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1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 WHAT IS THIS STUDY ABOUT

1.2 REPORT STRUCTURE

There are two Opportunity Areas within the Royal
Borough of Kensington and Chelsea (RBKC). These
are Kensal Canalside and Earl’s Court and West
Kensington (partially located in the London Borough of
Hammersmith and Fulham). Given the need for these
sites to fully realise their growth and regeneration
potential as per London Plan Policy SD1 (Opportunity
Areas), the scale of development is likely to include
some tall buildings.

The report is structured as follows:

In accordance with the requirements of London Plan
policy D9, it was identified that bespoke assessment was
needed for both sites to determine height parameters
for tall buildings.
This study assesses the visual and townscape impact
of the three height and massing scenarios for each
Opportunity Area from a breadth of identified sensitive
viewpoints.
To conclude, this report provides a recommended
maximum height threshold and height strategy for both
Kensal Canalside and Earl’s Court and West Kensington
Opportunity Area sites.

Chapter 1 Introduction
Chapter 2 Areas of Study provides an overview of
the Opportunity Areas and establishes the study
assumptions and scenarios for testing.
Chapter 3 Visual Impact Testing sets out the
assessment methodology, the height testing criteria, the
framework for establishing appropriate heights and a
summary of the view selection methodology.
Chapter 4 Kensal Canalside Visual Impact Testing sets
out the assessment of views for three massing scenarios
for the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area.
Chapter 5 Kensal Canalside Assessment Summary
Matrix summarises the assessment findings in a
simplified table.
Chapter 6 Height Guidance for Kensal Canalside
provides guidance on the appropriate locations for
points of height and distribution of height across the
Opportunity Area site.
Chapter 7 Earl’s Court Visual Impact Testing sets out
the assessment of views for three massing scenarios for
the Earl’s Court and West Kensington Opportunity Area.
Chapter 5 Earl’s Court Assessment Summary Matrix
summarises the assessment findings in a simplified
table.
Chapter 9 Height Guidance for Earl’s Court provides
guidance on the appropriate locations for points of
height and distribution of height across the Earl’s Court
site.
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1.3 CONTEXT
POLICY CONTEXT
LONDON PLAN

LOCAL PLAN

The 2021 London Plan (Policy D9) states that tall
buildings should be part of a plan-led approach and
that local authorities should identify in Development
Plans locations where tall buildings are appropriate
in principle and indicate general building heights
that would be appropriate. In accordance with these
requirements, RBKC must set height parameters for
sites where tall buildings may be appropriate.

The RBKC Current Local Plan 2019, sets out in Policy
CL12: Building Heights that “the Council will require
new buildings to respect the setting of the borough’s
valued townscapes and landscapes, through appropriate
building heights. To deliver this the Council will:
a.

There are two Opportunity Areas within the borough,
Kensal Canalside and Earl’s Court and West Kensington.
The latter is partially located in the London Borough of
Hammersmith and Fulham. Given the need for these
sites to fully realise their growth and regeneration
potential as per London Plan Policy SD1 (Opportunity
Areas), the scale of development is likely to include
some tall buildings.
The following study sets out an impact assessment of
three height scenarios for each Opportunity Area to
establish the basis for setting height parameters.

b.

c.

require proposals to strengthen our traditional
townscape in terms of building heights and
roofscape by requiring developments to:
•

reflect the prevailing building heights within the
context

•

provide, for larger developments, a roofscape
that reflects that of the context of the site;

•

seldom use height to express local landmarks so
the prevailing building height is maintained;

resist buildings significantly taller than the
surrounding townscape other than in exceptionally
rare circumstances, where the development has a
wholly positive impact on the character and quality
of the townscape;
require full planning applications for any building
that exceeds the prevailing building height within
the context.”

RBKC also has established policy that requires the
protection and enhancement of views (Policy CL11). This
Policy states “The Council will require all development
to protect and enhance views, vistas, gaps and the
skyline that contribute to the character and quality of
the area. To deliver this the Council will:
a.

resist development which interrupts, disrupts or
detracts from strategic and local vistas, views, and
gaps and the skyline;

b.

require developments whose visual impacts
extend beyond that of the immediate street,
to demonstrate how views are protected or
enhanced;

c.

SUPPLEMENTARY PLANNING DOCUMENTS

require, within conservation areas, development to
preserve or enhance views:
•

i. identified in conservation area appraisals;

d.

•

ii. generally within, into, and out of
conservation areas, including the rear of
properties;

•

iii. that affect the setting of and from
development on sites adjacent to conservation
areas and listed buildings;

require development to respect the setting of
a landmark, taking care not to create intrusive
elements in its foreground, middle ground or
background.”

The local plan also identifies the policy requirements for
the Kensal Canalside and Earl’s Court sites through the:
•

Establishment of the Kensal Canalside Vision (CV5
Vision for Kensal in 2028)

•

Allocation of the site for Kensal Canalside
Opportunity Area and establishes the development
targets (Policy CA1: Kensal Canalside Opportunity
Area)

•

Establishment of the Earl’s Court Vision (CV8 Vision
for Earl’s Court in 2028)

•

Allocation of the site for Kensal Canalside
Opportunity Area and establishes the development
targets (Policy CA4: Earl’s Court Exhibition Centre)

•

Allocation of a minimum of 20,000sq.m business
floorspace between the sites to meet identified
unmet demand above the existing permissions
(Policy CP1 Core Policy: Quanta of Development)

In 2020, the Council initiated a New Local Plan Review
(NLPR). This work is ongoing and the present report is
part of the work being done to support the proposed
policies for the Borough.

Both the Kenal Canalside and Earl’s Court and West
Kensington Opportunity Areas have supplementary
planning documents (SPDs). The purpose of these
documents is to provide additional information to guide
the development of the Opportunity Areas.
Kensal Canalside SPD, (adopted 2021)
The SPD establishes that “Kensal Canalside is one of
48 Opportunity Areas within the London Plan, 2021.
The Mayor of London has designated these due to
their significant capacity for development. The Kensal
Canalside Opportunity Area has been allocated to
deliver a minimum of 3,500 new homes and 2000 new
jobs. The Local Plan also allocates Kensal Canalside
Opportunity Area for development.”
The SPD establishes the three capacity scenarios that
have been established and assessed; these form the
basis of the three scenarios that have been assessed in
this study.
It should be noted that “the SPD is a material planning
consideration in the assessment of any scheme
within the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area. It is
expected that planning applications within the SPD
area comply with the policy requirements set out in the
Development Plan and follow the guidance set out in
this SPD.”
The SPD includes a Views Study (Appendix 1) which
sets out a number of sensitive views that need to be
considered during the design development process;
“the views selected also form a list of locations that
the Council would like applicants to test at application
stage within Townscape and Visual Impact Assessments,
Heritage Assessments and Design and Access
Statements.”1
Earl’s Court and West Kensington Opportunity Area
Joint SPD (adopted 2012)
The Joint SPD (adopted 2012) is no longer an adopted
document by London Borough of Hammersmith and
Fulham. It remains an adopted document by RBKC but a
forthcoming site allocation is expected to supersede the
SPD.
1
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Kensal Canalside SPD Views Study, RBKC, 2021.
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HISTORIC ENGLAND ADVICE NOTE 4
TALL BUILDINGS
Tall buildings often introduce a new element into the
environment which is of a significantly different scale
and typology. Proposals which do not directly involve
the alteration or demolition of heritage assets can still
have an impact on their significance by virtue of being
within their setting. The height and bulk of proposals
need to be carefully assessed when tall or bulky building
are proposed in the context of heritage assets.

•

•

The Draft Advice Note (2020) highlights:
Assessing appropriate locations for tall buildings in
local plans

•

A much greater emphasis on using local plans to take
a managed approach to development.

•

Updated references to the National Planning Policy
Framework, the Planning Practice Guidance and
the National Design Guide throughout, especially
regarding design, place-making and the efficient use
of land.

•

Acknowledgement of the changing technologies and
tools that are available and can be used to provide
evidence when considering tall building proposals.
This includes a checklist of useful evidence types
including 3D Modelling, Urban Design, Townscape
analysis and ‘views studies’. The Advice also mentions
the use of new technologies such as virtual reality
headsets, which can be beneficial on-site to illustrate
and test the impacts of complex development
proposals.

•

Identifying the elements that create local character

•

Discussing proposals before making a planning
application

•

Considering alternative approaches

•

Considering the cumulative effect of other tall
building proposals

•

Setting high standards of design

•

The supporting Planning Practice Guidance and the
accompanying National Design Guide (NDG) also
promotes the creation of high-quality buildings and
places. The NDG sets out ten characteristics of good
design; and first amongst them is an understanding
and response to context.

•

Given the potential visual impacts of tall buildings,
tall buildings policies are likely to interact with any
policies intended to protect views of particular
importance. It is advisable to prepare evidence to
support such policies together and to associate them
closely within the plan.

•

Thus, the importance of plan-makers developing
clear policies that protect and enhance the historic
environment, including the settings of designated
assets, while promoting high-quality design,
responding to local context, is a key planning
objective running through from primary legislation to
government guidance. The NPPF makes it clear that
councils should put in place strategic policies that
set out an overall strategy for the pattern, scale and
quality of development, whilst making provision for
the conservation and enhancement of the natural,
built and historic environment.

•

Clearly identifying areas and sites where tall buildings
would be considered appropriate in principle is
likely to be the most effective way of ensuring
development is genuinely plan led.

•

The existence of a tall building in a particular 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. Nor will an existing tall building (or
buildings) itself justify further tall buildings so as to
form a cluster.

Historic England’s current 2015 and 2020 advice note
on tall buildings sets out their ethos for planning for tall
buildings, which is summarized below:

Tall Buildings – Historic England Advice Note 4 (2015)
is currently in force, but is due to be replaced by an
updated draft which was released for consultation in
2020 but has not yet been adopted.
•

Giving consideration to a tall building’s public realm
and facilities

•

•

Towns and cities evolve, as do their skylines.
Individually, or in groups, tall buildings can
dramatically affect the image, character and identity
of towns and cities as a whole, and once they are
built will do so for a long time. Some of the most
important buildings in our historic towns and cities
are, or were when they were built, the tallest. In the
right place well-designed tall buildings can make a
positive contribution to urban life.
A tall building, by reason of its height, bulk and
widespread visibility, can seriously harm the qualities
that people value about a place if it is not in the right
place and not well designed. There will be some
locations where the existing qualities of a place are
so distinctive or sensitive that new tall buildings will
cause harm regardless of the perceived quality of the
design.
A principal failing in the location and design of certain
tall buildings has been a lack of understanding of the
nature of the area around them, and the impact they
would have on heritage assets and historic character
of places.

•

Definitions of tall buildings that are based on
evidence assessing the local context help when
developing planning policy and are more likely to
encourage appropriate developments.

•

The NPPF is clear that new development should
be plan-led. Strategic policies should set out an
overall strategy for the pattern, scale and quality
of development, while making provision for the
conservation and enhancement of the natural, built
and historic environment.

•

In a successful plan-led system, the location and
design of tall buildings will reflect the local vision
for an area, and a positive, managed approach to
development, rather than a reaction to speculative
development applications. It is therefore important
that the appropriate scale and form of development
is assessed as part of the formulation of policies in
the development plan.

•

Types of evidence needed to support plan-making
could include: - Statements of Heritage Significance
- Conservation Area Appraisals - Characterisation
Studies - Inter-visibility Studies - Urban design
and townscape analysis - Master-plans - Three
dimensional (3D) modelling - Views studies.

•

Tall buildings policies may form part of a wider
urban design framework. A successful urban design
framework will identify the various roles and
characters of different areas, including their heritage
interest, and thereby enable the conservation of
heritage.
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GROWTH AREAS
OVERVIEW
The 2021 London Plan sets out the amount of housing
target for each borough for the ten year period between
2019/20-2029/30. The target set for the Royal Borough
of Kensington and Chelsea is 4,480 units with 1,290 of
these units to come forward on small sites.
The majority of growth is anticipated in areas “where
there are unique combinations of opportunities which
provide real potential for change” such as employment
zones, brownfield land, identified strategic sites,
and opportunity areas. The adjacent map (Figure
1.1) provides a spatial overview of the borough to
demonstrate the distribution of growth areas.
The council has identified nine site allocations, which
are sites where significant change is envisaged. Their
development or redevelopment is central to the
achievement of the Strategic Objectives and overall
vision of the Local Plan.
1.

Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area

2.

Wornington Green (permission granted)

3.

Land adjacent to Trellick Tower

4.

Earl’s Court Exhibition Centre (permission granted)

5.

Warwick Road Sites

6.

Lots Road Power Station (permission granted)

7.

Site at Lots Road

8.

39-49 Harrington Road

9.

Chelsea Farmers’ Market, Sydney Street

For further information see Current Local Plan (2019)
Policy CP1 Core Policy: Quanta of Development & CP2
Places

Figure 1.1: RBKC Growth Areas
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HIGH STREETS
OVERVIEW
High streets form an integral part of the borough’s
spatial structure for locals and visitors alike, with retail
being the number one reason why people visit the
borough. The majority of high streets are characterised
by “a high quality network of streets, squares and
public spaces. The public realm is widely recognised and
valued for providing the setting for our rich architectural
heritage.”1
The majority of the borough (75%) is within a five
minute (400m) walk to daily shopping facilities. There
are eleven larger centres which serve wider catchment
areas, though most of these are located in the south
and east of the borough. These are Knightsbridge
which is an International Centre (and is also located
in the GLA’s Central Activities Zone), Kensington High
Street and King’s Road East are Major Centres, South
Kensington, Notting Hill Gate, Brompton Cross, Fulham
Road, Earl’s Court Road and King’s Road West are
District Centres and Portobello Road and Westbourne
Grove are Special District Centres.
There are some areas that are less well served by local
highstreet amenities; the majority of these are in “the
very south of the borough along the Thames, along
the western boundary with the London Borough of
Hammersmith and Fulham, and in the far north”.2
For further information see Current Local Plan (2019)
Policy CK2 Local Shopping and Other Facilities which
Keep Life Local

1

Current Local Plan, RBKC, 2019.

2

ibid.

Figure 1.2: RBKC Shopping Centres
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HERITAGE ASSETS
OVERVIEW
The Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea “is known
for its legacy of Georgian, Victorian and Edwardian
architecture but there are also a number of twentieth
century buildings which continue the legacy of high
quality design. The listed buildings and conservation
areas contribute immensely to local distinctiveness
both within the borough and to London as a whole.”1
The concentration of assets of exceptional quality is
central to the character of the place and underpins the
Borough’s success “as a highly desirable place in which
to live, work and invest”.
Throughout the borough there are over 4,000 listed
buildings, over 100 garden squares, and conservation
areas cover more than 70 percent of it (Figure 1.3).
The Current Local Plan (2019) establishes that “as the
majority of the borough is covered by conservation
areas, there are limited opportunities for new
development because the presumption is to retain the
original built fabric, whether it faces the street or not,
where it contributes positively to the character of the
conservation area. New buildings should contribute
to the character and appearance of the conservation
area.”
The boroughs that border the council boundary similarly
have a significant number of Conservation Areas in close
proximity to the RBKC boundary (Figure 1.4).
For further information see Current Local Plan (2019)
Policy CL3 Heritage Assets – Conservation Areas &
Historic Spaces CL4 Heritage Assets – Listed Buildings,
Scheduled Ancient Monuments and Archaeology

1

Current Local Plan, RBKC, 2019.

Figure 1.3: RBKC Conservation Areas & Listed Buildings
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Figure 1.4: RBKC and Surrounding Boroughs Conservation Areas & Listed Buildings
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KENSAL CANALSIDE OPPORTUNITY AREA

Kensal Green Cemetery Conservation Area

The groups of designated heritage assets in the vicinity
of the site include:

The conservation area was designated in 1984. Its
western boundary goes west up to the limits of the
cemetery as it was laid out in 1833, and those to the
east and north extend outside the cemetery walls to the
centre of Harrow Road and Ladbroke Grove respectively.
The southern boundary is defined by the boundary walls
to the Grand Union Canal.

Kensal Green Cemetery group, comprising:
•

Kensal Green Cemetery Conservation Area

•

Kensal Green (All Souls) Cemetery Registered Park
and Garden (grade I)

•

Boundary walls of Kensal Green Cemetery (grade II)

•

Anglican Chapel (grade I)

•

Dissenter’s Chapel (grade II*)

•

Entrance Gateway (grade II*)

•

a large number of listed structures within the
cemetery

Kensal House group, comprising:
•

Kensal House Day Nursery (grade II*)

•

Kensal House (grade II*)

Oxford Gardens group, comprising:
•

Oxford Gardens and St Quintin’s Conservation Area

Other designated heritage assets in the wider area
include:
•

Church of St. John the Evangelist (grade II)

•

Corporation Yard (grade II)

•

EM Landers Stonemason’s Showroom (grade II)

•

Kensal House (grade II)

•

Trellick Tower (grade II*)

•

St Charles Hospital water tower (grade II)

•

Queens Park Estate Conservation Area (Westminster
City Council)

•

Grand Union Canal Conservation Area

•

St Mary’s Conservation Area

Undesignated heritage assets:
•

Grand Union Canal

•

Memorial and two plaques commemorating those
who lost their lives in the Ladbroke Grove train crash
of 1999
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Kensal Green (All Souls) Cemetery Registered Park and
Garden (grade I)
The cemetery is registered at Grade I, which is the
highest level of special interest. It is a heritage asset
of exceptional significance. Details of the history of the
cemetery, including its planning, design and laying out
in 1833 and the historical persons associated with it
are discussed at length in the Council’s Kensal Green
Cemetery Conservation Area Proposals Statement 2003
and draft Kensal Green Cemetery Conservation Area
Appraisal, and in the statutory description of the site,
which is held on the National Heritage List for England.
The special historic interest of the cemetery resides
in the fact that it was an early and influential example
of a cemetery laid out by a private company in the
garden or pleasure ground style, the first of its kind in
London. It also sheds light on the social developments
which underlie its creation including the public health
crisis created by overflowing churchyards as places of
burial, and the sanitary reforms emerging at around the
same time. It also puts a mirror up towards the social
hierarchies of the time, played out in the location of
burials divided by belief or class, and attitudes to piety,
death and burial. It is thus a rich source of information,
which contributes significantly to its historic interest.
The visual and landscape interest of the cemetery is
strongly expressed in its picturesque qualities, with
its extensive and complex layout surviving largely
intact. It is characterised by the balance between
meandering pathways and more formal, tree-lined
drives, and between long views of striking structures
such as the Anglican or the Dissenters’ chapels and the
Colonnade, and smaller, more intimate, areas bounded
by mature trees and vegetation or defined by groups of
monuments. These well-preserved Arcadian qualities
also contribute to its historic interest as an example of

contemporary, naturalistic approaches to garden design,
played out in a cemetery setting.

map of 1861 shows the beginnings of urbanisation to
the north and east of this end of the site.

The cemetery is also home to a number of very
significant architectural structures, including the
Anglican and Dissenters’ chapels, listed at Grade I
and Grade II* respectively, and a large number of fine
grave monuments, more than 150 of them listed, in an
eclectic variety of styles from Gothic, neo-Classical to
Egyptian revival, and reflecting the social standing and
tastes of their occupants. This outstanding collection
of funerary monuments also forms part of the special
interest of the site.

Some of the buildings visible today outside the
cemetery walls serve as a reminder of the development
of the wider area over time from a rural location on
the outskirts of the city to being an urbanised part of
the city, including the larger scale development in the
former industrialised areas along the Grand Union Canal
to the south. To that extent, they contribute texture
to the historic interest of the cemetery in its historic
setting vis a vis the development and growth of London.
They range from the modest traditional nineteenth
century buildings adjacent to the northern and eastern
boundary and more prominent and recent buildings
such as the Innocent building and Grand Union Studios
to the east and south, which intrude more prominently
to views of the cemetery.

The Non-Conformist burial ground is a relatively
small, oval area to the east of the cemetery. It has
a well-defined central axis created by a grassed
pathway between memorials, leading the foot and the
eye towards the central pedimented portico of the
Dissenters’ Chapel, and flanked by a number of large
monuments, including several obelisks. Paths also
run around the edge of the area, curving in from the
north and south to converge on the chapel. Despite
its size, this part of the cemetery has a notable sense
of openness due to the relative absence of tree cover many were lost to the storms of 1987.
The margins of this part of the cemetery have a strong
sense of enclosure created by the high boundary walls,
a slightly disturbing reminder of the prevalence of
grave robbing in the early C19, and areas of peripheral
planting. The strong boundary treatment of the
cemetery creates a clear sense of containment and
separation between inside and out.
Despite the large size of the cemetery, its nature as
a designated landscape and open aspect mean that
there are few areas where one is not aware of the
buildings beyond its perimeter, and there is little
reminder of the original, albeit short-lived, largely rural
location present at the time the cemetery was laid out.
More visually permeable boundary treatments such
as the railings opening onto the canal to the south,
given the approaches to garden design of that period
were perhaps intended to allow some sense of the
interrelationship with the open land around, albeit
viewed across the canal and subsequently the railway.
Be that as it may, development was to follow relatively
shortly after the laying out of the cemetery and Cross’

Boundary walls of Kensal Green Cemetery (grade II)
The boundary walls of the cemetery are separately
listed grade II.
Anglican Chapel (grade I)
The Anglican chapel is a significant focal point, situated
in the centre of the site, and aligned on the grand
Centre Avenue which extends eastwards from it to
reach almost immediately a junction flanked by the
grandest tombs in the cemetery. Designed by John
Griffith, it is a finely detailed Neoclassical building in
Portland stone and stucco in Greek Doric style with
a tetrastyle portico and flanking columned loggias,
completed by 1837. A memorial chamber and
catacombs are situated to the west of the loggias. There
are corner and end pavilions, the latter containing
memorial sculptures.
It is set at the peak of the rising ground swelling from
south to north and east to west. Views from this high
point have largely been contained by the tombs and
planting around, and until recently the most significant
intrusion from the outside world was the largest
surviving gas holder of the late C19, which has recently
been demolished. From the plinth to the rear of the
chapel there are also views across largely suburban
west London (punctuated by tall elements such as
the Imperial building) towards a ridge of hills behind
– the “Surrey Hills” – views of which were lauded in
descriptions of the opening of the cemetery.
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Dissenter’s Chapel (grade II*)

Kensal House Group

The Dissenters’ Chapel is designed in the Greek Revival
style employed for the main cemetery buildings by J. W.
Griffith, and was completed as the cemetery was laid
out. It has a tetrastyle portico with four, fluted Ionic
columns supporting a pediment. This sits forward of
curving wings on either side, divided into three bays by
paired pilasters and terminated by twin Ionic columns
built out from the ends. The wings were restored
in 1995 – 97. The overall composition is plain and
undecorated, to the point of being stark, but provides
a restrained and dignified setting for its function as a
funerary chapel, with catacombs beneath.

Kensal House, completed in 1936, consists of two
neat parallel blocks in reinforced concrete, the west
one L-shaped with the larger (north-south) arm gently
curved. The complex was designed by social reformer
Elizabeth Denby, and architects Maxwell Fry and Grey
Wornum in collaboration with the Gas Light and Coke
Company as a progressive modernist housing scheme.
Conceived as an ‘urban village’, it was explicitly built to
house working class families relocated through slum
clearance, and was intended to offer spacious healthy
private accommodation with a communal ‘public realm’
that offered a social club in the basement of both
blocks, communal allotments and playgrounds which
were tenant managed. The building in its uncluttered
lines, repetition of simple elements and construction in
white rendered concrete exemplifies the architecture
of early modernism in England, at a point at which the
progressive social and political ideals of the movement
had reached maturity.

The special interest of the building resides in its history
as the first purpose-built Nonconformist chapel in a
public cemetery, and role as one of the key planned
cemetery buildings; the quality and fitness of its
architectural design, materials and detailing; and in its
relationship with the greater whole, the cemetery and
the group of related structures within it.
The cemetery slopes from north to south and southeast,
with its highest points along the northern boundary
and at the Anglican Chapel. The Dissenters’ Chapel is
therefore at one of the lowest points of the cemetery,
close to the level of the canal and around 3 m below
Ladbroke Grove. These factors, combined with its
location in the smaller, eastern offshoot, creates a
relatively self-effacing setting within the cemetery.
Entrance Gateway (grade II*)
The main entrance to Kensal Green Cemetery is towards
the eastern end of the site where the drive enters from
Harrow Road, under a rigorously composed classical
archway hung with tall double cast-iron gates. Built
of Portland stone, the archway, designed by John
Griffith, is flanked by Doric columns with an early C20
neo-classical single-storey office on the west side.
The most important point of arrival at the cemetery,
the sense of occasion is heightened by the semi-circular
forecourt leading from Harrow Road, and on passing
through the archway the Arcadian and architectural
qualities of the cemetery are immediately apparent in
the view south along a broad avenue flanked by fine
granite obelisks.

The associated Day Nursery, also by Fry and Wornum,
sits to the west of the residential blocks. It is also in
reinforced concrete and characterised by a distinctive
crescent shape embracing a sunken playground, the
circular layout of the site supposedly reflecting the
shape of the gas holder which it replaced.

Today the west side of the conservation area has a more
open, green and suburban character whilst east of St
Mark’s Road there is a more heavily built up urban form
and atmosphere. The evolution of housing styles from
the mid C19 to early C20 is revealed in the pattern of
development in the area. Speculative development of
the Portobello Estate to the east began with three-four
storey stock brick terraced houses intended for wealthy
families with servants and moved westwards with
contemporaneous detached and semi-detached houses
then red brick Edwardian houses for the middle classes
and ultimately an interwar Council owned cottage
estate of more modest housing. Each of these phases is
special and has its own form, materials and design.
The historic use of space has produced a pleasant
suburban enclave within a relatively high-density part of
the capital. The area has a grid pattern of wide streets
with three roads cutting diagonally through them. The
St Quintin Estate has particularly wide streets and
pavements lined with street trees. Overall, and with
some exceptions the urban form is tightly knit, but low
rise and with spacious garden settings to the houses,
becoming more so moving through the area from east
to west.

Oxford Gardens Conservation Area
The OGSQCA was first designated in 1975 in recognition
of the high quality of the speculative Victorian and
Edwardian suburban housing developed on the
farmlands of two historic and largely agricultural
estates – Portobello and St. Quintin – although it does
include other land and other building types such as the
St Charles Hospital, two convents, and the Pall Mall
Depository. It was extended in 2002 to take in two
compact streets of late Victorian housing at Bracewell
Road and Brewster Gardens to the north of North Pole
Road – areas of housing lying outside the St Quintin
Estate Lands, but complementing in a scaled-down
way, the high quality domestic architecture of the main
development around Oxford Gardens. In the northern
part of the CA are remnants of the area’s industrial
past at Kensal, including the former Clement-Talbot car
factory (Grade II listed).
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Brompton Cemetery Conservation Area

Nevern Square Conservation Area

The groups of designated heritage assets in the vicinity
of the site include:

The conservation area was designated in 1985. The
Brompton Cemetery Conservation Area covers a total of
39 acres and is situated along the western edge of the
Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea in Redcliffe
Ward. The boundaries of Brompton Cemetery are in
the most part clearly defined with brick boundary walls
and railings to the north and brick boundary walls to
the south, east and western sides. The main entrance is
located at North Lodge on Old Brompton Road. There is
another entrance at South Lodge, located on the Fulham
Road near the junction with Hortensia Road. Brompton
Cemetery sits adjacent to other conservation areas with
Philbeach Conservation Area to the north; The Boltons
Conservation Area to the east; The Billings and The
College of St. Mark and St. John Conservation Areas to
the south and The Billings & Brompton Cutting (in the
Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham) to the west.2

The conservation area was first designated in 1985,
with later additions in 1997 and 1998. Nevern Square
Conservation Area is situated in Earl’s Court Ward and in
postcode area SW5. It is surrounded on all sides, except
the north, by other conservation areas which denote a
high quality historic environment. These include: Earl’s
Court Village, Earl’s Court Square, Courtfield, Edwardes
Square, Scarsdale and Abingdon conservation areas.5

Brompton Cemetery group, comprising:
•

Brompton Cemetery Conservation Area

•

Brompton Cemetery Registered Park and Garden
(Grade I)

Other designated heritage assets in the wider area
include:
•

Church of St Cuthbert and St Matthias (Grade I).

•

Nevern Square Conservation Area

•

Philbeach Conservation Area

•

Earls Court Village Conservation Area

•

Courtfield Conservation Area

•

Earls Court Square Conservation Area

•

The Boltons Conservation Area

•

Lexham Gardens Conservation Areas
Undesignated heritage assets:

•

Lillie Bridge depot building

•

Empress Place c19 shops and residential buildings

Brompton Cemetery Registered Park and Garden (Grade
I)
The cemetery is a Registered Historic Park and Garden
(grade I) and is of special historic interest being one of
the earliest (1839-42) of London’s ‘Magnificent Seven’
cemeteries that were laid out beyond the city edges in
the 1830s and early 1840s. The cemetery is laid out to
an outstanding and innovative monumental and formal
design by a nationally renowned architect, Benjamin
Baud and survives remarkably intact.3
Church of St Cuthbert and St Matthias (Grade I).
St Cuthbert’s Church at 50 Philbeach Gardens,
London, SW5 9EB was listed at Grade I in 1969 for its
“exceptionally rich and consistent scheme of fittings
and decoration, including major pieces by the Arts and
Crafts metalworker William Bainbridge Reynolds and
the architect-priest Ernest Geldart; its status as a noble
and lofty ‘town church’, its proportions modelled on
those of Tintern Abbey, and its originally plain interior
conceived as a blank canvas for later generations to
enrich; and its historic interest as the church is a high
water-mark of turn-of-the-century Ritualism, and is also
a remarkable expression of the contemporary cult of
handicrafts.”4
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Philbeach Conservation Area
The conservation area was first designated in 1993,
with later additions in 1997 and 2003. Nevern Square
Conservation Area is situated in Earl’s Philbeach
Conservation Area is situated in Earl’s Court Ward
and in postcode SW5. The conservation area has an
unfortunate setting from the north. It is harshly bound
by the very busy Cromwell Road which has six traffic
lanes and some huge advert hoardings as well as
several large and unattractive modern buildings in view,
although these are mitigated by large trees to a certain
extent.6
Earls Court Village Conservation Area
The conservation area was first designated in 1973, with
later additions in 1978, 2002, and 2003. The Earl’s Court
Village Conservation Area is situated in a relatively
central location within the borough of Kensington and
Chelsea in an area that is largely bounded by Cromwell
Road to the north, Earl’s Court Road to the west and the
District railway lines to the south. The area is located
wholly within The Earl’s Court Ward and is surrounded
almost completely by other conservation areas. To the
north by Lexham Conservation Area; to the east and
south by Courtfield Conservation Area; to the west by
the Nevern Square Conservation Area.7
Courtfield Conservation Area
The conservation area was first designated in 1971, with
later additions in 1973, 1975, 1985, 1997 and 1998. The
Courtfield Conservation Area is located within three
wards, the largest portion being in Courtfield. Two
smaller sections lie in the Redcliffe Ward to the south
and Earl’s Court Ward to the west. The conservation

area is bounded to the north by Cromwell Road, Earl’s
Court Road is to the west and Old Brompton Road to the
south. To the east the housing continues with more, red
brick terraces, stucco fronted houses and commercial
development. There are two underground stations close
to the conservation area boundary, with Gloucester
Road to the east and Earl’s Court to the west.8
Earls Court Square Conservation Area
The conservation area was first designated in 1975, with
later additions in 1985, 1998 and 2002. The Earl’s Court
Conservation Area is surrounded almost completely
by other conservation areas. To the north by Nevern
Square Conservation Area; to the east by Courtfield
Conservation Area; to the south by Brompton and
Brompton Cemetery Conservation Areas and to the
west by the Philbeach Conservation Area.9
The Boltons Conservation Area
The conservation area was first designated in 1970,
with later additions in 1973, 1975, 1980, and 2000. The
Boltons is located in the Redcliffe Ward in the south
of the Royal Borough in postcode area SW10. The
conservation area is bound to the north and south by
two shopping streets - Old Brompton Road and Fulham
Road - and to the west by Brompton Cemetery. To the
east the housing continues with more stock brick and
red brick terraces.10
Lexham Gardens Conservation Areas
The conservation area was first designated in 1995.
Lexham Gardens is located towards the centre of the
Royal Borough in postcode area W8 with Cromwell Road
being in SW5. It is in the Council’s Abingdon ward. To
the north there are terraces of houses that were built
slightly earlier on the Edwardes’ estate to which Lexham
Gardens has close connections, whilst to the south of
the area there are many tall, late twentieth century
buildings including hotels and a hospital, that create an
unsympathetic setting to the Victorian architecture of
the conservation area.11

8

Courtfield Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2015

2

Brompton Cemetery Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2017

5

Nevern Square Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2018

9

Earl’s Court Square Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2016

3

ibid

6

Philbeach Gardens Draft Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2017

10 The Boltons Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2015

4

Official Listing Description, Historic England

7

Earl’s Court Village Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2017

11

Lexham Garden Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2015
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OPEN SPACE
OVERVIEW
The borough has two primary public open spaces which
are Holland Park and Kensington Gardens. In addition to
this, Brompton Cemetery and Kensal Green Cemetery
both form important, large open amenity spaces for
their local catchment area and visitors alike. There are
a further 28 parks and 60 green spaces under council
management.
The borough is also characterised by a significant
amount of well-distributed green garden squares which
date from the Georgian era, though many of these
spaces remain for private use which has resulted “in a
lack of public open and playable space in some parts the
borough”1
For further information see Current Local Plan
(2019) Policy CR5 Parks, Gardens, Open Spaces and
Waterways.

1

Current Local Plan, RBKC, 2019

Figure 1.5: RBKC Green Space
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BUILDING HEIGHT CONTEXT
OVERVIEW
The Current Local Plan (2019) establishes that “the
relatively modest and consistent height of building
within Kensington and Chelsea reflects the primarily
residential character of the borough. High residential
densities are delivered without recourse to tall
buildings. This pattern of development with its low
to medium-rise, high-density residential areas, has
produced a very attractive townscape, and is central to
the borough’s charm.”1
Tall buildings are very much the exception in the
borough, with Trellick Tower being the tallest at
98m; building height is thus a critical issue and a
very sensitive feature of the townscape. There is
a concentration of taller buildings around South
Kensington and Knightsbridge which helps to give a
proportionate hierarchical meaning to these places of
national and international importance.
For further information see Current Local Plan (2019)
Policy CL12 Building Heights

1

Current Local Plan, RBKC, 2019

Figure 1.6: RBKC Building Height Context
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PUBLIC TRANSPORT
OVERVIEW
The borough is primarily well-served by public transport
which supports low car ownership rates. Public
Transport Accessibility Levels vary from ‘excellent’
around Notting Hill Gate and South Kensington, to
‘poor’ or ‘very poor’ in the far south and north west of
the borough (Figure 1.7).
The underground network in the borough “reflects this
east-west geography, with the Central, Circle, District
and Piccadilly lines together servicing central Kensington
and northern Chelsea, and the Hammersmith and
City line serving North Kensington. North-south
movement on the Underground (apart from High
Street Kensington to Notting Hill Gate) is not possible.
North-south movement is facilitated by the West
London line, running down the western boundary of
the borough with stations at Shepherd’s Bush, Olympia,
West Brompton and Imperial Wharf serving the far
south west of the borough, in the London Borough of
Hammersmith and Fulham. However, there is no station
in North Kensington on this line”.1
There are no mainline rail termini in the borough,
though Paddington and Victoria lie a kilometre or so to
the east, in the City of Westminster.

1

Current Local Plan, RBKC, 2019

Figure 1.7: RBKC Public Transport Accessibility
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PROTECTED VIEWS
OVERVIEW
The Current Local Plan (2019) explains that “the quality
and character of an area is not only provided by the
individual buildings but it is also gained from views
into, within, and out of the area. When considering
development that will impacts on views, vistas and gaps,
it is important to respect the local context.”
It is important that the impact of development on
views within the townscape, including in and around
conservation areas, as well as of landmarks defining
points of townscape interest is taken into account.
In addition to the strategic view from St Paul’s to
King Henry’s Mount in Richmond Park, identified in
the London Plan, the borough also has specifically
recognised views that are important to protect. These
are set out in the Views and Building Heights SPD and
fall within four overarching view types:
1.

panoramas and river prospects

2.

townscape views

3.

linear views

4.

views of landmarks

On the occasion that development has an impact
beyond the immediate street, a wider assessment of
the impact needs to be carried out in accordance to the
methodology set out in the Views and Building Heights
SPD.
For further information see Current Local Plan (2019)
Policy CL11 Views & the Views and Building Heights
SPD.

Figure 1.8: RBKC Views (identified in the Views and Building Heights SPD
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2 AREAS OF STUDY
2.1 OPPORTUNITY AREAS
KENSAL CANALSIDE OPPORTUNITY AREA

EARL’S COURT SITE

Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area lies to the very
north of the borough, bordering the London Boroughs
of Hammersmith and Fulham, Brent and the City of
Westminster, and is adjacent to the Old Oak and Park
Royal regeneration area.

The Earl’s Court site lies to the west of the borough,
bordering the London Borough of Hammersmith and
Fulham, adjacent to the West London line. It is largely
residential in character with a range of different
property types and tenure.

The SPD docuement establishes that “It is the largest
brownfield site within the Royal Borough of Kensington
and Chelsea. There is an opportunity to transform this
area into a high-quality, well-connected, attractive and
sustainable Canalside neighbourhood for people to
live in, work in and visit. The neighbourhood will bring
with it a minimum of 3,500 new homes and 10,000 sqm
of office space providing new jobs and opportunities.
Working with residents, businesses and the landowners
we have developed this document to provide guidance
on the future development of the site.”1

This site allocation relates to the part of part of Earl’s
Court and West Kensington Opportunity Area within
the Royal Borough. A joint Supplementary Planning
Document has been produced and the site has outline
planning permission. Within the Royal Borough
planning permission has been granted for a mixed-use
development which includes up to 930 residential units.

For further information see Current Local Plan (2019)
Policy CV5 Vision for Kensal & Site Allocation CA1
Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area

Kensal Canalside

For further information see Current Local Plan (2019)
Policy CV8 Vision for Earl’s Court & Site Allocation CA6
Earl’s Court Exhibition Centre.
Note: Whilst the study looks at the entire Earl’s
Court and West Kensington Opportunity Area site,
the evidence base contained within this document
can only support policy within the Royal Borough of
Kensington and Chelsea portion of the site.

Earl’s
Court

1

Kensal Canalside SPD, RBKC, 2021.

Figure 1.9: Areas of the Study
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2.2 STUDY ASSUMPTIONS
MIX
For the housing mix for both Opportunity Areas, we
are using the most up-to-date evidence, the draft Local
Housing Needs Assessment. This sets out the following
mix:
No. beds

Market Housing

Affordable Housing

1 bed

35%

16%

2 bed

40%

44%

3 bed

20%

28%

4 bed

5%

12%

No. bedrooms
(b)
1 bed
2 bed

3 bed

4 bed

UNIT SIZES
An upper and lower average unit size has been
assumed. For the upper size, 1 bed and 2 bed units are
assumed to be single storey; the schemes are expected
to be predominantly flatted developments. 3 bed and
4 bed units are assumed to be two storey to allow for
maisonette typologies; this is a conservative assumption
because it is anticipated that there will be a large
proportion of 3 bed and 4 bed flats over one storey.
The largest size in each National Space Standard
category has been selected (see Table 2.1), and 10%
added to the minimum. This is in order to ensure a
good standard of internal living accommodation can be
provided, particularly in a high-density context.
For the lower size, 1, 2 and 3 bed units are assumed
to be single storey. 4 bed units are assumed to be two
storey to allow for maisonette typologies.
Intermediate sizes for 3 and 4 bed units in the National
Space Standard category have been selected (see Table
2.2), and 10% added to the minimum. This assumes
a higher proportion of smaller flats over one storey,
while still reaching a good standard of internal living
accommodation.

5 bed
6 bed

1 storey dwellings

2 storey dwellings

3 storey dwellings

1p

39 (37) *

2p

50

58

3p

61

70

4p

70

79

4p

74

84

90

5p

86

93

99

6p

95

102

108

5p

90

97

103

6p

99

106

112

7p

108

115

121

8p

117

124

130

6p

103

110

116

7p

112

119

125

8p

121

128

134

7p

116

123

129

8p

125

132

138

Built-in
storage
1.0
1.5
2.0

2.5

No. bedrooms
(b)
1 bed
2 bed

3 bed

4 bed

6 bed

No. bed spaces
(persons)

1 storey dwellings

2 storey dwellings

3 storey dwellings

1p

39 (37) *

2p

50

58

3p

61

70

4p

70

79

4p

74

84

90

5p

86

93

99

6p

95

102

108

5p

90

97

103

6p

99

106

112

7p

108

115

121

8p

117

124

130

6p

103

110

116

7p

112

119

125

8p

121

128

134

7p

116

123

129

8p

125

132

138

AVERAGE UNIT SIZE
Based on the above assumptions regarding unit mix and
unit size, the average unit size ranges between 78 and
83.7 square metres.
The Kensal Canalside sceranios were developed prior to
the recent draft Local Housing Needs Assessment and
based on similar capacity studies in Old Oak and Park
Royal Development Corporation (OPDC) which used a
different overall housing mix and average unit size of
71.8 square metres.

AREAS
3.0

3.5

4.0

Table 2.1: National Space Standards - Highlighted figures are the benchmark upper unit sizes used for the
purposes of this study

5 bed
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No. bed spaces
(persons)

Built-in
storage
1.0
1.5
2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

4.0

Table 2.2: National Space Standards - Highlighted figures are the benchmark lower unit sizes used for the purposes
of this study

GIA is assumed to be 90% of GEA. This is a standard
ratio, used in the OPDC capacity study and in the GLA
capacity tool.
NIA is assumed to be 69% of GIA. This is the ratio used
in the OPDC capacity study. The GLA capacity tool
uses 70%. We can be comfortable that this is quite a
conservative ratio, allowing ample space for core, plant,
cycle storage and other relevant ancillary spaces. This is
considered appropriate for two predominantly flatted
developments.

STOREY HEIGHTS
Residential storeys are assumed to be 3.1m in
height, with non-residential 4m. A bespoke height
has been applied to the replacement supermarket on
Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area, informed by preapplications discussion and operational requirements:
it ranges from 9m on the southern part of the plot to
6m to the north, following the topography that slopes
towards the south.

ADDITIONAL CAPACITY STUDIES
These assumptions have been carried through the
additional capacity study exercises that form Appendix
A & B. For the purposes of the Kensal Canalside
supermarket an average floor to floor height of 7.1m has
been assumed.
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2.3 ESTABLISHING SCENARIOS FOR
TESTING
KENSAL CANALSIDE
SPD CONTEXT
The Kensal Canalside SPD sets out an indicative height
strategy including areas where taller buildings might be
acceptable. In order to identify a maximum height for
the purposes of London Plan policy D9, further testing
of 3D models in context is required.

SCENARIO 1: SPD MODEL + POINTS OF HEIGHT
The SPD model was adapted to include points of height
in accordance with the taller buildings zones in the
SPD heights strategy. This is referred to as Scenario 1
throughout this document.

SCENARIO 2: SPD MODEL WITH ADDITIONAL
HEIGHT
Scenario 2 adapted Scenario 1 to reach 5,000 units

SCENARIO 3: SPD MODEL WITH LESS HEIGHT
Scenario 3 adapted Scenario 1 to reach 3,500 units

Three massing models were created for the purposes
of capacity testing as part of the SPD process: for 3,500
homes, 4,200 homes and for 5,000 homes. The model
for 4,200 homes was then examined in more detail and
a fourth model was created, adapted to respond to
views and townscape considerations, accommodating
4,022 units. This model (“SPD model”) is the starting
point for the testing carried out because it was created
in response to the views as set out in the earlier SPD
Views Study.

SPD Model

Kensal Canalside Scenario 1

Kensal Canalside Scenario 2

Kensal Canalside Scenario 3

Resi GIA (sqm)

399,296

Resi GIA (sqm)

457,900

Resi GIA (sqm)

457,900

Resi GIA (sqm)

337,388

Non resi GIA (sqm)

19,238

Non resi GIA (sqm)

19,238 (as SPD Model)

Non resi GIA (sqm)

19,238 (as SPD Model)

Non resi GIA (sqm)

19,238 (as SPD Model)

Average unit size (sqm)

71.8

78

83.7

Average unit size (sqm)

71.8

78

83.7

Average unit size (sqm)

71.8

78

83.7

Average unit size (sqm)

71.8

78

83.7

Unit capacity

4,022

3,703

3,450

Unit capacity

4,199

3,865

3,602

Unit capacity

4,998

4,601

4,287

Unit capacity

3,507

3,228

3,008

Height range (AOD)

TBC

Height range (AOD)

Up to 99

Height range (AOD)

Up to 130

Height range (AOD)

Up to 86.5

Height range (storeys)

Up to 29

Height range (storeys)

Up to 30

Height range (storeys)

Up to 40

Height range (storeys)

Up to 26

Density Range

224-261 dwellings per hectare

Density Range

233-272 dwellings per hectare

Density Range

278-324 dwellings per hectare

Density Range

195-227 dwellings per hectare
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EARL’S COURT

SPD CONTEXT

The starting point for Earl’s Court modelling is the
extant permission (PP/11/01937) model created by
Vu:City. This is based on the most recent consents for
each plot.
BASELINE SCENARIO: FORMER EXHIBITION CENTRE
DEVELOPMENT
This baseline scenario provides the model for the
former exhibition centre which has been demolished.
No assessment has been carried out for this scenario;
it has been provided for comparison with Scenarios 1-3
which are outlined in the following sections.

SCENARIO 1: EXTANT PERMISSION MODEL
BUILDING ENVELOPE

SCENARIO 2: INCREASED HEIGHT FOLLOWING
DESIGN PRINCIPLES

Scenario 1 uses the extant permission building envelope
and applies the assumptions regarding areas and
average unit size range (as detailed on page 20).1

Scenario 2 was developed to increase the heights of
Scenario 1 increasing heights close to the A4 motorway
and Empress State Building. In this scenario, the
assumption has been taken to allow for the quantity
of non-residential GIA that has been permitted by the
extant permission.

Scenario 3 assumed a higher level of non-residential
space and allowed for increased heights to
accommodate more residential units.

1 Note: the model shown for Scenarios 1 -3 is for the whole of the Opportunity
Area, including the LBHF side in order to give context to the potential
development on the RBKC side.

Earl’s Court Scenario 1
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SCENARIO 3: MAXIMUM HEIGHT ENVELOPE

Earl’s Court Scenario 2

Earl’s Court Scenario 3

Resi GIA (sqm)

136,914 (as extant permission)

Resi GIA (sqm)

163,057

Resi GIA (sqm)

133,383

Non resi GIA (sqm)

6,822 (as extant permission)

Non resi GIA (sqm)

6,822 (as extant permission)

Non resi GIA (sqm)

62,707

Average unit size (sqm)

71.8

78

83.7

Average unit size (sqm)

71.8

78

83.7

Average unit size (sqm)

71.8

78

83.7

Unit capacity

n/a

1,211

1,129

Unit capacity

n/a

1,442

1,345

Unit capacity

n/a

1,180

1,100

Height range (AOD)

19.5-53.9

Height range (AOD)

19.5-66.3

Height range (AOD)

19.5-104.9

Height range (storeys)

Up to 12

Height range (storeys)

Up to 17

Density Range

152-163 dwellings per hectare

Density Range

181-194 dwellings per hectare

Height range (storeys)
Density Range

Up to 21 (note significantly taller due to
higher storey heights for commercial uses)

148-159 dwellings per hectare
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3 VISUAL AND TOWNSCAPE IMPACT TESTING
3.1 INTRODUCTION

3.2 ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

ABOUT THE STUDY

APPROACH

This study utilises view testing to assess the
appropriateness of locations and height of tall buildings
in respect of their impact on visual and townscape
aspects. It should be noted that it does not take full
account of aspects such as heritage impacts, planning
considerations, placemaking, viability, deliverability which
should be considered as part of further assessments.

Visual impact assessments commonly use photo realistic
renders of proposals that are superimposed into verified
photographs for assessment. Given the strategic nature
and scope of this study and the absence of detailed
masterplanning and architectural proposals, this study
utilised VuCity as the means of visual exploration
and testing, based on 3d massing models of principal
development scenarios. VuCity provides a highly
accurate virtual 3d environment that is now routinely
used in massing and tall buildings assessment at early
project stages both by developers and the public sector
in London and other cities.

The view assessment specifically looks at the impact
that tall buildings could have on the significance of the
townscape setting and quality of defined views. This study
was conducted through a comprehensive combination of
on-site assessments of the existing townscape and views,
coupled with the robust use of tools such as VuCity to
assess both static and kinetic views of massing scenarios.
The extensive size of the development areas, the large
number of sensitive heritage assets, the number of
potential tall building sites, and the high level and indicative
nature of the massing at this stage means that the scope
of assessment needs to be realistic and proportionate in
the context of the purpose of the study and the availability
of resources. The assessment cannot aim to be at the
level of a comprehensive townscape and visual impact
assessment, as would be required as part of an EIA and a
planning application. Instead it shadows these approaches
and in principle applies their methodologies, but remains
at a higher strategic level that is deemed appropriate to the
evidence and guidance it aims to provide.

LIMITATIONS
This study is focused on the townscape and visual
impact of development, and seeks to establish design
principles and building height thresholds to guide a form
of development that would have an acceptable impact
on the surrounding townscape and in important and/or
sensitive views outside the Opportunity Area.
It is important to note that the study does not
masterplan the site or conclude with a recommended
masterplan. To do so would require a much more
detailed examination of different factors including
placemaking and sense of space, infrastructure needs,
environmental performance, and delivery and viability
among others.

To undertake this assessment photographic records of
relevant views were obtained. Subject to the viewing
location these were of different formats, including a
focal length of 24mm for panoramic views and a focal
length of 50mm of directional views, but also panoramic
and other photographic shots of a location to support
an appreciation of the townscape characteristics.
Photographic records were used to establish the value
and significance of views and to inform the townscape
character and sensitivity.
The assessment of the impact of the development
massing on views and townscape was then undertaken
in VuCity. Each view was set up as closely and accurately
as possible in VuCity to the photographic location.
The assessment of development scenarios in views was
primarily concerned with the massing and height of
proposals in relation to the broad physical townscape
and natural characteristics depicted by the VuCity
model in each view, which was cross-referenced with
the photographic record.
Whilst it is accepted that this approach is based
on an abstraction of reality by the 3d model, its is
highly accurate in respect of the geographic location,
topography, massing and form of development and its
context, and it benefits from the inclusion of permitted
developments. It is a highly suitable and commonly used
approach to testing and assessing the impact of height
and massing of a proposal on views and townscapes.
More detailed assessments involving photorealistic
depiction of architectural proposals in their contexts will
need to be undertaken at application stage.

VISUAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT
The study shadowed the guidance on Visual Impact
Assessment contained in the Landscape Institute
‘Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment,3rd Edition). This document provides
detailed recommendations on the structure and
process, and in particular on the assessment of visual
effects. This approach was adapted to this particular
project and scope of works.

•

‘Distinctive’ views, those across high quality
townscape which might include features of interest
such as landmarks and/ or are linear views or
prospects specifically protected by the area specific
guidance such as Conservation Area Appraisals;
These views have been classified as ‘High-Medium’
view sensitivity.

•

‘Characteristic’ views, those of relatively common
elements of townscape, likely to be valued by the
community which experience the view. These views
have been classified as ‘Medium-Low’ view sensitivity
depending on the overall quality of the view; and

•

‘Limited’ views are those across poor quality
townscape with a high degree of detracting or
common elements These views have been classified
as ‘Very Low’ view sensitivity.

In overview, the assessment for each view involved the
following aspects:
Direction
•

Cardinal direction of view toward development area

Range
•

•

‘Very Short’ range views within 100m of the site; in
these views the upper floors of the massing may be
out of out of shot;
‘Short’ range views between 100m and 500m of the
site; in these views, the massing generally appears in
full context, including the upper floors and ground
floor context, except where the view is blocked by
existing development;

•

‘Mid’ range views between 500m and 1500m of the
site; in these views, the massing often appears above
the roofscape; and

•

‘Long’ range views over 1500m distant from the site;
in these views, the massing is seen in the context of
the city.

Receptor Sensitivity
•

Views where receptors are of ‘Very High’ sensitivity,
such as those in which the attractive nature of the
environment is the principal factor in the enjoyment
of the experience and internationally designated
townscapes;

•

Views where receptors are of ‘High’ sensitivity,
such as those perceived by residents, or users of
outdoor recreational facilities, on recognised national
cycling or walking routes or in nationally designated
townscapes;

•

Views where receptors are of ‘Medium’ sensitivity,
such as those perceived by users of outdoor
recreational facilities, or those likely to be travelling
to enjoy the view;

•

Views where receptors are of ‘Low’ sensitivity, such
as those perceived by users of public open space in
moderately valued townscapes, or people likely to be
travelling for other purposes than just the view; and

•

Views where receptors are of ‘Very Low’ sensitivity,
such as those perceived by people engaged in work
activities indoors, with limited opportunity for views
of the proposed development.

Value of Views
•

‘Strategic’ views, those which are of particular
importance due to their role in establishing the
landscape and visual identity of the city/borough,
and/or are linear views or prospects specifically
protected in the London Plan and the Local Plan;
These views have been classified as ‘Very High’ view
sensitivity.

The Visual Sensitivity of each view was determined by
holistically evaluating the value of each view and the
receptor sensitivity. The visual sensitivity captured five
values (Very High, High, Medium, Low and Very Low).
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The assessment of the impact of development
undertaken in VuCity captured the following aspects:
Magnitude
•

•

•

•

•

•

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT ASSESSMENT
Townscape Character

Views where the magnitude of visual effects is
‘Very High’, in that there is substantial change to
the composition of the existing view and/or a high
degree of exposure to the view;

For each place / viewing location the townscape
character was described, based on site visits,
photographs, conservation area statements and other
documentary evidence of a place.

Views where the magnitude of visual effects is
‘High’, in that there is considerable change to
the composition of the existing view and/or a
medium-high degree of exposure to the view;

Townscape Sensitivity

Views where the magnitude of visual effects is
‘Medium’, in that there is noticeable change to the
composition of the existing view and/or medium
degree of exposure to the view;
Views where the magnitude of visual effects is ‘Low’,
in that there is minor change to the existing view
and/or low degree of exposure to the view;

The assessment then independently evaluated the
Townscape Sensitivity in each view location to establish
the level of sensitivity to change. This was based on a
professional judgment of the character of each place
and how it could be affected by change. Change in this
context specifically considered the likely type and scale
of development within the opportunity area that may
affect the place / viewing location.
Sensitivity to change was classified as follows:
•

Views where the magnitude of visual effects is
‘Negligible’, in that there is barely perceptible change
to the existing view and/or very brief exposure to the
view; and
Views where there are ‘Nil’ (no visual effects) due to
a view of the proposed development being entirely
obscured.

Significance

•

The significance of effects is based on a combination
of the assessed magnitude and visual sensitivity of the
view. Table 3.1 provides the significant matrix that cross
references Magnitude of Impact with the Sensitivity of
view.
For the purposes of the assessment, the categories
of ‘Profound’ ‘Major’, ‘Major-Moderate’, ‘Significantmoderate’ and ‘Moderate’ are regarded as significant.
The categories of ‘Moderate-Minor’, ‘Minor’ , ‘MinorNegligible’, ‘Negligible’, and ‘Nil’ are regarded as not
significant for the purposes of this assessment.
Quality
Subject to the nature of the impact on a view a
qualitative judgement was made as to if an impact was
considered of beneficial, neutral or adverse quality,
taking into consideration the value of a view, the impact
the development will have on it and its appreciation by
view receptors.
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Magnitude

Sensitivity

•

•

•

Very High

High

Medium

Low

Very Low

Very High

Profound

Major

Major-moderate

Moderate

Minor

High

Major

Major-moderate

Significantmoderate

Moderate-minor

Minor-negligible

Medium

Major-moderate

Significantmoderate

Moderate

Minor

Negligible

Low

Moderate

Moderate-minor

Minor

Minor-negligible

Negligible

Negligible

Minor

Minor-negligible

Negligible

Negligible

Negligible

Nil

Nil

Nil

Nil

Nil

Nil

Table 3.1: Significance matrix

Magnitude
In the majority of the assessed places change affected
the setting and visual character of a townscape, rather
than involving physical change to the place itself.

‘Very high’ sensitivity such as those of very high
quality and highly coherence that require sensitive
management of change as they can be significantly
damaged by a change that is out of character with
the environs. These townscapes often include
listed buildings, conservation areas or are of a
recognised high value in planning policy, guidance,
characterisation studies or evidence base documents.

The assessment, similar to the visual impact assessment,
considered the magnitude of change. This was based on
a professional judgement on the degree of impact on
the character of a townscape:
•

‘Very High’ - substantial change to the character of
the townscape and/or a high degree of exposure by
residents and visitors;

‘High’ sensitivity such as those of high quality and
coherence that require sensitive management of
change as they may be damaged by a change that is
out of character with the environs. These townscapes
often include listed buildings, conservation areas or are
of a recognised high value in planning policy, guidance,
characterisation studies or evidence base documents.

•

‘High’ - considerable change to the character of
the townscape and/or a medium-high degree of
exposure by residents and visitors;

•

‘Medium’ - noticeable change to the character of the
townscape and/or a medium degree of exposure by
residents and visitors;

•

‘Low’ - minor change to the character of the
townscape and/or a low degree of exposure by
residents and visitors ;

•

‘Negligible’- barely perceptible change to the
character of the townscape and/or very brief
exposure by residents and visitors; and

•

‘Nil’ (no change) due to the character being fully
sheltered from the development‘s impact.

‘Medium’ sensitivity such as those of medium quality
and cohesiveness that are able to absorb some
change if it is sensitively managed. These townscape
may include buildings and townscapes that are
recognised as having local value through planning
policy, guidance, characterisation studies or evidence
base documents.
‘Low’ sensitivity such as those of low quality and
cohesiveness that can readily absorb well-managed
change. These townscape includes few buildings of
merit, and has no recognised value in planning policy.
‘Very low’ sensitivity such as those of very low and
fragmented quality that can readily absorb and
welcome well-managed change. These townscape
includes few buildings of merit, and has no
recognised value in planning policy.

Significance
The significance of effects was established based on a
combination of the assessed magnitude of change and
townscape sensitivity of the place. Table 3.1 provides
the significant matrix that cross references Magnitude
of Impact with the Sensitivity of the townscape

For the purposes of the assessment, the categories
of ‘Profound’ ‘Major’, ‘Major-Moderate’, ‘Significantmoderate’ and ‘Moderate’ are regarded as significant.
The categories of ‘Moderate-Minor’, ‘Minor’ , ‘MinorNegligible’, ‘Negligible’, and ‘Nil’ are regarded as not
significant for the purposes of this assessment.
Quality
Subject to the nature of the impact on the townscape
character a qualitative judgement was made as to if an
impact was considered of beneficial, neutral or adverse
quality, taking into consideration the townscape
value of a place and the nature and quality of impact
experienced by residents and visitors. Beneficial impact
for example derived from the enhancement to legibility
by the proposal, regeneration benefits delivered by the
development that will benefit residents and visitors, and
improvements in the spatial definition of a place.
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3.3 SCENARIO IMPACT TESTING

3.4 DETERMINING APPROPRIATE HEIGHTS

This study has looked in detail at two Opportunity
Areas, Kensal Canalside OA and Earls Court OA. For each
opportunity area three development scenarios with
different heights were assessed. Scenarios are described
in Chapter 2.

one simulates the view when trees are without leafs,
and allows an appreciation of the role of vegetation in
screening development, and the third one allows an
understanding of the extent of development hidden
behind buildings and other features.

Based on this initial assessment general height
principles were set out for each opportunity area.
These were then used to develop a series of 3d massing
models for each Opportunity Area that aimed to
demonstrate an ‘optimal’ height approach.

A zone of theoretical visibility analysis was carried out to
obtain a general understanding of the potential impact
of the height of scenarios on views and townscape. This
informed the identification of views to be tested by this
study. Considerations for the selection of view points
were the location and distance from the OA, heritage
designations, townscape qualities, extent of visibility
among others. Visual sensitivity studies undertaken as
part of the SPD development for each Opportunity Area
(see section 1.3 for more detail) had identified relevant
views of which a selected number were included in this
analysis.

For each view and scenario the photograph and the
three outputs were compiled on an A3 double spread,
and the assessment of the townscape impact and visual
impact was undertaken. The assessment considered
both the individual as well as the comparative impact
of development scenarios. The assessment also used
VuCity to conduct visual appraisal for example of
kinetic effects from around an area. In order to better
understand the height of development, The massing
models for Earls Court were colour coded in VuCity in
respect of their heights in steps of five typical storeys
in order to better understand their height and impact.
Google Earth and Google Street View were used as
reference for additional contextual information.

For the Earls Court OA these were based on the same
indicative spatial layout as scenarios 1 to 3, and involved
a modulation of the height of buildings. For Kensal
Canalside OA an alternative indicative layout with its
own approach to height and place making was prepared
that responds to the guidance contained in the Kensal
Canalside SPD and the findings of the Scenario Impact
Testing.

A total of 40 representative views were identified
by the council. These included 24 views for the
Kensal Opportunity Area and 16 for the Earls Court
Opportunity Area. Nine of the views (six for Kensal
Canalside OA, three for Earls Court OA) were taken from
outside of RBKC to take account of impacts experienced
from neighbouring boroughs. The views identified are
not exhaustive, and applications for tall buildings are
likely to be required to test additional views to fully
understand the impact of proposals.
Each view point was subject to a site visit by the
assessment team. A photographic record of each view
and wider place characteristics were obtained. Informed
by the site visit and other documentary evidence
such as Conservation Area Statements and the View
Studies (see above) a description of the townscape
character and view were undertaken, together with an
assessment of their respective sensitivity to change.
For each view point a camera was set up in VuCity that
closely resembles the viewing location and focal length
of the photographic record, and outputs were produced
for each of the relevant scenarios. Three outputs were
generated by VuCity: (1) the view of the scenario in
context with trees, (2) the view of the scenario with
leafs taken off trees, and (3) the view of the scenario
with trees with the scenario highlighted. The 1st
output represents an abstraction of what an observer
would be seeing when trees are in leaf, the second

Based on an appreciation of the effects of development
on townscapes and views, potential mitigation measures
and in some cases height tresholds were identified to
minimise adverse impacts or/and enhance views or
townscape.
The detailed assessment of each view is contained in
this report (Chapter 4 - Kensal Canalside, and Chapter
7 - Earls Court).
The findings of the assessment were summarised in an
assessment matrix and supporting text (Chapter 5 and
8, respectively). These informed the establishing of the
height recommendations for each area.

The new scenarios were based on the same assumptions
that were applied by the initially tested scenarios
(see chapter 2) and aimed to deliver a respective
relevant capacity of development. The Scenarios were
established through an iterative process, using VuCity
to test visual impacts from critical view points, and
amending the massing and height of scenarios to meet
relevant development capacities. An overview of the
scenarios for each OA with their development capacities
are included as appendices to this report.
It is important to note that the study did not undertake
detailed masterplanning for each opportunity
area, as this was beyond the realistic scope of this
study. To do so would require a much more detailed
examination of factors including placemaking and
the sense of enclosure and sense of space within the
site, how infrastructure should be incorporated, the
environmental performance of buildings and spaces
(including access to sunlight/daylight), and the delivery,
viability and implementation.
Based on these capacity models height principles and
thresholds were established for each OA. This involved
the consideration and professional judgement of
the likely acceptable impact of the development on
sensitive townscapes and views.
The height recommendations for Kensal Canalside OA
are included in Chapter 6 and the for Earls Court OA in
Chapter 9.

•

A summary of the findings of the impact of the initial
scenarios on views and townscapes;

•

A summary of the assessment matrix and comparison
between scenarios;

•

The setting out of a general approach towards
building height for each OA and principles for
massing, height and distribution of tall buildings
based on the findings of the assessment and best
practice;

•

The height guidance with a description of broad zones
of acceptable heights, covering the general height of
buildings and tall buildings. This is accompanied by a
plan that indicates a range or maximum heights that
could be considered appropriate from a townscape and
visual perspective; and

•

A visual representation of ‘optimal height’ scenarios
in relevant views with a summary of key sensitivities
and principles that development should take into
account to minimise their impact on views and
townscapes. These provide guidance and assessment
criteria that can be used by applicants tot test
proposals and in the development management
process.

The height for each location is given in metres, both
above ground and Above Ordinance Datum (AOD). In
addition an indicative number of storeys is provided.
The number of storeys is based on using 3.1m floor to
floor height for residential storeys and 4m floor to floor
height for commercial storeys. In reality, storey heights
may be higher or lower in any given development and
so the number of storeys may vary from what is shown
in the appropriate height plan. The key measure which
guides new developments is the AOD height.
Note that this guidance does not represent the blueprint
for proposed heights and tall buildings. It provides an
indication of heights that may be appropriate in tested
locations. It is recognised that other factors may also need
to be taken into account by the planning authority when
stipulating heights of development.

The height recommendation chapters include:

25

3.5 RELATIVE HEIGHT THEORY

The document’s height advice is informed by a number
of urban design concepts and approaches to height and
tall buildings that Urban Initiatives Studio has applied
in Height and Tall Buildings Studies for many local
authorities in London (including RBKC) and elsewhere.
For clarity and as point of reference these are set out
below.

GENERAL HEIGHT VERSUS TALL BUILDING
When discussing the height of development it is useful
to make a clear distinction between the ‘general
building height’, that is the prevailing height in an area,
and ‘tall buildings’, which covers exceptional buildings
that are taller and outstanding.

Figure 11: Tall buildings hierarchy concept

Tall buildings are the exceptions to the prevailing height.
They are significantly taller than the prevailing height in
an area, break the skyline and are visually prominent.

•

Large/higher building (CHR <2);

INDICATIVE HEIGHT RANGES

•

Local Scale Tall Building (CHR 2 to 3);

•

District Scale Tall Building (CHR 3 to 5); and

TALL BUILDING DEFINITION

•

Metropolitan Scale Tall Building (CHR >5).

The Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area is located in
an area of London that has relatively coherent low to
medium rise character with heights ranging between 3
and 5 storeys, although there are buildings and places
that are higher as well as lower (for reference see height
mapping in Section 1.3). Heights also increase in some
parts around to the OA. Accounting for these variations
the broad context height of its wider surrounding can
be considered to be the equivalent of four residential
storeys (including roof space) at 13m.

A ‘tall building’ is a relative term. A ten-storey building
might be a (very) tall building in a predominantly
two-storey suburban area, yet would be considered
only as a local high point in an urban five to six storey
context. Thus, tall buildings must be considered in
relation to their local context.
The taller a building the greater is its presence and
impact, both locally as well as on the skyline. The
ratio of the height of a tall building to the prevailing
contextual height is a useful indicator of the extent of its
‘tallness’ in its specific context.
The prevailing height of an area together with its
coherence or variation in building height, are the
reference parameters against which the height of a tall
building is perceived in the urban environment.
The height differential between a tall building and its
context can be measured. This can be called the context
height ratio (CHR).
In respect of the CHR four different height classifications
can be identified:
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PROPORTIONALITY
Given that the visibility and impact of a tall building
increases with its height, this impact has to be
proportionate and meaningful. This is a fundamental tall
building premise that should guide any tall building work
and is reflected in London Plan Policy D9. The height
of a taller building should generally correspond to the
hierarchy of places, and be proportionate to the relative
importance of the place of function marked by the
building in the context of the wider settlement.
This implies that Local Scale Tall Buildings (Local
Landmarks) should mark places of a local importance,
District Scale Tall Buildings mark places or functions that
are of district wide importance, and Metropolitan Scale
Tall Buildings should express significance for the entire
city.

In this context tall buildings in the Kensal Canalside OA
may be appreciated as follows:
•

Local scale tall buildings: 26m to 39m (8 to 13
storeys);

•

District scale tall buildings: 39m to 65m (14 to 21
storeys);

•

Metropolitan scale tall buildings: above 65m (>21
storeys).

Around the Earls Court OA heights are more varied
and ranges from 3 to 8 storeys, with lower rise housing
prevalent to the south west of the OA and higher
buildings being more common to the northeast of the
OA. Accounting for these variations the broad context
height of the wider surroundings can be considered the
equivalent of six storeys (including roof space) at 19m.

In this context tall buildings in the Earls Court OA may
be appreciated as follows:
•

Local scale tall buildings: 38m to 57m (12 to 18
storeys);

•

District scale tall buildings: 57m to 95m (19 to 30
storeys);

•

Metropolitan scale tall buildings: above 95m (>30
storeys).

These are indicative height ranges to provide an
understanding of the broad relativity of tall buildings
within areas with different height contexts. It
demonstrates that a building of say 80m height
would be perceived as very tall and of Metropolitan
significance in the Kensal OA, whilst it would only be
perceived as a tall building of district wide significance
in the Earls Court OA.
These are only indicative ranges and other factors such
as the height context immediately around a tall building,
topography, architecture and form, prominence and
views, nearby tall buildings and other factors will also
have a bearing on how a tall building is appreciated and
understood from within the urban fabric.
Any proposed building should justify their approach
to height and proportionality in respect of their
surrounding context as part of the planning application
process.

