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SECTION 11: TRANSPORT 
 

Issue 1: Increasing active travel 

Q.11.1. Do you support this option? 

Respondent Name Comments Council response 

The EARL'S COURT 
SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Option 1 
New developments that deliver new streets should be laid out so 
as to preclude motorised through traffic while being fully 
permeable for active modes of travel. 
This will ensure that new streets provide an attractive 
environment for active travel. 
Motorised traffic in new development areas would use existing 
roads. 

Support for option 1 note Noted  

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

There are unlikely to be new developments delivering whole new 
streets in Chelsea. But we support the principle provided that 
there is reasonable access for residents 

General Support for Option 1 noted. It is acknowledged that due 
to the constraints of the borough certain areas have limited 
opportunities to deliver new streets however where 
opportunities do exist these should incorporate a healthy Streets 
approach. Option 1 would ensure new streets are designed to 
make active travel more attractive.   

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

Issue 1 Option 1 proposes that New developments that deliver 
new streets should be laid out so as to preclude motorised 
through traffic while being fully permeable for active modes of 
travel. We do not see how this option is realistic for Kensal 
Canalside. 
PTAL levels are poor. Additional bus routes circulating the 
Opportunity Area will all rely on a single entrance/exit onto 
Ladbroke Grove. OPDC proposals for a continuous ‘Wormwood 
Scrubs Street’ linking Kensal Canalside to Scrubs lane and Old Oak 
Lane is one of several pieces of transport infrastructure identified 

The Kensington Canal Side Opportunity Area is subject to a 
specific planning SPD which outlines the key connectivity and 
Public Realm Strategies, adopting a ‘Healthy Streets’ approach. 
Adequate access will be provided into the opportunity area for 
Buses, cars, servicing, pedestrians and cyclists.  
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Respondent Name Comments Council response 

by the Development Corporation as a 20+ year proposition for 
which no funding has been identified in the OPDC Draft Local Plan. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ladbroke 
Association (Sophia 
Lambert) 

No comment Noted 

Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

Yes Support for option 1 noted 

Greg Hammond I do not support the proposal at Option 1 which would create 
problems for delivery access, disabled access, emergency access, 
waste disposal access etc. Also, although it would be appropriate 
to promote other means of transport, we shouldn't be setting 
ourselves up as being against private cars, which many people 
need. 

Noted. Access into new developments will remain an integral 
consideration of any planning decision. We recognise the need to 
ensure that new streets are designed to allow for suitable refuse 
and servicing strategies as well as providing for disabled, 
emergency and other essential access to new developments. 
Measures to limit through traffic on new streets and ensuring 
essential access are not mutually exclusive. 
 
The Council recognises that car use is an essential need for 
certain residents with specific mobility needs.  
 

Kerry Davis-Head TRANSPORT 
The above must go hand in hand by control measures to ensure 
pedestrian safety. Nothing is done about cycling on pavements, 
scooters (self propelled and powered), dogs on and off lead, 

 
We recognise the need to remove barriers on new and existing 
streets which impact upon access for pedestrians and those with 
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Respondent Name Comments Council response 

cyclists on pavements WITH a dog on a lead. All of these factors 
make it impossible for anyone even slightly infirm to walk in the 
borough, or indeed in the parks. The lack of disabled parking 
contributes to this, developers are allowed to suspend disabled 
bays for long periods of time. 
 
Yes, we need to reduce pollution and make the roads safer for 
cyclists, but some people have to drive or be driven otherwise they 
would never leave the house. Nor should buses be forced to stop 
in the road and offload passengers IN a cycle lane, meaning they 
have to cross the lane to get to the kerb, which isn’t even dropped. 
Checks should also be made to ensure there are safe wheelchair 
routes, a lot of the borough is inaccessible, obstructions, high 
kerbs, uneven surfaces, someone needs to try every square inch 
with a wheelchair. 

specific mobility needs. The Council recognises that car use is an 
essential need for those residents with specific mobility needs. 
 
Comments noted regarding Disabled Bay suspensions for 
development works. Where a Construction Traffic Management 
Plan is required under a planning permission these should be 
designed to limit impacts of development including minimising 
and mitigating the impact of suspensions where necessary.  
  

Exhibition Road 
Cultural Group 
(Emily Candler) 

Support measures to promote active travel, enhancing spaces for 
pedestrians and cyclists and reducing volume of motorised 
vehicles in central London. 

Support noted 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Yes Support for option 1 noted 

Sport England 
(Mark Furnish) 

• Q11.1 - Sport England supports the Council’s intention to 
promote and better facilitate active travel modes since active 
travel has a notable contribution to the overall health and 
wellbeing of communities. 

Support for option 1 noted. 

Elizabeth Ashley Option 1 - ridiculous Noted 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Option 1 
New developments that deliver new streets should be laid out so 
as to preclude motorised through traffic while being fully 

Support noted 
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Respondent Name Comments Council response 

permeable for active modes of travel. 
This will ensure that new streets provide an attractive 
environment for active travel. 
Motorised traffic in new development areas would use existing 
roads. 

Linda Wade Option 1 
The new developments may be permit free but will never be 
vehicle free. The increase of deliveries from home shopping to 
takeaways dominants our streets and without management this is 
not going to work. 
These vehicles are going to have to go somewhere on our existing 
saturated Earl’s Court One-Way system, so there must be a 
connecting route (such as the light tunnel at St Pancras) north 
under the A4 bridge which is suitable for cyclists, pedestrians and 
those with buggies and shopping to take them to Tesco’s and up 
the northern link of the Linear Park, which is on site within this 
section going north. 
There should be a revision of the bus stop on Warwick Road and 
whether there could be some form of inset to accommodation 
buses without impacting on the traffic flow. 
To increase the permeability of the Earl’s Court site there was to 
be a road north-south/east-west but it is unclear as to how this 
will be delivered, hopper buses might be an option, but they might 
go towards North End Road as the majority of the site is within 
LBHF. 

We recognise that travel patterns have changed significantly as a 
result of the Pandemic with a much greater demand for home 
deliveries and associated vehicle movements which is likely to 
continue. The need to ensure that appropriate measures are in 
place to allow for suitable servicing strategies for new 
development is noted. Measures to exclude through traffic on 
new streets and maintaining essential access are not mutually 
exclusive. 
 
We agree that improvements to the permeability and 
connectivity within the ECOA are essential including securing 
north/south links where feasible. These will be considered as part 
of any future proposals that come forwards for this area.  
 
 

TfL Planning, 
Transport for 
London  (Richard 
Carr ) 

Section 11 – Transport 
 
An important omission from the list of issues in the transport 
chapter is the need to secure land for transport and outline future 
plans and proposals in line with policy T3 in the London Plan 2021 

Noted. 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 
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Respondent Name Comments Council response 

and the emerging Sustainable Transport, Walking and Cycling LPG. 
The Local Plan should identify walking and cycling networks and 
any gaps or potential improvements, as advised in the LPG. The 
Local Plan and relevant site allocations should ensure that all land 
required for transport purposes, including operational bus garages 
and rail infrastructure, is protected from development and that 
safeguarding is included for future infrastructure projects including 
Crossrail 2. We are expecting updated Crossrail 2 safeguarding 
directions will be issued by the Department for Transport in the 
near future. A Crossrail 2 project update can be found here: 
 
https://crossrail2.co.uk/news/crossrail2-update-november-2020/ 
 
The approach to transport outlined in this section also needs to 
incorporate the Mayor’s objectives for transport, including the 
target for 80 per cent of all trips in London to be by public 
transport, walking and cycling by 2041. The target for inner 
London is 90 per cent, and the approved Local Implementation 
Plan for RBKC sets a target of 85 per cent of trips by public 
transport, walking and cycling by 2041. These targets should be 
reflected in the overall vision and translated into a series of 
policies and proposals designed to achieve them. This should 
include comprehensive planned walking and cycling networks, 
improvements to public transport as well as measures to reduce 
car dependence and limit car parking. The Mayor’s Vision Zero 
objective should also be firmly embedded. We welcome the 
adoption of the Healthy Streets Approach. We can provide further 
advice on applying the Healthy Streets Approach if helpful in 
formulating policies for the Local Plan. 

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 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. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish Adourian) 

Yes Support for option 1 noted. 
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Respondent Name Comments Council response 

Mr (Andrew 
Jamieson) 

We need to recognise the importance of private transport and pull 
back from the fixation on cycling: our population is ageing so 
planners (usually young and lycra warriors) need to recognise this. 

The Council recognises that car use is an essential need for 
certain residents with specific mobility needs. 
 
The Council is committed to improving alternatives to private car 
use by making it easier to walk and cycle as well as managing 
congestion. Option 1 would only apply to developments where 
new street are proposed. The Council support the Mayor’s 
Healthy Streets approach.  
 
 
 

Tom Bennett I support this option. This will help with air quality, congestion, and 
physical health. 

Support noted  

Kensington Society 
(Amanda Frame) 

Option 1: 
We generally support this option The increase in home deliveries, 
however, means that there is likely to be significant continued 
vehicular use in these streets unless other measures are taken. 

Noted. We recognise the need for new development to have 
appropriate strategies and facilities for managing the expected 
level of servicing and deliveries.   

Rolf Judd on behalf 
of Ballymore Group 
Limited and 
Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets L... 

Transport 
 
Issue 1 refers to increasing active travel, whilst our client supports 
the need to increase active travel through walking and cycling, 
they are not supportive of the suggested option to address this. 
Requiring new developments that deliver new streets to be laid 
out so as to preclude motorised through traffic, would be 
challenging to achieve for Opportunity Areas where significant 
new infrastructure is required and existing roads surrounding the 
site are unable to be utilised. It is requested that should such a 
policy be brought forward, Opportunity Areas are considered 
separately within this policy and that Opportunity Areas should 
provide a hierarchy of streets, which aim to increase active travel. 

Noted. The Kensington Canal Side Opportunity Area is subject to 
a specific planning SPD which outlines the key connectivity and 
Public Realm Strategies, adopting a ‘Healthy Streets’ approach. 
Adequate access will be provided into the site for Buses,  
pedestrians, cyclists, servicing and cars. 
 
Noted regarding delivery of Crossrail Station. Please see response 
in Kensal Place Chapter. 
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Respondent Name Comments Council response 

 
Para 11.19 refers to securing a new Crossrail station at Ladbroke 
Grove. Given the uncertainty over the delivery of a new Crossrail 
station in this area (as noted within the supporting text), it is 
suggested that this is not specifically referred to in the emerging 
local plan, instead reference is made to transport improvements to 
North Kensington. 

GLA (Hassan 
Ahmed) 

Transport 
An important omission from the list of issues in the transport 
chapter is the need to secure land for transport and outline future 
plans and proposals in line with Policy T3 of the LP2021 and the 
emerging Sustainable Transport, Walking and Cycling London Plan 
Guidance (LPG)6. The Local Plan should identify walking and 
cycling networks and any gaps or potential improvements, as 
advised in the LPG. 
There should be a requirement for developments to provide cycle 
parking at or above the minimum levels specified in the LP2021 
and an adherence to quality standards in the London Cycling 
Design Standards (LCDS) as well as an intention to secure 
improvements to active travel routes to encourage cycling and 
walking. Further expansion of cycle hire facilities should also be 
planned for in partnership with TfL (where justified by demand). 
 
 
 
 
5 https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-
do/planning/implementing-london-plan/london-plan-guidance-
and-spgs 
6 https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-

Noted. Agree 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 
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Respondent Name Comments Council response 

do/planning/implementing-london-plan/london-plan-guidance-
and- spgs/sustainable-transport-walking-and-cycling-guidance 

We will 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. 
 
The Council will continue to secure cycle parking facilities within 
new development at or above London Plan standards. 
 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

TfL CD strongly supports policies and other measures to increase 
active travel. However, in our view Option 1 is not ambitious 
enough to achieve the Mayor’s ‘Vision Zero’ and the Borough’s 
approved Local Implementation Plan target of 85 per cent of trips 
by public transport, walking and cycling by 2041. We suggest a 
number of additional options in Q11.2 below. 
 
Option 1 should also require the Healthy Streets Approach to be 
used in delivering new streets. We consider that more thought 
needs to be given to the suggested preclusion of motorised 
through traffic. The principle is laudable; however access by public 
transport, servicing and disabled drivers (as well as emergency 
services) needs to be considered. 

Noted. The Council support the Mayor’s Healthy Street Approach 
and recognises the need to ensure suitable arrangement for 
essential access within the design of new streets. The balance 
between the delivery of healthy streets and ensuring suitable 
access is noted and will need to be duly considered in the 
formation of policy. 
 
 
 
 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Q 11.1. Support this option Support for option 1 noted 

Mozafar Amiri Yes - fully support. Support for option 1 noted 

David Campbell I would support Option 1 Support for option 1 noted 

Worlds End Studios 
Ltd. (Ian Wiesner) 

I support this option. Support for option 1 noted 

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 

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

Noted  



11 

 

Respondent Name Comments Council response 

Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

David Lloyd-Davis Option 1. Noted 

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

Yes. Support Noted 

Robert Dixon Yes. Support Noted 

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

The Earls Court Site benefits from a high level of public transport 
accessibility. The principal shortcoming at present is the lack of 
connectivity for the types and intensity of uses contemplated 
through development across the Site due the dominance of the 
road network and presence of rail lines. The London Cycle Network 
is sparse within the vicinity of the Earls Court Site. 
 
ECDC supports the intention to prioritise the use of new streets for 
active modes of travel and using the Healthy Streets approach. 
However, it should be recognised that it will not always be possible 
in all situations for vehicles to be precluded from new streets, 
particularly on large sites where the street network will also need 
to accommodate access for servicing, blue badge parking and 
public transport, such as buses. Technological advances, such as 
autonomous vehicles may also feature in future proposals, and it 
would be counterproductive to preclude such provision without 
providing an opportunity to consider how those may support and 
make positive contribution to new developments as proposals 
come forward. 
 
Consequently, ECDC suggests that any future policy is flexible to 

The Council welcome the acknowledgement of the need for a 
healthy streets approach within the ECOA.  Consideration will be 
given to the wording of this policy to ensure it provides suitable 
flexibility where larger street network are proposed.  
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Respondent Name Comments Council response 

accommodate the operational requirements of future 
developments, whilst also prioritising active and sustainable 
modes of travel. 

DP9 on behalf of 
WELCOME TRUST  
(Zoe Smythe) 

Wellcome Trust suggests that whilst Option 1 is supported, it 
should consider whether the provision of roads could be made for 
public transport 
i.e buses/cycle lanes to alleviate any stress of existing motorways, 
but ensure these new streets are not accessed by private motor 
vehicles. 

Comments noted  

Sustrans (Ollie 
More) 

Policy T2 of the London Plan 2021 requires Development Plans 
such as Local Plans to “deliver patterns of land use that facilitate 
residents making shorter, regular trips by walking or cycling”. 
Policy T3 requires Development Plans to ensure the provision of 
sufficient and suitably-located land for the development of the 
current and expanded active transport system, including by: 1) 
safeguarding existing land for active travel and 2) identifying and 
safeguarding new sites/space and route alignments to provide 
necessary strategic and local connectivity and capacity by walking 
and cycling. Policy T5 requires Development Plans to remove 
barriers to cycling and create a healthy environment in which 
people choose to cycle by supporting the delivery of a London-
wide network of cycle routes, with new routes and improved 
infrastructure and secure, well-located and fit-for-purpose cycle 
parking. 
The new Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea Local Plan 
should include a set of policies and infrastructure commitments 
that will accord with these Transport Policies from the London Plan 
2021. However, neither the current Local Plan, nor the Issues and 
Options document, currently enact these requirements. The New 

Noted. Agree 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 
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Respondent Name Comments Council response 

Local Plan once published should outline how these policies will be 
implemented. 

 
We will 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. 
 

Envronment 
Agency  (Hannah 
Malyon ) 

We support the reference and efforts to incorporate the Mayor’s 
“Healthy Streets” approach, and reference should be given to 
London Plan Policy T2 Healthy Streets. 

Noted 

Turley (Laurence 
Brooker) 

11.1 is supported as an aspiration/principal, however the north of 
the borough requires investment in public 
transport to improve accessibility and reduce reliance on car 
ownership and usage – particularly given the 
forthcoming Canalside Opportunity Area development and 
continued promotion of commercial uses in Kensal – meaning 
workers will require a reliable and viable way to get to work. Car 
parking and EV charging policy is 
encouraged to follow London Plan policy. 
 

Comments noted 
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Q.11.2. Do you have any other options to suggest? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Electric bicycle pilot scheme (modified Boris bikes) including docking stations 
and speed restrictions 
RBKC circulating hopper bus covering N-S route including Town Hall, C&W 
Hospital, Chelsea Old Town Hall (single-deck electric shuttle) 
Docking stations for all electric scooters and bicycles to avoid trip hazards and 
blocked pavements 
Review of access to Earl’s Court station from the ECDC development site to 
increase capacity accounting for projected increase in daily passenger 
volumes from this permit free major development. Additional escalator and 
elevator requirements to provide step free access to be funded by the 
developer. 

Noted. 
 
The Council recognises the need to secure infrastructure 
improvements, including improvements to Earl’s Court 
Underground Station to support future development at 
Earl’s Court Opportunity Area. The exact level of 
intervention required will be determined by the scale 
and expected trip generation of ay future proposals to 
come forwards for this site    

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

For pedestrians in Chelsea speeding cyclists are a problem. Traffic wardens 
need to do more to control them. Fast moving electric scooters whether on 
the roadway or on the pavement are already emerging as another problem 
for pedestrians who have in the past suffered many more injuries than 
cyclists. 

Noted 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

No.  

Kerry Davis-Head PARKING 
Ensure developers consume their own smoke, don’t allow the long term loss 
of P&D parking. Remove the restaurant outside spaces that have taken 
valuable parking, and made save passage of the walkways impossible. 
BARRIERS 
Remove barrier restrictions which impede the day to day living of residents 
and businesses. It’s another factor which will force people out of the borough. 

The Council recognises the positive contribution that 
outdoor hospitality makes to creating attractive and 
successful places for residents and visitors to enjoy. 
Parklet terraces are currently licensed under Pavement 
Licenses to support the recovery of the hospitality 
industry and are licensed until September 2022 in 
accordance with the Business and Planning Act (2020).  
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Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Delivery drivers won’t come etc. There are other ways to engender road 
safety, namely education 

Licenses are only granted where sufficient pavement 
width is retained for all users of the footway.  
 
Consultation is currently underway on proposals for the 
longer term vision for al fresco dining in RBKC and 
residents are encouraged to participate at the below 
link. 
 
A policy to support al fresco dining on streets and public 
spaces - Kensington and Chelsea's Consultation and 
Engagement Hub - Citizen Space (rbkc.gov.uk) 
  

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

No Noted 

Port of London 
Authority 
(Michael Atkins) 

As part of increasing active travel, it is considered that the Local Plan 
continues to promote the use of the Thames Path and the access routes to it. 
In addition the borough has some river bus services available from Cadogan 
Pier, this should be recognised and promoted within the Local Plan. 
 
As part of the promotion and/or enhancement of riverside walkways. The PLA 
considers that Local Plan policy CR5 could be made stronger and include 
reference to the essential need to provide riparian life saving equipment 
(such as grab chains, access ladders and life buoys) along the riverside in line 
with the PLA’s guidance for development alongside and on the tidal Thames ( 
http://pla.co.uk/Safety/Water-Safety/Water-Safety ). It is also considered 
that the Local Plan should give a reference to the need for suicide prevention 
measures, such as CCTV, signage and edge protection in appropriate locations 
as part of new development proposals along the riverside. This would be in 

The Council recognises the need to take opportunities to 
improve access to and along the Borough’s Waterways 
for recreation walking and cycling. 
 
Comments noted regarding CR5 
 
  
 
 

https://consult.rbkc.gov.uk/communities/al-fresco-dining/
https://consult.rbkc.gov.uk/communities/al-fresco-dining/
https://consult.rbkc.gov.uk/communities/al-fresco-dining/
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Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

line with the Drowning Prevention Strategy, also available via the link above 
which sets out practical steps to be taken to improve waterside safety for 
people close to the river. 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Electric bicycle pilot scheme (modified Boris bikes). 
 
RBKC circulating hopper bus covering N-S route including Town Hall (single-
deck electric shuttle) 

Noted 

TfL Planning, 
Transport for 
London  (Richard 
Carr ) 

Issue 1 – Increasing active travel 
 
This issue extends beyond the title of increasing active travel. It is not just an 
increase in active travel that is desired, but a replacement of private vehicle 
trips by active travel. We fully support Option 1 – ‘New developments that 
deliver new streets should be laid out so as to preclude motorised through 
traffic while being fully permeable for active modes of travel.’ However, the 
implications that ‘Motorised traffic in new development areas would use 
existing roads’ can be managed more effectively if car free development is 
the norm. 
 
We also expect to see a requirement for developments to provide cycle 
parking at or above the minimum levels specified in the London Plan 2021 
and an adherence to quality standards in the London Cycling Design 
Standards (LCDS) as well as an intention to secure improvements to active 
travel routes to encourage cycling and walking. Further expansion of cycle 
hire facilities should also be planned for in partnership with TfL (where 
justified by demand). 
 

Support noted including support for Car free 
developments. The Council recognises the need to 
encourage mode shift through improving alternatives to 
private car use. Option 1 of 11.3 seeks to further restrict 
new parking within new development to blue badge 
only. 
 
The Council recognises the need to secure cycle parking 
within new developments at levels above or in 
accordance with the London Plan standards and secure 
improvements to active travel and cycle route through 
the Borough. 
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Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

The challenge of climate change and the need to move towards net zero will 
require a much more active response to achieve real change before 2030. 
 
Planning, environment and transport policies need to reduce the degree that 
residents depend on car use, especially for local trips. The move to electric 
vehicles may reduce local pollution levels, but it will merely maintain business 
as usual rather than tackle the need for a significantly lower level of car use 
within the next 10 years. e-scooters are likely to have only a very small role 
and they have a number of disadvantages – bad for road safety; difficult to 
enforce where they may go and obstruction of the footway. 
 
If the level of car use is to be reduced, the Borough needs to maintain or 
improve access to local services and facilities by: 
• strengthening the range of day-to-day needs that can be met within town 
and local neighbourhood centre 
• improving the attractiveness of our higher-order centres as places to work, 
shop, find leisure and entertainment, and as places to meet and in which to 
spend time; and 
• improving the attractiveness and safety of walking and cycling to local 
destinations, including town centres, public transport, open spaces, etc. 
• reducing off-street parking provision in new developments – the Local Plan 
should adopt the London Plan parking standards, encourage car-free and 
permit-free developments in areas of high public transport accessibility; and 
• ensuring that high trip-generating developments, whether major offices, 
supermarkets or large developments, are located in places with high public 
transport accessibility. 

Agree that ensuring development is suitably located in 
terms of transport, facilities and other amenities play an 
important role in reducing dependence on private car.  
 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

As well as increasing active travel, polices should promote the replacement of 
private vehicle trips by active travel. 

The Council recognises the need to secure 
improvements to existing Streets, improving 
permeability for active modes of travel where 
appropriate to mitigate impacts of new development. 
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Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Policies promoting active travel must also address streets outside of new 
developments, with Healthy Streets and other improvements potentially 
delivered via S106 obligations and / or CIL. 
 
Policies should require / encourage provision of new or improved cycling 
infrastructure including cycle parking in line with London Plan standards, bike 
hire, storage, cycle hubs etc. 
 
Policies should also seek to improve and extend the London Cycle Network 
and other cycle routes. 
 
New technologies such as robot deliveries and autonomous vehicles should 
be considered. 
 
New housing developments in the borough will be in areas with high levels of 
public transport connectivity and should be ‘car free’. This will also encourage 
Borough residents to use active and healthy means of transport. Also see our 
response to Q11.3 below. 

the need to secure Cycle parking in line with London Plan 
Standards is also recognised.  
 
Agree with securing ‘Car Free’ developments and this is 
the objective of Option 1 within section 11.3. 
 
 
 
 

DP9 for Native 
Land (Kensington 
Limited), 
TTLSouth 
Kensington 
Properties and ... 

Issue 4: Improving access to public transport 
 
Reponses received by the Council of the earlier consultation in September 
2020 confirms the unified support for the delivery of step free access across 
as much of the underground network as possible. 
South Kensington Station is one of the busiest stations in TfL’s network having 
over 34 million visitors per year. This results in the station becoming heavily 
congested during, and even outside of, peak hours. The station currently has 
no step-free access from the platforms to the street level, which impacts 
upon the ability for many users to safely and efficiently access this important 
facility. 
Given the Site’s location within the heart of the cultural quarter in South 

The council supports the delivery of Step free access 
within new development where redevelopment provides 
such an opportunity. The benefits and drawbacks of 
every Planning application are weighed against all 
relevant development plan policies. 
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Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Kensington and the proximity to the two nearby hospitals, the lack of access 
into and through the station is a fundamental issue that needs to be resolved. 
Complete SFA access at South Kensington Station can only be achieved 
through the development of the buildings surrounding the Station. This is 
demonstrated through the currently submitted planning application for the 
ASD. For example, providing step free lift access to the ticket hall requires the 
redevelopment and reconfiguration the basement and the uses within the 
building located at 20-48 (even) Thurloe Street. 
In general, the Development Partners are very supportive of development-led 
transport infrastructure, with one of the key priorities being providing step-
free access to all Stations within RBKC. 

Earl's Court Area 
Action Group 
(Bella Hardwick) 

We suggest that there should be a number of Transport KPIs in the Local Plan. 
We require a more overarching approach to the series of developments and 
their accumulative impact on transport and roads. 
There must be efficient monitoring of existing problems otherwise new 
developments will only increase local difficulties. 
For example, the Earl's Court One-Way-Scheme is past its sell by date. There 
are ongoing water pressure problems caused by the constant repetitive 
vibration and weight of heavy vehicles on sandy soil, there are problems with 
subsidence and cracking in buildings, residents who live along these roads are 
exposed to increased levels of noise and air pollution and are mainly on lower 
incomes. 

All new Development proposals are currently required to 
demonstrate that there will be no undue impacts upon 
local highway with large Developments required to 
submit detailed transport assessments and Trip 
Generation Assessments. Each planning application must 
be determined on its own merits against all relevant 
development plan policies in line with Planning 
Legislation. 
 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Support walking and cycling with walking being the top priority. Too early to 
say whether electric scooters are beneficial/ desirable or a danger to others. 

Noted 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

There would have to be provision for residents to have motorised access. Noted 
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Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

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. 

Noted 

David Lloyd-Davis Discourage parents picking up and dropping off children outside schools. 
The Mayor of London's School Street Scheme only exports these problems to 
outside the zones. 

The Council recognises the need to encourage mode-
shift away from reliance on private car use. School Travel 
Plans are secured through the planning process where 
applicable and Schools are encouraged to engage with 
the Council’s Sustainable Travel Team and TFL Stars 
travel Planning programme.  
 
 
 

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

No. Noted 

Robert Dixon No. Noted 

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

No comment Noted 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

We must accept that some people need vehicles for work, eg doctors on call, 
skilled workers. Borough residents who are plumbers, electricians, decorators 
are forced to use lock-ups in neighbouring boroughs to keep their vans safe as 
there is nowhere suitable in borough. There is little thought for such workers. 

The Council parking standards for new developments 
must be in general conformity with the London Plan 
which includes maximum parking standards and seeks car 
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Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

They should not be punished for vehicle use where they have no alternatives. 
We must accommodate them. 
Not everyone is able to walk or cycle. However, most developments get 
around the ‘permit free’ policy by building car parks and selling spaces for 
exorbitant sums. Thus car driving becomes the exclusive domain of those who 
can afford it. 
It is only possible to ‘shift’ modals if the nearest public transport will take you 
where you want to go. Roads are not yet safe enough for mass cycling. A lot 
of older people are afraid to cross cycle lanes because of aggressive cyclists. 
All these issues must be dealt with. 

free development in areas of with good accessibility to 
public transport.   
  
Concerns over conflicts between cyclists and pedestrians 
are noted. 
 

Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water  
(Nicola Forster ) 

N/A  
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Issue 2: Traffic congestion 

Q.11.3. Which of these options do you support? You can pick more than one. 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Option 1 
Where parking is provided within new developments, require this to be 
restricted to blue badge parking only. 
There is a need to reduce reliance on private car use arising from new 
developments in order to ensure congestion and pollution levels across the 
borough are not exacerbated. 
Car parking within new developments would be restricted to blue badge holders 
with essential need only. 
Option 2 
Require new development to provide dedicated on-site areas to facilitate the 
consolidation of deliveries and servicing across the wider development 
To allow for greater co-ordination of deliveries across a development and to 
achieve a reduction in the overall number of vehicle trips required. 
Applicants will need to demonstrate that sufficient operational floorspace space 
has been provided to allow for consolidation of servicing on site. 

Support noted 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

Option 2. Support for option 2 noted 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

Option 1: We support new housing being car-free, with spaces only for blue 
badge holders, throughout the borough. 
Option 2: We support requiring new development to provide dedicated on-site 
areas to facilitate the consolidation of deliveries and servicing across the wider 
development. We would welcome a much wider strategy for dealing with 
deliveries, as we consider the current situation to be unsustainable in a green 
world. 

Noted on both points. The Council recognises the 
importance of appropriate strategies for servicing and 
require Delivery and servicing Management Plans for 
new development which seek to minimise servicing 
impact where relevant. 

Lots Village, 
Chelsea 

We support Options 1 and 3 regarding Traffic Congestion. See also Q6.4 above. Support for Option 1 noted. No Option three is 
proposed for the Issue of traffic congestion.  
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Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Association of 
Residents and 
Businesses 
(Rosemary 
Baker) 

Greg Hammond I'm not sure whether Option 2 is practicable, and the inflexibility of Option 1 
would make RBKC a less attractive/practicable place for many people to live. 

Reservations over both options Noted  

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Options 1 and 2 Support noted 

Elizabeth Ashley Option 1 
Option 2 

Support noted  

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Option 1 
Where parking is provided within new developments, require this to be 
restricted to blue badge parking only. 
There is a need to reduce reliance on private car use arising from new 
developments in order to ensure congestion and pollution levels across the 
borough are not exacerbated. 
Car parking within new developments would be restricted to blue badge holders 
with essential need only. 
Option 2 
Require new development to provide dedicated on-site areas to facilitate the 
consolidation of deliveries and servicing across the wider development 
To allow for greater co-ordination of deliveries across a development and to 
achieve a reduction in the overall number of vehicle trips required. 
Applicants will need to demonstrate that sufficient operational floorspace space 
has been provided to allow for consolidation of servicing on site. 

Noted 
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Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Linda Wade Option 1 
• Agree but this only works if there is supporting public transport 
Option 2 
• Agree each of the blocks should have a lodging bay that ensures that the 
vehicle can be accommodated and off the street 

Support for option 1 noted.  
 
To clarify, Option 2 requires on-site areas to be 
provided for the consolidation of deliveries and 
servicing to allow for improved servicing efficiency 
across a development and an overall reduction in the 
number of vehicle trips required. The new local Plan 
will continue to require on-site servicing facilities 
where site constraints allow for this.  
  

TfL Planning, 
Transport for 
London  (Richard 
Carr ) 

Issue 2 – Traffic congestion 
 
We strongly support Option 1 – ‘Where parking is provided within new 
developments require this to be restricted to Blue Badge parking only.’ A car 
free approach should be applied boroughwide and alongside the Council’s 
existing permit free policy. Car free development should apply to both 
residential and non-residential development. It is worth noting that the 
adoption of electric vehicles will not tackle traffic congestion, road danger or 
severance and so they should not be exempt from parking restrictions. 
 
Although car clubs in some areas can help support lower parking provision and 
‘car- lite’ lifestyles, further provision is not appropriate in the Central Activities 
Zone where existing provision is sufficient to cater for infrequent trips by car. 
Car club trips risk replacing those that could easily be undertaken by active 
travel or public transport, thereby undermining the benefits of car free 
development. The London Plan 2021 makes it clear that car club spaces count 
towards the maximum parking permitted because they share most of the 
negative impacts of privately-owned cars. 
 
We support Option 2 – ‘Require new development to provide dedicated on-site 

Support for Option 1 noted and comments regarding 
Car Club provision also noted. 
 
Support for option 2 noted. The specifics of any 
proposed development including scale and use class 
will determine the requirements of such a facility. The 
Council recognises the need to secure Delivery and 
Servicing Plan and Construction Traffic management 
Plans to new development where appropriate.  
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Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

areas to facilitate the consolidation of deliveries and servicing across the wider 
development.’ However, this may only be viable in larger-scale development or 
where a number of sites share a common facility. More important is a general 
commitment to secure Delivery and Servicing Plans and Construction Logistics 
Plans and promote use of freight consolidation facilities including micro 
consolidation that may serve more than one development. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Option 2 Support for option 2 noted 

Mr (Andrew 
Jamieson) 

This has been made seriously worse by the ill thought through traffic planning 
changes all aimed at penalising motorists. STOP IT!! 

Noted 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

Option 1: 
Support: Car-free housing should be the preferred option, not least to provide 
greater housing choice and lower housing costs for households who do not 
want or do not have a car. Car-free should be required not just in in areas of 
high public transport accessibility (PTAL 4 and above). We are very concerned 
that large housing projects in less accessible locations, especially Kensal 
Canalside, Warwick Road and South-West Chelsea, will increase rather than 
decrease dependency on car use. 
 
Option 2: We support on-site space for consolidation of deliveries and servicing, 
but it will only be appropriate for large developments (1,000sqm or 10 units or 
more), such as Earl’s Court, Kensal Canalside and Warwick Road sites. We 
should face the reality of home deliveries and plan for a strategy such as 
requiring a centre delivery location. That would be difficult for home food 
delivery, but the reality must be faced. We should investigate requiring large 
delivery services to consolidate their deliveries. 

Support for options 1 and 2 noted and concerns over 
new development noted.  
 
The specifics of any proposed development including 
scale and use class will determine the requirements of 
any servicing consolidation area. The Council 
recognises the need to ensure servicing areas are 
suitable for each proposal and mitigate the impacts on 
the local highway network through securing Delivery 
and Servicing Plans to new development where 
appropriate. 
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Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

TfL CD supports Option 1, which would accord with London Plan car parking 
polices. ‘Car free’ development within the borough would also encourage use of 
active and healthy means of transport as well as the use of public transport in a 
borough with excellent connections. This is an important component of a suite 
of policies to reduce congestion, improve access, and improve air quality and 
the noise environment. 
 
However, it may not be necessary for the Council to introduce a new policy in 
the Local Plan; it could avoid duplicating policies by relying on the London Plan. 
 
Option 2 may be appropriate for commercial deliveries, but thought also needs 
to be given to domestic servicing and deliveries which may be more disparate. 
As above (Q 11.1 and 11.2) thought needs to be given to how new technologies 
such as robotised deliveries and autonomous vehicles may change servicing 
arrangements. 

Support for option 1 noted.  
 
Support for option 2 noted. Agree that the specifics of 
any proposed development including scale and use 
class will determine the requirements of any servicing 
consolidation area.  

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Q 11.3 Support Options 1 and 2. Support Noted 

Mozafar Amiri I strongly support option 2 to "Require new development to provide dedicated 
on-site areas to facilitate the consolidation of deliveries and servicing across the 
wider development. " 

Support for option 2 noted 

David Campbell I support Option 2: To reduce congestion, require developments to provide 
dedicated on-site areas and to schedule deliveries and maintenance traffic 
outside of the busiest travel times. Introduce cycle lanes only where they will 
not cause congestion or risk to themselves or pedestrians. 

Comments noted  

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

Option 1 seems unrealistic particularly for high value developments. 
I support Option 2. 

Noted on both points. 
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Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

DP9 Limited 
(Luke Thrumble) 

It is suggested that Option 2, which sets out that all new development must 
provide on-site areas for deliveries and servicing should be reconsidered and 
reworded. Whilst the general principle here is supported, as it would improve 
on-street congestion, it is important to note that on-site provision is not feasible 
in all instances. The provision of such space within constrained development 
sites and those with small footprints is often not feasible to fit in alongside 
other essential spaces such as pedestrian entrances, cycle parking spaces etc. In 
other instances, the inclusion of such low value floorspace within the building 
envelope could have significant viability implications. 
It is proposed that this option could be reworded to say that on-site areas for 
deliveries and servicing is strongly encouraged and should be provided where 
practicable and viable in the context of the individual development sites 
specifically. 

General Support for Option 2 noted. It is agreed that 
the specifics of a proposed development including 
scale and use class will determine the requirements 
and need for consolidation facilities.   

Imperial College 
London  (Rory 
Newman) 

This policy requires flexibility. The College supports the transition away from 
private modes of transport, although the College’s activity requires regular 
servicing and has an operational requirement for car parking spaces. 

Comments noted. The proposal would apply to new 
development subject to planning permission only. 

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. 

Noted 

David Lloyd-Davis Option 1&2 Support noted 

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

All. Support noted 

Robert Dixon I do not have sufficient knowledge to comment. Noted 
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Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Alex Mackay Suspect number of vehicles on our roads has drifted down over the past decade 
or two. Instead the road network's capacity has fallen leading to congestion. 
 
Option 2 is welcome for larger developments as good servicing arrangements 
can certainly assist residents nearby. 

Support for Option 2 noted. 

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

ECDC supports the requirement for dedicated on-site areas for deliveries and 
servicing across wider development proposed in Option 2. These areas will also 
need to be supported by appropriate access to the street, which would conflict 
with the proposed option to increase active travel by precluding motorised 
vehicles from new street. 
 
The emerging Earls Court masterplan is envisaged to be policy compliant in 
terms of car-free parking provision for residential development, except for 
some Blue Badge spaces, operational taxi trips, and consolidated delivery and 
servicing activity, with overall vehicle movement to and from the Site would be 
limited, particularly during peak hours. Consequently, ECDC supports car-free 
residential development in the Borough, except for Blue Badge parking as 
proposed in Option 1. 

Support for Option 1 and 2 noted. We recognise the 
need to ensure that appropriate measures are in place 
to allow for suitable servicing as well as providing 
other essential access and this will continue to be 
required under the New Local Plan.  
 

DP9 on behalf of 
WELCOME 
TRUST  (Zoe 
Smythe) 

Wellcome Trust are of the opinion that consolidated facilities on-site under 
Option 2 will be highly dependent on the nature/constraints of the Site. 
Particularly where the Local Plan seeks to optimise development, some sites will 
not have capacity to delivery high standards of floorspace which include 
operational floorspace for servicing and consolidation on site. 

It is agreed that the specifics of a proposed 
development including scale and use class will 
determine the requirements and need for 
consolidation facilities. This may not be appropriate 
for minor schemes with few occupants where the 
provision of a dedicated facility may be overly onerous 
however all schemes will be encouraged to consider 
the efficiency of delivery and servicing on site.  
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Q.11.4. Do you have any other options to suggest? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Abolish RED ROUTES 
Pressure TfL to redesign bus-stop build-outs and loading bays to 
accommodate better bus, delivery, cycle and pedestrian 
movements on Earl’s Court Road between Cromwell Road and Old 
Brompton Road 
Introduce GREEN ROUTES for electric vehicles only (no carbon fuel 
vehicles) 

Comments noted 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

The provision of on street parking permits should be limited to 
those who have been resident in the borough for, say, five years. 

Comments noted. Management of existing permit parking not 
within scope of this consultation. 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

Policy CT1 (m) may need looking at. We are not sure in what 
circumstances new development needs to create new on-street 
parking spaces. 

New development which involves changes to existing kerb lines and 
footways, including removal of redundant vehicle access points, can 
provide additional kerbside opportunities and this parking needs to 
be managed accordingly.   

Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

With regard to Option 1 it is suggested that off street parking 
should be allowed for new development of family sized units. With 
regard to Option 2 there needs to be flexibility in the policy as it 
will not always be possible to provide dedicated on site areas to 
facilitate servicing. 

The Council’s parking standards within new developments must be 
in general conformity with London Plan Standards and objectives. 
The Council recognises that parking for some residents with specific 
mobility needs is important. 
 
It is agreed that the specifics of a proposed development including 
scale and use class will determine the requirements and need for 
consolidation facilities. This may not be appropriate for minor 
schemes with few occupants where the provision of a dedicated 
facility may be overly onerous however all schemes will be 
encouraged to consider the efficiency of delivery and servicing on 
site. 
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Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

 

Elizabeth Ashley Traffic congestion/management can only be reduced/controlled 
with policing and enforcement. 
E-scooters are not green, not safe and should be kept OFF THE 
FOOTPATHS AT ALL TIMES. 
Traffic speeds should be policed and enforced. 

Comments noted 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Abolish RED ROUTES 
Pressure TfL to remove bus-stop build-outs 
Introduce GREEN ROUTES for electric vehicles only (no carbon fuel 
vehicles) 

Comments noted  

Linda Wade The Earl’s Court One-Way System is saturated with no sign of 
reduction. The Imperial College study indicates that traffic would 
have to be reduced by two-thirds before there was a substantial 
reduction in poor air quality, vibration, or noise and ULEZ will not 
deliver those figures. 
The increased pressure with the Earl’s Court Exhibition Centre site, 
100 West Cromwell Road along with some smaller developments 
all using the One-Way System during the construction period and 
on completion requires a redesign of the section of the road from 
Cromwell Road down to the river. The section in Earl’s Court is 
restricted not only by the buses but by the warehouse capacity 
deliveries to supermarkets along the road. So, it’s not necessarily a 
question of remove the bus stop build outs but coming up with a 
design that meets the needs of pedestrians, cyclists, motorists, 
buses, and deliveries. The present buildouts were designed 
without reference to cyclists or scooters and so compete with 
pedestrians for the limited narrow pavements. 
Red Routes have had their day. It is an outmoded transport 
strategy that no longer caters for the larger, heavier vehicles that 

The Council recognises the impact of the TLRN and the need to 
improve this which presents significant barriers in many place for 
walking and cycling.     
 
The Council recognises the need to ensure servicing activity 
associated with new development is suitably managed for each 
proposal and that the impacts on the local highway network are 
mitigated through securing Delivery and Servicing Plans to new 
development where appropriate. 
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Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

use this route that are causing congestion, damage to the road and 
buildings along their route and contribute to poor air quality and 
increased noise levels. 
Last mile deliveries should be in electric vans, smaller, and lighter 
vehicles should be used within the borough. There should be fixed 
periods when deliveries are made to reduce the pressures on high 
traffic pressure areas. 
 
When was the last time that there was an Origin and Destination 
study to see whether these vehicles need to be here, as with the 
introduction of ULEZ vehicles can still use the Red Route system? It 
is damaging our roads, our infrastructure, our buildings, and our 
health. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Revise the red-route one-way system in Earl’s Court The Council recognises the need to improve the streets within the 
Earl’s Court one-way system  

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

We are opposed to the acceptance of on-street loading and 
delivery when an existing site has off-site delivery. Off-site delivery 
must be retained. 

The Council recognises the need to suitably manage deliveries and 
require on-site facilities within new development for servicing 
where feasible and this requirement for on-site delivery and 
servicing facilities will be retained in the New Local Plan.  

David Campbell An example is Beaufort St where there is frequent congestion 
going south – restrict parking on busy routes to provide Bus lanes 

Noted 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

No further comments. Noted 

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 

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

Noted 
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Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

As mentioned previously, the emphasis on individual car use, and 
EVs being promoted as the best way forward, excludes those who 
cannot afford it to their cost. There is little attention to our 
gridlocked traffic on so many days a week. Due to concerns about 
Covid, many people use their cars if they have them for short 
journeys rather than taking a bus. In North Kensington, upper 
Ladbroke Grove and St Quintin’s Avenue/Latimer Road can be 
gridlocked on any day of the week now. Anecdotally there may be 
an increased dependence on car use for EV owners who think they 
have a ‘free pass’ to drive rather than use public transport. 
We must lobby for better public transport, and spread confidence 
about the use of buses and trains. We are heading for a two-tier 
system and this is not acceptable. 

Comments noted.  
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Issue 3: Pollution 

Q.11.5. Which of these options do you support? You can pick more than one. 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Option 1 
Require the provision of publicly accessible electric vehicle 
charging points on streets within new developments. 
Developments where new streets are proposed would be required 
to demonstrate that sufficient on-street electric vehicle charging 
capacity is provided to cater for all motorised vehicles likely to visit 
the development including visitors and servicing traffic. 
Option 2 
Require the provision of rapid electric vehicle charging points 
within new development where off-street servicing areas area to 
be provided. Applicants will be required to demonstrate that 
electric vehicle charging provision within servicing areas is 
provided. 
Option 3 
Require all parking spaces within new development to be 
equipped with active charging points. 
On-site charging points can play a significant contribution to the 
wider network of charging points and facilitate a faster transition 
to electric vehicles..Any applicant proposing new off-street parking 
will be required to provide all spaces with electric vehicle charging 
points. 

Noted 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

All of them Support noted 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 

Option 2: We support rapid EV charging in major developments 
with off-street delivery and servicing space. 

Support for option 2 noted 
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Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

Option 1: We agree with requiring the provision of publicly 
accessible electric vehicle charging points streets within new 
developments. There remains, however, a real problem in blocks 
of flats with no or limited parking. 
Option 2: We support rapid EV charging in major developments 
with off-street delivery and servicing space for such vehicles. 
Option 3: Parking spaces within new developments should of 
course have charging points. But we would prefer most new 
developments to be car-free. 
Electric cars, however, can only take one so far and a much 
broader strategy is needed to reduce car use. This is a nettle that 
really needs to be grasped, albeit probably more by the highway 
authority than the planning authority. 

Support for all three options noted. Preference for car free 
development also noted.  

Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

Options 1, 2 and 3 
Cadogan would support the provision of charging points and 
stations in all new development where this can be accommodated 
without impediment to pedestrian flow or creating visual street 
clutter. 

Noted.  

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

We support options 2 and 3 regarding electric charging points. Support for options 2 and 3 noted. 
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Name 

Comments Council response 

Greg Hammond I support all of the options in principle to increase electric car use. 
However, would Option 3 be too expensive or risk being left 
behind as charging technology evolves? 

Support for all options noted. Agree that technology may improve 
over time and requirements may evolve.    

Kerry Davis-Head LIGHT POLLUTION 
Don’t allow flashing illuminated advertising to blight homes 

Noted. Levels of illumination for new adverts are restricted under 
planning permission to mitigate undue impacts upon neighbouring 
amenity and highway safety.  

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Options 1,2 and 3 Support for all options noted  

Elizabeth Ashley Option 3 Support for option 3 noted 

Linda Wade Option 1 
• I understood that the new developments were going to be car 
free so who would be using the electric vehicle charging points? 
Does this not go against your own policy? 
Option 2 
• Where there are they within large developments, and would 
these be used for service vehicles be off street? 
Option 3 
• I understood that it was only Blue Badge drivers who would have 
require parking spaces within new development and therefore 
need active charging points. 

Option 1 
 
Noted. The NLPR needs to be in general conformity with the 
London Plan. Where opportunities exist, development will need to 
deliver on-street charging points on new streets. The wording of 
policy will need to be considered alongside that of other active 
travel measures to ensure consistency.  
 
Option 2 
 
This option would require the provision of EV charging points within 
off-street servicing areas.  
 
Option 3 
 
Under ‘Issue 1 – Active Travel’ Options 1 limits car parking in new 
developments, with any on-site parking limited to blue badge only. 
In some circumstances, there may be material planning 
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considerations at the planning application stage which are 
considered to justify a departure from this. In both instances the 
developer would be required to provide all spaces with Electric 
vehicle charging points. 
 
 

TfL Planning, 
Transport for 
London  (Richard 
Carr ) 

Issue 3 – Air pollution 
 
Although we support the provision of electric charging 
infrastructure in line with policy T6 in the London Plan 2021, the 
wording of some of the options should be amended. Option 3 – 
‘Require all parking spaces within new development to be 
equipped with active charging points’ should be qualified because 
apart from Blue Badge parking, all developments should be car 
free. Option 1 – ‘Require the provision of publicly accessible 
electric vehicle charging points on streets within new 
developments’ should also refer to existing streets where 
appropriate. We support Option 2 – ‘Require the provision of rapid 
electric vehicle charging points within new development where 
off- street servicing areas are to be provided.’ 

Comments on option 3 noted. We will need to consider the most 
appropriate and effective wording for this policy when drafting the 
policy for the Local Plan.  
 
Comments on option 1 noted.  

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Options 1,2,3 
Contradiction 

Noted 

Mr (Andrew 
Jamieson) 

OK for EVs as long as there is a well thought through plan for 
charging for flat dwellers and those who only have on street 
parking. 

Noted. The Council is working to expand its current network of on-
street charging points with most residents currently within 200m of 
a charging point.  

Tom Bennett I support Option 3. Whenever new developments do bring in more 
cars, they should be given every incentive to ensure they are EVs. 

Support for Option 3 noted. 
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Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

Preliminary comments: It is odd the entire session on Pollution is 
taken up with discissions and options for EVs. There is more to 
consider within the major issue of pollution than EVs. The scope 
for off-street EV charging will be limited. Indeed, for many housing 
schemes where off-street parking of any vehicles will be limited by 
London Plan parking standards, we fear that the proposal for an EV 
charging point for every new home would be both unworkable, 
unsustainable and would make housing even less affordable. 
Option 1: 
We support new permit-free and/or car-free housing 
developments. However, providing parking and charging points for 
EVs is not the answer to current levels of car use – it would merely 
maintain “business as usual” and undermine the benefits of this 
policy. 
 
Option 2: 
Rapid EV charging in major developments with off-street delivery 
and servicing space for such vehicles would be acceptable. 
 
Option 3: The limited provision of off-street parking spaces in new 
developments, especially housing but also in shops and offices, 
would limit the number of off-street EV charging points. 

The Council recognises that Electric vehicles alone do not offer a 
panacea for current pollution issues although where essential 
parking or servicing is required within new developments the 
strongest incentives should be given for users to adopt less-
polluting vehicles. The issue of pollution cuts across the Option 
areas and we recognise that reducing reliance on private vehicles 
through improving the attractiveness of Active travel and more 
sustainable modes of transport as well as managing traffic 
congestion and parking supply play a key role in reducing pollution 
levels.   
 
General support for all three options is noted.  

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

TfL CD supports the principles of publicly accessible electric vehicle 
charging points on streets where parking and off-street servicing is 
proposed, and in line with London Plan polices. This should be part 
of a suite of policies to encourage the use of active and healthy 
travel and public transport. The ultimate aim should be to reduce 
congestion / vehicular traffic, including electric vehicles. 

Support Noted. The Council recognises that electric vehicles 
maintain many of the existing negative elements associated with 
car use and do not offer a solution in themselves. 
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ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Q 11.5. Support Option 1 Support for Option 1 noted. 

Mozafar Amiri I support option 3: "Require all parking spaces within new 
development to be equipped with active charging points." 

Support for option 3 noted. 

David Campbell I support Options 2 and 3 Support noted 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

I support Option 5. Response not clear as only three options are proposed on this issue. 

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. 

Noted 

David Lloyd-Davis Options 1&2. Support for options 1 and 2 noted. 

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

All. Support for all noted 

Robert Dixon I support all of the options. Support for all options noted 

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

ECDC supports the principles of providing publicly accessible 
electric vehicle charging points on streets where parking and off-
street servicing is proposed, as stated in Options 1 and 2. Again, 
any policy wording will need to be considered alongside other 
policies on increasing active travel and traffic congestion to 
provide a coordinated approach and to ensure the policies are 
deliverable. 

Support for options 1 and 2 noted. We will need to consider the 
most appropriate and effective wording for this policy when 
drafting the policy for the Local Plan 
 
Many areas of the Borough experience high levels of pollution above 
government objective levels and consequently the entire borough is 
designated an Air Quality Management Area. Accounting for this and 
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ECDC suggests active charging requirements should be consistent 
with the London Plan standards of 20% with active charging and 
80% with passive charging and not for all spaces as proposed in 
Option 3. 

the ambitious targets for transition to all electric fleets the council 
does not consider the London Plan targets to be satisfactorily 
ambitious.  

Envronment 
Agency  (Hannah 
Malyon ) 

We agree that all options proposed on pollution seem sensible. Support for all three options noted 
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Q.11.6. Do you have any other options to suggest? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Require every replacement lamp post to have electric vehicle 
charging points. 
Green screens to be installed in pollution hot spots to protect 
residents from poor air quality and noise 

Noted. The Council is working to expand its current network of on-
street charging points with most residents currently within 200m of 
a charging point. 
 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

The key need is for the greater availability of street charging 
points. The Council should aim at installing them throughout the 
borough. 

Noted the Council is currently working to expand its current 
network of on-street Publicly Available charging points and 
recognises the importance of maintaining a strong network to 
encourage the uptake of less polluting  vehicles.  

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

The NLPR review document makes several references to electric 
scooters. We think that a failure by national and London 
government to legislate, communicate and enforce rules about the 
this new form of permanent transport has created real problems. 
We wait to see the outcome of the current pilot on the use of 
‘legitimate’ rented scooters in RBKC. At present unlawful use on 
pavements and irresponsible use on roadways is creating set of 
hazards for driver and pedestrians that our members could do 
without. 

Noted.  

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Allow residential home owners a Highways and Planning automatic 
licence and permitted development to install under-pavement 
electric charging cables, terminating in a safe charging point on, or 
at the side of, the kerbstones. 
Every house could have an electric vehicle charging point at their 
own expense, and using their own electricity supply. 

There are many factors which determine the suitability of a footway 
for the installation of an electric vehicle charging point and many 
locations will not be suitable. Allowing the indiscriminate 
installation of on-street charging points for the sole use of one 
individual would result in an, incoherent, inefficient and inequitable 
network of charging points and associated parking impacts.  
 
The Council is working to expand the network of Publicly accessible 
on-street charging points with the majority of residents currently 
within 200m of a charging point.  
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Linda Wade This does not address the existing need in the borough, where 
there needs to be a more comprehensive roll out to encourage 
confidence in those transitioning from petrol/diesel to electric 
rather than hybrid. 
There should be a charging point in each replacement lamp post 
and as technology improves, facilities for Rapid Recharging depot. 

Noted. The Council is working to expand the network of Publicly 
accessible on-street charging points with the majority of residents 
currently within 200m of a charging point. 
 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

See above. Promoting the use of EVs will not eradicate air 
pollution. Killer particulates come from brake pads and tyres as 
well as fossil fuels. We must also be aware that ‘zero carbon 
emissions’ is not the same as ‘carbon zero’ when cars are 
manufactured using materials from across the world, often 
polluting indigenous areas and destroying ancient forests. We 
must open our eyes and reassess what ‘zero emissions’ actually 
means world-wide. 

Noted. The Council recognises that electric vehicles maintain many 
of the existing negative elements associated with car use and do 
not offer a solution to current pollution issues in themselves. 
 

Envronment 
Agency  (Hannah 
Malyon ) 

The main issue is vehicles in terms of pollution, and this is largely 
being tackled separately by the Mayor’s ULEZ. However, you could 
consider introducing am anti-idling policy for vehicles stopped / 
parked at schools and near other vulnerable receptors. 

Noted. The Council recognises the need to manage emissions 
around School and currently has a number of School Street which 
restrict traffic during peak pick-up and drop-off times.  
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Issue 4: Improving access to public transport 

Q.11.7. Which of these options do you support? You can pick more than one. 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Option 1 
Focus development contributions in respect of public 
transport on improving bus services and removing the 
bias towards north-south services. 
North South/Bus routes through the borough are 
considered adequate. It is important to recognise the 
challenges that are currently faced by the wider bus 
network in the current climate. 
This change would allow flexibility in responding to 
public transport needs across the borough. 
Option 2 
Continue to support the delivery of a new West London 
Line station despite challenges relating to deliverability. 
This is an existing policy. The addition of a new station 
would improve connectivity in the north west of the 
Borough. 
Option 3 
Continue to support the delivery of Step free access at 
London Underground and rail stations across the 
Borough where new development presents such 
opportunities, prioritising funding for those stations 
where the greatest impacts can be realised. 
Delivery of Step free access is essential to ensuring 
equitable travel choices are available for all and that 
new step free facilities deliver the greatest benefits. 
Continue to require new development to deliver or 

Noted 
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contribute to step free access at Underground and Rail 
stations where opportunities exist. 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

Options 1 and 3 Support for option 1 and 3 noted. 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

Paragraph 11.8 of the NLPR document makes a rather 
weak reference to the existing Local Plan policy 
supporting the addition of an Overground station at 
‘Western Circus’ beneath the Westway elevated 
roundabout (Option 2). 
There has been no visible sign of TfL accepting the 
business case for such a station, in the period since it 
was first promoted by the West London Line Group and 
the StQW Forum back in 2015/16. Given subsequent 
decisions that a new Crossrail station at Kensal, and an 
additional Overground station at Hythe Road in the 
OPDC agenda are ‘off the agenda’ it is important that a 
new RBKC Local Plan reinforces in detail the case for a 
station at Westway Circus. 
The costs of such infrastructure would be far lower 
than for stations at Old Oak Common Lane and at Hythe 
Road, consulted on by TfL back in 2018 but not 
progressed further. 
Achieving step-free access at Underground stations is 
an important aim for a new Local Plan. But the Council 
needs to recognise that the north west corner of the 
Borough has seriously inadequate connections to rail, 
Overground and Underground networks. As noted 
above, achieving changes in public behaviour and a 
zero carbon future by 2040 is not going to happen 

The Council recognises that the Northwest of the Borough is relatively 
underserved by rail and underground services and supports the delivery of 
improvements and access to the West London Line 
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without adequate access to these comparatively 
sustainable forms of public transport. 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

We strongly support step-free access at Notting Hill 
Gate and Ladbroke Grove Underground stations. 

Support for Option 3 noted.  

Greg Hammond Option 1 – we do need some flexibility, but north-south 
bus routes are important. 
Option 2 – support the idea of a West London Line 
station. 
Option 3 – support step free access at Tube stations, 
prioritising the busiest stations. 
On a general point, we need to treat walking and 
cycling as distinct, even though they are both 'active 
travel'. Cycling is a minority activity and often in conflict 
with walking (more so than cars because bicycles are 
harder to see and too many riders break the Highway 
Code, eg by riding the wrong way down one-way 
streets). 

Support for all three options noted. The Council support improvements to 
access and service on the West London Line particularly for areas where access 
to rail services is relatively low.  
 
It is worth noting that the Option 1 does not now seek to exclude North-South 
routes but simply removes the positive bias towards this.  
 
Comments on cycling and walking noted. 

Exhibition Road 
Cultural Group 
(Emily Candler) 

Support Option 3 - Continuing to press for delivery of 
step free access where there is any opportunity. 
Opening access to the cultural and educational 
opportunities in the Borough and opening up public 
transport routes for everyone should be given the 
highest priority. The Council's support for and work to 
achieve step-free access should not be limited only 
where there are new developments, although 
recognise that planning policy only addresses new 
development. 

Support for option 3 noted. 
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Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Option 3 Noted 

Elizabeth Ashley Option 1 
Option 3 

Noted 
 

Port of London 
Authority 
(Michael Atkins) 

No comment Noted 

Linda Wade Option 1: 
It’s the East-West bus routes that are hard. 
Option 2: 
The north of the borough is poorly served, and other 
areas improved to reduce reliance on roads. 
1. From West Brompton: through trains to Gatwick 
2. An Elizabeth Line station at Portobello 
3. Direct links at Old Oak Common to the Wes London 
Line, London Overground and GTR 
4. New station at Westway Circle for the West London 
Line 
 
Option 3: 
 
Step-free access should be at all stations, at Earl’s Court 
Station there should be step free access from the site to 
the station and a solution to the pitch point of the one-
up and one-down escalator to the Piccadilly Line and 
improvements at West Brompton with access under the 
Lillie Bridge from the site onto the London Overground 
platform. 

Comments noted regarding Option 1.  
 
The Council recognises that the North west of the Borough is relatively 
underserved by rail and underground services and supports the delivery of 
improvements and access to the West London Line   
 
Support for Option 3 noted. 
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TfL Planning, 
Transport for 
London  (Richard 
Carr ) 

Issue 4 – Improving access to public transport 
 
Although we welcome contributions towards bus 
services, Option 1 – ‘Focus development contributions 
in respect of public transport on improving bus services 
and removing the bias towards north-south services’, 
could be better worded as follows: ‘Secure 
development contributions towards improved bus 
services to ensure that capacity can meet increased 
demand.’ 
 
It will be important to maximise contributions towards 
public transport as a whole and in some locations, this 
may be in the form of improvements at rail stations or 
active 
 
 
 
travel links that open up access to existing services. For 
this reason, we support Option 3 – ‘Continue to support 
the delivery of step free access at London Underground 
and rail stations across the Borough where new 
development presents such opportunities, prioritising 
funding for those stations where the greatest impacts 
can be realised.’ There is a commitment to provide 
step-free access at Knightsbridge and plans are being 
developed for full or partial step free access at 
Ladbroke Grove, Notting Hill Gate and South 
Kensington as part of wider developments. However, it 
should be stressed that sources of public funding are 

Agree that contributions to transport infrastructure will depend on the 
location and type of development proposed and policy needs to ensure 
sufficient flexibility is incorporated.  
 
Lack of support for Option 2 and comments related to viability noted. 
 
Support for option 3 noted. 
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very limited. 
 
We do not support Option 2 – ‘Continue to support the 
delivery of a new West London Line station despite 
challenges relating to deliverability.’ We do not believe 
that plans for a new station on the West London line in 
the North Kensington area at Westway Circus are 
viable. This is because there are Underground stations 
within walking distance of the proposed site and a 
station in this location is unlikely to have a strong 
business case. The benefits to people living and working 
in the area would be limited, and an additional station 
would lengthen journey times. This is unlikely to be 
justified by the demand generated by a new station in 
this location. Improving pedestrian and cycle access to 
existing stations, such as a potential link across the 
West London line, offers more realistic options to 
improve connectivity for the north western part of the 
borough. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Options 1,2,3 Support for all three options noted 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

Option 1: While we support this option, it will not help 
Kensal Canalside. 
 
Option 2: 
We support further improvements to the West London 
Line. The current Local Plan Policy CT2B supports the 
case made by the StQW Neighbourhood Forum for an 

Comments and general support noted for option 1.  
 
The Council recognises that the North west of the Borough is relatively 
underserved by rail and underground services and supports the delivery of 
improvements and access to the West London Line   
 
Support for and comments on Option 3 noted.  
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additional station, between Shepherds Bush and 
Willesden Junction. Given that OPDC has conceded 
since 2019 that there is no prospect of a WLL station at 
Hythe Road, and RBKC now accepts no likelihood of a 
Crossrail station at Kensal Canalside, the case for such a 
station at ‘Westway Circus’ would seem evermore 
persuasive. The OPDC Draft Local Plan includes no 
proposals for an eastern vehicle access to the Old Oak 
Common HS2/Crossrail interchange. The north-western 
part of RBKC will continue to have poor PTAL levels and 
limited access to Overground/Underground or rail 
services. 
 
Option 3: 
We strongly support step-free access to underground 
stations and agree “where new development present 
such opportunities”. Any contribution must be ring-
fenced for that station and not diverted elsewhere in 
the system. Our support for South Kensington Station 
and Notting Hill Gate was dependent upon guaranteed 
delivery. We were concerned about Heythrop College 
being justified by an apparently gratuitous financial 
contribution for contributing to step-free access to High 
Street Kensington station. We are also keen to get 
improvements to Gloucester Road, Ladbroke Grove and 
Latimer Road, Earl’s Court (access currently limited to 
District Line) and West Brompton Stations: step free 
should be required in any planning permission for Earl’s 
Court development. 
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TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

TfL CD seeks to improve public transport access and 
interchange within its schemes where it is feasible and 
viable to do so. For example, the submitted planning 
application for development around South Kensington 
station will deliver step free access to the Circle and 
District Lines. 
 
We support Option 3 and it should be made clear that 
financial contributions towards public transport 
improvements, including step free access, will be 
required in connection with all major housing and 
commercial developments, either via S106 
contributions or CIL. 
 
Our colleagues in TfL Spatial Planning will comment on 
Options 1 and 2. 

The council supports the delivery of Step free access within new development 
where redevelopment provides such an opportunity. The benefits and 
drawbacks of every Planning application are weighed against all relevant 
development plan policies. 
 
 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Q 11.7 Support all options. Support for all options noted 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

I support all three options. Support for all options noted 

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. 

Noted  

David Lloyd-Davis Options 1,2&3. Support Noted  

Swifts Local 
Network: Swifts 

All. Noted 
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& Planning 
Group (Mike 
Priaulx) 

Robert Dixon I support each of the three options. Support for all options noted 

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

The emerging masterplan framework for Earls Court 
will increase bus and passenger demand on local 
underground stations compared to the existing 
situation with the exhibition centre demolished. 
Therefore, as part of the emerging masterplan 
framework for Earls Court and any future planning 
permission, ECDC will look at potential options to 
improve access to public transport either through the 
Site or as part of contributions towards local transport 
improvements. This approach was agreed as part of the 
extant permission for Earls Court. 
 
Consequently, ECDC supports the proposed focus on 
improving bus and step-free access to London 
Underground Stations set out in Option 1 and 3. 

Support noted for options 1 and 3.  
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Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Borough’s own electric shuttle bus service (N-S route via Town 
Hall, circulating) 
The Council should also seek: 
1 The extension of GTR/Southern West London Line service to (a) 
Gatwick, (b) Brighton and (c) Birmingham. 
2 The opening of Kensal Portobello station on the Elizabeth Line. 
3 London Overground and GTR/Southern WLL trains to serve the 
Old Oak Common High Speed Rail Hub for (a) OPDC Area and 
Region commercial and residential areas and (b) HS2, Great 
Western Main Line, Elizabeth Line, West London Orbital and 
Chiltern Line services. 
4 A new WLL station at Westway Circus (one stop from OOC Hub 
above) for London Overground and GTR/Southern services for new 
catchments in RBKC (North Kensington, Latimer Road, St Charles's 
Hospital, Westway Sports Centre, Westway flyover businesses, 
Ladbroke Grove, Portobello and Grenfell Tower environs) and 
LBHF (Westfield North, Stanhope/BBC, White City, Hammersmith 
Hospital, Imperial College and its potential continuing 
development) and to provide cycle/pedestrian link between these 
two groups of catchments. 
5 A new rail link from OOC Hub via Little Wormwood Scrubs to 
WLL for direct HS2-HS1 trains to serve RBKC & LBHF at an 
upgraded station at Kensington Olympia to give RBKC residents 
and businesses access to local, direct High Speed Rail services to 
major commercial centres and leisure resorts across the UK and 
Europe. 
6 New direct London Overground and/or GTR/Southern services to 
Wandsworth Road (to serve commuters into RBKC and 
employment opportunities in the Nine Elms area) and beyond into 

Suggested infrastructure improvements noted. 
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south and south-east London. 
7 A new rail electrification "infill" in Acton Wells-Willesden South 
West Sidings area to (a) allow for more WLL freight services to be 
hauled by electric rather than diesel locomotives, (b) allow for new 
passenger services, e.g., Clapham Junction to Acton/Ealing via 
WLL, and (c) encourage modal shifts from roads such as the Earl's 
Court One-Way System and Chelsea Embankment to the WLL. 
8 A new interchange between the WLL and Crossrail2 in the SW 
Chelsea/Imperial Wharf area as an addition or an alternative to the 
previously proposed Chelsea Town Hall station, to provide a major 
improvement in public transport accessibility between Central 
London and the relatively depressed areas alongside the new 
developments in SW Chelsea/NE Fulham. 
9 A review of the suitability of rail and underground stations in 
RBKC to be originations and/or destinations for small-to-medium 
goods on existing passenger or new dedicated freight trains. 
10 A review of the suitability of the Grand Union Canal for 
waterborne freight. 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

Transport for London’s failure to provide step-free access at South 
Kensington station, and its attempt to use this as a bargaining chip 
in a planning application, is scandalous. The Council should 
remonstrate strongly. 

Noted 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

No. Noted 

Greg Hammond We should be prioritising pedestrians above all, then public 
transport, then other road users like cars/taxis/bicycles. 

Preferences noted 
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Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

No Noted 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Borough’s own electric shuttle bus service (N-S route via Town 
Hall, circulating) 

Noted 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

We welcome the recognition that there will be no further progress 
in trying to secure a Crossrail station within the lifetime of the 
Local Plan. This now needs to be reflected in greater realism about 
the capacity of Kensal Canalside. 

These comments are addressed in the Kensal Place Chapter  

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

No. Noted 

Earl's Court Area 
Action Group 
(Bella Hardwick) 

There must be step-free access at Earl's Court tube station on to 
the Earls Court Masterplan development, especially given the 
increase in population that it will bring to an already congested 
tube station. Without this, there will be reduced access for the 
mobility impaired, mothers with buggies or people with luggage. 

Noted. 
 
The Council recognises the need to secure infrastructure 
improvements, including the provision of step free access at Earl’s 
Court, to support future development within the Opportunity Area.  

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

No further comments. Noted 

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. 

Noted 

Swifts Local 
Network: Swifts 
& Planning 

No. Noted 
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Group (Mike 
Priaulx) 

Robert Dixon No. Noted 

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

No comment Noted 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

Westway Circus. How many more times! Lobby to improve bus 
routes, and create confidence in the v low Covid transmission on 
public transport. 

The Council recognises that the North west of the Borough is 
relatively underserved by rail and underground services and 
supports the delivery of improvements and access to the West 
London Line   
 

Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water  
(Nicola Forster ) 

N/A Noted 
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SECTION 12: STREETS PARKS AND OPEN SPACE 
 

Issue 1: Parks and play spaces 

Q.12.1. Do you support this option? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Option 1 
Continue the current approach by which we support the provision 
of new play space for appropriate developments, but recognise 
that there may be circumstances where a payment to support/ 
enhance the provision of an existing facility may be appropriate. 
Whilst new large scale developments will be expected to provide 
for the play needs of those living in the newly created place, it may 
be appropriate for smaller schemes to contribute to existing 
facilities. 
This may see the expansion of existing play spaces rather than the 
provision of new spaces or more modest proposals. The 
expectation can be set out within the associated allocation 

Support for Option 1 is noted. 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

No. New play space should always be provided. Objection noted. We agree that the provision of safe and 
stimulating play facilities are vital for children’s’ well-being and 
development. However, it is important to acknowledge that RBKC is 
a densely developed and highly constrained Borough with little 
room for new development or new play spaces. Therefore, it is not 
always possible for development to provide new play spaces. In 
some cases, a contribution towards the maintenance and 
improvement of existing play spaces in the Borough is all that can 
be reasonably expected.  
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Comments Council response 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

We support Option 1 on the provision of children’s playspace. We 
also welcome the proposal for an updated audit of Open Spaces in 
the Borough. 
This audit should recognise and include the three Local Green 
Spaces designated via the StQW Neighbourhood Plan and the level 
of protection from development that this designation provides. 

Support for Option 1 noted. The Open Spaces Audit will recognise 
and acknowledge three Local Green Spaces designated via the 
StQW Neighbourhood Plan (West London Bowling Club, Nursery 
Lane Site and Land behind Kelfield Gardens). The Council will 
continue to protect these designated spaces under the Local Plan. 

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

We would welcome an Open Spaces Audit as much open space in 
RBKC is private space. New play / sports space should always be 
provided. 

Support for Open Spaces Audit is noted. Regarding the provision of 
new play / sports facilities, while we recognise their importance for 
resident’s health and well-being, it is important to acknowledge 
that RBKC is a densely developed and highly constrained Borough 
with little room for new development or new play / sports spaces. 
Therefore, it is not always possible for development to provide new 
facilities for play or sport. In some cases, a contribution towards the 
maintenance and improvement of existing play / sports spaces in 
the Borough is all that can be reasonably expected. 

Greg Hammond I support Option 1 Support for Option 1 is noted. 

Kerry Davis-Head GREENING 
Every opportunity should be created to make green walls, pocket 
parks, areas to sit, bee friendly corridors, encourage front gardens 
to be greened, encourage green waste measures, maintain existing 
green spaces.  
 
Look at dog control measures regarding destruction of planting in 
parks.  
 
Look at ball game facilities to ensure there are areas to use, which 
will save the lawns from over use.  
 
Not allow development to overshadow green spaces, ie parks.  

Suggestions noted. 
 
Matters regarding green walls, boosting biodiversity and bee 
friendly corridors are addressed in the new London Plan under the 
Policy G5 on urban greening. The Policy expects major development 
proposals to contribute to the greening of London by including 
urban greening as a fundamental element of site and building 
design, and by incorporating measures such as high-quality 
landscaping (including trees), green roofs, green walls and nature-
based sustainable drainage. This policy also expects local boroughs 
to develop their own, locally tailored Urban Greening Factor (UGF) 
target scores and allows to extend the policy further to smaller 
developments if deemed appropriate. In our Issues and Options 
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Name 

Comments Council response 

 
Encourage interest and education by labelling street trees, park 
shrubs, wildlife boards etc. Engender a sense of belonging. 

paper, we have put forward three options regarding the UGF and 
any comments received will be taken into account during draft 
policies stage.  
 
Maintenance and improvement of the existing green spaces is 
currently supported through planning obligations contributions 
which will continue to be the case.  
 
Suggestions for dog control measures and dedicated ball game 
facilities to prevent destruction of planting and lawns in the local 
parks are noted. 
 
The impact of overshadowing on amenity spaces is currently 
considered under the Policy CL5 (d, e) of the Local Plan and the 
Council does not plan to relax the policy in this regard.  
 
The last suggestion is not for the planning to resolve, yet there are 
means to implement those through the improvements to our local 
parks. 

Friends of 
Holland Park (J 
Kettlewell) 

We do not agree with the current approach. Play space must be 
provided as an integral part of new developments of 10 or more 
units and not rely on local parks. Holland Park and its existing 
facilities can be very crowded on occasions and reaches capacity. It 
must not be relied upon to take the place of play and green space 
in new developments. Developments of 10 or more units should 
include provision for play space. 
Parks are for activities, such as play, but also have an important 
role in health and wellbeing through tranquil green space. Over-
dependence on parks for activities, means tranquil green space 

Objection noted. We recognise that the existing local parks are 
reaching their capacity, and that the alternative solution to the 
problem is required. We also recognise that parks have several 
functions that should be equally protected (such as play spaces and 
tranquil spaces) and that ideally no function should be 
compromised at the expense of the other. 
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can be compromised, to the detriment of the health of the local 
community. 

Natural History 
Museum (Adam 
Donovan) 

The NHM recognise and support the benefits that outdoor space, 
in all its forms, can bring to visitors and residents to the Borough. 
The Borough is well served by parks and other types of green 
space. Whilst not a formal public park the NHM recognise the 
importance that the grounds of the museum make to South 
Kensington in terms of health and wellbeing. This was an 
important part of the Urban Nature Project which will see the 
ground bring additional benefits including accessibility, biodiversity 
enhancement, landscaping and amenity. 
 
In addition to the parks and open space, the NHM believe that 
streets and the urban realm also have a part to play in creating 
open space which is attractive and also contributes to wellbeing 
benefits. A key part of this is the greening of streets through 
enhanced and well designed planting. The greening of streets plays 
an important role in improving the environment for pedestrians 
and cyclists and improving sustainable access across the Borough. 
As part of the general principles, the NHM supports the 
encouragement of street greening through the Local Plan. 

Comment noted. We agree that the grounds of the museum do play 
an important role as a green space and provide amenity for 
residents and visitors of the area and welcome further 
improvements to these open spaces that will bring additional 
benefits.  
 
 
 
 
 
Comment regarding greening of streets and positive impact of well-
designed streetscape on wellbeing and sustainability (in many 
aspects) is noted. This topic will be further addressed in Streets and 
Transport chapter of Draft Policies document.  

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Support Option 1 Support for Option 1 is noted. 

Port of London 
Authority 
(Michael Atkins) 

Welcome the production of a new open space audit as part of the 
Local Plan evidence base. 
Noted in paragraph 12.7 that the council has an ambition to 
provide an open space at Cremorne Wharf, as noted above under 
issue seven, The PLA does not object in principle to a meanwhile 

Support for Open Spaces Audit is noted.  
Comment regarding Cremorne Wharf meanwhile use is noted, as 
well as the suggestion to impose a specific end date to such use if 
one comes forward in order to ensure the reactivation of the wharf 
for water-freight cargo handling uses.  
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use at Cremorne Wharf, but consider that this must be supported 
by a commitment to ensure that the reactivation of the wharf for 
water-freight cargo handling uses is actively pursued and that any 
proposed meanwhile use has a specific end date to make clear that 
such a use would be temporary. 

Linda Wade Option 1 
The 100 West Cromwell Road, the Capco Masterplan or the recent 
344 Old Brompton Road applications all fall short of the active play 
space and recreation space that should be at the heart of a well-
designed and holistic development. The payment in lieu is simply 
unacceptable as this does not contribute to the sense of wellbeing 
that a resident would have in having a place for a child to play. 
Child Play is essential for their development and in each one of 
these applications the age of the children catered for was around 5 
years old. In the Capco Masterplan in 22-acres a team could not 
play a football match. 
If you are going to have intergenerational developments, you must 
design for intergenerational use. 
The Pandemic has taught people the importance of space and we 
should deliver that. 

Objection and comment regarding payments in lieu are noted.  
 

TfL Planning, 
Transport for 
London (Richard 
Carr) 

Section 12 - Streets, parks and outdoor spaces 
 
The title of this chapter is misleading because the only issue 
identified here relates to parks and play-space. Moreover, the 
design and management of streets and the public realm are also 
very important. The Healthy Streets Approach is relevant in this 
context. A commitment to low speeds across the borough and 
restricting vehicle access on streets that are close to schools will be 

Comment noted. The issues regarding streetscape and public realm 
will be addressed in Streets and Transport chapter of the draft 
policies document. The Healthy Streets approach will be considered 
in this context as well as all other options that would help to 
achieve the Mayor’s Vision Zero objective.  
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particularly important in achieving the Mayor’s Vision Zero 
objective. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Yes Support for Option 1 is noted. 

Mr (Andrew 
Jamieson) 

Play areas are underused and in poor condition. Comment is noted. This year the Council is undertaking 
improvement works to many play areas and open spaces in the 
borough (Powis Square, Sunbeam Park, Embankment Gardens, 
Avondale Park, Athlone Gardens, Emslie Horniman Pleasance, 
Kensington Memorial Park, Redcliffe Square Gardens). This work is 
under way and includes improvements to play areas which will be 
delivered following the public consultation. Further improvements 
to other open spaces will be delivered in line with the updated 
Parks Strategy.  

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

We do not support payment in lieu. We are concerned that current 
policy does not appear to have produced any significant additional 
play provision. Even where it has been provided as an integral part 
of a development, such as the Warwick Road sites, it has not been 
open. We do not agree that it is “appropriate for smaller schemes 
to contribute to existing facilities”. “Existing facilities” especially 
our parks are at capacity. Recent developments have managed to 
produce below the standard set by policy. No amount of money is 
going to give them more space. 
 
Similarly, there does not seem to be evidence that these funds 
have been used to produce new or improved play provision. If 
there are contributions, they should be ring-fenced and audited. 

Objection to payments in lieu and comment are noted.  
We recognise that the existing local parks are reaching their 
capacity, and that the alternative solution to the problem is 
required. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Payments in lieu are secured either through the s106 legal 
agreements or CIL payments. The agreements specify what the 
money has been secured for, which ensures the funds are being 
ring fenced by type of infrastructure. The Council reports back every 
year on the amount of developer contributions received, allocated 
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and spent by issuing the Infrastructure Funding Statement (IFS). The 
latest IFS report was published in December 2020 and is publicly 
available on the Council’s website.  

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

In all its large housing schemes, TfL CD looks to meet or exceed the 
provision of amenity spaces, public open space and playspace in 
accordance with the polices of the London Plan. 
 
On a very large opportunity site such as Earls Court which 
straddles two boroughs, a collaborative approach between the 
boroughs will be required in order that adequate provision is made 
across the whole site rather than requiring strict adherence to 
each borough’s quantitative requirement. Such provision should 
be available to and easily accessed by residents of both boroughs 
(and indeed the wider general public). 
 
We support payments towards playspace provision on smaller 
sites which are not large enough to support on -site provision. 

Comment is noted.  
 
 
 
We agree with the suggestion that there should be a collaborative 
approach for provision of open space at Earl’s Court Site. At the 
moment, negotiations are underway between the developers of the 
site and the Council. Suggestion for the provision of publicly 
accessible green open space is noted.  
 
 
 
Support for payments in lieu towards play space provision on 
smaller sites where on-site provision is not possible is noted.  

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

I support this option. Support for Option 1 is noted. 

DP9 Limited 
(Luke Thrumble) 

Option 1, which continues to adopt the Royal Borough’s current 
approach to playspace provision, is supported. 
It is important to continue to recognise that, in some 
circumstances (i.e. for small sites and / or those with significant 
restrictions), it would not be feasible, or appropriate, to provide 
new playspace within a development site. In many instances it 
would be more appropriate (and beneficial for all parties) for a 
financial payment towards enhancing existing playspace elsewhere 
in the borough rather than the physical provision on-site. 

Support for Option 1 is noted.  

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-applications/community-infrastructure-levy-cil
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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. 

Noted. 

David Lloyd-Davis Option 1. Any payments must be handled transparently. Support for Option 1 is noted.  
Payments in lieu are secured either through the s106 legal 
agreements or CIL payments. The agreements specify what the 
money has been secured for, which ensures the funds are being 
ring fenced by type of infrastructure. To ensure transparency of the 
process, the Council reports back every year on the amount of 
developer contributions received, allocated and spent by issuing the 
Infrastructure Funding Statement (IFS). The latest IFS report was 
published in December 2020 and is publicly available on the 
Council’s website. 

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

Yes. Support for Option 1 is noted. 

Robert Dixon I do not have sufficient knowledge to comment. Noted. 

Alex Mackay Agreed though the exact nature of new provision has to take 
account of the particular circumstances. 

Support for Option 1 is noted. 

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

No comment Noted. 

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-applications/community-infrastructure-levy-cil
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Environment 
Agency (Hannah 
Malyon) 

We support this option. Support for Option 1 is noted. 

Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water 
(Nicola Forster) 

N/A Noted. 

The 
Knightsbridge 
Association 
(Carol Seymour-
Newton) 

Commercialization of public spaces (mainly outdoor / pavement 
seating as well as kiosks / flower booths etc, but also conversion of 
premises into various commercial uses in view of new Class E): 
Engaging with developments across two councils / WCC as well as 
RBKC, we would like to point to WCC policies 7 / Managing 
development for Westminster’s people and policy 16 / Food drink 
and entertainment, as well as recently adopted Knightsbridge 
Neighbourhood Forum / policies 37, 38, 39 & 40 (natural 
environment, trees, water and healthy people) to safeguard 
resident’s amenity. 
These policies already seem to have proven more robust and just 
in the day-to-day balancing of the needs of businesses and local 
residents than previously adopted ones within RBKC and WCC. 

Comment regarding the commercialisation of public spaces is 
noted.  
 
 
 

Historic England 
(David English) 

Historic England agrees that the Borough has a number of parks 
that are high-quality and of historic importance, and several are 
recognised as such in the National Heritage List for England. We 
would encourage you to include Brompton and Kensal Green 
Cemeteries in the list of such spaces and note that they provide a 
proportionally large area of outdoor open space, designed for 
public enjoyment, education and leisure alongside their role as 
working cemeteries.  
 

The Council recognises that Brompton and Kensal Green 
Cemeteries alongside their role as working cemeteries also provide 
a large area of outdoor open space, which is used for leisure and 
recreation by the public. Nevertheless, despite this contribution, 
the primary function of these spaces continues to be the burial 
grounds and these spaces cannot be considered as parks in the full 
definition of this term.  
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As with the parks listed in para 12.2, the cemeteries will become 
ever more important amenities for residents, especially Kensal 
Green given that it is located next door to the Council’s largest 
growth area. We strongly encourage you to consider how the 
significant public value that this open space will provide existing 
and future residents can be more strongly supported through your 
outdoor spaces policy. Policy support to optimise proposals that 
sensitively upgrade facilities and increase access and biodiversity, 
while protecting what is special about this GI landscape in 
particular, but other historic landscapes more generally, should be 
amplified. 
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Q.12.2. Do you have any other options to suggest? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Green roofs and walls. 
Developing above stations and rail-lines with ground floor shops 
and offices, upper floors of housing and green roof gardens on top. 
Surface tunnels for traffic, with green walkways on top. 
‘Earl’s Court Station Park’ above the current open underground 
line 
Creation of meaningful, consolidated, open green park spaces in 
the Earl’s Court strategic development site 

Green roofs and walls will be promoted through the Urban 
Greening Factor Policy, based on the Policy G5 (urban greening) of 
the London Plan. The Policy expects major development proposals 
to contribute to the greening of London by including urban greening 
as a fundamental element of site and building design, and by 
incorporating measures such as high-quality landscaping 
(including trees), green roofs, green walls and nature-based 
sustainable drainage. This policy also expects local boroughs to 
develop their own, locally tailored Urban Greening Factor (UGF) 
target scores and allows to extend the policy further to smaller 
developments if deemed appropriate. In our Issues and Options 
paper, we have put forward three options regarding the UGF and 
any comments received will be taken into account during draft 
policies stage.  
 
Suggestion to optimise the land and promote developing above 
stations and railway lines is noted.  
 
At the moment, negotiations are underway between the 
developers of Earl’s Court site and the Council. Suggestion for the 
provision of meaningful, publicly accessible green open space is 
noted. 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

We want to see the retention of Policies CR1, 2, 3 and 4 on 
streetscape. 
 
We would like to see Policy CR5 (or a new policy) recognise that 
there are issues specific to communal gardens onto which 
properties abut directly (15 in the Ladbroke area). What happens 

The Policies CR1, CR2, CR3 and CR4 are going to be retained and 
addresses in the Streets and Transport chapter.  
 
Suggestion to strengthen the Policy CR5 in regards to the 
safeguarding of communal spaces and prevention of negative 
effects development can cause due to light-pollution, 
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on the rear of buildings on these communal gardens has a 
particularly direct effect on the communal gardens. Wherever it is 
possible within the planning regime, we would like to see the 
Council in these cases resisting: 
- alterations to rear extensions that create large areas of glazing, 
on account of the nuisance to those using the communal garden; 
the value of the garden as a “dark space”; and the effect on 
wildlife. This is a problem only for this specific type of communal 
garden as garden squares do not have to worry about what is 
happening on the rear of the building which face them. Paragraph 
2.30 of the Ladbroke CAA makes clear that ‘Light pollution from 
over-large windows or glass extensions can … be an issue in these 
valuable dark spaces’, but this has not prevented consent being 
given to a number of inappropriate such alterations, so we would 
like it enshrined in planning policy. 
- the installation of other than very limited external lighting on rear 
extensions and in rear gardens; 
- the building of solid walls between the rear gardens and the 
communal garden and between the individual rear gardens, as this 
affects the open aspect of the combination of rear gardens and 
communal gardens that is important for their character; 
- garden buildings in rear gardens, for similar reasons; 
- alterations to fenestration on rear extensions in terraces which 
are designed to be viewed from the communal garden (and are 
therefore an amenity) which are historically inappropriate, unless 
they are invisible from the communal garden (e.g. at lower ground 
floor level). These terraces were all designed to have a particular 
pattern of fenestration and it is important to retain what is left of 
it. There may be a case where changes to fenestration can be 
allowed because so many changes have already been made to that 

overshadowing or loss of privacy noted.  The Draft Local Plan will 
include a policy concerning light pollution. 
 
The Council does not intend to make an A4D to control the nature 
of development in rear gardens across the board.  This would not 
comply with the Government’s intentions for Article 4 directions, 
and the intention to liberalise rather than increase control. IN 
additional the number of new applications generated would be 
considerable and could not be determined by the planning 
department without a significant expansion of officers.  
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rear elevation (although in such cases we would hope that 
alterations should tend towards reinstatement of the original 
pattern). But too often, changes have been allowed on the 
grounds that other houses on the terrace have them. often, 
changes are allowed on the grounds that others have them. This is 
death from a thousand cuts and it should be made clear that what 
remains should be preserved on both architectural and historical 
grounds. 
- rear extensions (or additions to existing ones) on buildings giving 
onto communal gardens, except in cases where they are at so low 
a level as to be out of public view or there is a neighbouring 
extension and an argument for symmetry to be restored. The 
Ladbroke CAA (paragraph 2.30) notes that there have been many 
‘visually insensitive and historically inappropriate’ alterations and 
additions, yet consent continues to be granted to further projects 
that fall into this category, on the grounds that other houses have 
them or it is only a small alteration. So this needs to be spelt out in 
policy. Most buildings facing communal gardens were - 
deliberately and unusually - designed to have flat rear elevations 
without closet wings. This is an important historical and 
architectural feature. The fact that many inappropriate rear 
extensions have already been allowed is not a reason for damaging 
such flat rears as remain. 
Most rears backing onto communal gardens are protected by 
Article 4 directions. We would favour ALL such rears being 
covered. 

Exhibition Road 
Cultural Group 
(Emily Candler) 

Also support temporary proposals that create spaces for people to 
play or bring greenery into the urban environment. 

Suggestion for temporary proposals for open space is noted. 



68 

 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

No Noted. 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Green roofs and walls. 
Developing above stations and rail-lines with ground floor shops 
and offices, upper floors of housing and green roof gardens on top. 
Surface tunnels for traffic, with green walkway son top. 

Green roofs and walls will be promoted through the Urban 
Greening Factor Policy, based on the Policy G5 (urban greening) of 
the London Plan. The Policy expects major development proposals 
to contribute to the greening of London by including urban greening 
as a fundamental element of site and building design, and by 
incorporating measures such as high-quality landscaping 
(including trees), green roofs, green walls and nature-based 
sustainable drainage. This policy also expects local boroughs to 
develop their own, locally tailored Urban Greening Factor (UGF) 
target scores and allows to extend the policy further to smaller 
developments if deemed appropriate. In our Issues and Options 
paper, we have put forward three options regarding the UGF and 
any comments received will be taken into account during draft 
policies stage.  
 
Suggestion to optimise the land and promote developing above 
stations and railway lines is noted.  
 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

- Green roofs and walls. 
- Developing above stations and rail-lines with ground floor shops 
and offices, upper floors of housing and green roof gardens on top. 
- Surface tunnels for traffic, with green walkways on top. 

As above. 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

Much better application of policy CR5 which is rarely applied and 
often ignored. 
 
CR5 e) requires all major developments to provide on-site external 

Suggestion for better application and tightening up of Policy CR5 
and criterion (e) in particular (play space provision) is noted. 
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play space, including for under-fives, based on expected child 
occupancy. A developer can too easily produce marketing or sales 
statics to prove there is no need as there are no children expected 
in occupation the existing development has no children, but this 
ignores what happens in the future. This needs tightening up. 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

No. Noted. 

Earl's Court Area 
Action Group 
(Bella Hardwick) 

There should be a temporary, green play space for children on the 
Earls Court Masterplan site as well as a sensory garden and a 
health walk trail as part of the meanwhile use greening we are 
calling for as well as space for all types of volleyball in keeping with 
the 2012 Olympic legacy which was promised but never 
materialised. 

Suggestions for the provision of temporary meanwhile green play 
space for children, sensory garden and health walk trail on the 
Earl’s Court site are noted. 

ESSA (Barry 
Munday) 

There is little said about open space apart from play space. An 
open space audit is badly needed. New developments or large 
refurbishments must provide adequate open space as per London 
Plan. 
The aforementioned sporting infrastructure should have 
components of it within a 5 minute walk because this is especially 
important for children’s future health and welfare, and in the early 
years crucial for parity of physical and mental wellbeing. This can 
be ambitious, eg a public swimming pool, or smaller. It does not 
have to be prohibitive, it can be innovative, eg tucking a marked 
out running track with lanes and distances around a park 
perimeter; a set of ballet barres with the occasional ‘event’ by 
dancers at the Royal Ballet School perhaps at the Design Museum, 
or a sculpture designed for climbing and sliding down by small 
children; a couple of vaulting horses on the grass along the path by 
the gates of Holland Park; putting a small but exciting skateboard 

Innovative suggestions on how to integrate sporting facilities into 
the existing infrastructure and spaces are noted and will be passed 
on to the Parks and Leisure Department as there is little scope for 
such projects to be delivered through planning policy. 
 
The Council is carrying out an Open Space Audit to inform the Local 
Plan.  However, we recognise that there will be more opportunities 
to improve the quality of existing open space than provide new. 
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park onto a piazza such as at Westfield or even at the Design 
Museum - or even a professional standard rock climbing wall on a 
development. 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

While the ambition to provide open space at Cremorne Wharf 
(12.7, p129) is to be applauded (but is it really feasible given the 
protection of Cremorne Wharf), the development of the "Site at 
Lots Road" CA7 must also include significant open space. 

Support for meanwhile use of Cremorne Wharf as open space is 
noted. Any development proposal for the Lots Road South will be 
expected to meet existing planning policies in place and specifically 
Policy CA7 of the Local Plan. While some open space may be 
included as part of a development proposal for Lots Road South, 
the small scale of the site means that requiring a large area of open 
space is not feasible alongside other site allocation requirements. 
The provision of outdoor and public space included in any 
application will be assessed against relevant planning policies, 
including Policy CA7. 

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. 

Noted. 

David Lloyd-Davis The former Adventure Playground in Lots Road was lost when the 
Academy was built and not replaced. 

This is not an issue for the Local Plan. 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

We have been told that ‘some’ developments do not need 
playspace or outside space because no children live there. 
Developments that include playspace will attract families, which 
are the lifeblood of our economy as well as contributing to 
‘vibrancy’ of neighbourhoods. 
No development should ever be permitted without sufficient 
playspace. 

Comment noted. Regarding the provision of new play / sports 
facilities, while we recognise their importance for resident’s health 
and well-being, it is important to acknowledge that RBKC is a 
densely developed and highly constrained Borough with little room 
for new development or new play / sports spaces. Therefore, it is 
not always possible for development to provide new facilities for 
play or sport. In some cases, a contribution towards the 
maintenance and improvement of existing play / sports spaces in 
the Borough is all that can be reasonably expected. 
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Environment 
Agency (Hannah 
Malyon) 

We suggest consideration is given towards providing natural play 
spaces to encourage interaction with the natural environment. 
Where payment is required this could go towards supporting 
nature education within the curriculum of local schools, to help 
ensure that natural play spaces are understood and used 
appropriately, to avoid antisocial behaviours. 

Suggestion to provide play spaces with elements of nature to 
encourage interaction and learning is noted. The play space or open 
space contributions could indeed be used for nature education 
curriculum in local schools if and when required.  
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SECTION 13: CONSERVATION AND DESIGN 
 

Issue 1: Building heights 

Q.13.1. Which of these options do you support? You can pick more than one. 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Option 1 
Use the London Plan definition of a tall building for the whole 
Borough. 
The London Plan has provided a minimum definition of tall 
buildings as set out in paragraph 13.8This would require detailed 
assessments of buildings which are not always tall in the existing 
context of the Borough. 
Option 2 
Adopt a local definition which is higher than the London Plan 
definition only for those areas already characterised by buildings 
that are 21m or higher (see Figure 13.2.2) and the Opportunity 
Areas. 
Tall buildings are substantially higher than the other buildings 
around them. Therefore, using the London Plan definition would 
not be substantially different than existing building heights in 
these locations. This would make requirements of assessment for 
tall buildings relevant and proportional to building heights around 
them. 
This would be 1.5 times higher than the existing buildings around 
them and so could be 30m (from ground level to the top of a 
building) or normally 10 storeys. 

London Plan 2021 Policy D9: Tall Buildings requires that our NLPR 
should define what is considered a tall building for specific 
localities, and defines a minimum threshold for what can be 
considered a tall building, which should not be less than 6 storeys 
or 18 metres measured from ground to the floor level of the 
uppermost storey. It also says that our NLPR should identify 
locations where tall buildings may be an appropriate form of 
development.  
 
The council wants to ensure requirements for assessment for tall 
buildings continue to be relevant and proportional to proposals as 
they come forward, whilst continuing to protect the character and 
value of our built environment.   
 
 
The council remains committed to no wholesale estate 
regeneration on its estates. 



73 

 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

What are the appropriate locations for tall buildings 
Option 1 
Consider Opportunity Areas: Kensal Canalside and Earl’s Court, as 
specific locations where tall buildings would be appropriate and 
define what heights will be suitable through further assessment. 
These are areas for extensive re-development and important sites 
toward achieving our housing targets 
This will clarify the Council’s position with regard to these key 
areas for development. 
Option 2 
Include site allocations - 100/100A West Cromwell Road, Lots Road 
Power Station, Site at Lots Road and Site at Edenham Way (Land 
adjacent Trellick Tower) as locations where tall buildings may be 
an appropriate form of development. Maximum acceptable 
heights to be as per the extant permission or to be determined 
through further assessment. 
Lots Road Power Station is under construction, 100/100A West 
Cromwell Road has extant planning permission which included 
considerations of townscape and visual impacts. 
The two further site allocations are included given the height of 
surrounding buildings (including in neighbouring LBHF). 
This will provide clarity for the site allocations by referring to the 
building heights of the extant permissions. For the other two sites 
this will enable further assessment to be undertaken appropriate 
to heritage and townscape context. 
Site at Lots Road will be subject to further testing. 
Option 3 
Include locations with existing tall buildings in private ownership 
shown in Figure 13.3 (black dotted lines) as appropriate locations 
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for replacement tall buildings of same/similar heights. 
Due to viability reasons, it is expected that existing tall buildings in 
private ownership when/if they are redeveloped will be replaced 
by a building of at least the same floorspace. This would normally 
mean a building of the same/similar height. 
This clarifies that financial viability plays an important role when 
replacing existing tall buildings. This would exclude Council estates 
as the Council is committed to no wholesale estate regeneration 
on its estates. 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

None of them. As far as Chelsea is concerned there should be no 
more tall buildings. The Lots Road area has been damaged by their 
proliferation. 

 Noted 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

We support the detailed response from the Kensington Society on 
this section of the NLPR document. As explained above the Forum 
will oppose applications that include proposals for Kensal 
Canalside which appear to intend to include several residential 
towers at 35 storeys, further examples at 20-24 storeys, and 
‘mansion blocks’ above 12 storeys. These building typologies are 
alien to the Borough, and involve densities wholly inappropriate to 
PTAL levels in the Opportunity Area. 
The text and diagrams at 13.6 to 13.8 of the NLPR document, on 
the definition of a ‘tall building, we find confusing and distraction 
from the more fundamental issues involved. 

 Noted on both points.  

Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

Option 2  Noted 

Lots Village, 
Chelsea 

The definition of Tall Buildings should remain as used in the 
London Plan i.e. NOT allowing any discretion to go higher. 

 Noted – option 1 preferred.  
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Association of 
Residents and 
Businesses 
(Rosemary 
Baker) 

 
NB The suggestion that the CA7 site might be an appropriate place 
to go higher flies in the face of the fact that RBKC argued at the 
Public Inquiry that the Power Station’s proposed tower block was 
far too high in the context of the neighbourhood, and not so long 
ago the Council itself rejected a private sector bid to put a tall 
block on the site of the Auction House in Lots Road. 
 
Lots Village has already been damaged by the height and density 
of the Government approved Power Station site towering over 
Lots Village, and this in no way justifies going high in Lots Road 
south immediately adjacent to the Conservation Area. 
 
Nor does the neighbouring Borough’s determination to build more 
increasingly tall blocks adjacent to the borough boundary to 
overshadow West Chelsea in any way justify copying their 
behaviour in Chelsea’s only Employment Zone. RBKC objected to 
LBHF’s plans at the time. 
 
If this Borough’s “ design policies put the preservation of its 
character at their heart” there is no way it could justify destroying 
the character of this last remaining part of working riverside 
Chelsea. Ignoring the views of local businesses and residents in this 
mixed community of successful businesses and local residents in a 
unique Conservation Area would be a major mistake and 
unforgivable folly. 

The council remains committed to enhancing and preserving the 
character of our built environment, including not allowing 
development which due to its scale and height, may have a 
negative impact in its context. For that it seeks to develop policy 
that is specific to context and that is the reasoning behind option 2. 
  
 
Noted on comments regarding site CA7 and the impact of 
development in the Lots Road area. Engagement with the local 
community on design is ongoing. 

Greg Hammond Section 13 seems to be looking for ways to put tall buildings into 
RBKC. London is not New York or Dubai! How tall a building 

London Plan 2021 Policy D9: Tall Buildings requires that our NLPR 
should define what is considered a tall building for specific 
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appears is also related to the width of the streets, as well as the 
surrounding buildings. Academic studies have shown poor life 
outcomes for people who live in tall buildings, except the very 
wealthy. Tall buildings are also not as high density as mansion 
block development due to wasted space in between. The 
opportunity areas should be the ‘conservation areas of the future’, 
accepting that they can be allowed to develop their own 
characters. We need to build ‘homelike’ properties that people 
actually want to live in, either for social tenants who will have little 
choice, or for buyers whom we want to live there, not leave empty 
(which they will if the properties are not 'homelike'). 
The Council should take into account the GLA Planning and 
Regeneration Committee's housing typologies report dates 2 
September 2021 for the latest thinking on this subject. 
On the specific question, Option 1 seems to be the more restrictive 
definition of a tall building, so it is the one I support. 
On the Location question, I don’t support any of the options, but 
may go along with replacement tall buildings at Option 3, though 
my preference would be to use more floor area, where it is 
available, to reduce height (eg Kensington Forum Hotel). 

localities, and defines a minimum threshold for what can be 
considered a tall building, which should not be less than 6 storeys 
or 18 metres measured from ground to the floor level of the 
uppermost storey. It also says that our NLPR should identify 
locations where tall buildings may be an appropriate form of 
development. 
 
Noted on Regeneration Committee’s COVID-19, Housing Typologies 
and Design in London. We will review this document. 
 
Option 1 support noted 
Option 3 for location of tall buildings noted. Regarding utilising 
more floor area to increase the footprint of a replacement building, 
this is likely to be incorporated in any proposals but will also need 
to respond to other policies which relate to the character and urban 
design, including building lines, sense of enclosure and ensure any 
areas designated as open space remain unaffected.  
 

Kerry Davis-Head TALL BUILDINGS 
These should be limited not just IN conservation areas, but 
adjacent to and within sight of conservation areas. All to often the 
conservation area artfully excludes council owned land, land 
deemed ripe for development and that always seems to mean 
upwards. 
BASEMENTS 

Noted 
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It’s time to severely limit these if they will cause harm to adjoining 
buildings. 

Natural History 
Museum (Adam 
Donovan) 

As stated in the previous Issues consultation, the NHM supports 
the requirement for good design and the need for high quality and 
exemplary development. It urges a sense of caution however over 
how this can be achieved. The NHM recognises that design is 
subjective, and each stakeholder has a different opinion on what is 
considered exemplary development. The Council should ensure 
the New Local Plan contains enough guidance on what this entails 
without it becoming onerous and stifling good design. 

Noted.  
 
The NLPR considers all existing design policies and seeks to ensure 
the right balance is achieved between providing guidance and 
allowing for creative design solutions specific to each case. Where 
relevant, the council will consider the need to provide further 
design guidance specific to sites or typologies of development 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Option 3 Noted 

Elizabeth Ashley Definition of tall building - option 1 Noted 

Linda Wade Option 1 
• Agree 
Option 2 
• Disagree 
Where are the appropriate locations for tall buildings? 
 
Option 1 
There is an enormous sensitivity around the placement and 
appropriateness of a tall building in relation to Conservation Areas 
and Listed buildings and how they change the architectural and 
visual dynamic. HEAN4: Tall Buildings/Building Heights SPD 
There is also the character and context of the new build within the 
existing street/townscape as in the Earl’s Court Exhibition Centre 

Noted on options support. 
Noted on the issue of sensitivity to tall buildings, the council does 
and will continue to ensure development is sensitive to context and 
in particular that Conservation Areas and Listed buildings impact is 
carefully considered.  
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site, where a low-rise high-density model of the mansion block 
would contribute visually to integration rather than reinforce 
separateness through materials and design. 

TfL Planning, 
Transport for 
London  (Richard 
Carr ) 

Section 13 – Conservation and Design 
 
A key element of good design is the design and management of 
the public realm including streets and spaces that are designed for 
active travel, events and spending time. This should be reflected in 
Design Codes. Continuous footways of sufficient width should be 
integral to new developments, including on small sites. We have 
published Streetscape Guidance and Parking Design and 
Management Guidance is forthcoming. 
 
https://tfl.gov.uk/corporate/publications-and-reports/streets-
toolkit#on-this-page-2 

Noted and the documents will be reviewed, and good practice 
advice taken on board. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Definition - option 2 
 
Appropriate locations – option 3, 
- disagree with option 1 

Noted on options support.  

Mr (Andrew 
Jamieson) 

Support for a considered balance on height of builkdings. Noted 

Tom Bennett I support Option 1. Tall buildings are completely uncharacteristic of 
K&C, and are not required to deliver density. Areas like Sloane Sq 
deliver very high density without going above 7-8 stories. Only 
very limited sites should be permitted to build tall buildings, as 
suggested in this option, and even then should have to be very 

Noted 
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attractive buildings, and have a positive impact on the surrounding 
area, to be permissible. 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

Preliminary comment: The Society’s understanding of London Plan 
policy D9 is that Local Plans should henceforth give details of 
specific locations identified as suitable, but also what heights are 
deemed appropriate. Broadly identified areas or policy statements 
on e.g. a ‘range of heights between 4 and 20 storeys’ (as in the 
Kensal Canalside SPD) we do not consider to be adequate to meet 
this key policy in the 2021 Local Plan. 
 
Definition of a tall building 
 
Option 1: 
Yes, for development purposes. The London Plan definition of a tall 
building is a good starting point for triggering the need for 
assessment of the appropriateness of tall buildings for 
development management purposes. It is a scoping tool, just as 
the Mayor uses 30m (25m in the Thames Policy Area) to trigger the 
need for assessment at the strategic level. 
 
Option 2: 
No, defining a building as a tall building only if it would be more 
than 1.5 times higher than existing buildings in the area could give 
the impression that buildings lower than this “limit” would be 
acceptable/not require scrutiny. The assessment would still be 
needed, but proportionate. 
 
The Characterisation Study might be helpful – but we reserve our 

The council is undertaking studies to determine what the maximum 
heights could be for opportunity areas.  
 
Noted on option support. 
Note the 1.5 times higher than existing buildings definition is 
included within the borough’s Building Heights SPD. Regardless of 
height, any proposed building will continue be assessed against the 
borough’s design policy in a manner which is proportionate to each 
case.  
 
On tall building locations: 
The council does and will continue to ensure development is 
sensitive to context and in particular that Conservation Areas and 
Listed buildings impact is carefully considered. This will also apply to 
Opportunity Areas, although it is recognised that, due to the scale 
or growth anticipated within them, “the threshold for what 
constitutes a tall building (within an opportunity area) should relate 
to the evolving (not just the existing) context” (para. 3.9.3 of the 
London Plan) 
 
 
Noted on views on Earl’s Court and Kensal Canalside. 
 
Option 2. Note this option does not suggest those sites would set 
the height for nearby sites. They would remain site specific only. 
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judgement on this. 
 
Where are the appropriate locations for tall buildings? 
 
Option 1: 
We strongly prefer the approach advocated by Historic England 
(HEAN4: Tall Buildings) and used for the Building Heights SPD, 
which classified conservation areas as areas where tall buildings 
would be inappropriate and classified areas immediately adjacent 
as areas that would be “highly sensitive to tall buildings”, leaving 
the remaining areas to be assessed as to their appropriateness for 
high-density high-rise developments. 
We consider that appropriate building heights for Opportunity 
Areas need to be determined in relationship to the surrounding 
areas, especially conservation areas and other heritage assets. 
These need to be defined in partnership with the local community 
and, where appropriate Historic England. These heights limits 
should be brought forward through the Local Plan. 
Kensal Canalside is an unsustainable location in terms of the scale 
of development proposed because of low public transport 
accessibility levels, which will not change over the life of the Local 
Plan. 
The Earl’s Court site allocation contains high-density, medium-rise 
buildings, which is both more sustainable and more acceptable. 
We do not favour an increase in building height. 
Option 2: 
Sites under construction or with planning consent, including 
existing site allocations, are often one-off development and should 
not be assumed to set the height for nearby sites, especially those 

Noted comments on Edenham Way. 
 
Noted on option 3 not supported. 
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in a nearby borough. Those sites should still be assessed against 
their appropriateness in the local area and impact on heritage 
assets. 
 
Edenham Way at 14 storeys would detract from rather than 
complement Trellick Tower. Two buildings do not constitute a 
cluster! Trellick Tower (Grade II* listed) is a one off and should 
remain so. 
 
Option 3: 
We do not agree with this option. We do not accept that “this 
would normally mean a building of the same/similar height”. 
Existing tall buildings which have a significantly harmful impact on 
their surrounding conservation areas, such as the Kensington 
Forum Hotel, should, if they are to be redeveloped, be consistent 
with Historic England Advice Note 4 (2015). In particular, the 
existence of a tall building in a specific location will not of itself 
justify its replacement with a new tall building on the same site or 
in the same area, as it may improve the area to replace it with a 
lower building (paragraph 3.8 of the Advice Note). 
 
In accordance with paragraph 3.4 (j), the Local Plan should be used 
to highlight opportunities for the removal of past mistakes and 
their replacement by development of an improved quality and 
scale. Once again, we note that tall buildings are unsustainable in 
terms of life cycle GHG emissions. Taken together the quantity of 
development and the use of tall buildings are highly unsustainable. 
High-density medium-rise blocks would be more sustainable. 
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Fig 13.2/3: Clusters of existing tall buildings, Opportunity Areas 
and other potential locations for tall buildings: 
We do not see that any of the existing tall buildings or clusters 
themselves provide any justification for further tall buildings. With 
the exception of the Warwick Road sites, there are no suitable 
sites. For the two Opportunity Areas, it would be premature to 
declare that tall buildings would be appropriate before further 
assessment. 

Rolf Judd on 
behalf of 
Ballymore Group 
Limited and 
Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets L... 

Conservation and Design 
 
Issue 1 considers building heights, noting that in line with the 
London Plan Opportunity Areas such as Kensal Canalside, are 
identified as places where extensive redevelopment is expected to 
take place. The priority of these areas is to deliver homes and this 
should be the clear focus of redevelopment, rather than 
preserving the existing character. 
 
It is important to understand that to enable housing need to be 
met in RBKC there needs to be further consideration of tall 
buildings. We are therefore supportive that paragraph 13.13 
recognises that for these Opportunity Areas to fully realise their 
potential growth and regeneration, the scale of development will 
include some tall buildings. Reference is also made to the Kensal 
Canalside SPD on this aspect. 
In terms of the definition of tall buildings, whilst Option 1 would 
conform with London Plan policy relating to tall building, we 
consider that Option 2 would be an appropriate option as it would 
recognise an appropriate tall building height for the existing areas 

Noted. 
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characterised by height and Opportunity Areas. 
 
On the appropriate locations for tall buildings, we are supportive 
of Option 1, in which Opportunity Areas are recognised as an 
appropriate location for tall buildings (including Kensal Canalside), 
subject to further assessment. 

GLA (Hassan 
Ahmed) 

Tall Buildings 
The draft Plan notes and reflects the LP2021 Policy D9 definition of 
what constitutes a tall building and this is welcome. The Mayor 
supports RBKC’s interpretation of that definition to mean a 
building of 21m from ground level to the very top of the building. 
We have been instructing boroughs to follow the exact same 
approach to simplify the definition and to make decision making 
easier by officers and developers. 
To be consistent with Policy D9 of the LP2021, RBKC must identify 
areas where tall buildings are considered to be suitable and these 
must be illustrated on maps. The draft Plan must also set out 
maximum/appropriate building heights in specific locations and 
these too must be 
clearly illustrated on maps. It is recognised that the borough’s two 
OAs are identified as suitable tall building locations and this is 
welcome but the precise boundaries must be set out clearly in 
maps and accompanied by appropriate/maximum building heights. 
The draft Local Plan should make it clear why locations beyond 
identified suitable tall building areas are not appropriate for tall 
building proposals exceeding 21m and the harm that could arise 
from such developments. 
The draft Plan recognises the strategic view from King Henry VIII’s 

Noted. The council has commissioned further studies to determine 
the suitability and assess the potential for the two opportunity 
areas within the borough to accommodate tall buildings, including 
more specifically defining boundaries and appropriate/maximum 
building heights.  
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Mound in Richmond Park to St Paul’s Cathedral and this is 
welcome and in accordance with Policy HC3 of the LP2021. The 
view should be illustrated clearly in maps. 
 
 
4 https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/who-we-
work/working-government/permitted- development-rights-
changes-use#Stub-352910 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

Tall buildings policies are most relevant for us at Earls Court. We 
welcome para 13.13’s recognition that the scale of the borough’s 
two Opportunity Areas “enables them to set their own character” 
and that “the scale of development will include some tall 
buildings” in order to “fully realise their growth and regeneration 
potential as per London Plan Policy”. The para also recognises that 
the extant planning permission for Earls Court includes buildings 
up to 12 storeys high within the borough. 
 
In order to accommodate an optimal scale of development that is 
viable and deliverable, and which will deliver the housing (with a 
high proportion of affordable housing), jobs, open spaces, 
infrastructure improvements and other public benefits that the 
Borough needs, it is inevitable that there will need to be tall 
buildings at Earls Court. 
 
We agree with para 13.14 which considers Earls Court “to be 
locations where tall buildings may be an appropriate form of 
development” and also that appropriate heights would need to be 
informed by “further assessment of character and potential visual 

Noted. The council has commissioned further studies to determine 
the suitability and assess the potential for the two opportunity 
areas within the borough to accommodate tall buildings, including 
more specifically defining boundaries and appropriate/maximum 
building heights.  
 
Noted support for option 2 on tall buildings definition 
 
Noted support for option 1 on tall buildings location. 
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impacts”. We note the Policy D9 requirement to set out clearly in 
maps the areas where tall buildings are considered to be 
acceptable, together with indications of maximum building 
heights. Work to help inform this approach is already underway by 
the ECDC team. 
 
We note heritage sensitivities in the vicinity of the Earls Court site, 
including the listed Brompton Cemetery and St Cuthbert’s Church. 
Planning policies should recognise that the visibility of tall modern 
buildings in the setting of heritage assets does not equate to harm, 
and that detailed design can mitigate or remove the potential for 
such harm. In all cases, a detailed analysis will be required taking 
the impact on significance into account. 
 
Definition of a Tall Building 
 
We support Quod’s representation on behalf of ECDC which 
recommends that that Option 2 is progressed but made more 
flexible to accept that while in some areas of the Borough, 21 
metres would comprise a tall building, in others existing taller 
buildings and a greater potential for change should lead to a 
higher threshold definition. 
 
What are the appropriate locations for tall buildings? 
 
We support Option 1 and the approach to identify Earls Court as 
an appropriate location for tall buildings, with heights defined 
through further assessment. As set out above, tall buildings will be 
an important element of the Earls Court masterplan framework to 
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optimise the development of the site to provide housing and 
employment and create a new neighbourhood – consistent with 
the aspiration for Opportunity Areas in general. This is also 
consistent with Policy D2 and D3 of the London Plan which seek to 
optimise the capacity of sites, with higher densities focused on 
well-connected sites, such as Earls Court. Taller buildings will also 
help enable a landscape-led approach to major developments. 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Major issue is building heights. Do not see need to deviate from 
London Plan definitions. Location is key and RBKC must provide 
clear guidance. 
Q13.1 Support Option 1 and 2. Option 3 seems inevitable as long 
as it is clearly replacement building rather than additional 
buildings. 

Noted support for option 1 on tall building definition 
Notes on Q 13.1. 

Mozafar Amiri I support option 1: "Use the London Plan definition of a tall 
building for the whole Borough." 

Noted 

David Campbell I prefer Option 1 – restrict to 6 stories (as per London Plan), but 
would accept Option 2 – allowing taller buildings in areas where 
they already exist. 

Noted 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

I support Option 1 and have no disagreement with Option 3. 
I strongly disagree with Option 2's inclusion of the "Site at Lots 
Road " CA7 as being 
suitable for tall buildings . The buildings on this site should be 
governed by the scale of the buildings of Lots Village to the East of 
the site and not by what could be considered the brutal 
overdevelopment of sites to the West, in LB Hammersmith and 
Fulham. 

Noted on options 1 & 3. 
Noted on CA7. 
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DP9 Limited 
(Luke Thrumble) 

Definition of tall building 
Option 1 
It is considered that Option 1 (using the London Plan definition of a 
tall building for the whole Borough) is not appropriate. 
London Plan Policy D9 stresses that Boroughs should define what 
is a ‘tall building’ for their specific localities. 
It is considered that there is little merit in simply adopting the 
London Plan’s blanket definition of ‘tall buildings’ as this is, 
essentially, an arbitrary definition and pays no respect to local 
context and site-specific considerations. 
Option 2 
It is considered that option 2 (if amended) is far more appropriate 
than Option 1. The Royal Borough’s SPD states that tall buildings 
must “be considered in relation to their local context and 
measured on a proportional basis”. Option 2 (if amended) will 
ensure that local context will be fully recognised (rather than 
simply applying a ‘one size fits all’ blanket approach across the 
varying character areas of the Borough. 
It is proposed that Option 2 is amended so that it applies to the 
Borough as a whole rather than just to those areas already 
characterised by buildings that are 21m or higher. 
Suggested wording (in track change) is set out below: 
“Adopt a local definition of ‘tall buildings’. which is higher than the 
London Plan definition only for those areas already characterised 
by buildings that are 21m or higher (see Figure 13.2.2) and the 
Opportunity Areas. This would be the same definition of that in the 
Building Height SPD (1 ½ times or more the height of their 
context). 1.5 times higher than the existing buildings around them 
and so could be 30m (from ground level to the top of a building) or 

Noted on support for option 2 and suggestion to extend.  
On option 3, location of tall buildings, note this option does not 
envisage the ‘clusters’ identified as existing tall building locations to 
set the basis for new tall buildings in those locations. Regarding 
area uplift, this may be acceptable and will be assessed on a case by 
case basis, but this option does not envisage defining a building 
height uplift in the case of existing tall buildings being redeveloped, 
hence the wording “appropriate locations for replacement tall 
buildings of same/similar heights” 
  
The nature of development on the strategic sites is being 
considered in a separate paper. 
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normally 10 storeys”. 
 
 
Appropriate Locations for tall buildings 
Option 3 is broadly supported, subject to some modifications. 
As set out in the Issues and Options Consultation Paper, RBKC is a 
densely built up and small borough and as such, the delivery of 
new homes is a challenge. 
Therefore, the concept of introducing new additional locations 
identified as being suitable for ‘tall buildings’ is firmly supported. It 
is considered that tall buildings will be a vital tool in helping to 
ensure the delivery of key policy requirements such as additional 
homes (both private and affordable). 
Figure 13.2.3 identifies existing clusters (dotted black lines) of tall 
buildings and the accompanying text at Option 3 identifies that it 
would be appropriate for existing tall buildings within these cluster 
zones to be replaced by future tall buildings of the same/similar 
height. 
Firstly, it is considered that the wording of this Option should be 
further refined and allow for all buildings within these identified 
cluster zones to be replaced by new tall buildings (not just existing 
tall buildings being replaced by new tall buildings). 
Secondly, it is considered that the policy wording is amended to 
allow for replacement buildings to be taller than the existing 
building (rather than being restricted to the ‘same/similar’ height). 
It is considered that in many instances replacement buildings will, 
for viability reasons need to provide an uplift in floor area by 
comparison to the existing building to be replaced. This necessary 
uplift is likely to be achieved by adding additional height. 
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Proposed revisions to the current wording (in track change) are set 
out below: 
Include buildings in private ownership locatedions within existing 
tall buildings clusters in private ownership shown in Figure 13.3 
(black dotted lines) as appropriate locations for new or 
replacement tall buildings of same/similar heights. 
It should be noted that we do particularly support the delivery of 
tall buildings within the Sloane Avenue cluster and support this 
area being identified as a suitable location for tall buildings within 
the new Local Plan. 
It should be noted that the Site put forward for Site Allocation at 
Section 5 of these representations (Colebrook Court, 75 Sloane 
Avenue, LONDON, SW3 3DH) falls within this cluster. 
 
As set out in the Issues and Options Consultation Paper, nearly 
three quarters of the Royal Borough is within a Conservation Area. 
The identified Sloane Square cluster is fairly unique in that it is one 
of the few locations within the Royal Borough that is not 
designated as a Conservation Area. As such, the delivery of taller 
buildings (to address housing delivery targets) in this location 
would be less likely to harm the character and appearance of 
heritage assets than other locations within the Royal Borough. 

Imperial College 
London  (Rory 
Newman) 

Definition of tall building - Option 2 – support. Imperial supports 
the development of a policy which is specific to the borough and 
seeks to ensure that proposal for new tall buildings can be 
compatible with their surrounding context as opposed to a blanket 
wide regional policy. 
 

Noted support for option 2 on tall building definition 
Noted support for options 2 & 3 on tall buildings location 
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Appropriate locations – Option 2 – support these site allocations 
and draft policy approach, which provides more flexibility enabling 
maximum potential heights for new tall buildings to use as a 
minimum the height baseline established under extant 
permission(s), while allowing further flexibility subject to 
assessment against the relevant appropriate heritage and 
townscape context. 
 
Appropriate locations – Option 3 – support. Given the significant 
development pressures facing the Borough, it would be important 
for the policy approach to achieve at least the same height and 
quantum of development should existing tall buildings be brought 
forward for redevelopment. 

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. 

 

David Lloyd-Davis Definitions of tall buildings Option1. 
Location Option1. 

Noted 

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

All. Noted 

Alex Mackay Both options 1 and 2 will have to be considered in formulating a 
map as outlined in London Plan policy D9. Although now quite an 

Noted. 
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old policy, CL12 should be retained as it is still a good policy for 
large areas of the borough. 

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

There are only a relatively few sites in the Borough which can 
accommodate greater densities through tall buildings, and these 
include Earls Court. The Borough as a whole is heavily constrained 
by sensitive environmental, including heritage designations, and 
the Earls Court Site therefore provides an opportunity where these 
constraints are relatively less. This is not to diminish the 
importance of heritage assets (Brompton Cemetery in particular) 
but only to indicate that a balanced approach, as allowed in 
national policy, will be needed to achieve an optimised, design-led 
solution to the Borough’s housing and economic needs. 
 
Therefore, ECDC considers that emerging planning policy should 
acknowledge that the visibility of tall modern buildings in the 
setting of heritage assets does not equate to harm, and that 
detailed design can mitigate or remove the potential for such harm 
in appropriate locations. In all cases, a detailed analysis will be 
required taking the impact on significance into account. The test in 
policy is not impact on setting but impact on significance. 
Comments on topics are provided below. 
 
Definition of a Tall Building 
ECDC recommends that that Option 2 is progressed but made 
more flexible to accept that in many areas of the Borough, 21 
metres would comprise a tall building but that in limited other 
areas, the potential for change and/or presence of existing taller 
buildings should lead to a higher threshold definition which should 

Noted, the issue of visibility and the impact on heritage assets will 
be considered.  
 
Noted support for option 2 on tall building definition. 
Noted support for option 1 on tall buildings location. 
 
The council has commissioned further studies to determine the 
suitability and assess the potential for the two opportunity areas 
within the borough to accommodate tall buildings, including more 
specifically defining boundaries and appropriate/maximum building 
heights. This material will be subject to consultation in due course. 
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be established through the development process or through site 
allocations. 
 
What are the appropriate locations for tall buildings? 
ECDC supports Option 1 and the approach to identify Earls Court as 
an appropriate location for tall buildings, with heights defined 
through further assessment. Tall buildings will be an important 
element of the Earls Court 
Masterplan to optimise the development of the site to provide 
housing and employment and create a new neighbourhood – 
consistent with the aspiration for Opportunity Areas in general. 
This is also consistent with Policy D2 and D3 of the London Plan 
that seek to optimise the capacity of sites, with higher densities 
focused at highly accessible locations, such as Earls Court. 

DP9 on behalf of 
WELCOME 
TRUST  (Zoe 
Smythe) 

Defining a tall building 
Wellcome Trust supports Option 2 for defining building heights, as 
tall buildings should be in relation to their existing context, 
whereas the London Plan does not take account of this. The policy 
should also acknowledge that the tall building should relate to its 
existing context (this may be taller than the 18m threshold as 
defined in the London Plan). 
Appropriate locations for tall buildings 
Wellcome Trust would support Option 3 as appropriate locations 
for tall buildings; however, it should not restrict these buildings to 
be replaced to a similar height/same height, but if it can be 
demonstrated that the massing meets the environmental 
considerations set out in Policy D9, then additional height would 
be suitable in these locations. 

Noted support for option 2 on tall building definition. 
Noted support for option 3 on tall buildings location. The council 
will continue to consider each proposal on its merits and how they 
respond to policy D9 and other relevant policies. 
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Avison Young on 
behalf of 
Department for 
Transport (Neil 
Lawrence) 

The Department supports Option 1 and the identification of KCOA 
as a specific location where tall buildings would be appropriate, 
with heights to be defined through further assessment. The 
Department welcomes the emerging Local Plan’s support for tall 
buildings across the KCOA, consistent with the KCOA SPD, and its 
designation as an opportunity area within the London Plan. 
As the largest remaining area of brownfield land within the 
borough, it is crucial that development potential of the entirety of 
the KCOA is optimised in order meet the pressing need for homes 
and jobs. High quality tall buildings that respond positively to their 
context can make an important contribution to optimising the 
development capacity of sites. This applies to the whole of the 
KCOA, including Secretary of State landholdings. 
It is important, when considering conformity with London Plan 
D9(B) that the KCOA allocation is defined as being are appropriate 
for tall buildings when applying the definition set out in London 
Plan. 
It is recognised that the heights and locations of tall buildings 
(including their relationship with other tall buildings, the railway 
line and canal) across the KCOA will be subject to further 
assessment and definition, having regard to the requirements in 
London Plan Policy D9. The KCOA identifies indicative heights of up 
to 20 storeys subject to further assessment, and this should have 
regard to the context of tall building allocations and clusters within 
the OPDC Local Plan to optimise development potential. 
In accordance with KCOA SPD, any outline application on the site 
will require submission of a design code to ensure consistency and 
design excellence. Due to the high infrastructure costs and 
affordable housing requirement associated with redevelopment 

Noted support for option 1 on tall buildings location. 
 
The council has commissioned further studies to determine the 
suitability and assess the potential for the two opportunity areas 
within the borough to accommodate tall buildings, including more 
specifically defining boundaries and appropriate/maximum building 
heights.  
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and the importance of ensuring sustainable forms of development, 
it is important that tall buildings allow for the site to be optimised, 
subject to detailed design and impact testing. 

Envronment 
Agency  (Hannah 
Malyon ) 

No comments Noted 

Savills on behalf 
of COMMERCIAL 
ESTATES GROUP 
(Kirsty Turner) 

Design and Conservation 
 
 
Section 12 refers to design and conservation and sets out how 
design is to be constructed to maintain and enhance the Borough’s 
distinctiveness. It sets out options for how tall buildings should be 
defined including adopting the London Plan definition or adopting 
a local definition which is higher than the London Plan definition. 
Density and height are design-led and subject to their local and 
wider context, and every borough across London is varied in urban 
grain and context. It is therefore proposed that RBKC develop their 
own definition of tall buildings informed by a tall buildings and 
townscape character study. In line with the London Plan (2021) 
Local Authorities should also identify locations that are suitable for 
tall buildings. However, as contexts change within urban 
environments, a site which currently unsuitable for a taller building 
within the Borough may be suitable for a taller building at a later 
date and within the Local Plan period. Therefore, we would 
strongly advise RBKC to re-consider prescriptive zoning of building 
heights, instead allowing development to be bought forward in a 
manner that seeks to optimise sites and rely on high design quality 
and public benefits to offset any townscape or heritage impacts. 

Noted on support for a Borough specific definition of tall buildings.  
 
London Plan 2021 Policy D9: Tall Buildings requires that our NLPR 
should define what is considered a tall building for specific 
localities, and defines a minimum threshold for what can be 
considered a tall building, which should not be less than 6 storeys 
or 18 metres measured from ground to the floor level of the 
uppermost storey. It also says that our NLPR should identify 
locations where tall buildings may be an appropriate form of 
development 
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In addition, in relation to the design code, the NLPR sets out an 
option for either a borough wide design code, a design code for 
key sites and areas, or improvement of existing policy and clarity 
on overall principles. RBKC has a rich culture and character, with 
several different design typologies even evident within local 
contexts. It would therefore seem appropriate to improve existing 
policy and provide clarity on design principles, so developments 
can be assessed on a case-by-case basis taking into consideration 
their local and wider context. However, it would seem overly 
prescriptive and onerous for the Borough to essentially cap 
development height in within their local plan. 

Hammersmith 
and Fulham 
Council (David 
Woodward) 

Tall Buildings 
Several sites close to the borough boundary with H&F have been 
identified in the document as potentially suitable for tall buildings, 
including Earl’s Court and Lots Road. We look forward to working 
with RBKC to understand the implications of these sites for 
Hammersmith and Fulham. 
 
We consider that the approach taken to tall buildings by RBKC is 
still very restrictive in practice. There is some concern that this 
may limit the ability of the borough to meet its housing targets and 
restrict potential of key sites – particularly at Earl’s Court. While 
we understand the reasons for this restrictive approach (in 
particular the need to protect the borough’s historic environment), 
we believe that further research (especially with regard to views) is 

Noted and we will continue to engage with neighbouring boroughs. 
The council has commissioned further studies to determine the 
suitability and assess the potential for the two opportunity areas 
within the borough to accommodate tall buildings, including more 
specifically defining boundaries and appropriate/maximum building 
heights.  
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needed to fully maximise development potential. We will be keen 
to work alongside RBKC on the details of a tall buildings policy. 

Historic England 
(David English) 

We note in paragraph 13.13 that assertion that there will be tall 
buildings in the Kensal Canalside as per the recently adopted SPD. 
However, this appears to go beyond any evidence that the Council 
has produced, and the SPD itself, which is clear that building 
heights are indicative and subject to the production of a strategy 
and testing. We agree that work needs to be done to understand 
what the impact of tall buildings would be in this location. We 
have not seen evidence from the LPA showing what might be 
considered tall in this location, or modelling impacts, and assessing 
these and then adapting them to avoid or minimise any harmful 
impacts on heritage significance. As part of a plan-led approach to 
tall buildings, having a robust evidence base is essential when the 
heritage sensitivities are as pronounced as they are in RBKC and 
especially beside this Grade I listed landscape with its 150+ listed 
structures.  
 
Historic England is currently updating its Historic England Advice 
Note 4: Tall Buildings to provide further information to LPAs on 
how to plan for tall buildings and the historic environment. We will 
update you when it is published and will be happy to work through 
the advice contained within it with you at the earliest opportunity. 
 
We have reservations about stating that all sites with planning 
permission are appropriate for a tall building as you suggest in 
13.15. If harm to heritage has been identified when permission 
was being granted (for example the Secretary of State’s decision 

Please note the council has commissioned a Characterisation study 
(currently in draft form) which has informed the early stage of the 
NLPR and the definition of options in this section. Furthermore, 
additional studies are being carried out to determine the suitability 
and assess the potential for the two opportunity areas within the 
borough to accommodate tall buildings, including more specifically 
defining boundaries and appropriate/maximum building heights. 
This material will be subject to consultation in due course. 
 
The nature of any development on Kensal will form part of a 
separate exercise. 
 
Option 2 tall building definition support noted. 
 
Tall building locations. The council has commissioned a townscape 
visual study to assess and inform the suitability of tall buildings on 
Opportunity Area sites, which provides an evidence base for our tall 
building policy. For other strategic sites, work is ongoing to 
establish the suitability and maximum height which may be suitable 
within each of them. Other than consented sites, no other tall 
building locations have been identified.  
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for Newcombe House), it may be that the proposal was acceptable 
on balance, due to specific public benefits it would bring. This is 
different from saying the site is appropriate in principle as a 
different package of public benefits – or design – may not have 
outweighed any identified harm. 
For the first set of options on the definition of a tall building 
Historic England supports option 2. We encourage you to take a 
local approach based on evidence when defining what would be a 
tall building. Using the height threshold in the London Plan is likely 
to be inefficient for the Council and applicants in those areas 
where buildings heights are as standard taller than that threshold. 
 
For the second set of options under the heading What are the 
appropriate locations for tall buildings? we consider that the 
question is flawed. By pre-empting the technical work that needs 
to be undertaken this question, which underpins these options, 
does not take an evidence-based approach to the location of 
heights and avoids engaging with potential impacts on heritage 
contrary to the London Plan requirements (see D1 A7 and B3, and 
D9 A and B).  
 
We would welcome the opportunity to support the Council 
developing your evidence so that your approach to tall buildings 
avoids and minimises harm to heritage. This could include advising 
on sifting areas based on their sensitivity and identifying height 
parameters that avoid harm. Evidence will be critical to this 
process, with heritage impact assessments/tall building 
studies/alternative approaches through SEA etc all likely to be 
necessary in determining appropriate locations and maximum 
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heights given the high heritage significance of much of the 
borough. 

Turley (Laurence 
Brooker) 

Option 2 is supported, allowing and delivering a contextual 
interpretation of building height. A ‘one size fits all’ height is 
unlikely to be appropriate for the whole borough, meaning a more 
nuanced and spatially specific approach is more appropriate given 
the variation on character across the borough, and the likely future 
pattern of growth around identified areas, which will change local 
context in some instances – for example around the Kensal 
Canalside. 
 
Tall building locations – the three options are supported, and a 
further nuance should be added where tall buildings outside of 
these areas may be justified on a site by site basis, based on 
analysis of context, constraints and opportunity. 

Noted support on option 2 tall building definition 
Noted support of all 3 options on tall buildings locations. The 
council will continue to consider each proposal on its merits and 
how they respond to context, constraints, opportunities and all 
relevant policies. 
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Q.13.2. Do you have any other options to suggest? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

NO HIGH-RISE TOWERS IN RBKC 
CONSERVATION AREAS limit of 1.5 x local terrace heights. 
DEVELOPMENT AREAS not more than 8 storey mansion blocks. 
Achieve required density with low rise buildings in keeping with 
local architecture (height, building materials) in surrounding 
Conservation Areas 

Noted 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

No Noted 
 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

No Noted 
 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

CONSERVATION AREAS limit of 1.5 x local terrace heights. 
DEVELOPMENT AREAS not more than 12 storey mansion blocks. 
 
NO HIGH-RISE TOWERS IN RBKC 

Noted 
 

Linda Wade Much has been discussed about the heights of buildings and their 
relation to their immediate setting, and the London Plan policy D9 
outlines that the local authority is going to have to specify areas of 
the borough that can be developed, and where tall building would 
be appropriate. Whether the area would be “highly sensitive to tall 
buildings” such as when next to a Conservation area or within one. 
We have to protect our Conservation Areas and Heritage Assets. 
There is much resident concern as to decisions made which are 
undermining the value of the Conservation Area status and 
incrementally eroding the detail and the fabric, and so it’s 

Noted 
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important that in a borough with a great architectural heritage 
that we seek to preserve, enhance, and restore and not obscure. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

- For conservation areas a limit of 1.5 x local terrace heights 
- For development areas not more than 12 storey mansion blocks 
- Disagree that Earl’s Court is a suitable location for tall buildings. It 
may be that the borough boundary on the site could have slightly 
taller buildings than the rest of the site, but these should not be 
higher than 12 storeys. The idea would be to have buildings 
gradually increasing in height, if necessary, with smaller buildings 
closer to Warwick Road and taller ones closer to the H&F 
boundary. 

Noted 
 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

No further comments but see earlier responses (eg. 
Q3.1,Q8.9,Q12.2 ) with regard to 
the provision of open space. 

Noted 
 

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. 

 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

Tall buildings are rarely ‘necessary’ to provide housing, it is a 
choice. Residential towers should never be placed in densely built 
areas, they were designed to have space around them and not 
providing the amenity space that residents need to balance tower 
living should not be allowed. 
Further investigations on low or mid-rise high density 
developments would unearth some highly successful projects, 
where outside space for each home is not miserly, where 
overlooking is not an issue, where proper noise and heat insulation 
is standard, and where communal space is welcoming. 

Noted 
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We do not need tall buildings in the borough. We need intelligent 
solutions that avoid them. 
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Issue 2: Design quality, character and growth 

Q.13.3. Which of these options do you support? You can pick more than one. 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Victoria Road 
Area Residents 
Association & 
Kensington 
Society (Michael 
Bach) 

Para 13.20: In the absence of the Character Study and an 
understanding how it will be used to inform scale of development 
in conservation areas, we remain concerned about how this would 
affect allocated sites in conservation areas. In the absence of this, 
we propose that all allocated sites should be subject to a design 
code which would be incorporated in the allocation. 
Option1: We are strongly opposed to a Borough-wide design cod 
Option 2: We support this option 
Option 3: This is the worst option 

Noted support for option 2. 
 
The character study, whilst covering the whole borough, is 
predominantly focused on those areas which are not subject to 
conservation area designation 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Option 1 
Borough-wide design code providing high-level guidance on key 
design issues based on the national design code as and when it is 
introduced. To provide further guidance, in particular for 
development within conservation areas 
This approach focuses on addressing development in the context 
of protected heritage and will complement Conservation Area 
Appraisals and Conservation Area Management Plans. It will not 
provide further guidance on areas where character is more mixed. 
The ongoing Character study will provide some high-level guidance 
for these areas. 
Option 2 
Make greater use of Design Codes and other supplementary 
documents for key sites and areas 
Provide more certainty for developers and the community on the 
general design parameters for specific sites identified as having 
growth potential This will clearly define expectations, in particular 
for areas or sites that have greater impact upon the areas around 

Noted 
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them. 
Option 3 
Improve and clarify existing policy whilst retaining the overall 
principles Existing policy is generally suitable and is less restrictive 
than design codes or guidance As and when it is introduced, it may 
be necessary to use the National Model Design Code. 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

It depends on what the design codes say. Noted. Any design code will be developed in consultation with 
relevant stakeholders and the community. 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

Our Forum’s management committee took part, along with 
Latimer Road residents and building owners, in the preparation of 
the recently adopted Design Code for Units 1-14 Latimer Road. 
This exercise demonstrated the level of work involved, from all 
participants, in such an exercise. The Government’s original 
ambitions for the use of Design Codes were as a primary means of 
citizen involvement (as a replacement for public consultation and 
local authority consideration of planning applications). Such 
proposals have been dropped. The extent of work involved for 
planning authorities seemed to lack realism. 
On Option 1 and the idea of a Borough-wide Design Code we 
struggle to see what form this would take? The initial exercise by 
consultants Arup on a borough-wide characterisation study was 
superficial and lacked the necessary detail, 
On Options 2 and 3, design codes for individual larger 
development sites offer potential for involving residents and 
neighbours in an exercise which attempts to find consensus on 
built form, massing, heights and materials. 
The National Model Design Code gives examples of densities and 
building typologies ranging from ‘High Rise City’ to ‘Rural 
Settlement’. It is notable that densities deemed appropriate for an 

Noted and agreed on the time and resource commitment required 
for the preparation of design codes.  
Noted on option 1 
Noted on options 2 & 3. 
 
Kensal Canalside feedback noted.  
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Urban Neighbourhood’ are far lower than those being proposed by 
developers at Kensal Canalside. 
We urge the Council to continue to resist new development 
proposals which exceed the range of 300-350 housing units per 
hectare, rising to a maximum of 405 units per hectare for ‘central’ 
sites with excellent public transport links (PTAL 6). 
Developments above this range, accepting developer aspirations 
to ‘maximise’ or ‘optimise’ sites, we believe will repeat mistakes 
from the past and will come at a long-term cost to quality of life 
for residents. 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

Option 1: 
We doubt whether a single borough-wide Character Study will 
produce sufficiently robust or sufficiently detailed information to 
provide an accurate description of the allocated sites, and to set 
out the main parameters. Design codes will still be needed for 
parts of an area and even individual sites where appropriate in 
terms of its scale and sensitivity. We welcome the statement in 
paragraph 3.21 that design codes ‘ would be prepared with the 
community and would set out key design parameters that 
developers would need to follow. This will allow us to plan key 
sites proactively and offer more certainty for developers, as once 
established these will be seen as granting permission in principle 
for these sites.” 
 
Option 2: 
Design codes for individual allocated sites etc: no comment. 
 
Option 3: 
Improve and clarify existing policy whilst retaining the overall 
principles: This may be the best option. We are awaiting a 

Concerns around option 1 noted. Support for option 3 and 
suggestion for CAMPs to be combined with a design code in 
conservation areas noted.  
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conservation area management plan for our area. We think that it 
is going to be muddling for all if conservation areas have both a 
local design code and a management plan. We suggest that, unless 
there are good reasons otherwise, the management plan and 
design code are combined for conservation areas. 

Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

Option 3 Noted 

Greg Hammond I support Option 2 – make maximum use of design codes by 
drawing them up for individual areas, not borough-wide which 
would be too generic. 

Noted 

Kerry Davis-Head LIGHT POLLUTION 
Don’t allow flashing illuminated advertising to blight homes 

Noted 

Exhibition Road 
Cultural Group 
(Emily Candler) 

Support option 3. Design codes are likely to be restrictive and 
may stifle creativity and good design. New development needs to 
be able to respond to its own temporal context. Kensington and 
Chelsea has developed through support for innovative high quality 
architecture that is appropriate to time as well as place. 

Noted 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Option 3 Noted 

Elizabeth Ashley Option 1 - should be used to keep development at the same height 
and style of surrounding neighbourhood. 

Noted 

Port of London 
Authority 
(Michael Atkins) 

The PLA would broadly support option 2 on making greater use of 
design codes and other supplementary documents for key sites 
and areas. 

Noted 
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RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Option 1 
Borough-wide design code providing high-level guidance on key 
design issues based on the national design code as and when it is 
introduced. To provide further guidance, in particular for 
development within conservation areas 
This approach focuses on addressing development in the context 
of protected heritage and will complement Conservation Area 
Appraisals and Conservation Area Management Plans. It will not 
provide further guidance on areas where character is more mixed. 
The ongoing Character study will provide some high-level guidance 
for these areas. 
Option 2 
Make greater use of Design Codes and other supplementary 
documents for key sites and areas 
Provide more certainty for developers and the community on the 
general design parameters for specific sites identified as having 
growth potential This will clearly define expectations, in particular 
for areas or sites that have greater impact upon the areas around 
them. 
Option 3 
Improve and clarify existing policy whilst retaining the overall 
principles Existing policy is generally suitable and is less restrictive 
than design codes or guidance As and when it is introduced, it may 
be necessary to use the National Model Design Code. 

Noted 

Linda Wade Option 1 
The borough is made up of different styles and villages and each 
would require its own Character Study, plus the Conservation 
Areas and the Opportunity area. The emphasis on community 
engagement and project development is to be welcomed but this 
must be backed up by support from officers to ensure that 

Noted 
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consultation is relevant and incorporated and not just reduced to a 
series of tick box exercise. 
Option 2 
Design Codes are essential at establishing the density, height, 
scale, massing, spaces between buildings, open spaces, 
configuration of units, play space but also contextualising the 
historic and architectural assets of an area. 
Option 3 
Improvements always welcome 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Option 1 Noted 

Mr (Andrew 
Jamieson) 

Yes we need quality and aesthetically attractive architecture. Noted 

Tom Bennett I support Options 1&2. More clarity in design codes is helpful for 
both residents and developers. 

Noted 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

Option 1: 
We are not yet convinced that a single borough-wide Character 
Study will produce sufficiently robust or sufficiently detailed 
information to provide an accurate description of the allocated 
sites, and to set out the main parameters. The consultation draft 
was a long way from providing the necessary level of detail. Design 
codes will still be needed for parts of an area and even individual 
sites where appropriate in terms of its scale and sensitivity. We 
welcome the statement in paragraph 3.21 that ‘These would be 
prepared with the community and would set out key design 
parameters that developers would need to follow. This will allow 
us to plan key sites proactively and offer more certainty for 

Noted comments on all options and preference for option 2. 
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developers, as once established these will be seen as granting 
permission in principle for these sites.” 
 
Option 2: 
Design codes for individual allocated sites are needed to set out 
the main parameters – density, height, bulk, massing, setbacks 
from neighbouring buildings, retention of gaps, sunlight and 
daylight, privacy and overlooking and open spaces. All new site 
and existing allocations should have a design code, -existing site 
allocations will need updating, to set out the key design 
parameters, including height, floorspace (GIA), type of housing, 
housing size mix and type, etc. 
 
Option 3: 
We would welcome further improvements to both policies and 
standards. 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

The use of Design Codes to promote successful design is mandated 
in national planning polices and guidance. 
We consider that Option 1, to provide general, borough-wide 
guidance on key design issues, may not be feasible in this varied 
Borough with many different character areas and communities. An 
area-based approach is likely to be more appropriate. 
 
TfL CD supports Option 2 to provide more granular, site specific 
Design Codes for key sites and areas. 
 
Importantly, para 129 of the NPPF advises that these should be 
prepared collaboratively with landowners and we look forward to 
working with the Council to prepare Design Codes for Earls Court 
and any other large sites that we have for future development. 

Noted support on option 2. 
The council will engage with landowners and ensure the process to 
prepare design codes for sites is optimised for each case.  
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Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Given the timing of the preparation of the Earls Court proposals, 
the most sensible approach would be for ECDC to lead the process 
collaboratively with the Council and engage locally on Design 
Codes as it brings forward the site masterplan framework. 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Q 13.3 Options 1 and 2. Noted 

David Campbell I support Option 3, but also Option 1 if it addresses development 
in the context of protected heritage and complements 
Conservation Area Appraisals. 

Noted 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

I support Options 1 and 2. 
Option 3 seems meaningless to me. 

Noted 

DP9 Limited 
(Luke Thrumble) 

Option 3 Improve and clarify existing policy whilst retaining the 
overall principles. Existing policy is generally suitable and is more 
flexible to circumstances than restrictive design codes or guidance 

Noted 

Imperial College 
London  (Rory 
Newman) 

Option 3 is supported. The policy approach should seek to nurture 
and create a high quality built environment in accordance with key 
design principles to allow flexibility and encourage innovation 
rather than seeking to deliver a potentially unduly prescriptive 
design code for large areas or indeed the entire Borough, which 
could present not only a number of resource challenges (for the 
council in writing it) but which could also give rise to a number of 
contradictions especially, given the diverse urban form and built 
character experienced across RBKC. 

Noted 

David Lloyd-Davis Option3. Noted 

Swifts Local 
Network: Swifts 

All. Noted 
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Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

& Planning 
Group (Mike 
Priaulx) 

Robert Dixon I do not have sufficient knowledge to comment. Noted 

NHS North West 
London CCG 
(Kate Brady) 

We note the reference to design codes. The National Design Guide 
sets out ten characteristics of well-designed places, including 
movement, nature, safe and socially inclusive public spaces, mixed 
and integrated uses and healthy and sustainable homes and 
buildings, all of which contribute towards health and wellbeing. 
 
We suggest that the Council’s public health team in involved in the 
local design coding process. There are numerous national 
accreditations and standards which already seek to improve 
design, such as Building for a Healthy Life and BREEAM. NHS 
England published Healthy New Towns ‘Putting Health into Place’ 
in September 2019 which provides advice on designing healthy 
places. When setting out requirements relating to health and care 
facilities, there is a need to include a specific reference to DHSC’s 
Health Building Notes which provide guidance on the design and 
planning of new healthcare buildings and their immediate 
environment. 

Noted. We will seek to involve the public health team as design 
codes and guidance are prepared.  

Alex Mackay All the Options have merit. We will need to see what follows from 
the Planning White paper but the direction of travel is positive. 
RBKC has a large number of highly desirable homes in buildings 
constructed long before any of the Town and Country Planning 
Acts, so the principle of design codes is worth considering. 

Noted 

Quod on behalf 
of Earls Court 

ECDC supports the use of Design Codes for key sites and areas in 
Option 2. As set out in paragraph 129 of the NPPF, these should be 

Support for option 2 noted, as are the comments on option 1. 
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Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Development 
Company 
(Steffan Rees) 

prepared collaboratively with landowners. Given the timing of the 
preparation of the Earls Court proposals, the most sensible 
approach would be for ECDC to lead the process and consult on 
Design Codes at the same time as its own masterplan framework. 
The covering letter to these representations sets out the proposed 
approach to preparing Design Codes for Earls Court through the 
NLPR and future planning application stage. 
 
However, ECDC does not support Option 1 – each area of the 
Borough will display its own characteristics and it is not, in our 
view, possible for blanket Design Codes to provide a robust 
approach and could result in the opposite effect of constraining 
designers without allowing for appropriate architectural 
expression within certain areas. 

The council will engage with landowners and ensure the process to 
prepare design codes for sites is optimised for each case. 

DP9 on behalf of 
WELCOME 
TRUST  (Zoe 
Smythe) 

Wellcome Trust supports Option 3 which proposes to recycle the 
existing policy in relation to design guidance. It is noted that 
Wellcome Trust provided representations on the draft RBKC 
Character Study currently being undertaken in the Borough. 

Noted. 

Envronment 
Agency  (Hannah 
Malyon ) 

No comments  

Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water  
(Nicola Forster ) 

N/A  

Wardell 
Armstrong LLP 
for Tatton Group  

We fully support the overarching objective to deliver well 
designed, high quality buildings, in addition to preserving the 
historic character and aesthetic of the authority. We believe that 
these objectives can be delivered jointly with appropriate 

Noted – support for option 3. 
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Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

(Rachel 
Wilbraham) 

development, meeting the needs of the Borough. We would 
caution against an overly restrictive policy approach in relation to 
design considerations as this may hamper the ability of the Council 
to deliver the development it needs in the most sustainable 
locations. 
 
We would offer greatest support for Option 3 identified under 
Issue 2 as it is less restrictive than the use of potentially over 
prescriptive design codes, and it is considered that design 
principles can be assessed for acceptability on a case-by-case basis. 

Historic England 
(David English) 

Historic England supports the borough developing greater clarity 
about local character and how change can be positively managed 
to sustain and enhance positive characteristics. While this was 
done in part in previous Conservation Area Management Plans, we 
would welcome this being done either through detailed local 
policies on character and design, or through the use of design 
codes that respond to particular character areas or character 
types. This is on the basis that both provide greater support for 
preserving and enhance areas of special character.  
 
Historic England has been undertaking work on design codes, and 
recently published the London Historic Character Thesaurus to 
support GLA guidance on character assessment 
(https://archaeologydataservice.ac.uk/archives/view/1004059/). 
We would welcome the opportunity of discussing this further with 
you.  

Updated Conservation Area Management Plans are to be produced 
for the borough which will include detailed local proposals on 
character and design.  Design codes targeted on specific areas will 
be used as appropriate.  
 
The London Historic Character Thesaurus is noted, and will be 
consulted to support this work.  
 
 

Turley (Laurence 
Brooker) 

Option 3 is supported, however Option 1 may be appropriate 
subject to the degree of detail that it may go into – allowing 

Noted  

https://archaeologydataservice.ac.uk/archives/view/1004059/
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Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

flexibility and opportunity for good design to emerge, based on 
context and quality. 
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Q.13.4. Do you have any other options to suggest? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

All development should be low-rise up fom lower 
ground/basement up to 6 storeys terraces and mansion blocks. 
Development areas could be designated for 8-10 storey mansion 
blocks in the middle of large sites. 
Development should reduce the existing population density levels. 

Noted 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

In deciding whether to approve the design of a proposed 
development the council should pay more attention to the views 
of local residents. There have been too many instances where, 
despite hundreds of objections to a proposal, Council officers have 
supported it. Councillors sometimes reject their advice, but not 
always. 

Noted 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

Design codes: we would favour allowing flexibility to consider 
outstanding examples of design even if they do not fit comfortably 
in the particular local design code. 

Noted. All proposals are required to be considered on their own 
merit and on a case by case basis.  

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

No Noted 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

All development should be low-rise up to 6 storeys terraces and 
mansion bvlocks. 
Development areas could be designated for 12-storey mansion 
blocks in the middle of large sites. 
Development should reduce the existing population density levels. 

Noted 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

- All development should be low-rise up to 6 storeys terraces and 
mansion blocks. 
- Development areas could be designated to allow up to 12-storey 
mansion blocks towards the boundaries of such sites 

Noted 
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Name 

Comments Council response 

- Development should reduce the existing population density 
levels 

Tom Bennett As stated above, I believe we should give weight to the 
improvement of a building, in terms of its impact on the 
streetscene, when deciding whether to grant planning. For 
example, if an application would turn an eye-sore into a beautiful 
building, sympathetic to the surrounding area, that should be a 
material consideration in a planning application that might 
otherwise be refused (e.g. sue to change of use). 

Noted.  

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

No Noted 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

No. Noted 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Support high level borough wide code with enhanced or 
strengthened CAA’s and Management Plans in Conservation areas 
and site specific design codes for growth areas and large sites. 
Along with efforts with the BID 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 developments. 

Noted. 

David Campbell Apply Option 1 rigorously within South Kensington to maintain the 
established style. 

Noted 
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Name 

Comments Council response 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

No further comments. Noted 

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. 

Noted 

David Lloyd-Davis The Design Guides produced for Latimer Road will only result in 
repetitive unimaginative designs that will fail just as the present 
development has. 

Noted 

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

No. Noted 

Robert Dixon No. Noted 

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

No comment Noted 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

We should not design our buildings from a catalogue of parts. 
Good design comes in all shapes and sizes. It makes sense to 
control massing, height, orientation etc, but we have numerous 
buildings from all historic periods of good quality. We should 
continue that and not restrict new building typologies that Disney-

Noted. Design Codes shall not seek to define the architectural style 
of a building, rather seek to provide guidance on how a proposal 
should relate to its particular context.  
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Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

fy the borough in the name of standards of so-called ‘beauty’ that 
are retrogressive and archaic. 

Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water  
(Nicola Forster ) 

N/A Noted 

Wardell 
Armstrong LLP 
for Tatton Group  
(Rachel 
Wilbraham  ) 

Given the historic nature of Kensington and Chelsea, it is 
unavoidable that development proposals will impact on 
designated heritage assets either directly or indirectly. As noted 
previously, this impact in itself should not be subject to a blanket 
presumption against development proposals (as outlined in the 
NPPF) but should be assessed on an individual basis taking into 
account overall impact, need and overall benefits of the 
development proposals. To this end, we would suggest the 
inclusion of an Option under issue 2 which is supportive of 
development to heritage assets which can be demonstrated to be 
demonstrably appropriate and acceptable, and able play a clear 
role in meeting need. This need also extends to minor alterations 
which may benefit the functionality of buildings in accordance with 
modern policy direction. Such additions may include items like bike 
storage which will facilitate sustainable travel in accordance with 
current policy and environmental objectives. We would urge the 
council to include positively worded policy which provides a 
presumption in favour of sustainable additions to buildings 
affected by heritage designations. 
 
We would also note that new development within near proximity 
to heritage assets is able to both conserve current setting but also 
reflect form and function while providing much needed 
development. This is an approach which the Council must adopt if 

Noted.    The presumption in favour of sustainable development 
underpins the National Planning Policy Framework, and is an 
intrinsic part of planning decision making.  This includes the 
acceptance of change to heritage assets which are demonstrably 
appropriate and acceptable.  The inclusion of an additional, 
positively worded policy is not therefore necessary.    Commented [AXR1]: @Buckingham, Sarah: RBKC do 

you think there is merit in referring to CAMPs here? 

mailto:Sarah.Buckingham@rbkc.gov.uk
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Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

they wish to proactively meet and address development need in 
accordance with the underlying key objectives outlined for the 
plan. 

Historic England 
(David English) 

In response to paragraphs 13:30 and 13.31 of the consultation we 
are concerned that existing heritage policies have a notable lacuna 
relating to managing Heritage at Risk, which currently undermines 
the Borough’s overall strategy for its historic environment. The 
NPPF requires (190) that “Plans should set out a positive strategy 
for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, 
including heritage assets most at risk through neglect, decay or 
other threats.” Likewise, London Plan policy HC1 E requires 
“Where heritage assets have been identified as being At Risk, 
boroughs should identify specific opportunities for them to 
contribute to regeneration and place-making, and they should set 
out strategies for their repair and re-use.” 
 
Under the heading ‘Corporate or Partnership Actions’ paragraphs 
22.4.2 and 22.4.3 of existing plan which engage with Heritage at 
Risk have proven insufficient. Kensal Green Cemetery is one of the 
most vulnerable and significant Heritage at Risk sites nationally. At 
present the Conservation Area Appraisal is out of date, with the 
most recent draft needing extensive redrafting (see our letter 
dated 27th June 2017) because it was too passive in its approach to 
supporting better management of the conservation area. Historic 
England has put in nearly £1m of public money, which has helped 
to prevent total loss of significance in some of the worst cases, but 
the general level of decay continues to grow, and buildings 
previously recipient of public money are deteriorating.  
 

The Conservation Area Appraisal for Kensal Green Cemetery CA is 
simply that - an appraisal, with proposals for the management of 
the conservation area to be addressed in a management plan for 
the area.  To that extent the appraisal it does not require extensive 
redrafting.  The status of the cemetery as a site which is at risk is 
acknowledged, and the Management Plan will include strategies for 
addressing this for the area as whole and in respect of individual 
buildings within it.   
 
Other Conservation Area Management Plans will also provide 
proposals in relation to other sites or buildings at risk within the 
borough.     

Commented [AXR2]: @Buckingham, Sarah: RBKC please 

comment 

mailto:Sarah.Buckingham@rbkc.gov.uk
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The opportunity to greatly enhance the condition of this site and 
provide a remarkable amenity to new residents is intrinsically 
linked to the development of the Kensal Canalside Opportunity 
Area. In our view the current Plan does not go far enough to 
promote this public benefit, and we would like this brought out – 
in line with higher level policy – in the NLPR. 
We would encourage you to include this both within site specific 
policy for Kensal, but also within a clear policy to actively manage 
Heritage at Risk, both of which would help applicants and decision 
makers engaging with the Opportunity Area.  

 

  



120 

 

Issue 3: Fire safety 

Q.13.5. These options are not mutually exclusive. Do you support these options? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Option 1 
Include in the NLPR the requirement for a Planning Fire Safety 
Strategy document to be submitted for all minor planning 
applications. 
Creates a policy requirement for all minor applications to evidence 
compliance with London Plan Policy D12(A). 
A Planning Fire Strategy document would be added to the local 
validation list. 
Option 2 
Include in the NLPR the requirement for a Planning Fire Safety 
Strategy document to be submitted for all minor planning 
applications within the Use Class below: 
Recognises that it would not be proportionate for Dwelling 
A Planning Fire Strategy document for these class types would be 
Class C: 
C1: Hotels; 
C2: Residential Institutions; C2A: Secure Residential Institutions; 
C4: Houses in Multiple Occupation; 
Class E: Commercial, Business and Services (All classes) 
Class F: 
F1: Learning and non-residential institutions; 
F2: Local community 
and Sui Generis 

Noted 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

No comment Noted 
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Comments Council response 

Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

Option 1 and 2 Noted 

Greg Hammond Option 1 seems the most practicable (and also essential) fire risk 
mitigation; in this borough above all others, we should not be 
building new tall buildings where the consequences of another fire 
with casualties would be catastrophic. 

Noted. Regarding tall buildings (residential over 18m) these will be 
subject to Planning Gateway 1 approval from the Building Safety 
Regulator and subject to London Plan Policy D5 and D12. 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Option 2 Noted 

Port of London 
Authority 
(Michael Atkins) 

No comment Noted 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Option 1 
Include in the NLPR the requirement for a Planning Fire Safety 
Strategy document to be submitted for all minor planning 
applications. 
Creates a policy requirement for all minor applications to evidence 
compliance with London Plan Policy D12(A). 
A Planning Fire Strategy document would be added to the local 
validation list. 
Option 2 
Include in the NLPR the requirement for a Planning Fire Safety 
Strategy document to be submitted for all minor planning 
applications within the Use Class below: 
Recognises that it would not be proportionate for Dwelling 
A Planning Fire Strategy document for these class types would be 
Class C: 
C1: Hotels; 

Noted 
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C2: Residential Institutions; C2A: Secure Residential Institutions; 
C4: Houses in Multiple Occupation; 
Class E: Commercial, Business and Services (All classes) 
Class F: 
F1: Learning and non-residential institutions; 
F2: Local community 
and Sui Generis 

Linda Wade Option 1 
• Include fire safety strategy for all applications. 
Option 2 
• Include fire safety strategy for all applications. 

Noted 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Options 1,2 Noted 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

Preliminary comment: As the home of Grenfell Tower, the Borough 
has the moral duty to adopt an exemplary approach to fire safety. 
 
Option 1: include a fire safety strategy for all minor applications; or 
 
Option 2: include a fire safety strategy for certain types of minor 
applications 
 
All basement developments should be required to submit fire 
statements. 

Noted. Basement developments would only be captured in Option 
1. 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

TfL CD will support all reasonable and effective measures to 
improve fire safety within new buildings and, where appropriate, 
existing buildings. 

Noted 
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ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Fire Safety. Support option 2 as Option 1 would not be 
proportionate. 

Noted 

Mozafar Amiri I support option 2: "Include in the NLPR the requirement for a 
Planning Fire Safety Strategy document to be submitted for all 
minor planning applications within the Use Classes: C1: Hotels; C2: 
Residential Institutions; C2A: Secure Residential Institutions; C4: 
Houses in Multiple Occupation; Class E: Commercial, Business and 
Services (All classes) Class F1: Learning and non-residential 
institutions; F2: Local community and sui generis." 

Noted 

David Campbell I would support Option 2, but implemented pragmatically based 
on the level of risk. 

Noted 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

I support both options, but surely the real requirement here is to 
have far more rigorous scrutiny, particularly when cost saving 
measures are proposed. 

Noted 

Imperial College 
London  (Rory 
Newman) 

Imperial supports all reasonable measures that result in improved 
fire safety features within its own buildings and those across RBKC. 
 
We trust that the above representations will be considered as part 
of the drafting of the New Local Plan. We appreciate the proactive 
engagement we have had with RBKC to date and wish to continue 
this relationship to support the Borough through further 
engagement and evidence provision as the Borough drafts its new 
Plan. 

Noted 

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. 

Noted 
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David Lloyd-Davis Option 2. Noted 

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

Yes. Noted 

Robert Dixon I do not have sufficient knowledge to comment. Noted 

NHS North West 
London CCG 
(Kate Brady) 

  

Alex Mackay RBKC should aim to be an exemplar in its approach to fire safety. 
 
As with some other issues above, fire safety and its interaction 
with building control is likely to be the subject of Government 
legislation in the near future so it is probably wrong to attempt to 
create a local policy which will almost certainly be overtaken by 
new national requirements. 

Noted. Option 1 and Option 2 are linked to the London Plan Policy 
and not national planning policy. 

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

No comment Noted 

Natural England 
(Sharon Jenkins) 

  

DP9 on behalf of 
WELCOME 

Wellcome Trust suggests that Fire Statement policies should align 
with national and regional policy (London Plan) that only require 

Noted. 
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TRUST  (Zoe 
Smythe) 

Fire Statements to be submitted in support of major 
developments. 

Envronment 
Agency  (Hannah 
Malyon ) 

No comments Noted 

Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water  
(Nicola Forster ) 

N/A Noted 
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Q.13.6. Do you have any other options to suggest? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

NO HIGH-RISE TOWERS borough-wide. Noted.  

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

NO HIGH-RISE TOWERS borough-wide. Noted 

Linda Wade Does the Council Building Control Department do spot checks on 
applications when they are submitted to check that everything is 
as submitted is viable and safe? 

No. Building Control can be used as an internal consultee as 
required on planning applications (on a case by case basis). 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

Bring back District Surveyors with all the power and authority that 
that office had ! 

Noted 

Wardell 
Armstrong LLP 
for Tatton Group  
(Rachel 
Wilbraham  ) 

We are fully supportive of measures which will proactively reduce 
the potential risks of fire within all property types and sectors. We 
would however urge the council to bear in mind that a significant 
proportion of properties in Kensington and Chelsea are subject to 
some form of heritage designation. In order to make best use of 
existing property stock while maximising fire safety, future policy 
should be worded flexibly to allow appropriate alterations to 
Listed Buildings to meet required safety standards. Such 
alterations should be considered on a case- by-case basis and may 
include internal alterations, or external additions such as fire 
escapes. 

Noted. The Fire Safety Strategy Document will be tailored around 
building features / proposed development (including identifying 
listed building status / heritage constraints) 
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Q.13.7. We consider that most parts of the following existing policies are still fit for purpose, but some of them can be updated to be further 
strengthened as described above. We would be guided by the community on this. Please provide us with your views on this. 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

CL10 to include guidance on planning uses, licensing, historical 
shop-fronts, air con and ventilation plant, pavement washing, 
waste presentation, EH nuisances and enforcement. 
 
CL8 should grant permitted development rights to all set-back 
mansard roof extensions. 

CL10 relates to shopfront design only – use matters, licencing, 
servicing, etc are dealt with in the relevant sections within the Plan. 
 
CL8 – the council will continue to assess each proposal on its own 
merit and in accordance to all relevant policies. 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

These are key policies used by applicants and their advisers when 
preparing proposals for alterations to their homes (extensions, 
loftrooms, basements) and by RBKC planning officers when 
determining applications. 
Our Forum works routinely with these policies in making 
representations on individual applications. In preparing the StQW 
Neighbourhood Plan, we came forward with proposed 
adjustments and variations to certain policies, where we felt they 
were unduly restrictive in hampering houseowners to make good 
use of space in their homes. The majority of these were accepted 
at independent examination and have been in force in the StQW 
neighbourhood since 2016. 
In some cases the neighbourhood plan has allowed for policy 
variations that allow for homes to be better insulated and made 
more sustainable. 
We think that the wording of all of these policies will need careful 
review in the context of the the Council’s new policies on climate 
change and achieving. We support the Kensington Society’s 
comment that this set of policies need to be ‘green-proofed’ and 
will comment in more detail at the next iteration of a Draft Local 
Plan. 

The NLPR places further emphasis to sustainability issues, making 
specific reference to the Council’s Greening SPD and including a 
specific requirement within CD1. These are overarching objectives 
and place specific requirements which apply to all development 
proposals. Therefore, these requirements are not repeated in each 
Design and Conservation policy. 
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Name 

Comments Council response 

There are issues which have emerged since these CL policies were 
first drafted, which will need to covered in a new Local Plan. The 
tension between conservation policies and A4 Directions resisting 
changes to roofs and facades and the appearance of buildings on 
the one hand, and improved insulation on the other, is but one of 
these. 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

We agree, but they need “green-proofing”, to enable 
environmental benefits to be one of the balancing factors, e.g. 
when a proposal would cause only small harm to a conservation 
area. 
CL1 context and character: keep, but given the increased 
importance of green spaces, include a separate bullet point on 
having particular regard to maintaining and increasing green 
space. Bullet point (h) ‘ensure that, in carrying out alterations and 
extensions, the characteristics of the type of building such as 
mews, terrace or mansion block, is preserved and enhanced ’ 
should be amended by adding after “characteristics” the words 
“and historical interest”. Too often features of historical interest 
are allowed to disappear on the grounds that they are not very 
visible and do not affect the character of the area (an example 
might be an original railing along a front area (there was a recent 
case of this in the Ladbroke area) or original York stone steps down 
to basements). CL2 design: this needs to be kept with appropriate 
references to design codes etc and need to consult local residents 
on them.: refer to q13.3 op 2 
CL3 Heritage assets: keep. 
CL4 Listed buildings: keep. Clarification possibly needed on status 
of the curtilage of a listed building. We would support a reference 
to the desirability of removing later additions where these are 
clearly damaging to the interest to the building. 

The NLPR places further emphasis to sustainability issues, making 
specific reference to the Council’s Greening SPD and including a 
specific requirement within CD1. These are overarching objectives 
and place specific requirements which apply to all development 
proposals. Therefore, these requirements are not repeated in each 
Design and Conservation policy. 
 
On CL1, further emphasis has been added to existing historic 
characteristics. Regarding green space this is included within the 
Green Infrastructure section of the plan. 
 
CL12 – London Plan 2021 Policy D9: Tall Buildings requires that our 
NLPR should define what is considered a tall building for specific 
localities, and defines a minimum threshold for what can be 
considered a tall building, which should not be less than 6 storeys 
or 18 metres measured from ground to the floor level of the 
uppermost storey. It also says that our NLPR should identify 
locations where tall buildings may be an appropriate form of 
development. The policy is therefore reviewed in its entirety. 
 
Comments on other policies noted.  
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CL5 Living conditions: keep. Needs an item on light pollution as 
lights in gardens and on external walls are causing increasing 
complaints from neighbours. We have referred above to the 
particular importance of this when buildings abut dark areas such 
as communal gardens, but it is also a problem when rear 
elevations and extensions are visible from buildings opposite or 
adjacent. We think the wording “new development” in this policy 
could be misleading; it should be made clear that it applies to 
alterations to existing buildings. CL3 (c) should be amended to 
include a specific reference not just to visual privacy but to 
increases in noise levels, given the increasing trend for using 
balconies and roof terraces for outdoor living (the general 
reference to noise in the last bullet point is not pointed enough). 
We would also like to see an addition on avoiding air pollution for 
neighbours from external fireplaces and fire pits. 
CL6 small-scale alterations: keep. 
- In the first sentence, after “character”, add “historical and 
architectural interest”. A large part of the borough is covered by 
symmetrical Victorian terraces with differing designs on different 
parts. It has not always been recognised by the planners that this is 
important from an architectural-historical point of view as well as 
a visual one (the symmetry is not always immediately obvious and 
we have had arguments that on long terraces it does not matter if 
an unbalancing alteration is made to one end as it is so far from 
the other). 
- In CL6(b) add and “or results in the disappearance of original 
architectural features in groups of buildings where they have 
largely been lost on others of the group”. 
- There should be a specific point on retrofitted air conditioners, 
making clear that they will only be allowed on buildings in 
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conservation areas when they can be suitably concealed or at least 
discreetly sited. 
- There may need to be a policy on awnings on residential 
buildings. Two applications for awnings on rear terraces/balconies 
in Holland Park Avenue were recently refused on grounds of loss of 
amenity for those living opposite, but we are not sure that these 
will stand up to appeal. A difficult area, as it is clear that some 
Victorian windows were designed to have awnings. 
CL7 basements: keep, but may need some strengthening in the 
light of recent floods experience. 
CL8 roofs: keep but add a reference to resisting extensions where 
the symmetry of a terrace or group would be adversely affected 
(vide a recent case in Elgin Crescent) – add in CL8(b) (iii) ‘or which 
form part of a terrace with a symmetrical roofline’. Possibly add 
something on avoiding south facing dormer or conservation 
windows which can bring serious over-heating. 
CL9 extensions: keep. But parts of this policy have been widely 
ignored, especially on gaps. Despite the Ladbroke CAPS and the 
Ladbroke CAA being quite clear about the importance of our 
historic gaps, since 1976 when the CAPS was published, almost all 
our important gaps have acquired buildings. Again, additions start 
small and are granted because the effect would be minor, and 
then there is another minor addition and so on. We are at a loss to 
know what wording to suggest to prevent this process from 
continuing, but some way must be found of preserving what 
remains of our gaps. 
CL10 shopfronts: keep and add something on internal lighting and 
lighting of signage being discreet. Consider whether more from 
shopfront guidelines needs to be imported in LP policy. We would 
suggest adding something along the lines of “require the lighting of 
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external signage to be discreet and only used while the premises 
are open” (see above and below on light pollution). With shops 
being converted to other uses, we also need something on 
preserving the design of historical shopfronts when they are 
converted.. 
CL11 views: keep. 
CL12 building heights: keep 

Greg Hammond I would need to go through the detail of each one to answer this, 
though existing policies seem okay. However, a couple of 
comments on other policies: 
CL1 – while the opportunity areas will create their own characters, 
Earl’s Court is adjacent to the existing conservation areas and 
needs to fit with them. 
CR1b – pedestrians and cyclists need to be treated separately, and 
the former prioritised. 

Noted 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Agree to all Noted 

Elizabeth Ashley Should be reviewed and updated accordingly. Noted 

Port of London 
Authority 
(Michael Atkins) 

Broadly support the reference in paragraph 13.36 on the need to 
update policy CR5 and emphasise the role of open space post-
Covid. 

Noted 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

CL10 to include guidance on planning uses, licensing, historical 
shop-fronts, air con and ventilation plant, pavement washing, 
waste presentation, EH nuisances and enforcement. 
 
CL8 should grant permitted development rights to all set-back 
mansard roof extensions. 

CL10 relates to shopfront design only – use matters, licencing, 
servicing, etc are dealt with elsewhere in the Plan. 
 
CL8 – the council will continue to assess each proposal on its own 
merit and in accordance with all relevant policies. 
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Linda Wade CL1 Preserve and enhance the setting of garden squares 
CL5 Living conditions: Light pollution in gardens and on external 
walls 
Studio units in developments to meet the GLA space standards on 
redevelopment 
CL10 to include advice on historic shopfronts, signage, air 
conditioning and extraction units, waste storage, waste disposal 
and the maintenance of their shop frontages. 

CL1 does not specifically refer to garden squares but this is covered 
as we require a contextual and considered response to open space 
and public realm. Further emphasis regarding garden squares is also  
now provided within Policy CD6: Registered Parks and Gardens 
 
Note housing standards are defined by the London Plan 
 
CL10 relates to shopfront design only – use matters, licencing, 
servicing, etc are dealt with in the relevant sections within the Plan. 
 

Tom Bennett Where possible, we should include what small alterations 
(including things like mansards) are automatically permitted within 
a design code. 

The council will continue to assess proposals on their own merit. 
However, further work to guide development in key areas of the 
borough will provide guidance for relevant common forms of 
development.  

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

We agree, but they need “green-proofing”, to enable 
environmental benefits to be one of the balancing factors, e.g. 
when a proposal would cause only small harm to a conservation 
area. 
 
CL1 context and character: keep, but add a requirement to 
preserve and enhance the setting of garden squares and 
communal gardens. This needs to be explicit. 
 
CL2 design: this needs to be kept with appropriate references to 
design codes etc and need to consult local residents on them. 
CL3 Heritage assets: keep 
CL4 Listed buildings: keep. Clarification possibly needed on status 
of the curtilage of a listed building. 
CL5 Living conditions: keep. Needs an item on light pollution as 

The NLPR places further emphasis to sustainability issues, making 
specific reference to the Council’s Greening SPD and including a 
specific requirement within CD1. These are overarching objectives 
and place specific requirements which apply to all development 
proposals. Therefore, these requirements are not repeated in each 
Design and Conservation policy. 
 
CL1 does not specifically refer to garden squares but this is covered 
as we require a contextual and considered response to open space 
and public realm. Further emphasis regarding garden squares is also 
now provided within Policy CD6: Registered Parks and Gardens. 
 
CL2, CL3, CL4, CL5, CL6, CL7, CL8, CL9, CL10, CL11 Noted. 
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lights in gardens and on external walls are causing increasing 
complaints from neighbours. Reference to particular importance 
when lit areas abut dark areas such as communal gardens. 
CL6 small-scale alterations: keep. For this policy to be effective, 
more Article 4 directions are needed. Add something about taking 
into account the environmental effects of changes. There should 
be a specific policy on retrofitted air conditioners, making clear 
that they will only be allowed on buildings in conservation areas 
when they can be suitably concealed or at least discreetly sited. 
Toughen policy on gaps which has been widely ignored. Also make 
clear that 
CL7 basements: keep, but may need some strengthening in the 
light of recent floods experience. 
CL8 roofs: keep but add a reference to resisting extensions where 
the symmetry of a terrace or group would be affected. Add 
protection of butterfly roof structures in a terrace. 
CL9 extensions: keep. 
CL10 shopfronts: keep and add something on internal lighting and 
lighting of signage being discreet. Consider whether more from 
shopfront guidelines needs to be imported in LP policy. 
CL11 views: keep. 
CL12 building heights: keep 
We will also be commenting on the other policies, many of which 
we think should be retained, but need reviewing. 

CL12 London Plan 2021 Policy D9: Tall Buildings requires that our 
NLPR should define what is considered a tall building for specific 
localities, and defines a minimum threshold for what can be 
considered a tall building, which should not be less than 6 storeys 
or 18 metres measured from ground to the floor level of the 
uppermost storey. It also says that our NLPR should identify 
locations where tall buildings may be an appropriate form of 
development. The policy is therefore reviewed in its entirety. 
 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

TfL CD generally supports the proposed changes to policies and 
suggests further changes below: 
 
▪ Policy CL1 Context and Character – we support the proposed 
addition for Opportunity Areas and other strategic development 
sites to take into account the emerging context and the potential 

Noted 
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for these sites, due to their scale, to create a context of their own. 
In the case of Earls Court the context will include the neighbouring 
LBHF as well as RBKC. 
 
▪ Policies CR1 Street Network and CR4 Streetscape – we agree with 
prioritising pedestrians and cyclists over motor vehicles, and 
suggest adding reference to the Healthy Streets Approach. 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

We agree with retaining these with updating where necessary Noted 

David Campbell I am generally happy with all these policies, although based on 
recent planning applications I would like to see Policy CL11 (Views) 
strengthened. 

Noted 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

I am not qualified to answer this - the question is ridiculous. 
As a layman how can i comment on all these policies? 

Noted 

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. 

Noted 

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

No comments. Noted 

Robert Dixon I do not have sufficient knowledge to comment. Noted 

Alex Mackay Agreed. It is disappointing that this is viewed as 'Q13.7' when it is 
so crucial. These policies represent the balance between the need 

Noted 
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for the owners of properties to adapt to modern and changing 
needs and the protection, via the planning system, of the amenity 
of neighbours. 
 
This Conservation and Design section should be first in the final 
version of the NLP as it is central to understanding the nature of 
RBKC. 

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

ECDC supports the proposed changes to policies and suggests 
further changes below: 
 
§ Policy CL1 Context and Character – ECDC supports the proposed 
addition for Opportunity Areas and other strategic development 
sites to take into account the emerging context and the potential 
for these sites, due to their scale, to create a context of their own. 
It is also suggested that this policy only requires the edges of larger 
development sites to respond to the local context. 
§ Policy CL11 Views – Overall, the aim of the policy to protect and 
enhance views is not workable as drafted, as there will be 
situations where a proposal will only protect, avoiding harm and 
others where enhancement will be a main objective. Accordingly, 
ECDC recommend amendments to the wording to ensure 
proposals preserve or enhance views. 
Furthermore, the wording in existing Policy CL11 criterions (a) and 
(c) does not take account of the significance of the view and 
associated scale of harm, as required by NPPF paragraph 203 or 
considerations in paragraph 207 that not all views contribute to 
the quality of the Conservation Area. Therefore, ECDC 
recommends the wording of the condition is refined to reflect the 
NPPF considerations. 

Noted 
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Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water  
(Nicola Forster ) 

N/A  

Turley (Laurence 
Brooker) 

Policies CL6, CL8 and CL9 should take account of context of 
individual sites, and put the onus on applicants to demonstrate 
appropriateness of proposals through supporting studies, 
engagement and analysis, underpinned by high quality, contextual 
design. 

Noted 

 

 

 

SECTION 14: INTERGRATED IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
 

Q.14.1. Please have a look and give us your views. 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Appears to be adequate. Noted. 

Linda Wade Both strategic planning and the implementation of planning play 
an essential role in the continued development of the borough. 
Each new development coming forward must be seen in the 
context of the wider area, and not just the area of designation, on 
how the application impacts visually, whether there is the social 
infrastructure to support the intensification of the immediate and 

Noted.  
 
The Council agrees that all new homes delivered in the Borough 
should be of a high quality and meet all relevant standards.  
 



137 

 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

local area, as well as on the transport system and whether the 
application meets the borough’s strategic aims. 
 
While the demand for homes is needed, we, as the borough of 
Grenfell, do need to be seen to deliver better quality homes across 
the range of housing options, and yet too often plans come 
forward where the Social Rented element is merely a plug-on 
rather an integrated part of an overall plan – they look and feel like 
after thoughts – this has to change. Everyone deserves to live in a 
well-designed, safe, and secure environment. 
 
Poor internal configuration for social housing units should not be 
accepted in new build, and when applications come in for 
redevelopment of sites with units that are below GLA and RBKC 
standards discussions should be had with the developer to 
increase the sizes of the units, this is particularly relevant to the 
poor quality of studio accommodation in HMOs. This should be 
taken as an opportunity to improve housing standards and not 
endorse low quality sized units. 
 
Market lead studio developments contribute to peripatetic 
turnover and do not provide permanent homes that we need, and 
this is where the reach of planning and planning strategy can be 
instrumental to changing the dynamics of an area, the trinkle 
down into the local economy and designing out crime and ASB. 
 
The production of a Local Plan sets out the stall of the borough’s 
aspirations, but developers appear to present plans that set aside 
our policies and so the borough does need to ensure that 
consultation, inclusion of our policies and enforcement on failure 

The RBKC Community Housing SPD, adopted in June 2020, sets out 
our preferred affordable housing tenure mix – 70% 
social/affordable rent and 30% intermediate, which officers have 
been strongly encouraging applicants to conform with. The New 
Local Plan will include this preferred tenure mix as a policy 
requirement. This will allow the Council to require all development 
schemes to meet this tenure mix once the New Local Plan is 
adopted. Social rented units as a requirement will ensure they are 
fully integrated within the Plan and not feel like an afterthought.  
 
Local Plan Policy CH3 requires all residential units within a proposed 
development scheme to meet the minimum size standards set out 
in table 3.1 of the London Plan 2021. In the event that an 
application comes in with units below these standards. This would 
not be in conformity with the Policy CH3 and would be considered 
within the determination of the application. The case officer will 
raise this with the applicant and every effort will be made to ensure 
the scheme is amended to bring the proposed units up to the 
minimum standards.  
 
In the case of existing substandard HMO accommodation, the Local 
Plan can only influence improving the size standards of HMO units 
when a proposal to redevelop or refurbish such a property. In 
addition, the Council may resist a scheme to refurbish existing HMO 
accommodation where the proposal would result in the 
unacceptable loss of HMO units, which are an important form of 
low-cost housing in the Borough. This would of course depend on 
the specifics of each proposed development scheme.  
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are a part of an effective strategy. 
 
Large-scale developments do require meaningful resident 
consultation over a long period of time and not limited to the 
original Masterplan steps to reflect changing needs and trends. 
This should be led by the borough and not the developer with the 
support of officers and independent advisers if necessary funded 
by the developer. 
 
It is also essential that the series of developments large and small 
integrate into the fabric of the borough and contribute not only to 
improved housing, transport links, but enhancing the culture and 
architectural legacy that we have inherited. 
 
Residents are frustrated by the incremental erosion of the status 
of Conservation Areas with ill-considered or ill-fitting 
developments permitted that overshadow and fail to take into 
consideration the wider townscape context. Poor design, tall 
building in inappropriate locations diminish the value of our 
architectural legacy. A legacy that many residents have 
contributed to with their improvements to their homes, 
replacement of the railings and maintenance of garden squares. 
 
With the increased densities of the developments and the reliance 
on the existing infrastructure, what contributions are developers 
having to make towards the upgrading of utilities? 
 
Above all a Local Plan should be a plan of what we want to be and 
what we want to protect. 

All planning applications are assessed against the policies in the 
development plan. The Council’s enforcement team take action 
where appropriate to correct harm. We ask residents to alert us to 
enforcement cases to allow us to take action where necessary. 
 
We agree that meaningful consultation must take place especially 
for large scale development scheme. The Council undertakes 
consultations on all planning applications in accordance with 
planning legislation.  
 
In dealing with proposals for development within conservation 
areas the Council has a legal duty to ensure that the character and 
appearance of the conservation area is preserved.  This is a duty 
which we take seriously and apply in our consideration of such 
cases. 
 
Applications for tall buildings are normally located outside 
conservation areas, but given the historic character of the borough, 
often have an effect on conservation in the vicinity.  The Council has 
to carefully take into account their effects on the setting of those 
conservation areas.  Where those effects are harmful, a decision 
then has to be made as to whether or not this harm is balanced out 
by the public benefits of the scheme.  As residents may be aware, 
there have been instances where our refusal of tall buildings 
applications have been overturned by a planning inspector, as they 
did not agree with our conclusions on that balance.  The Council is 
working through the local plan allocations process and using our tall 
buildings SPD to ensure that applications for tall buildings are made 
in locations where there is less harm to the character and 
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appearance of conservation areas, as part of meeting our targets 
for new and affordable homes.’     
 
Developers pay a connections charge to utilities infrastructure 
providers to service their developments. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

TfL Planning, 
Transport for 
London (Richard 
Carr) 

Section 14 - Integrated impact assessment (IIA) 
 
We welcome the discussion of transport in the draft IIA and the 
inclusion of the transport objective ‘To promote traffic reduction 
and encourage more sustainable alternative forms of transport.’ 
However, this should be more strongly worded, consistent with 
other objectives (e.g. on waste reduction) and with the agreed 
Local Implementation Plan. We suggest that it should be re-
worded as ‘To reduce traffic and work towards a target of 85 per 
cent of trips by public transport, walking and cycling by 2041.’ An 
effective way to reduce the number of short car trips that could be 
made in other ways is a reform to the Controlled Parking Zone 
policy. An overall reduction in car parking would further reduce 

Noted. 
 
The transport objective will be amended to “To reduce traffic and 
work towards a target of 85 per cent of trips by public transport, 
walking and cycling by 2041” as suggested.  
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driving by non-residents. 
 
We hope that this feedback is helpful and look forward to working 
with you as you start to draft the Local Plan documents 

David Campbell The inclusion and further development of a health impact 
assessment is a positive step forward. 

Noted. An HIA (Health Impact Assessment) is included within the IIA 
(Integrated Impact Assessment). 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

I cannot comment on this. Noted. 

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. 

Noted.  

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

Agree except biodiversity which uses buildings (e.g. bats, nesting 
birds) should be considered, and integrated features to provide 
nesting and roosting sites should be included in new developments 
to provide habitats for these species. 

Noted.  
 
Biodiversity is considered within objective 1 of the IIA. The objective 
includes the protection and enhancement of existing sites and will 
include the creation of new areas for biodiversity. 

Robert Dixon I do not have sufficient knowledge to comment. Noted. 

NHS North West 
London CCG 
(Kate Brady) 

We note that IIA will include a health impact assessment. The IIA 
scoping report includes one health objective ‘To improve health 
and wellbeing for all borough residents’ (objective 15) and all the 
policies and proposals will be assessed against this objective. It is 
unclear which tools and approaches will be used to assess the 
health impacts. We suggest that the HIA element includes a local 
health profile and identifies key health needs and priorities from 
the Health and Wellbeing Strategy and Joint Strategic Needs 

Noted. 
 
The HIA element of the IIA will include a local health profile. In 
addition, the baseline activities for the HIA will be informed by the 
Health and Wellbeing Strategy and JSNA for RBKC, along with other 
data from sources such as the Office for Health Improvement and 
Disparities (formerly PHE), to identify health priorities and 
vulnerable population groups in the Local Authority. 
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Assessment and links these priorities to planning policy options 
and an appraisal framework. 

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

No comment Noted. 

Environment 
Agency (Hannah 
Malyon) 

Our comments in response to the IIA Scoping Report are detailed 
on the specific response form provided. 

Noted. We have provided a response to your comments provided 
on the specific IIA response form. 

Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water  
(Nicola Forster) 

N/A Noted.  

Wardell 
Armstrong LLP 
for Tatton Group 
(Rachel 
Wilbraham) 

We note and support the core objectives of the Integrated Impact 
Assessment (IIA) drawing particular attention to matters such as 
housing provision, addressing inequality, and a vibrant local 
economy. In order to best address the above (as well as other 
matters noted in the IIA), the emerging Local Plan must adopt a 
positive and proactive policy approach to considering 
development proposals, in particular how the future housing 
needs of the Borough will be addressed. 
 
As previously identified, the current housing target of 448dpa is 
not an accurate reflection of true ‘need’ which sits significantly 
higher at 1,347. This artificially constrained target will only serve to 
further broaden inequalities in an already highly unaffordable 
property environment. It is accepted that the lower figure is 
derived in part from an alleged lack of land availability, however 

Noted.  
 
The Council aims to be as proactive as possible in our policy 
approach to considering development proposals and meeting the 
housing needs of the Borough including within the purview of the 
New Local Plan.  
 
We are required to meet our London Plan housing target of 448 
units per annum under planning legislation. However, if there is an 
opportunity to over-deliver we will take it.  
 
We acknowledge the affordability issue in the Borough. However, 
RBKC is a densely developed and highly constrained Borough 
precious little land availability for new development.  
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we would urge the Council to consider proactive alternatives to 
traditional housing provision, with potential contributions to 
housing stock derived from flats, property extensions, appropriate 
basement conversions, and dwelling amalgamations. This flexibility 
will make best use of current housing stock, assisting the Council in 
addressing fundamental affordability issues, and inequality 
concerns. 

Our current Local Plan policies, particularly Policy CH1 (d) aim to 
optimise every site to maximise housing delivery as far as possible. 
This approach is in accordance with London Plan Policy D3 and the 
NPPF (para. 130). This approach will continue in the New Local Plan.  
 
Flats are an important and significant component of the Borough’s 
housing stock, and these are supported where appropriate. In 
addition, conversions and extensions are supported where 
appropriate. 
 
Local Plan Policy CL7 places restrictions on basement development 
in interest of safety in the event of flooding for example. This 
approach will continue in the New Local Plan.  
 
Finally, amalgamations by their nature typically do not lead to a 
decrease in housing units. Therefore, we plan to include a policy to 
resist amalgamations in the New Local Plan. 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

No comment.  Noted. 

Historic England 
(David English) 

Thank you for sharing the scoping report alongside the Issues and 
Options consultation. We note the surprising lack of reference to 
heritage in the venn diagram at paragraph 14.3 of the Issues and 
Options document. We would strongly encourage you to align your 
definition with that in paragraphs 7 and 8 of the NPPF, and thus 
include specific reference to the historic environment in any 
description or definition of sustainable development.  

Comment noted.  
 
We will ensure policy in the New Local Plan is aligned with the NPPF 
(paras. 7 & 8 specifically). This is a requirement under planning 
legislation. 
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Q.15.1. Do you have any other comments on any part of the Issues and Options Paper? 
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Comments Council response 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

We were very surprised at the absence of any policy in light 
pollution, despite its being desirable in so many contexts – 
reducing electricity use, preventing nuisance to residents and 
protecting biodiversity. 
We have suggested an Article 4 directive covering rear gardens so 
that ungreen structures and surfaces can be resisted. We are 
aware of the warning in the NPPF about minimising Article 4 
directives. But it seems to us that, given that perhaps a quarter of 
urban areas is covered by gardens, in the interests of the 
environment there is a strong case which the borough should not 
be afraid to put forward. 

The draft local plan will contain a policy concerning light pollution. 
 
The Council does not intend to make an A4D to control “ungreen 
structures and surfaces”.  This would run counter to the 
governments ambitions to liberalise rather than control.  

Light  WHY NOW. 
Why now, these are such different times with the impact of COVID 
and “BREXIT”, surely it’s a hard time to formulate needs 
accurately. People haven’t been able to shop, COVID is still a risk 
to many so there hasn’t been a return to the high street by some. 
FORMAT 
The online interactive tool was clunky and hard to use on an ipad. I 
know of others who tried the online response form and lost their 
response before the end. Hence this email format. Please look at 
the format for future consultations. 

The Council recognises that we are currently going through a period 
of rapid change.  However, we have committed to carry out a 
review following the Grenfell Tower tragedy, and will continue to 
do so. 
 
We have commissioned a number of reports to consider future 
need.  Whilst we do recognise the uncertainty in predicting need at 
this time, we have ensured that they do address this uncertainty, 
offering a number of scenarios for future need.  We will review 
these assessments of need if required at a later date. 
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Natural History 
Museum (Adam 
Donovan) 

The NHM is pleased to have the opportunity to provide comments 
in relation to the New Local plan Review: Issues and Options 
Consultation. The NHM is generally supportive of the key 
principles put forward subject to a number of recommendations. It 
requests that the Site is considered for future development in the 
emerging Local Plan and we would welcome a specific discussion 
on this in due course. 

Whilst the Council recognises that the NHM may wish to evolve in 
the future, the Council is not of a view that it should be allocated as 
a “strategic site”, or a site where extensive redevelopment is 
envisaged. 

Mr (Andrew 
Jamieson) 

This is really a poor quality questionnaire as stated earlier. 
It should have had a direct link to the policies. 

We are disappointed that stakeholder has found responding 
difficult. 

The Pembridge 
Association 
(Fiona Fleming-
Brown) 

I have had a long involvement in the area going back to before the 
Notting Hill Improvements Group so I have seen the various 
phases of development and the landowners come and go. Great 
minds such as John McAslan, Richard McCormack, Piers Gough 
have grappled with the issues of unimaginative landowners and 
NHG is still a bit of a grim strip. Its better than in the days of the 
anti- pedestrian barriers across the road in the 80’s and before the 
trees were planted but not a retail hotspot, nor likely to be in its 
current state. 
 
It’s a big ask for a busy person but can I persuade you to take a 
walk and have a chat about the area? . Excellent though modern 
map apps are there is nothing like walking the course. NHG is a 
small shopping district but it could be a very good test bed for 
regeneration because of both its demographic – older and 
committed to retail and wealthier with more disposable income 
and its submerged character. 
 
I have attached some brief points about what we think could be 
addressed on the retail front but they touch on issues for the Local 

Offices are taken up the request and have met the stakeholder in 
person to walk around the Notting Hill Gate Area 
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Plan strategy too. These are based on problems and ideas which 
our local to NHG members talk about and also our own experience 
of successful retail areas and primarily focus on quick wins. 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

We were concerned at the absence of any policy in light pollution, 
despite its being desirable in so many contexts – reducing 
electricity use, preventing nuisance and protecting biodiversity. 

The draft local plan will contain a policy concerning light pollution. 
 

Rolf Judd on 
behalf of 
Ballymore Group 
Limited and 
Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets L... 

Conclusion 
 
Overall, Ballymore and SSL have no significant concerns with the 
issues being raised to be considered as part of the New Local Plan 
and welcomes early engagement on this matter. Comments have 
been provided on the Options considered to address these Issues 
and we would appreciate that these are considered further. 
 
Overall, it is important that the identified Opportunity Areas are 
recognised within emerging policy and their ability to contribute to 
growth in RBKC, in particular much needed new homes. It is also 
important that emerging policy aligns with the adopted Kensal 
Canalside SPD. 
 
However, as noted above, policies relating to Community Housing 
(affordable housing) need to be carefully considered relating to 
Opportunity Areas. As part of the redevelopment of the Kensal 
Canalside Opportunity Area, significant new infrastructure is 
required to enable the delivery of new homes. These factors 
impact on the overall viability and deliverability of the Opportunity 
Area. It is therefore appropriate that Opportunity Areas should be 
based on site specific viability and infrastructure evidence, which 
should be recognised in emerging planning policy. 

Noted. 
The comments raised have ben addresses I the relevant sections.  
The Council recognises the contribution that the Kensal and 
Canalside OP has in meeting the need for additional housing in the 
borough. 
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Ballymore and SSL trust that their comments will be fully 
considered as part of the consultation and we would be happy to 
discuss the matter further on their behalf if necessary 

GLA (Hassan 
Ahmed) 

Next steps 
I hope these comments positively inform the preparation of the 
RBKC Local Plan. We offer our support to continue working with 
you to address the issues identified in this letter and to 
ensure it aligns with the LP2021 as well as delivering the Council’s 
objectives 

Noted. 

DP9 for Native 
Land (Kensington 
Limited), 
TTLSouth 
Kensington 
Properties and ... 

Based on the rationale presented above, it is requested that the 
ASD Site is identifed as a site of High potential for development 
given what it will deliver for the Borough and the wider London 
area. 
Regarding new development-funded transport infrastructure, 
RBKC should encourage comprehensive and well considered 
developments that deliver significant improvements to transport 
infrastructure to be brought forward. 
 
We trust that these comments will be considered as part of the 
ongoing review and we would welcome the opportunity to discuss 
these matters further with officers. 

This issue has been addressed in the relevant section. 

RBKC (Charles 
O'Connor) 

My key priority is to ensure that there is a net gain in trees, not 
only street/council trees, but those in private spaces too. It is one 
of our electorate’s chief priorities and we must ensure that we 
require a net gain in trees. Currently, there is a very significant net 
loss. 

Noted. 
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Alex Mackay The current Plan is very long and I would hope the new Plan will be 
much more concise. it should - 
 
Support sustainable development and housing delivery. 
 
Be flexible and able to adapt to changing economic and social 
needs over the medium term. 

Noted. 

Knight Frank on 
behalf of the 
Metropolitan 
Police Service 
(Vincent Gabbe) 

MPS is working hard to achieve cost savings and find new and 
alternative sources of capital and revenue funding to support 
policing in London. Section 106 charges to support policing at 
Borough level are necessary and appropriate. As such, we ask that 
this be acknowledge within the Local Plan. 

Noted. 

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

The Trust covers four of London’s best known teaching hospitals: 
St Thomas’ Hospital in the London Borough of Lambeth; Guy’s 
Hospital in the London Borough of Southwark; Royal Brompton 
Hospital in Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea; and the 
Harefield Hospital in the London Borough of Hillingdon. It also 
provides a full range of local community health services across a 
number of sites. The Trust manages the NHS South East London 
Cluster area and has positive strategic and operational 
relationships with its local Clinical Commissioning Groups (CCGs). 
The Trust is part of King’s Health partners, an academic health 
science centre that brings together three of the leading NHS 
Foundation Trusts, world-leading University for health and 
research education King’s College London and other services 
across central and outer London locations. 
A merger between Guy’s and St Thomas’ NHS Foundation Trust 
and Royal Brompton and Harefield NHS Foundation Trust was 
confirmed in December 2020 and took effect in February 2021. 

This has been addressed in the relevant section. 
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This collaboration created the largest NHS Trust in the UK, and one 
of the largest and strongest academic healthcare organisations in 
Europe. The ability of the merged Trust, through its combined 
expertise and focus, now means that the UK’s heart and lung care 
and research can be enhanced through closer working of clinicians 
and teams, all working on quality treatment and care of patients. 
As part of the merger, the Trust is carrying out a review of 
cardiovascular and respiratory services across its sites including 
Royal Brompton Hospital, to improve care for patients and comply 
with the NHS England standard for paediatric care. The Trust are 
passionately committed to ensuring that patients have equivalent 
support in service provision throughout this period of 
reconfiguration and transformation in healthcare services in 
central London. 
Royal Brompton Hospital 
As part of the Local Plan Review and a review more widely of the 
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 
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 
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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 
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 
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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. 
The Trust seek to work in collaboration with the Council on a 
review of the potential and future development provision and how 
this can be captured through the Local Plan process. The Trust 
would welcome an initial meeting with Council officers to discuss 
programme and information sharing with regards to the Royal 
Brompton Hospital site. 
Policy on loss of Social Infrastructure 
 
 
 
Section 10 of the Issues and Options Consultation Document deals 
with social and community uses. Issue 2 is concerned with the 
protection of social and community uses, presenting options 
including: the existing approach of a presumption against the loss 
of any social and community use; amendment to policy allowing 
for instances whereby the loss is associated with re-provision or 
the bringing forward of another valued use; and amendment to 
policy for instances where loss would not result in a deficit of 
provision. 
Policy S1 of the London Plan provides support for the 
reconfiguration of services where the loss is part of a wider public 
service transformation and supports the release of land to fund 
such processes (Part F(g) of the policy). Given the London Plan is 
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now part of the Development Plan, the New Local Plan Review 
should allow for further flexibility within its policies for social and 
community uses to reflect this context. The Trust support the 
addition of flexible wording shown in Options 2 and 3 and suggest 
that further nuance is given that reflects the strategic approach to 
healthcare provision as support by Policy S1 of the London Plan to 
specifically reference public sector transformation plans or Policy 
S1 of the London Plan, to show conformity with this strategic 
document. 
I hope that the above points are clear and trust they will be taken 
into account as the Local Plan progresses. I would like to reiterate 
the Trust’s preference to work collaboratively with the Council and 
meet with them at their earliest convenience on this significant 
growth opportunity for the Borough. 

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

Knight Frank LLP Planning (“Knight Frank”) has been instructed by 
Frasco Investment Holdings Limited (“the landowner / client”) to 
prepare representations to the Royal Borough of Kensington and 
Chelsea (“RBKC”) New Local Plan Review (“NLPR”) Issues and 
Options Consultation (Regulation 18). Our client is the owner of 
136-142 Bramley Road, London, W10 6SR (hereafter referred to as 
“the Site”). A Site location plan is attached at Appendix 1. 
 
The Site at 136-142 Bramley Road is currently occupied by a five-
storey building, originally constructed as a college in 1972, and 
subsequently converted to provide office accommodation in 1997. 
More recently, Full Planning Permission (Ref. PP/16/02/02675) 
was granted by RBKC on 20th December 2016 for the demolition 
of the existing building and comprehensive redevelopment of the 
Site to provide new purpose-built modern office accommodation. 
However, this Full Planning Permission subsequently elapsed on 

Comments are noted. Suggestion to reassess the potential site at 
136-142 Bramley Road for allocation with alternative uses, such as 
for a mixed-use redevelopment is noted and will be addressed in 
Sites Allocations Chapter, and within the site allocation report. 
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20th December 2019. 
 
Despite an extensive marketing exercise for both the continued 
use of the existing building as office accommodation, and the 
redevelopment of the Site to provide modern office 
accommodation in accordance with the previous Full Planning 
Permission, the Site has remained vacant since 2016. As such the 
Site currently comprises vacant office accommodation which has 
fallen into a state of disrepair. 
 
Given the lack of demand for office accommodation in this 
location, the landowner is now exploring alternative development 
proposals for the Site. 
 
These representations aim to comment generally on the NLPR and 
also with reference to our client’s Site at 136 – 142 Bramley Road. 
 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
In summary, we support the Council in its preparation of the New 
Local Plan and have the following key points to highlight: 
 
• 136-142 Bramley Road should be considered for alternative land 
uses, such as for a mixed-use development (Chapter 5); 
 
• Tall buildings can play an important part in optimising a site’s 
capacity, in particular on previously developed brownfield sites in 
highly sustainable locations (Chapter 7 / Issue 1); 
 
• Boroughs should work together to jointly accommodate need 
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arising from London’s higher education sector as a whole. For the 
student housing policy to be accordance with the London Plan, the 
requirement for an HEI to be within the Borough should be deleted 
(Chapter 7 / Issue 5 / Option 4); 
 
• The Council should reassess current office accommodation in the 
Borough and consider whether any could be released for 
alternative uses in locations that are unsuitable (Chapter 9 / Issue 
1 / Option 2); and 
 
• The Council should ensure the policy wording for office 
accommodation includes a caveat for marketing evidence to be 
provided that can demonstrate that there is no long-term future 
for that use (Chapter 9 / Issue 1 / Option 1). 
 
We request that the site (136-142 Bramley Road) should be 
considered as an appropriate location for development within 
RBKC’s New Local Plan. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the NLPR Issues and 
Options Consultation. 
 
We would be grateful for confirmation of the receipt of these 
representations and would welcome to the opportunity to discuss 
the site and the contribution it can make to housing need within 
the Borough, with the Council. 

 

 

 


