms of how this could be accommodated within the Plan.
Kensington Society (Amanda We have no additional sites to propose but have the following comments.
Frame)
Table 5.1: Sites proposed in issues consultation as suitable for development
The RBKC New Homes Programme has identified a series of sites in North Kensington for the ‘600 new homes’ committed
by RBKC after Grenfell. Construction is underway on several. We are not confident that RBKC housing staff and the planners
liaise sufficiently closely on this programme, and we also wonder why the sites in progress are not listed as allocated sites?
This would prevent them being suggested all over again.
Allocated Sites:
3. Atlantic House: This has been in educational use since the 1880s, most recently as part of the Richmond University
Campus. Its proposed use should be education. Its description as having a development capacity of 40-50 homes would be
excessive in relation to the 3-4 storey character and context of Kensington New Town.
4. Newcombe House: Extend uses to include proposed GP Group Practice, public square and step-free access to one side of
the District/Circle Lines.
5. South Kensington Station: This should identify step-free access as requirement. The current planning application is highly
controversial.
11. Unit 12 Latimer Road in RBKC ownership for community use. The Council has the opportunity to include this site in its
New Homes programme and to deliver an exemplar redevelopment that meets the new Design Code for Units 1-14.
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15. Holiday Inn, Cromwell Road: This is not supported by residents, let alone the Kensington Society. This site should be
deleted.
Section 5 – Call for Sites

DP9 for Native Land
(Kensington
Limited), TTLSouth Kensington Following the first stage review in September 2020, the ASD site was promoted as part of the ‘Call for Sites’ and is now
Properties and ...
identified as one of the 13 potential development sites in Table 5.1 of the Review Document. The Council have sought to
categorise the ‘potential’ of the sites as High, Medium or Low, and in the case of the ASD, they have applied
a Medium category. Paragraph 5.6 explains that such sites are identified as having the capacity for development, but further
information is needed to understand site capacity or whether a planning constraint can be overcome.
It is disappointing that given the current application, the extent of consultation and the pressing need to deliver
improvements to the station that are linked with the ASD, that the Council consider that outstanding matters over capacity
and planning constraints remain.
While the site constraints are matters that need to be considered when looking to redevelop the Site, they should not
fundamentally affect the delivery of an appropriately scaled development across the ASD site. As demonstrated in the ASD
proposal that is currently submitted for planning approval, providing residential development and commercial floor space
can be provided while respecting the character and setting of the listed buildings and the conservation area. The proposed
ASD provides significant heritage benefits through the restoration of the listed elements of the Station, as well as the nonlisted elements of the building along Thurloe Street, which is identified to have a positive contribution to the character of
the conservation area.
The ASD outlines how it is possible to create new space for development over and around the Station to deliver new homes
and commercial floor space without causing substantial harm to the listed elements of the Station.
Based on the matters listed above, the Site should be considered as having High potential within the New Local Plan given
the significant benefits the redevelopment of this Site can bring to the Borough, including increasing housing supply.
DP9 Limited (Luke Thrumble) Colebrook Court, 75 Sloane Avenue, LONDON, SW3 3DH (‘the Site’).
The Site is located in a northern part of a small urban block located between Sloane Avenue to the north and Lucan Place to
the south. A Site Location Plan is attached at Appendix 1 of these representations.
The Site comprises a single storey Sainsbury’s retail store with three levels of private residential accommodation
(comprising 12 units) situated above.
Redevelopment to optimise the use of the Site has been discussed with RBKC planning and design officers along with
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Greater London Authority (‘GLA’) planning officers at pre- application stage.
Both RBKC and GLA officers have agreed that this Site is suitable for redevelopment. The site is not listed and is outside any
conservation area.
The pre-application proposals demonstrate the Site’s capacity to accommodate an optimised development comprising new
market and affordable homes and re-provided retail use. This would be of a higher quality and more attractive appearance.
As discussed at pre-application stage, it is considered that a Single storey retail unit with 12 storeys of residential
accommodation above represents a suitable scale of redevelopment for this Site.
The new residential element would comprise circa 44 residential units which would be delivered as a split of private and
affordable units.
The quantum and scale of redevelopment has been carefully considered in the context of the Site and its surroundings. It is
important to note that the Site falls within one of the few areas within the Royal Borough that is not designated as a
conservation area. This absence of heritage constraints coupled with the Site’s excellent public transport links (Public
Transport Accessibility Level (‘PTAL’) rating of 6A) makes this Site ideal for redevelopment.
Redevelopment of the Site would provide much needed additional housing (including affordable housing) along with
enhancing the street scene in this part of the Royal Borough.
Following lengthy discussions between the Freeholder of the site and tenants it should be confirmed that Vacant Possession
of the site can be delivered very quickly in order to facilitate the future redevelopment of the site.
Imperial College London (Rory The college have no specific comments in relation to the sites identified. In relation to site 5, the college broadly support the
Newman)
redevelopment of South Kensington Station but note that the council are identifying many sites within the allocations which
are already significantly advanced in the planning process and which in a number of cases already benefit from full planning
permission.
One approach which may assist the Borough in this respect would be to have more flexibility policies in place in relation to
the development of existing buildings, enabling them to evolve and adapt to maximise their potential and thus significantly
broadening the potential pool of available ‘sites’ for development while also presenting ‘windfall’ opportunities as opposed
to larger scale demolition and replacement where it is harder to find suitable sites.
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Brent Council (Paul Lewin)

The Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area is clearly a significant development site for RBKC. This is in terms of it bringing a
major piece of underutilised brownfield land that can add positively to the townscape in this area, but which also has some
high quality and sensitive heritage as well as other environmental assets. The site clearly will play a substantial role in
addressing RBKC’s general and affordable housing needs, whilst creating a new mixed use community that can stitch into
the wider urban environment.
Whilst understanding the need for optimisation of the site, the Council considers that the local plan should provide greater
clarity on what the likely development capacity of the site will be. Currently within the recently adopted Supplementary
Planning Document (SPD) for the Opportunity Area there is a broad range from the policy defined minimum 3,500 dwellings
up to potentially 5,000 dwellings as identified in the SPD. In addition, whilst it understands the difficulties of being able to
provide a precise indication of acceptable heights in the Opportunity Area, the Council considers that consistent with
London Plan Policy D9, greater clarity is also necessary on this aspect of the site’s development in advance of more detailed
testing through the application process.
In the response to the Opportunity Areas SPD, the Council gave particular emphasis to addressing the likely potential
transportation impacts for adjoining wards and associated infrastructure in LB Brent. The Council understands that
modelling indicates impacts on local junctions will not be significant. It also understands that in terms of public transport,
RBKC’s focus is bus services along Ladbroke Grove and improving Ladbroke Grove underground station. Nevertheless, given
the proximity of Kensal Green station, it is considered that this will potentially provide a strong draw for the development’s
residents. As such, the Council would like to ensure that it and RBKC can work together to identify the potential for
improvements as a result of mitigating the impacts of the development to the quality of the public realm and space within
the adopted highway on the Harrow Road to encourage walking a cycling between the site and Kensal Green station, as well
as using improvements to the accessibility of the station, including lifts to platforms.

Frank Knight on behalf
of Frasco Investment
Limited. (Becky Anderson)

The Council seeks to work collaboratively in addressing the above and will also positively engage as necessary in the
Statement of Common Ground between RBKC and its surrounding local planning authorities.
Chapter 5 – Location for Future Development
NLPV - Q 5.2 How do you feel about the sites that were identified in the first round of call for sites? Do you find them
suitable for development? Do you agree with their current categorisation?
Table 5.1 of the NLPR categorises the sites that have been previously put forward through RBKC’s Call for Sites process. This
sets out that 136-142 Bramley Road has “low” suitability for an allocation with the reason stating the following:
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“Office uses are currently protected under Policy CF5 as Business Use and initial findings of employment needs study
suggest a need for business floorspace over the lifetime of the NLPR.
With the retention of the office floorspace and consideration of the surrounding context, the site does not seem to have
capacity for further optimisation”.
We do not agree with the current categorisation of 136-142 Bramley Road set out in Table 5.1. The Site has been extensively
marketed for occupation in its current or refurbished state as office accommodation, either in part or full. It has also been
marketed as a redevelopment opportunity, with the benefit of a planning permission for an enlarged office scheme and no
meaningful interest in any of these options has come forward over a period of 6 years (and counting). As such, we consider
there is no real prospect of the continued use of the Site for employment uses and alternative development proposals
should be explored, which could comprise a mixed use development comprising some form of living accommodation
alongside other uses such as community facilities or a much reduced quantum of employment space.
We request that RBKC reassesses 136-142 Bramley Road based on current employment needs (including in light of Covid-19)
and considers allocating the Site for alternative uses, such as for a mixed-use redevelopment of the Site to include a living
accommodation of some form and potentially other supporting uses such as community uses or some limited employment
space.

Savills on behalf of
COMMERCIAL ESTATES
GROUP (Kirsty Turner)

We consider the comprehensive redevelopment of the Site could better meet the need for other uses, and it would make
efficient and effective use of a highly sustainable previously developed brownfield site, in line with the National Planning
Policy Framework (2021) and London Plan (2021).
Locations for Future Development: A ‘call for sites’
Section 5 discusses locations for future development, and following previous representations made to RBKC Sloane Square
House and Plaza 535 Kings Road are now listed as development opportunities which is broadly supported.
The NLPR has categorised the suitability of each development opportunity from high to low. A ‘high capacity’ is given where
the site is considered, in RBKC’s view, to have the capacity to accommodate more development. A ‘medium capacity’ is
given where further information is required to understand a site’s capacity or whether a planning constraint can be
overcome. A ‘low capacity’ is given where there is either a policy constraint or consideration that no further optimisation
would be capable of being achieved. We consider that this approach to assessing potential site capacity is incorrect as it is
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inconsistent with the NPPF (2021) chapter 11 and London Plan (2021) policy GG2 both of which reinforce that site capacity
should be determined on a case by case basis and led by design taking into consideration the sites local and wider context.
We therefore propose that RBKC undertake more detailed site capacity studies including the testing of massing studies in
relation to townscape, environmental and infrastructure considerations to identify site parameters for the site allocations.
Currently both Sloane Square House and Plaza 535 Kings Road are listed as having ‘low capacity’. For the above reasons we
do not consider that RBKC have undertaken sufficient testing and thus do not have a robust evidence base to determine this
categorisation. Further details in this regard are set out in the following section.
Plaza 535 Kings Road
Firstly, Plaza 535 Kings Road is located within an area currently undergoing significant change, particularly driven through
the redevelopment and optimisation of brownfield sites to create high quality, high-density mixed-use developments. In
particular, this evolving skyline has been driven through the direction of growth and density along the railway line through
from West Brompton down to Battersea Bridge with notable developments including Lillie Square, the Earls Court
Masterplan, and Fulham Gasworks. As identified by RBKC, the existing building consists of low-quality architecture which
diverges from the high scenic quality and unified streetscape around. The existing building is also EPC rated E, and not up to
standards and adaptations of current and future occupiers particularly following the Covid-19 pandemic.
The site has very good transport accessibility, located in PTAL 5, and is located on the edge of the Kings Road Town Centre,
and is positioned at a focal transport node, both on the railway line, and at the road interchange where Kings Road connects
Chelsea to Fulham. The site is also not nationally or locally listed, or located within a Conservation Area, albeit it is located
within the proximity of the Lots Village, The College of St. Mark & St. John and the Moore Park Conservation Areas. The site
is also positioned within the Lots Road Employment Zone. As stated in RBKC adopted policy CV9, there is a need to enhance
employment zones to function as a centre for innovation, including through the encouragement of small businesses. The
existing building is limited, and would require substantial maintenance to bring it up to current standards particularly in
environmental performance, as such the site would benefit from being redeveloped to both enhance its business function
and landmark location on the junction of Lots Road and the Kings Road. The site presents characteristics that both the NPPF
and London Plan identify for optimisation, which could take the form of a re-model, part-extension or comprehensive
redevelopment and could take the form of commercial or residential, or mixed-use development, both of which would meet
a Borough need and have the potential to deliver a significant amount of public and planning benefits. Any scheme would
have consideration to the site’s business function being located within the Lots Road Employment Zone, in addition to being
led by design and tested heavily in relation to sustainability, townscape, and environmental considerations.
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We therefore do not support the currently proposed ‘low’ classification as this does not reflect the above identified site
characteristics and opportunity. We instead suggest that the classification of a site allocation for Plaza 535 should be ‘high’
suitability taking into account the considerations mentioned above. We would also be pleased to work with the planning
authority to undertake a capacity exercise as part of this plan making exercise against which any presumption in favour
might be considered.
Sloane Square House

Savills on behalf of
Thames Water
(Nicola Forster)

Secondly, as identified by RBKC, Sloane Square House is highlighted as being a negative feature within the Sloane Square
Conservation Area and it is recognised redevelopment would enhance its character and appearance as viewed in the
Conservation Area. The existing building does not perform well and is EPC rated, highlighting the need to invest in the asset
to improve its environmental performance. The site has excellent transport accessibility being located above the Sloane
Square Underground Station, and is located within the core area of the Kings Road/Sloane Square major town centre. The
site is not nationally or locally listed. These characteristics should allow for a re-model, extension or redevelopment of the
site, to allow the building and the occupiers within the building to excel, expand and adapt in this location. For these
reasons, we would also suggest that RBKC reconsider the classification of Sloane Square House as a high suitability site
allocation. We would also be pleased to work with the planning authority to undertake a capacity exercise as part of this
plan making exercise against which any presumption in favour might be considered.
Cremorne Wharf
Cremorne Wharf (below) is located to the south of Lots Road and to the west of the River Thames.
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Areas within the site will be retained by Thames Water as operational land for access and operation and maintenance
throughout the lifetime of the infrastructure. This land will continue to be subject to Article 52 of the DCO as set out above.
The current local plan includes a designation as a Thames Tideway Tunnel Site. We would request that this designation is
taken forward into the NLPR, ensuring continued protection of the operation and maintenance of the Thames Tideway
Tunnel infrastructure on site.
The current local plan safeguards the site for waste management, water transport and cargo handling purposes. This
appears to be taken forward by this Issues and Options Document (Issue 7).
Whilst we recognise this future aspiration for the site, it should not jeopardise the operation and maintenance of the
Thames Tideway Tunnel infrastructure on-site as approved by the Thames Tideway Tunnel Development Consent Order in
2014.
Nor should it impact the sites designation as a safeguarded wharf, as protected by London Plan Policy SI15 and the
Safeguarded Wharves Direction (March 2021).
Foreshore Site Chelsea Embankment (near Chelsea Royal Hospital)
The Foreshore Chelsea Embankment (below) site is located to the south of Chelsea Royal Hospital and to the north of the
River Thames.
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Areas within the site will be retained by Thames Water as operational land for access and operation and maintenance
throughout the lifetime of the infrastructure. This land will continue to be subject to the safeguarding included in the Article
52 of the DCO. The current local plan includes a designation as a Thames Tideway Tunnel Site. We would request that this
designation is taken forward into the NLPR, ensuring continued protection of the operation and maintenance of the Thames
Tideway Tunnel infrastructure on site.
The foreshore site will create an area of public realm and is considered to enhance this section of Chelsea Embankment. It is
considered that the public realm will provide an attractive environment for recreational use and for hosting events, to
benefit the local community and to attract visitors.
Once completed, Thames Water would seek to provide events on this area of public realm. Specifically, this could be related
to the Chelsea Flower Show or the Antiques Market that operate across the road.

Q.5.2. How do you feel about the sites that were identified in the first round of call for sites? Do you find them suitable for development? Do you agree
with their current categorisation?
The Council is preparing a detailed “Sites Allocations Paper” which is considering whether the sites should be included as allocation, and where relevant the
nature/ scale of uses which will be appropriate on the site. As above, specific comments will be addressed in this paper rather than here.
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General comments
Respondent Name
The EARL'S COURT
SOCIETY (SPALDING)

Comments
Council response
We need a new SPD for the Earl’s Court site, including its place in Noted.
the surrounding conservation areas.
This SPD should include design guidelines and development
codes, including required infrastructure, devised with residents’
input as central, collaborative, realistic and achievable and fully
supported by Council Officers.

Any s106, CIL and NCIL must be fully consulted on and agreed
with residents.
Chelsea Society (Paul
See comments above. Whether they are suitable for
Comment is noted.
Lever)
development depends on the type of development proposed.
Schemes that are based exclusively, or mainly, on the provision
of luxury accommodation for absentee landlords do not enhance
Chelsea’s character.
Ladbroke Association The land along Westway between Portobello Road and Ladbroke Noted. Following detailed assessment, it was decided not to
(Sophia Lambert)
Grove has a large number of mature trees and is highly valued by allocate this site for development due to the fact that the site is
local residents as a green lung. As it is so close to the noise and Grade II listed as a Site of Nature Conservation Importance
pollution of Westway, we also doubt whether it would be
(SNCI) and that there is little scope for the site to accommodate
suitable for residential development.
growth and also meet Biodiversity Net Gain Policy targets.
Thames Water Utilities Text capacity too small - see attached (below).
Initial comments from Thames Water on the proposed sites
Ltd (Sir/ Madam)
are noted.
For all sites it will be important for development to be aligned
with any necessary infrastructure required to support growth. Any new development will be required to reduce surface water
Initial comments from Thames Water on the proposed sites are runoff into the combined sewer network in line with the
appended although the impacts will depend on a variety of
requirements of the London Plan.
factors including the scale and location of development, timing The encouragement to engage developers with Thames
Water ahead of the submission of any applications is noted.
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Sport England (Mark
Furnish)

Elizabeth Ashley

and phasing of delivery and points of connection to the existing
water and wastewater networks.
New development should seek to reduce surface water runoff
into the combined sewer network in line with the requirements
of the London Plan.
Thames Water would welcome the support of the council in
encouraging developers to engage with them ahead of the
submission of any applications so that the
proposed scale of development and timing of delivery can be
understood. This will assist with planning any necessary
infrastructure upgrades. Where necessary
phasing conditions may be needed to ensure that the relevant
phase of development is not occupied until any necessary
upgrades have been delivered.
• Q5.2 – As noted in preceding commentary to the potential
allocations, Sport England would seek that any sport facilities
that fall within the designations would need to be replaced if
they are not identified as surplus in any emerging Sports Pitch
Strategy and/or an Indoor/Built Sports Facility Strategy. That
said, given the built up nature of the borough it would be
difficult to replace any facility therefore any replacement
provision would need to be considered at an early stage.
p.26 map indicates the area of Rosary Gardens/Brechin Place as
marked as 'Area suitable for some smaller development.' These
streets should not be considered in this category. The area is
already congested, tightly packed and densely populated. Any
further development should be restricted in high to the present
buildings and be sympathetic to the adjoining conservation area.
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Comment is noted. Sport facilities are currently protected under
the Policy CK1 of the Local Plan and the Council is determined to
save this policy and continue the safeguarding of sport facilities
whenever possible.

Assuming the comment refers to the page 27 map 2.3 which
shows the possible White Paper planning zones. The map was
produced in response to the government’s White Paper which
proposed that Local Plans should identify land under three
categories: 1) Growth areas suitable for substantial
development; 2) Renewal Areas suitable for
development; and, 3) areas that are protected. Under the
government’s proposals, Renewal Areas would cover existing
built areas which do not fall under conservation areas nor
Opportunity areas. It is envisaged that smaller scale
development will be appropriate in these locations. Figure 2.3

provides an indicative illustration of where these areas may be
across the Borough, yet if those proposals are not taken forward
by the Government they will not come into effect. These
proposals are outside of the Council’s control.
RBKC Earl's Court Ward We need a new SPD for the Earl’s Court site, including its place in Noted.
(Malcolm SPALDING)
the surrounding conservation areas.
This SPD should include design guidelines and development
codes devised with residents input as central supported by
Council Officers.
RBKC Councillor
There should be new SPD for the Earl’s Court Development site,
(Hamish Adourian)
which should provide clear design guidelines and development
codes devised with resident input.
Robert Dixon
I agree with the identification. Yes. Yes.
Alex Mackay
Broadly yes
Historic England (David At present there is limited information available on some of the
English)
potential sites identified in this consultation document.
However, we note that some have been allocated elsewhere or
have been subject to planning applications.

Noted.

Noted.
Noted.
The first sifting round was a high-level assessment and other
detailed work such as on heritage impacts will be undertaken as
the NLPR progresses. As we have received additional calls for
sites throughout this round of consultation, the Council will now
undertake further, more detailed site capacity studies of all sites
When considering allocating sites you should include heritage
proposed including the testing of massing in relation to
considerations in any assumptions/methodology for indicative townscape, environmental and infrastructure considerations, as
capacities and design parameters. We have published an advice well as cumulative effects of site options on the historic
note on site allocations that may be helpful: The Historic
environment. The referred Advice Note will be taken into
Environment and Site Allocations and Local Plans - Advice Note account when assessing the sites.
3 https://historicengland.org.uk/imagesbooks/publications/historic-environment-and-site-allocations-inlocal-plans/
Support for measures to cut carbon and energy is noted.
As outlined in the Greening SPD Chapter 9 on Retrofitting the
All potential sites will need to be appraised against potential
existing buildings, the Council suggest different approaches to be
historic environment impacts. It is imperative to have this robust taken when retrofitting buildings depending
evidence base in place to ensure the soundness of the Plan.
182

Cumulative effects of site options on the historic environment
should be considered too. When considering site allocations it is
important to take a design-led approach to determine site
capacities in line with London Plan policies GG2, D1, D3 and
D9).

on their architectural or historic interest (listed buildings) or
their special character
and appearance (conservation areas). The Council advocates
for sensitive retrofitting of historic and other traditionally
constructed buildings.

Historic England broadly supported the approach set out in the Suggestion to further strengthen our policies that support the
Council’s 2021 Greening Supplementary Planning Document and positive role that historic buildings play in addressing carbon
strongly supports measures to cut carbon and energy. Notably costs and which treat historic fabric differently to modern
we welcomed that the guidance focuses on understanding
fabric is noted.
sustainability over the long term. Historic England advocates the
reuse, repair, upgrade, and retrofit of existing buildings rather
than demolishing and rebuilding, and we were pleased to see
that this was reflected in the Council’s approach. It is important
that heritage assets are not seen a constraining factor, but as a
valuable aid to achieving sustainable development.
In addition to this we note that many of the Green spaces in the
Borough are also designated landscapes and/or key features in
conservation areas and within the setting of listed buildings. This
explains, perhaps, why respondents to Q2 (p.41) identified the
preservation of heritage as their highest priority for new
developments in the borough.
When considering the options we consider that caring for and
reusing historic buildings and heritage assets can save energy
and carbon dioxide through better maintenance, management
and energy efficiency measures; and avoid the carbon dioxide of
constructing new buildings and places. Policies that support the
positive role that historic buildings play in addressing carbon
costs and which treat historic fabric differently to modern fabric
would in our view be a positive strengthening of the position
taken in the SPD. Blanket policies that apply to all buildings are
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likely to lead to inappropriate alterations to listed buildings that
may not only harm their significance but could also lead to
maladaptation.
We also welcome the reference to overheating in the options,
and would encourage you to ensure that policies mention and
actively avoid the risks posed by maladaptation, which can result
in historic buildings becoming less thermally efficient, or increase
risks of damp and overheating, if inappropriate retrofit measures
are installed.
Historic England has produced a number of documents that are
likely to support your work in this area. Please see our response
to the Draft Greening Supplementary Planning Document for
reference.

Specific comments
Respondent Name
Victoria Road Area
Residents Association &
Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Comments
Atlantic House, St Alban’s Grove
This building has been in continuous educational use since the early 1880s – nearly 140 years, most recently as part of the
Kensington campus of Richmond University. As part of their response to Covid, the owners of the buildings decided to market
Atlantic House.
The NLPR shows the site as residential for 40-50 units.
Local Plan Policy CK1 seeks to protect “schools and educational establishments” as a social and community use and to protect
them from high-value uses such as housing.
VRARA strongly supports its continued educational use, for which there is considerable demand.
VRARA is opposed to its designation as a housing site for 40-50 units, which is excessive and would result in a development that
would be too dense and too tall, especially once its relationship to neighbouring residential uses has been considered. If this
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option were to be pursued, we are concerned about the possible height and bulk in relation to its surroundings. We would insist
on a design code being prepared co-designed with local residents.
Greg Hammond
Site 15, the existing Forum Hotel (Holiday Inn), 97 Cromwell Road. Agree that the site does have potential for development and
the solution should include housing as well as hotel, but the opportunity should be taken to at least partially correct the historic
mistake of its original construction: a new building should be allowed to take up more floor area, as the compensation for being
significantly less tall.
Site 5 - this box has a character limit, so answered under 5.1
Exhibition Road Cultural Agree that South Kensington Station is an appropriate site for some development.
Group (Emily Candler)
Grove and Company
The South Kensington Station development as proposed is too large a scheme for the location.
(Roger Grove)
The Holiday Inn in Cromwell Road should be redeveloped for residential use in keeping with the scale of its location.
Kensington Society
Atlantic House – housing capacity is too high – likely to stay in education use.
(Amanda Frame)
Newcombe House – identify the major public benefits, eg partial step-free, public square, GP group practice, public realm
improvements
Holiday Inn, Cromwell Road – this should be omitted as redevelopment is unlikely to happen within 10 years
Edenham Way – should be a site allocation.
Notting Hill Police Station – an allocated site for community use.
TfL (Brendan Hodges)
5. South Kensington Wider Site
This site is owned by TfL. Its ‘suitability for allocation’ should be ‘High’ (not ‘Medium’) as it clearly meets the criteria set out in
para 5.6. Some of the site is vacant, unused land; and other parts are old, tired, outmoded buildings with low quality floorspace
which does not meet the needs of modern occupiers. It clearly has the capacity to accommodate more development.
Redevelopment of the site has the potential to deliver important public benefits including housing delivery (with a high
proportion of affordable housing – 35% measured by habitable room), new jobs, new architecture sensitive to context and
environmental improvements, improved public realm, refurbishment of the listed arcade and delivery of step free access to the
Circle and District Lines at the station.
Together with our partner Native Land, we have submitted planning and listed building consent applications for the mixed-use
development of this site and the Council’s consideration of the proposals is advanced, with the expectation that the application
will be reported to Committee next month. One does not need to prejudge the outcome of the specific application proposals to
see that it enables the Council to understand the site’s capacity and that site constraints can be overcome.
The site’s ‘suitability for allocation’ should therefore be elevated from ‘Medium’ to ‘High’.
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6. Holland Road (The triangle site next to the Holland Park Roundabout).
This site is owned by TfL. We have been discussing the redevelopment of this site with the Council for a couple of years. Preapplication meetings and other discussions with Council officers have confirmed the suitability of the site for the development
of approximately 45-50 new homes. We expect these discussions to continue to proceed positively and as they do so we would
anticipate that this would be elevated from ‘Medium’ to ‘High’ ‘suitability for allocation by the time of the Reg 18 version of the
draft Local Plan.
7. Land Between Ladbroke Grove and Portobello Road
This site is owned by TfL and forms part of the Mayor’s Small Sites Programme which, together with public landowners, aims to
help contribute towards London’s housing pipeline. In 2020, TfL invited proposals to redevelop the site and select a delivery
partner. The site represents a unique opportunity to deliver sensitive housing development, provide public access, improve
linkages from Ladbroke Grove station to Portobello Road and restore a gap in the townscape whilst delivering 50% affordable
housing as required under the Small Sites Programme. The site is expected to come forward for redevelopment early in the
lifespan of the forthcoming Local Plan.
On the above basis, TfL CD considers that the ‘suitability for allocation’ should be revised to ‘High’ in order to appropriately
reflect the current status of discussions underway to bring forward the site for new homes, which is considered highly
appropriate in this location.”
14. Darfield Way (Southeast of Westway Roundabout)

ESSA (Barry Munday)

David Campbell

We understand that the Council has a long lease on this TfL freehold land. It is a site where Council officers have recently asked
us to consider the feasibility of residential-led development. TfL CD would be happy to engage further with the Council to help
deliver new homes; however, given the Council’s leasehold interests we expect this to the led by the Council.
The sports pitches by Westway should be retained and not included in any list of sites suitable for development.
Atlantic House has been in educational use since the 1880s and we support that this should continue to the case. It does not
have the capacity for 40-50 homes in the context of the surrounding area.
The latest proposal to develop the area around South Kensington station is NOT an appropriate scale of development – it would
change the present scale and appearance of the area and destroy its individual nature, making it similar to many other areas of
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London.
I consider Option 1 - Circular Economy to be the most important.
Text capacity too small- see attached (below).

Labour Group of
Councillors (Emma Dent
Coad)
Where Kensal Gasworks and Earl’s Court are concerned, we must be aware that these areas will set the tone for development in
the borough for generations to come. Design must be of the highest quality, we cannot simply warehouse people in high-rise
because of decades of failure to provide housing. This is a huge concern for the proposed developments at Kensal Gasworks as
mentioned above.
Latimer Road must not be simply ‘scaled up’. There are all kinds of employment there for which there is local need, we should
not push these businesses out of the borough to create private housing for incomers. This goes against the Neighbourhood Plan
that was agreed following extensive consultation with local residents that emphasised the importance of creative businesses
that thrive in the area. We must protect our Employment Zones.
Savills on behalf of
New development should seek to reduce surface water runoff into the combined sewer network in line with the requirements
Thames Water
of the London Plan.
(Nicola Forster)
Thames Water would welcome the support of the council in encouraging developers to engage with them ahead of the
submission of any applications so that the proposed scale of development and timing of delivery can be understood. This will
assist with planning any necessary infrastructure upgrades. Where necessary phasing conditions may be needed to ensure that
the relevant phase of development is not occupied until any necessary upgrades have been delivered.
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