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1.1 WHAT IS THIS STUDY ABOUT

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. 

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. 

1 INTRODUCTION 

1.2 REPORT STRUCTURE

The report is structured as follows:

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

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. 

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.

LOCAL PLAN

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. 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;

b. 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;

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

 •  i. identified in conservation area appraisals;

 •  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;

d. 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. 

 SUPPLEMENTARY PLANNING DOCUMENTS

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 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.

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.

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

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

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:

 •  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.

 •  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.

 •  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.

 •  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.

 •  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.

 •  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.
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Figure 1.1: RBKC Growth Areas 

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
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Figure 1.2: RBKC Shopping Centres

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. 
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Figure 1.3: RBKC Conservation Areas & Listed Buildings

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

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

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

Kensal Green Cemetery Conservation Area

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 (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.      

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.

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’ 

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

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*) 

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.  

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.

Kensal House Group

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 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.  

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).

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

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 Conservation Area

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

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

2 Brompton Cemetery Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2017

3 ibid

4  Official Listing Description, Historic England

Nevern Square Conservation Area 

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

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 

5 Nevern Square Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2018

6 Philbeach Gardens Draft Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2017

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

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

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

10 The Boltons Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2015

11 Lexham Garden Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2015
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Figure 1.5: RBKC Green Space

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
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Figure 1.6: RBKC Building Height Context

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
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Figure 1.7: RBKC Public Transport Accessibility

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
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Figure 1.8: RBKC Views (identified in the Views and Building Heights SPD

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. 
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2 AREAS OF STUDY

Figure 1.9: Areas of the Study

Kensal Canalside

Earl’s 
Court

2.1 OPPORTUNITY AREAS

KENSAL CANALSIDE OPPORTUNITY AREA

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 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 

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

1 Kensal Canalside SPD, RBKC, 2021. 

EARL’S COURT SITE

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. 

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 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.
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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:

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. 

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)

No� bed spaces 
(persons)

1 storey dwellings 2 storey dwellings 3 storey dwellings Built-in 
storage

1 bed

1p 39 (37) * 1.0

2p 50 58 1.5

2 bed

3p 61 70
2.0

4p 70 79

3 bed

4p 74 84 90

2.55p 86 93 99

6p 95 102 108

4 bed

5p 90 97 103

3.0
6p 99 106 112

7p 108 115 121

8p 117 124 130

5 bed

6p 103 110 116

3.57p 112 119 125

8p 121 128 134

6 bed

7p 116 123 129
4.0

8p 125 132 138

No� bedrooms 
(b)

No� bed spaces 
(persons)

1 storey dwellings 2 storey dwellings 3 storey dwellings Built-in 
storage

1 bed

1p 39 (37) * 1.0

2p 50 58 1.5

2 bed

3p 61 70
2.0

4p 70 79

3 bed

4p 74 84 90

2.55p 86 93 99

6p 95 102 108

4 bed

5p 90 97 103

3.0
6p 99 106 112

7p 108 115 121

8p 117 124 130

5 bed

6p 103 110 116

3.57p 112 119 125

8p 121 128 134

6 bed

7p 116 123 129
4.0

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

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 pre-
applications 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. 

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

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

  

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. 

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.

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

SPD Model

Resi GIA (sqm) 399,296

Non resi GIA (sqm) 19,238

Average unit size (sqm) 71�8 78 83�7

Unit capacity 4,022 3,703 3,450

Height range (AOD) TBC

Height range (storeys) Up to 29

Density Range 224-261 dwellings per hectare

Kensal Canalside Scenario 1

Resi GIA (sqm) 457,900

Non resi GIA (sqm) 19,238 (as SPD Model)

Average unit size (sqm) 71�8 78 83�7

Unit capacity 4,199 3,865 3,602

Height range (AOD) Up to 99

Height range (storeys) Up to 30

Density Range 233-272 dwellings per hectare

Kensal Canalside Scenario 2

Resi GIA (sqm) 457,900

Non resi GIA (sqm) 19,238 (as SPD Model)

Average unit size (sqm) 71�8 78 83�7

Unit capacity 4,998 4,601 4,287

Height range (AOD) Up to 130

Height range (storeys) Up to 40

Density Range 278-324 dwellings per hectare

Kensal Canalside Scenario 3

Resi GIA (sqm) 337,388

Non resi GIA (sqm) 19,238 (as SPD Model)

Average unit size (sqm) 71�8 78 83�7

Unit capacity 3,507 3,228 3,008

Height range (AOD) Up to 86.5

Height range (storeys) Up to 26

Density Range 195-227 dwellings per hectare
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Earl’s Court Scenario 1

Resi GIA (sqm) 136,914 (as extant permission)

Non resi GIA (sqm) 6,822 (as extant permission)

Average unit size (sqm) 71�8 78 83�7

Unit capacity n/a 1,211 1,129

Height range (AOD) 19.5-53.9

Height range (storeys) Up to 12

Density Range 152-163 dwellings per hectare

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 2: INCREASED HEIGHT FOLLOWING 
DESIGN PRINCIPLES

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 1: EXTANT PERMISSION MODEL 
BUILDING ENVELOPE

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 

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 2

Resi GIA (sqm) 163,057

Non resi GIA (sqm) 6,822 (as extant permission)

Average unit size (sqm) 71�8 78 83�7

Unit capacity n/a 1,442 1,345

Height range (AOD) 19.5-66.3

Height range (storeys) Up to 17

Density Range 181-194 dwellings per hectare

SCENARIO 3: MAXIMUM HEIGHT ENVELOPE

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

Earl’s Court Scenario 3

Resi GIA (sqm) 133,383

Non resi GIA (sqm) 62,707 

Average unit size (sqm) 71�8 78 83�7

Unit capacity n/a 1,180 1,100

Height range (AOD) 19.5-104.9

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

Density Range 148-159 dwellings per hectare
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3 VISUAL AND TOWNSCAPE IMPACT TESTING

3.1 INTRODUCTION

ABOUT THE STUDY

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. 

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.

3.2 ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 

APPROACH

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. 

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. 

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. 

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. 

 • ‘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.  

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.

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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Sensitivity

Very High High Medium Low Very Low 

M
ag

ni
tu

de

Very High Profound Major Major-moderate Moderate Minor

High Major Major-moderate Significant-
moderate

Moderate-minor Minor-negligible

Medium Major-moderate Significant-
moderate

Moderate Minor Negligible

Low Moderate Moderate-minor Minor Minor-negligible Negligible

Negligible Minor Minor-negligible Negligible Negligible Negligible

Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil

The assessment of the impact of development 
undertaken in VuCity captured the following aspects:

Magnitude

 • 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;

 • 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; 

 • 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; 

 • 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’, ‘Significant-
moderate’ and ‘Moderate’ are regarded as significant. 
The categories of ‘Moderate-Minor’, ‘Minor’ , ‘Minor-
Negligible’, ‘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. 

Table 3.1: Significance matrix

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT ASSESSMENT

Townscape Character

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. 

Townscape Sensitivity 

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:

 • ‘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. 

 • ‘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. 

 • ‘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. 

For the purposes of the assessment, the categories 
of ‘Profound’ ‘Major’, ‘Major-Moderate’, ‘Significant-
moderate’ and ‘Moderate’ are regarded as significant. 
The categories of ‘Moderate-Minor’, ‘Minor’ , ‘Minor-
Negligible’, ‘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. 

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. 

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’ - 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. 

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 



25

OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

3.3 SCENARIO IMPACT TESTING 3.4 DETERMINING APPROPRIATE HEIGHTS

 • 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. 

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. 

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. 

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. 

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. 

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. 

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 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. 

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. 

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.

The height recommendation chapters include:
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3.5 RELATIVE HEIGHT THEORY

 • Large/higher building (CHR <2);

 • Local Scale Tall Building (CHR 2 to 3); 

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

 • Metropolitan Scale Tall Building (CHR >5).

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. 

Figure 11: Tall buildings hierarchy concept

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.

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.

TALL BUILDING DEFINITION

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:

INDICATIVE HEIGHT RANGES

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.

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.  
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4 KENSAL CANALSIDE VISUAL IMPACT TESTING

INTRODUCTION

The assessed viewpoints were identified by utilising 
Zones of Theoretical Visibility mapping and were 
validated utilising VuCity and Google Earth to identify a 
variety of sensitive views and townscape typologies to 
select a wide range of views for assessment. 

The following three options are assessed per view:  

Scenario 1: SPD model + Points of height: Adapts the 
SPD model to include points of height in accordance 
with the taller buildings zones in the SPD heights 
strategy and would accommodate 4200 units. 

Scenario 2: SPD model with additional height: Adapts 
Scenario 1 to reach 5,000 units 

Scenario 3: SPD Model with less height: Adapts 
Scenario 1 to reach 3,500 units
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Figure 1.12: Kensal Canalside, Scenario 1 - Zones of Theoretical Visibility - Summer (Trees on) Figure 1.13: Kensal Canalside, Scenario 1 - Zones of Theoretical Visibility - Winter (Trees off)

SCENARIO 1: ZTV
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Figure 1.14: Kensal Canalside, Scenario 2 - Zones of Theoretical Visibility - Summer (Trees on) Figure 1.15: Kensal Canalside, Scenario 2 - Zones of Theoretical Visibility - Winter (Trees off)

SCENARIO 2: ZTV
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Figure 1.16: Kensal Canalside, Scenario 3 - Zones of Theoretical Visibility - Summer (Trees on) Figure 1.17: Kensal Canalside, Scenario 3 - Zones of Theoretical Visibility - Winter (Trees off)

SCENARIO 3: ZTV
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Figure 1.18: Kensal Canalside identified views for study

View No� View Name

K1 Kensal Green Cemetery Entrance

K2 Kensal Green Cemetery Centre Avenue

K3 Kensal Green Cemetery from Anglican Chapel

K4 Kensal Green Cemetery towards Dissenters’ 
Chapel

K5 Scrubs Lane Bridge, Grand Union Canal

K6 Ladbroke Grove/ Canal Way Junction

K7 Grand Union Canal Path

K8 Kensal House from Ladbroke Grove

K9 Barlby Primary School

K10 Barlby Road/Exmoor Street

K11 St. Mark’s Road

K12 Dalgarno Gardens/ Bracewell Road Junction

K13 Ladbroke Hall

K14 St Charles Centre

K15 St Helen’s Gardens

K16 Southern Row

K17 Grand Union Canal Footbridge

K18 Ladbroke Grove

K19 Portobello Road

K20 Barlby Road/ Pangbourne Avenue

K21 Paddington Cemetery

K22 Roundwood Park

K23 Queen’s Park Public Space

K24 Halstow Road
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4.1 VIEW K1 - KENSAL GREEN CEMETERY ENTRANCE GATE

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

The view is taken from the northern pavement of 
Harrow Road, opposite the entrance arch to Kensal 
Green Cemetery. This view is located within the London 
Borough of Brent and looks south-west through the 
arch and towards the Opportunity area.

DIRECTION

South-west

RANGE

Short

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

View 21, SPD Views Study

Image 1.1: K1 - Existing View 
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TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

The view is taken from with the Kensal Green 
Conservation Area and the view includes the Grade II* 
listed entrance arch, which is located within the Grade 
I listed Park and Garden, All Souls Cemetery, and Kensal 
Cemetery Conservation Area. Kensal Green (All Souls) 
Cemetery is a working cemetery to the north of the 
Opportunity Area. It “is a tranquil green open space 
located at the northern end of the Royal Borough of 
Kensington and Chelsea adjacent to the Harrow Road. 
The cemetery not only has a practical purpose for the 
burial and remembrance of the dead but also acts as 
an amenity space for local residents and visitors. It is 
roughly rectangular in shape but it gradually narrows 
towards its eastern end with the boundary clearly 
defined by high brick walls and railings. The low-lying 
site slopes gently from the north-west to south-east and 
is traversed by tarmac, gravel and grass paths lined with 
mature trees many of which have survived from the 
cemetery’s original layout.

The semi-circular railed forecourt is overlooked by 
a neo-classical triumphal arch Gateway (grade II*), 
defining the main entrance to the cemetery with lodges 
on either side to control access. This leads to the main 
congregating area.”1

The surrounding townscape shows a moderate variation 
in height, but overall has an element of coherence 
which derives from the plotbased grain of development 
and the smaller scale of buildings. It is characterised 
by a variety of contemporary, Victorian, and Georgian 
residential buildings. The fragmented and incoherent 
character and busy road outside the cemetery gate do 
not create a formal setting for the set piece. 

1 Draft Kensal Green Cemetery Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2017, 6.

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY

The most sensitive townscape views are from the 
forecourt looking through the arch and looking 
eastward along Harrow Road towards the cemetery 
gate, wall, and the more coherently scaled townscape 
backdrop of low-height Victorian and Georgian 
buildings. The cemetery gateway currently holds a 
higher role in the townscape hierarchy. 

The townscape character is sensitive to incongruous 
oversized development visually intruding into the street 
space and belittling the cemetery gate and lodges, the 
smaller scale of the development along Harrow Road, 
and the trees in the cemetery.

The townscape sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM� 

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTERISTICS

This is a ‘DISTINCTIVE’ view encompasses a distinctive 
and symbolic architectural element that delineates the 
entrance to the cemetery. The stone gateway is both 
architecturally and physically of a higher order than its 
surrounding context which visually signifies and frames 
this significant entrance way. 

The arch creates a visual link between Harrow Road, the 
cemetery and the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area. 
The view is dominated by the Portland stone central 
gateway and side sections. The cast iron gates within 
the central arched opening allow access and views 
into the cemetery. The gateway is flanked by a single 
storey rendered brick extensions to each side with 
the brick boundary wall to the right. The extensions 
are bounded with formal trimmed hedges and shrub 
planting. Rendered brick piers define the entrance to 
the extension to the right. The foreground includes the 
southern footway of Harrow Road and the gateway 
forecourt.2 

Due to its distinctive nature, the view sensitivity is 
classified as HIGH� 

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • Visitors to the cemetery 

 • People living in the area

 • People working in the area

 • Passersby on foot

 • Passersby on bicycles

 • Passersby in vehicles

This view is experienced both statically for its 
unique architectural and townscape contribution 
(as demonstrated in the photograph) and as part of 
sequentially views experienced by passersby and visitors 
to the cemetery. There is a medium frequency of view 
receptors experiencing this view and the sensitivity is 
classified as MEDIUM� 

2 Draft Kensal Green Cemetery Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2017, 6.

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

The view is characterised by the symmetrical 
arrangement of the stone neo-classical triumphal 
arch Gateway, which creates a strong visual focus in 
the foreground and marks the formal entrance to 
the tranquil, open space behind. The view through 
the arch frames the middle and background which is 
characterised by green open space and views of the sky. 

The view is sensitive to changes which lessen the 
hierarchical stepped relationship of the gateway 
building to its surrounding lesser order buildings. The 
greenery of the cemetery forms part of the backdrop 
to the gateway. It is an important part of the view 
character.3 The view is most sensitive to visual changes 
which impact on the framed view of the open space and 
sky that is visible through the archway. 

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
HIGH� 

3 Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD, Appendix 1, RBKC, 2021.
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VIEW K1 - SCENARIO 1: SPD MODEL + POINTS OF HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Tall buildings of Scenario 1 indiscriminately rise above 
the treed skyline of the cemetery and the gatehouse 
itself, and create a strong urbanising effect. The massing 
is out of scale with the local context and will belittle 
the arch and undermine its modest presence in the 
streetscape and its significance as formal entrance to 
the burial place.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is considered 
MEDIUM-HIGH. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is SIGNIFICANT-
MODERATE�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 1 massing projects from the background 
over the stone entrance arch and bulky massings to 
the left and right of the gate. The tall buildings of a 
drastically different scale to those visible in the view will 
detract, overwhelm and unbalance the view by drawing 
visual significance away from the gateway. 

The tower directly behind the gateway is the most 
damaging as it not only rises above the gatway but 
also would obstruct the view of the sky through the 
cemetery gate arch. The taller clusters of buildings to 
the right and left of the gateway are visible in between 
and above the treeline. These clusters detract from the 
formal and symmetrical arrangement of the arch. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

This massing will undermine the significance of the 
view by impacting on the symmetry of the view and 
the sense of open space framed by the arch. This would 
negatively impact on the visual integrity of the view 

and the experiential qualities of viewing the expansive 
cemetery behind. 

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is MAJOR-MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 
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Visual sensitivity HIGH

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR-MODERATE

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES

 • As a general principle, buildings should not project 
above the formal entrance arch nor should they 
obstruct the clear view of green space and sky that 
is framed by the arch; development should respond 
to this significant, formal setting by creating a gap 
and open space between buildings that respects 
this significant framed view and formal, symmetrical 
setting. 

 • Taller buildings and building clusters to the left and 
right of the gateway should terminate below the 
datum line set by the roof of the gateway. They 
should also remain below the established treeline 
which will help to mitigate the visual impact. 

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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VIEW K1 - SCENARIO 2: SPD MODEL WITH ADDITIONAL HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Very tall buildings of Scenario 2 indiscriminately rise 
above the treed skyline of the cemetery and the 
gatehouse itself, and create an overbearing effect. The 
towers are out of scale with the local context and will 
dwarf the arch and completely undermine its modest 
presence in the streetscape and diminish its significance 
as formal entrance to the burial place.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is considered 
HIGH. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is SIGNIFICANT-
MODERATE� 
 
QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 2 massing dramatically projects from 
the background over the stone entrance arch and 
tall building clusters to the left and right of the gate 
project significantly above the existing treeline. The 
tall buildings are of a totally alien scale to those visible 
in the view will significantly detract, overwhelm and 
unbalance the view by drawing visual significance away 
from the gateway. 

The massing would obstruct the view of the sky through 
the cemetery gate arch; this massing will undermine 
the integrity of the view by impacting on the formal 
symmetry and the sense of open space framed by 
the arch. This would negatively impact on the visual 
integrity of the view and the experiential qualities of 
viewing the expansive cemetery behind, as well as 
detract from the formal and symmetrical arrangement 
of the view. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered VERY 
HIGH.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

The towers projecting above the gateway and the 
treeline are both individually and cumulatively damaging 
as they completely undermine the significance of the 
view by impacting on the symmetry of the view and the 
sense of open space framed by the arch. 

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MAJOR� 
 
QUALITY OF EFFECTS 

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • As a general principle, buildings should not project 
above the formal entrance arch nor should they 
obstruct the clear view of green space and sky that 
is framed by the arch; development should respond 
to this significant, formal setting by creating a gap 
and open space between buildings that respects 
this significant framed view and formal, symmetrical 
setting. 

 • Taller buildings and building clusters to the left and 
right of the gateway should terminate below the 
datum line set by the roof of the gateway. They 
should also remain below the established treeline 
which will help to mitigate the visual impact. 

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR

Visual sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Taller buildings in Scenario 3 rise slightly over the 
gatehouse and can be seen through and partially above 
the treeline of the cemetery. Compared to Scenarios 
1 and 2 this the most acceptable impact. However, 
development still intrudes adversely detracts from the 
townscape qualities and specifically affects the integrity 
of the gate as formal entrance to the burial place.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is considered 
LOW-MEDIUM. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is MODERATE-MINOR. 
 
QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 3 massing projects from the background 
over the stone entrance arch and clusters of buildings 
are visible to the left and right of the gate though 
they are partially obscured by the trees and existing 
development.  

The Scenario 3 massing would obstruct the view of the 
sky through the cemetery gate arch; this massing will 
undermine the significance of the view by impacting on 
the symmetry of the view and the sense of open space 
framed by the arch. This would negatively impact on the 
visual integrity of the view and the experiential qualities 
of viewing the expansive cemetery behind. 

The tall buildings would be visible on the skyline which 
would have an urbanising effect on the view, though 
this will become less evident on approach towards the 
gate because the buildings would recede behind it. This 
impact detracts from the view but does nor fully detract 
from the cohesion of the ensemble as the impact is 
partially mitigated by the existing foliage which would 

VIEW K1 - SCENARIO 3: SPD MODEL WITH LESS HEIGHT

help to partially obscure the tall buildings and maintain 
a softer edge to the skyline. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  MEDIUM�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is SIGNIFICANT-MODERATE�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • As a general principle, buildings should not project 
above the formal entrance arch nor should they 
obstruct the clear view of green space and sky that 
is framed by the arch; development should respond 
to this significant, formal setting by creating a gap 
and open space between buildings that respect this 
significant framed view and formal, symmetrical 
setting. 

 • Taller buildings and building clusters to the left and 
right of the gateway should terminate below the 
datum line set by the roof of the gateway. They 
should also remain below the established treeline 
which will help to mitigate the visual impact. 

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MODERATE-MINOR

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

Visual sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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4.2 VIEW K2 - FROM CENTRE AVENUE

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

The view is from the centre avenue in the Kensal Green 
Cemetery. 

DIRECTION

South-east

RANGE

Very Short

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

Cemetery View 2b, SPD Views Study

View 42, Developer Townscape Evidence

V42C_D25035_24mm

V42C_D25035_50mm

Kensal Canalside 24mm & 50mm Views

October 2021

Image 1.2: K2 - Existing View 
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Image 1.3: K2 - Existing Panoramic View 

TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

“Kensal Green (All Souls) Cemetery is a tranquil green 
open space located at the northern end of the Royal 
Borough of Kensington and Chelsea adjacent to the 
Harrow Road. The cemetery not only has a practical 
purpose for the burial and remembrance of the dead 
but also acts as an amenity space for local residents 
and visitors. It is roughly rectangular in shape but it 
gradually narrows towards its eastern end with the 
boundary clearly defined by high brick walls and railings. 
The low-lying site slopes gently from the north-west 
to south-east and is traversed by tarmac, gravel and 
grass paths lined with mature trees many of which have 
survived from the cemetery’s original layout. 

The view contains the Kensal Green Cemetery 
Conservation Area, the Kensal Green (All Souls) 
Cemetery Registered Park and Garden (grade I), and 
the boundary walls of Kensal Green Cemetery (grade II). 
The cemetery is a Site of Metropolitan Importance for 
Nature Conservation and has a unique character and 
atmosphere with scrub and wooded areas, meadows, 
untended overgrown areas and lawns that create an 
important wildlife habitat for invertebrates, wild flower, 
birds and a notable diversity of butterflies. Within this 
landscape sit many moderatly scaled but finely detailed 
monuments and buildings that are slowly decaying. 
Although this romantic decay adds to the character of 
the area many of the monuments and buildings are now 
at serious risk of being damaged or becoming lost to 
future generations. As a consequence, a large number 
of listed buildings, monuments and Kensal Green 
Cemetery itself are now included on Historic England’s 
Heritage at Risk Register.” 1

Kensal Green Cemetery is one of the finest examples 
of a cemetery laid out in the garden pleasure ground 
style. It is a Grade I Registered Park and Garden, dates 
from 1833 and includes a significant group of associated 
structures in the Greek Revival Style and numerous 
tombs, memorials and monuments of architectural and 
historic interest Kensal Green Cemetery originally would 
have been located in open countryside. Its setting is 
now markedly different as urban London has enveloped 
the site. As a result, there are relatively few parts of 
the cemetery where the buildings beyond its perimeter 
are not apparent.2 This is one of the few areas in the 
cemetery where surrounding buildings are not visible. 
1 Draft Kensal Green Cemetery Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2017, 6.

2 ibid. 

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY

The landscape and townscape character of this view 
point is highly cohesive, characterised by small scale 
burial monuments, extensive green space and foliage, 
and wide views of the uninterrupted sky. The area has 
a softened character as the trees create a organic edge 
between the cemetery and the skyline beyond. The 
space has a tranquil and calm character that is a respite 
from the city beyond. This is in keeping with its use as 
a working cemetery and place of remembrance. The 
townscape is sensitive to elements that undermine the 
tranquil and removed character of the place. 

The townscape sensitivity is classified as HIGH� 

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTERISTICS

The existing view is a ‘STRATEGIC’ view from the 
cemetery towards the Opportunity Area as it is 
identified as Local View LP5 within the RBKC ‘Building 
Height in the Royal Borough SPD’.  The view is 
characterised by a open space, greenery, stone graves 
and monuments, and wide views of the sky. 

Due to its strategic nature, the view sensitivity is 
classified as VERY HIGH� 

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • Visitors to the cemetery

 • Local resident amenity space

It is a wide vista that is experienced sequentially as the 
view receptors move through the cemetery paths and 
spaces. While there is low frequency of view receptors, 
the view receptor sensitivity is classified as HIGH. 

VISUAL SENSITIVITY
There are a considerable number of important 
views within the cemetery, due to the high number 
of heritage assets and the interplay between them. 
Much of the significance lies in their kinetic nature and 
the experience passing through the different parts 
of the cemetery. The views are constantly changing 
throughout the site and this is part of its significance. 3

The view is taken from a highly formal and picturesque 
point in the cemetery and is highly sensitive to 
elements which detract from the open and rural 
landscaped nature of the view. The view is highly 
sensitive to elements which impact on the visual 
relationship between the landscape and the sky, and the 
proportional relationship between them. 

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
VERY HIGH� 
3 Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD, Appendix 1, RBKC, 2021.
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VIEW K2 - SCENARIO 1: SPD MODEL + POINTS OF HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE  IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 1 creates a wall of development at the 
edge of the cemetery that abruptly rises behind and 
above the trees. This has a stark urbanising effect that 
changes the open and unbounded character of the 
cemetery into an overlooked and contained space. 

The overbearing nature of the massing would detract 
from the tranquillity and remoteness of the cemetery. 
Issues with extensive overlooking will impact on the 
private and intimate nature expected within a working 
cemetery. This impact would be much more prominent 
in winter months, when there is less obscuration 
from existing foliage and greater impact of lights from 
windows which will impact the secluded atmosphere 
of the place. The would be further potential impact of 
overshadowing that would require testing. 

The tall buildings and general height at the edge of the 
cemetery are out of character with the soft, landscaped 
nature of the place. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is VERY 
HIGH.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is MAJOR�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 

V42C_D25035_24mm

V42C_D25035_50mm

Kensal Canalside 24mm & 50mm Views

October 2021

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Scenario 1 would create a wall of buildings along the 
edge of the cemetery and block out the occasional 
open views in between the trees. It completely alters 
the setting of the cemetery and with it the defining 
characteristics of this view. The buildings rise above the 
trees and create a hard edge against skyline. The view 
would be overly dominated by development and detract 
from the serene and natural qualities of the cemetery.

The modestly scaled tombs and monuments would be 
overly dominated by the scale of the adjacent buildings, 
making these elements more insignificant in the view 
and detracting from their value in the landscape. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered VERY 
HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is PROFOUND�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • New development on the Kensal Canalside 
Opportunity Area should respond to the scale of 
the area character. The soft edge to the cemetery 
is important to the quality of the space and the 
proposed development should respond to this quality 
by terminating below the top edge of the existing 
boundary treeline. This will help retain some of the 
existing character of the softened edge, which is 
characteristic to the cemetery. 

 • Taller buildings should be carefully considered and 
detailed to sit away from the cemetery edge and to 
limit the impacts of overlooking and overshadowing 
the cemetery. Proportionally tall buildings should 
appear no more than 2x the height of the buildings 
in the foreground of the development as this will 
negatively unbalance the view. 

 • Following the above principles, a layered modulation 
of buildings heights stepping away from the 
cemetery edge would likely be a positive as it would 
better related to the soft and organic edge character 
that is currently present. 

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MAJOR

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects PROFOUND

Visual sensitivity VERY HIGH
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VIEW K2 - SCENARIO 2: SPD MODEL WITH ADDITIONAL HEIGHT

V42C_D25035_24mm

V42C_D25035_50mm

Kensal Canalside 24mm & 50mm Views

October 2021

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Scenario 2 creates a stark wall of development at the 
edge of the cemetery topped by two high rise buildings. 
The development will completely change the character 
of the cemetery from an open and unbounded space 
into a highly urban, overlooked and contained space.

The overbearing nature of the massing, and especially 
the two towers all but eliminate the sense of tranquillity 
and remoteness of the cemetery. Issues with extensive 
overlooking will impact on the private and intimate 
nature expected within a working cemetery. The impact 
of lights from windows will also affect the secluded 
atmosphere of the place. There would be further 
potential impact of overshadowing that would require 
testing. 

The tall buildings and general height at the edge of the 
cemetery are completely out of character with the soft, 
landscaped nature of the place and both diminish the 
existing value of the place. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is VERY 
HIGH. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MAJOR.

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 

VISUAL IMPACT 

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Scenario 2 would create a wall of buildings along the 
edge of the cemetery and block out  the occasional 
open views in between the trees. It completely alters 
the setting of the cemetery and with it the defining 
characteristics of this view. The buildings rise above 
the trees and create a hard edge against skyline. The 
two towers will be omnipresent in this view, and 
the development would have a destructive effect 
on the serene and natural qualities of the cemetery 
experienced in this view.

The modestly scaled tombs and monuments would 
be overly dominated by the scale of the adjacent 
development, making these elements insignificant in the 
view and detracting from their value in the landscape. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered VERY 
HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is PROFOUND. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • New development on the Kensal Canalside 
Opportunity Area should respond to the scale of 
the area character. The soft edge to the cemetery 
is important to the quality of the space and the 
proposed development should respond to this quality 
by terminating below the top edge of the existing 
boundary treeline. This will help retain some of the 
existing character of the softened edge, which is 
characteristic to the cemetery. 

 • Taller buildings should be carefully considered and 
detailed to sit away from the cemetery edge and to 
limit the impacts of overlooking and overshadowing 
the cemetery. Proportionally tall buildings should 
appear no more than 2x the height of the buildings 
in the foreground of the development as this will 
negatively unbalance the view. 

 • Following the above principles, a layered modulation 
of buildings heights stepping away from the 
cemetery edge would likely be a positive as it would 
better related to the soft and organic edge character 
that is currently present. 

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MAJOR

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects PROFOUND

Visual sensitivity VERY HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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V42C_D25035_24mm

V42C_D25035_50mm

Kensal Canalside 24mm & 50mm Views

October 2021

VIEW K2 - SCENARIO 3: SPD MODEL WITH LESS HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Scenario 3 creates a wall of development at the edge of 
the cemetery with one prominent taller building. The 
development will affect the character of the cemetery 
but to a less extent than Scenario 1 and 2. The effect of 
change is more contextual to the scale of the cemetery, 
although it will still transform from an open and 
unbounded space into a somewhat urban, overlooked 
and contained space. The impact of development will 
be more prominent in winter months when the is less 
screening by the foliage of trees.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is MEDIUM�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is SIGNIFICANT-
MODERATE�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 3 massing would create a hard visual 
boundary to the cemetery. This is a significant change 
to the character of the area which currently feels 
open and unbounded. The views would be impacted 
by development, however this is mitigated by the 
majority of the development staying below the existing 
treeline, which helps retain the quality of a soft edge 
to the cemetery space. The tall elements are less 
overdominating than in Scenario 1 & 2 as they function 
as accents rather than creating a wall of towers.

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  HIGH�  
 
SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is MAJOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • New development on the Kensal Canalside 
Opportunity Area should respond to the scale of 
the area character. The soft edge to the cemetery 
is important to the quality of the space and the 
proposed development should respond to this quality 
by terminating below the top edge of the existing 
boundary treeline. This will help retain some of the 
existing character of the softened edge, which is 
characteristic to the cemetery. 

 • Taller buildings should be carefully considered and 
detailed to sit away from the cemetery edge and to 
limit the impacts of overlooking and overshadowing 
the cemetery. Proportionally tall buildings should 
appear no more than 2x the height of the buildings 
in the foreground of the development as this will 
negatively unbalance the view. 

 • Following the above principles, a modulation of 
buildings heights would likely be a positive as it 
would better relate to the soft and modulation edge 
character that is currently present. Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR

Visual sensitivity VERY HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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4.3 VIEW K3 - SOUTHEAST FROM ENTRANCE TO ANGLICAN CHAPEL

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

The view is taken from the entrance of the Anglican 
Chapel. 

DIRECTION

East

RANGE

Short 

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

Cemetery View 1b, SPD Views Study

View 38, Developer townscape evidence

Image 1.4: K3 - Existing View 
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Kensal Canalside 24mm & 50mm Views

October 2021
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TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

Kensal Green Cemetery is one of the finest examples 
of a cemetery laid out in the garden pleasure ground 
style. It is a Grade I Registered Park and Garden, dates 
from 1833 and includes a significant group of associated 
structures in the Greek Revival Style and numerous 
tombs, memorials and monuments of architectural and 
historic interest. Originally the cemetery would have 
been located in open countryside. Its setting is now 
markedly different as urban London has enveloped the 
site. As a result, there are relatively few parts of the 
cemetery where the buildings beyond its perimeter are 
not apparent. 1

The view contains the Kensal Green Cemetery 
Conservation Area, the Kensal Green (All Souls) 
Cemetery Registered Park and Garden (grade I), and 
a large number of listed structures & tombs within 
the cemetery. The view originates from the Anglican 
Chapel which is a highly significant feature in the formal 
arrangement of the cemetery. 

“The cemetery has an apparent and discernible central 
axis which terminates with the Anglican Chapel and 
winged colonnades (grade I). The initial section of 
the Central Avenue is quite open with some informal 
planting on the edge of the path. The southern side of 
the avenue, at its western end, has a particularly fine 
group of early neo-classical monuments including a 
column, obelisks and sculpture.

More recently graves have been encroaching on the 
Central Avenue which is lined (at right angles) with 
recent small graves in front of older and grander 
monuments. These modern monuments use different 
materials and design and are seen in stark contrast 
to the earlier nineteenth century ones. The Avenue 
is dominated by a formal avenue of mature trees 
which gives an enclosed feeling. The mausoleums and 
monuments crowd the Avenue, creating a uniquely rich 
ensemble.”2

1 Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD, Appendix 1, RBKC, 2021.

2 Draft Kensal Green Cemetery Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2017, 15.

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY

The landscape and townscape character of this view 
point is highly cohesive, characterised by small scale 
burial monuments, extensive green space and foliage, 
and wide views of the uninterrupted sky. The character 
of the area is formal due to the classical style of the 
chapel and the axial paths. The area has a soft edge 
character as the trees create a organic edge between 
the cemetery and the skyline beyond. The space has a 
tranquil and calm character that is a respite from the 
city beyond. This is in keeping with its use as a working 
cemetery and place of remembrance. The townscape 
is sensitive to elements that undermine the tranquil 
and removed character of the place and to elements 
which would be prominently visible, overbearing and 
detracting from the semi-open landscape character.  

The townscape sensitivity is classified as HIGH� 

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTERISTICS

The view is a ‘STRATEGIC’ view from a higher order 
place with the cemetery facing towards the Opportunity 
Area as it is identified as Local View LP5 within the 
RBKC ‘Building Height in the Royal Borough SPD’. The 
view is characterised by a open space, greenery, spare 
trees along the edge, stone graves and monuments, 
and wide views of the sky. The skyline is punctuated by 
large, delicately detailed monuments that project in the 
foreground above the treeline. This adds a layered visual 
quality to the view. 

From this view position the natural focal point is down 
the axial path that is shown in the left-most side of this 
image. The path is framed by trees and vegetation that 
creates a sense of enclosure that is enhanced in summer 
months.

Due to its strategic nature, the view sensitivity is 
classified as VERY HIGH� 

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • Visitors to the cemetery

It is a wide vista that is experienced both statically 
when at the Anglican Chapel and kinetically as the view 
receptors move through the cemetery paths and spaces. 
While there is low frequency of view receptors, the view 
receptor sensitivity is classified as HIGH� 

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

The Anglican Chapel is the architectural and visual focus 
of the cemetery; the views to and from the Chapel 
are amongst the most highly significant within the 
cemetery.3 The view is taken from a pivotal place of 
spatial and functional importance within the cemetery. 
It is taken from a place of greater topographical height 
which contributes to the sense of spatial significance. 
From this position there are panoramic views and a 
strong axial view along the eastern axis. The views to 
the northern and south show the wider built context, 
including some tall buildings to the south.

There are a considerable number of important 
views within the cemetery, due to the high number 
of heritage assets and the interplay between them. 
Much of the significance lies in their kinetic nature and 
the experience passing through the different parts 
of the cemetery. The views are constantly changing 
throughout the site and this is part of its significance.4 

The view is highly sensitive to elements which impact on 
the visual relationship between the landscape and the 
sky, and the balance of the view along the central axis of 
the cemetery.

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
VERY HIGH� 

3 Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD, Appendix 1, RBKC, 2021. 

4 ibid.

Image 1.5: K3 - Existing Panoramic View 
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VIEW K3 - SCENARIO 1: SPD MODEL + POINTS OF HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 1 massing introduces a wall of 
development in the backdrop to the cemetery. This 
has a strongly urbanising effect to the cemetery and 
detracts from its open landscape setting and its qualities 
as place for remembrance. Parts of the development 
will be screened from view by foliage of trees when 
they area in leaf, however, the top of buildings and 
towers will rise above the tree line and be continuously 
present. Slightly lower development on the North Pole 
site will be less visible in views as it is more hidden by 
landscape elements and tombs.   

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is HIGH. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is MAJOR-MODERATE. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS 

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 

V38_D24149_24mm

V38_D24149_50mm

Kensal Canalside 24mm & 50mm Views
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VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 1 massing would create a wall of 
development that would create a hard visual boundary 
to the cemetery and create a dominant skyline feature.

This is a significant change to the character of the view 
which currently feels open and removed from the wider 
city. The existing trees help to mitigate the impact of 
the tallest buildings in this view but this should not be 
the only remediating factor for building height. The 
magnitude of visual effect is considered  HIGH. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is MAJOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Height at the edge should be lower and respond to 
the scale and character of the cemetery

 • Visually heights should remain below the tree line 
where possible

 • Heights in second and third row behind the frontage 
facing the cemetery should rise gradually into the 
site and exposed stark contrasts of height should be 
avoided

 • Taller buildings should be concentrated to the back of 
the site and in the west so as to have a lesser vertical 
presence in this view

 • Coalescence of taller buildings should be avoided

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR

Visual sensitivity VERY HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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VIEW K3 - SCENARIO 2: SPD MODEL WITH ADDITIONAL HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Scenario 2 massing creates a wall of development 
that looms over the cemetery in the back. This has an 
overwhelming urbanising effect on the cemetery and 
significantly detracts from its open landscape setting 
and its qualities as place for remembrance. The tallest 
two towers will be screened in this particular view by 
some trees but will be fully visible from other places. 
Significant parts of the development will rise above the 
tree line and be continuously present. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is VERY 
HIGH.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECT

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MAJOR.

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 2 massing would create a wall of 
development that would create a hard and abrupt 
visual interface between the cemetery and the 
Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area development. The 
overwhelming massing looms over the existing treeline 
in the background and is out of scale with the modestly 
scaled gravestones and trees. The scale of development 
will draw focus away from the central axis, undermine 
the symmetric balance of the view, and will diminish the 
significance of the tombs and plantings in the middle 
and foreground. 

The massing has a strong verticality which is in 
contrast with the strong horizontality that is currently a 
dominant feature of the landscape. 

This is a significant change to the character of the view 
which currently feels open and removed from the wider 
city. The existing trees help to mitigate the impact of 
the tallest buildings in this view but this should not be 
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the only remediating factor for considering the impact 
of building height. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered VERY 
HIGH�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is PROFOUND.

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 
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Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MAJOR

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects PROFOUND

Visual sensitivity VERY HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Generally height should be reduced to be more 
proportional and sensitive to the landscape character 
of the cemetery.

 • Height at the edge should be lower and respond to 
the scale and character of the cemetery

 • Visually heights should remain below the tree line 
where possible

 • Heights in second and third row behind the frontage 
facing the cemetery should rise gradually into the 
site and exposed stark contrasts of height should be 
avoided

 • Taller buildings should be concentrated to the back of 
the site and in the west so as to have a lesser vertical 
presence in this view

 • Coalescence of taller buildings should be avoided
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TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

Scenario 3 introduces massing that will occasionally 
become visible in the background of the cemetery 
above and in between trees. Development will 
introduce a new urban context to the cemetery but to 
a far lesser extent than Scenarios 1 and 2, and in largely 
of a proportionate scale. The tallest building is screened 
in this particular view by some trees but will be visible 
from other places, and its impact on the coherence of 
the cemetery’s character is damaging.

The impact of the development will be more prominent 
in winter months, when there is less screening from 
existing foliage and lights from windows will impact the 
secluded atmosphere of the place. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is HIGH.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 

townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is MAJOR-MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 

VIEW K3 - SCENARIO 3: SPD MODEL WITH LESS HEIGHT
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VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 3 massing creates less impact than the 
Scenario 1 & 2 massing as a large proportion of the 
development is below the existing treeline, which helps 
the cemetery to retain a softened edge with the skyline.

 The existing trees help to mitigate the impact of the 
tallest buildings in this view but this should not be the 
only remediating factor for considering that trees are 
not necessarily permanent features and should not be 
relied on solely to screen views. 

The edge of the massing has a strong verticality which is 
in contrast with the strong horizontality that is currently 
a dominant feature of the landscape. The taller buildings 
in this view contrast with the scale of the element in 
the middle and foreground which will draw focus away 
from the symmetric axial view and will diminish the 
significance of the tombs and plantings in the middle 
and foreground. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered HIGH�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is MAJOR�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Height at the edge should be lower and respond to 
the scale and character of the cemetery

 • Visually heights should remain below the tree line 
where possible

 • Heights in second and third row behind the frontage 
facing the cemetery should rise gradually into the 
site and exposed stark contrasts of height should be 
avoided

 • Taller buildings should be concentrated to the back of 
the site and in the west so as to have a lesser vertical 
presence in this view

 • Coalescence of taller buildings should be avoided

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR

Visual sensitivity VERY HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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4.4 VIEW K4 - SOUTH EAST TOWARDS DISSENTERS’ CHAPEL

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

This view is taken in the eastern section of the cemetery 
looking east towards the Dissenters Chapel.

DIRECTION

South-east

RANGE

Short 

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

Cemetery View 6, SPD Views Study

View 45, Developer townscape evidence

Image 1.6: K4 - Existing View 
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TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

The Dissenters section of the cemetery was originally 
laid out as a secondary element to the Anglican part of 
the cemetery and as such the oval hard landscaping in 
this element feels less formal. The Dissenters Chapel is a 
Grade II* listed structure. Its setting has been impacted 
upon by the urban development behind the cemetery.

“The small area designated for non-Anglican burials is 
approximately oval in shape and was formerly made 
prominent by a wider central axis path that terminated 
with the neo-classical chapel with curved colonnades.

The overall character of this area is defined by its open 
appearance that is enclosed on its north eastern and 
southern sides with high brick walls with informal sparse 
planting of shrubs and trees. An important feature of 
this area is the numbers of large monuments that line 
the main axis and the area to the front of the chapel. 
The restoration of the chapel completed in 1997 has 
improved the overall aspect of the area giving a more 
cared-for appearance. Originally a sense of enclosure to 
the central pathway was achieved by a line of mature 
trees, but many were removed after storms in 1987 
brought them down.”1

“Despite the large size of the cemetery there are 
relatively few areas in which one is unaware of buildings 
beyond its perimeter. Impact on views can be intrusive 
and show that areas adjacent to the cemetery are 
particularly sensitive to development, especially those 
on a large scale. The Sainsbury’s superstore visually 
intrudes into the Non-Conformists’ area and the setting 
of the Dissenters’ Chapel has been impacted upon 
by new development either side of the canal on the 
eastern side of Ladbroke Grove. These buildings have 
the unfortunate impact of looming over the chapel and 
has resulted in its distinctive profile no longer being 
seen against the skyline in many views.”2

1 Draft Kensal Green Cemetery Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2017,14-
15.

2 ibid., 32.

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY

From this view point, the surrounding townscape 
is perceived all around this space and forms part 
of an urban context and backdrop to this part of 
the cemetery. Due to this, the character here is 
less sensitive to urban development outside of its 
boundaries. However development that is starkly out of 
scale could detract from the open and calm character of 
this place.

The townscape sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM� 

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTERISTICS

This is a ‘STRATEGIC’ view from a higher order place 
within the cemetery that was originally conceived as a 
viewing location and is identified as important within 
the Draft Kensal Green Cemetery Conservation Area 
Appraisal.

In the foreground, the view is characterised by a 
more formal arrangement of surrounding gravestones 
that lead the eye to the central, formal neo-classical 
arrangement of the Dissenter’s Chapel. In the 
background, the view is characterised by a piecemeal 
ensemble of building styles that project above the 
cemetery walls. This has significantly eroded the 
setting of Dissenter’s Chapel and reduces its general 
distinctiveness.

This wide vista is experienced sequentially as the view 
receptors move through the cemetery paths and spaces. 

The view sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM� 

VIEW RECEPTORS

 • Visitors to the cemetery

It is important to note that this view is not experienced 
statically and has significance as a 360-degree view, in 
common with all views in this designated landscape.3 
While there is low frequency of view receptors, the view 
receptor sensitivity is classified as HIGH� 

3 Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD, Appendix 1, RBKC, 2021.

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

Whilst this is a formal view, deliberately considered 
at the cemetery’s inception and has an architectural, 
historical and aesthetic significance. This is weakened 
by the lack of a green buffer along the cemetery’s edges 
and the visibility of development outside the cemetery 
of lesser coherence. It is sensitive to elements that are 
significantly out of scale with the existing development 
context and that detract from the defining visual 
features of the central axis, the focus on Dissenter’s 
Chapel and  the formal arrangement of surrounding 
gravestones.

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
HIGH� 
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VIEW K4 - SCENARIO 1: SPD MODEL + POINTS OF HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Scenario 1 introduces large scale development at the 
southern boundary of the cemetery and a tower that 
dwarfs existing buildings in the area. The development 
would expose the cemetery to excessive overlooking 
and affect its sense of privacy that would be expected 
from a working cemetery and place of respite and 
remembrance.

There is little tree cover in this area of the cemetery, 
which amplifies the magnitude of impact as there is 
little mediation between the open foreground and the 
significant massing in the background. 

The massing has an overall vertical emphasis which is 
out of character with the surrounding townscape that 
has a primarily horizontal character. 

There is a potential that the massing of adjacent 
building could overshadow the cemetery and create a 
sense of gloom and undue enclosure.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is VERY 
HIGH.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is MAJOR-MODERATE�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

From this view position the natural focal point is the 
Dissenter’s Chapel, down the axial path framed by 
tombs and monuments. The Scenario 1 massing would 
create a wall of development on the righthand side 
that would change the balance of the view. There is a 
visual loss of openness as the massing would dominate 
the view and dwarf the scale of the Dissenter’s Chapel 
and gravestones. The scale of the massing would also 
detract from the hierarchy of the axial view towards 
chapel. 

This is a significant change to the character of the 
view which currently feels open and tranquil. While 
the quality of the view and prominence of the chapel 
has been weakened by modestly-scaled surrounding 
development, the scale of the Scenario 1 impact 
would be significantly greater and would dwarf the 
view receptor in the space as well as the monuments 
and chapel building. The magnitude of visual effect is 
considered VERY HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is MAJOR�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS 

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • The edge of development adjacent to the cemetery 
should be reduced to respond to the modestly 
scaled context and be in keeping with the context of 
development evolving along the canal. 

 • Higher buildings should be reduced in height to a 
scale that is in keeping with the emerging context, 
while ensuring that a moderately varied skyline is 
maintained.

 • Tall buildings should be situated to the back of the 
development to minimise the stark contrast and 
avoid the overbearing of the foreground. 

 • Trees should be planted along the development edge 
to soften the edge between the cemetery and the 
development.

 • Development should take into account that Kensal 
Green (All Souls) Cemetery is a working cemetery 
and the sense of tranquillity and place for quiet 
remembrance is a highly significant quality of the 
place; significant overlooking could negatively impact 
on this quality of the space. 

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR

Visual sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT

 • There are a number of undeveloped consents in 
the vicinity, outside the Opportunity Area, so any 
view assessments of the areas should address the 
cumulative impacts of these consents. 
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VIEW K4 - SCENARIO 2: SPD MODEL WITH ADDITIONAL HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Scenario 2 introduces an even larger scale development 
than Scenario 1 at the southern boundary of the 
cemetery and a tower of similar height that dwarfs 
existing buildings in the area. The development would 
expose the cemetery to excessive overlooking and 
affect its sense of privacy that would be expected 
from a working cemetery and place of respite and 
remembrance.

There is little tree cover in this area of the cemetery, 
which further amplifies the magnitude of impact as 
there is little mediation between the open foreground 
and the highly urbanised background. 

The massing has an overall vertical emphasis which is 
out of character with the surrounding townscape that 
has a primarily horizontal character. 

There is a potential that the massing of adjacent 
building could overshadow the cemetery and create a 
sense of gloom and undue enclosure.

 The magnitude of effect on the townscape is VERY 
HIGH.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MAJOR-MODERATE�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

From this view position the natural focal point is the 
Dissenter’s Chapel, down the axial path framed by 
tombs and monuments. The Scenario 2 massing would 
create a wall of development on the righthand side 
that would change the balance of the view. There is a 
visual loss of openness as the massing would dominate 
the view and dwarf the scale of the Dissenter’s Chapel 
and gravestones. The scale of the massing would also 
detract from the hierarchy of the axial view towards 
chapel. 

This is a significant change to the character of the 
view which currently feels open and tranquil. While 
the quality of the view and prominence of the chapel 
has been weakened by modestly-scaled surrounding 
development, the scale of the Scenario 2 impact would 
be significantly greater and would dwarf the view 
receptor in the space as well as the monuments and 
chapel building. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  VERY 
HIGH�  

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MAJOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS 

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 
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Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR

Visual sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • The edge of development adjacent to the cemetery 
should be reduced to respond to the modestly 
scaled context and be in keeping with the context of 
development evolving along the canal. 

 • Higher buildings should be reduced in height to a 
scale that is in keeping with the emerging context, 
while ensuring that a moderately varied skyline is 
maintained.

 • Tall buildings should be situated to the back of the 
development to minimise the stark contrast and 
avoid the overbearing of the foreground. 

 • Trees should be planted along the development edge 
to soften the edge between the cemetery and the 
development.

 • Development should take into account that Kensal 
Green (All Souls) Cemetery is a working cemetery 
and the sense of tranquillity and place for quiet 
remembrance is a highly significant quality of the 
place; significant overlooking could negatively impact 
on this quality of the space. 

 • There are a number of undeveloped consents in 
the vicinity, outside the Opportunity Area, so any 
view assessments of the areas should address the 
cumulative impacts of these consents. 
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TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Scenario 3 is similar to Scenario 1 in this view, with 
the exception of the tower which is slightly reduced 
in height. Nothwithstanding it introduces a large scale 
development at the southern boundary of the cemetery 
and a tower in short proximity to the cemetey that will 
be dominating the area. The development would expose 
the cemetery to excessive overlooking and affect its 
sense of privacy that would be expected from a working 
cemetery and place of respite and remembrance.

There is little tree cover in this area of the cemetery, 
which further amplifies the magnitude of impact as 
there is little mediation between the open foreground 
and the highly urbanised background. 

The massing has an overall vertical emphasis which is 
out of character with the surrounding townscape that 
has a primarily horizontal character. 

There is a potential that the massing of adjacent 
building could overshadow the cemetery and create a 
sense of gloom and undue enclosure . The magnitude of 
effect on the townscape is VERY HIGH.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is MAJOR-MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

the overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 

VIEW K4 - SCENARIO 3: SPD MODEL WITH LESS HEIGHT

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

From this view position the natural focal point is the 
Dissenter’s Chapel, down the axial path framed by 
tombs and monuments. The Scenario 3 massing would 
create a wall of development on the righthand side 
that would change the balance of the view. There is a 
visual loss of openness as the massing would dominate 
the view and dwarf the scale of the Dissenter’s Chapel 
and gravestones. The scale of the massing would also 
detract from the hierarchy of the axial view towards 
chapel. 

This is a significant change to the character of the 
view which currently feels open and tranquil. While 
the quality of the view and prominence of the chapel 
has been weakened by modestly-scaled surrounding 
development, the scale of the Scenario 3 impact would 
be significantly greater and would dwarf the view 
receptor in the space as well as the monuments and 
chapel building. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  VERY 
HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is MAJOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS 

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 
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OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • The edge of development adjacent to the cemetery 
should be reduced to respond to the modestly 
scaled context and be in keeping with the context of 
development evolving along the canal. 

 • Higher buildings should be reduced in height to a 
scale that is in keeping with the emerging context, 
while ensuring that a moderately varied skyline is 
maintained.

 • Tall buildings should be situated to the back of the 
development to minimise the stark contrast and 
avoid the overbearing of the foreground. 

 • Trees should be planted along the development edge 
to soften the edge between the cemetery and the 
development.

 • Development should take into account that Kensal 
Green (All Souls) Cemetery is a working cemetery 
and the sense of tranquillity and place for quiet 
remembrance is a highly significant quality of the 
place; significant overlooking could negatively impact 
on this quality of the space. 

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR

Visual sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT

 • There are a number of undeveloped consents in 
the vicinity, outside the Opportunity Area, so any 
view assessments of the areas should address the 
cumulative impacts of these consents. 
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4.5 VIEW K5 - SCRUBS LANE BRIDGE, GRAND UNION CANAL

Image 1.7: K5 - Existing View 

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

The view point is located on the Mitre Bridge on Scrubs 
Lane. This view looks east along the canal towards the 
Opportunity area.

DIRECTION

East

RANGE

Medium

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

View 18, SPD Views Study
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OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

The view towards central London is an expansive view 
over a wide and diverse townscape. It is an industrial 
environment dominated by industrial estates, railway & 
vehicular infrastructure, and bridges. The character of 
the landscape is largely influenced by the Grand Union 
Canal (Conservation Area) which is framed by a row of 
trees. Glimpses of Kensal Green Cemetery are visible 
to the left of the canal which is a positive feature of the 
view. 

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY

The townscape visible in this view is fragmented, 
however there are elements that contribute to its 
overall cohesion as a semi-industrial panoramic view of 
an urban landscape. There are no particular townscape 
sensitivities in this view. 

The townscape sensitivity is classified as LOW� 

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTERISTICS

The view is ‘CHARACTERISTIC’ as it shows the overall 
townscape character of the canal path and surrounding 
townscape. The canal dominates the view. The left 
of the view is framed by a small industrial facility, 
with cemetery trees lining the boundary beyond. The 
larger gasholder is to the centre of the view in the 
middle distance has now been demolished, and with 
it a distinct focal point in the view. The right side of 
the view is framed by railway lines. Trellick Tower and 
the BT Tower are visible on the wider London skyline. 
St Charles Hospital water tower is visible above the 
roofline of Old Oak Common Depot to the right of the 
railway lines.1 

Due to its characteristic nature the view sensitivity is 
classified as MEDIUM� 

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • Passersby on foot

 • Passengers in cars and public transport

This wide panoramic view is experienced sequentially 
as the view receptors move across the bridge. The view 
receptor sensitivity is classified as LOW� 

1 Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD, Appendix 1, RBKC, 2021

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

This view is channelled along the canal and is well 
enclosed on the left side by trees. The right-hand side is 
less well enclosed by the railway land, and the towpath 
is enclosed by a tall boundary wall. The gasholders (now 
demolished) terminated the central part of the view, 
and helped with legibility and orientation. This feature 
is no longer present and legibility gains have been lost.  
The silhouette of Trellick Tower is visible beyond them, 
which still helps with orientation.2 

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
MEDIUM� 

  

2 Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD, Appendix 1, RBKC, 2021
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VIEW K5 - SCENARIO 1: SPD MODEL + POINTS OF HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 1 development rises central to the view 
and creates a new focus and the impression of an 
intense urban quarter that is situated in the vista along 
the canal. Two distinct high points accentuate the 
development. The development will enhance the local 
townscape around this view by providing a destination 
on the tow path, a sense of urbanity and overlooking 
and also will result in greater activity levels on the tow 
path.

The magnitude of townscape effect is therefore 
considered MEDIUM.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is MINOR�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered BENEFICIAL 
as the development would create a new focal point in 
the view. This will strengthen the role of the canal and 
does not detract from the nature of the cemetery. 

The development will have an urbanising effect and 
will create a focal destination, which is welcomed as it 
would help to contextualise the place and establish a 
greater legibility for the wider area.  

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 1 massing will create a new focal point in 
the view and change the character of the view to one 
that is more urbanised. 

The development will sit prominently in the focal point 
of the view, framed by the canal and trees, which will 
help establish distinctiveness in the view. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  HIGH�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is MODERATE�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS 

The overall quality of effects is considered BENEFICIAL. 
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OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • There is an opportunity to create a greater level 
of articulation of height at the western end of the 
development to create a distinct landmark and focus 
in this view

 • On the North Pole site, a taller building could help to 
provide more overlooking and passive supervision to 
the tow path and make it feel safer

Townscape quality of effects BENEFICIAL

Townscape significance of 
effects MINOR

Townscape sensitivity LOW

Visual quality of effects BENEFICIAL

Visual significance of effects MODERATE

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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VIEW K5 - SCENARIO 2: SPD MODEL WITH ADDITIONAL HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 2 development rises central to the view 
and creates a new focus. Two central towers rise to an 
exceptionally tall height, and provide a sense of a place 
of metropolitan significance, which is not matched by 
the indicated development, and as such undermines 
to some extent the legibility offered by this scenario. 
The development will contribute to an enhancement 
of the local townscape around this view by providing 
a destination on the tow path, a sense of urbanity and 
overlooking. It also will result in greater activity levels 
on the tow path.

The magnitude of visual effect is considered MEDIUM.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MINOR�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered BENEFICIAL 
as the development would create a new focal point in 
the view. This will strengthen the role of the canal and 
does not detract from the nature of the cemetery. 

The development will have an urbanising effect and 
will create a focal destination, which is welcomed as it 
would help to contextualise the place and establish a 
greater legibility for the wider area.  

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 2 massing will create a new focal point in 
the view and change the character of the area to one 
that is more urbanised. 

The development will sit directly in the centre of the 
view, framed by the canal and trees, which will help 
establish a greater level of distinctiveness of this view. 

The tallest buildings are rising above the treeline which 
creates a dominant feature in the view and a welcome 
focus at the end of the canal. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered HIGH�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MODERATE�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered BENEFICIAL. 
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OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • There is an opportunity to more consciously 
coordinate height on site and enhance the legibility 
of the western end and entrance point into the area 
from the approaching canal path with a dedicated 
landmark

Townscape quality of effects BENEFICIAL

Townscape significance of 
effects MINOR

Townscape sensitivity LOW

Visual quality of effects BENEFICIAL

Visual significance of effects MODERATE

Visual sensitivity LOW

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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VIEW K5 - SCENARIO 3: SPD MODEL WITH LESS HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 3 development sits central to the view and 
creates a new focus and the impression of a new urban 
quarter that is situated in the vista along the canal. This 
scenario is of lesser height than Scenarios 1 and 2 and 
feels more proportionate to the place and its context. 

Two taller high points provide new skyline accents. The 
development will enhance the local townscape around 
this view by providing a destination on the tow path, a 
sense of urbanity and overlooking and also will result in 
greater activity levels on the tow path. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered LOW.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is MINOR-NEGLIGIBLE.

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered BENEFICIAL 
as the development would create a new focal point in 
the view. This will strengthen the role of the canal and 
does not detract from the nature of the cemetery. 

The development will have an urbanising effect and 
will create a focal destination, which is welcomed as it 
would help to contextualise the place and establish a 
greater legibility for the wider area.  

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 3 massing will create a new focal point in 
the view and change the character of the area to one 
that is more urbanised. 

The development will sit directly in the centre of the 
view, framed by the canal and trees, which will help 
establish a greater level of distinctiveness in this view. 

The Scenario 3 tall buildings are of lesser height than 
in Scenarios 1 and 2 and make the silhouette of the 
development less visually distinctive, and they also 
detract less from the existing visual character. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered MEDIUM�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is MODERATE-MINOR�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS 

The overall quality of effects is considered BENEFICIAL. 
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OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • There is an opportunity to create a greater level 
of articulation of height at the western end of the 
development to create a distinct landmark and focus 
in this view

 • On the North Pole site, a taller building could help to 
provide more overlooking and passive supervision to 
the tow path and make it feel safer

Townscape quality of effects BENEFICIAL

Townscape significance of 
effects MINOR-NEGLIGIBLE

Townscape sensitivity LOW

Visual quality of effects BENEFICIAL

Visual significance of effects MODERATE-MINOR

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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4.6 VIEW K6 - LADBROKE GROVE / CANAL WAY JUNCTION

Image 1.8: K6 - Existing View 

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

This view point is located on the eastern footway of 
the roundabout which forms the existing junction of 
Ladbroke Grove and Canal Way. The view looks west 
along Canal Way towards Sainsbury’s supermarket.

DIRECTION

West

RANGE

Very Short

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

View 1, SPD Views Study
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OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

The area’s character is fragmented and in a period of 
significant transition, associated with its designation as 
a GLA Opportunity Area (alongside Old Oak Park Royal 
regeneration area beyond the borough boundary in 
Hammersmith & Fulham). The character of the area is 
shaped by the railway, canal, industrial infrastructure, 
a Sainsbury’s supermarket and surface car parking, 
recent office development on Ladbroke Grove and the 
canal, residential developments from different periods 
and at different scales, and areas of vacant land. The 
area is situated between the mainline into Paddington 
and the Grand Union Canal. Ladbroke Grove is the 
principal thoroughfare and pedestrian route connecting 
North Kensington and Kilburn. This place is the main 
access point to the Opportunity Area development site. 
Currently the area feels fragmented and lacks cohesion. 
The context height of the area is between 3-6 storeys.  

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY 

The existing townscape lacks coherence as it is 
dominated by the out-of-town type supermarket 
complex. Simultaneously, there are a number of high 
quality elements in the townscape that would be 
better appreciated if the townscape qualities were 
transformed and repaired to better present these 
elements. Ladbroke Grove is sensitive to development 
that departs from its typical range of scales and heights. 
There is an opportunity here to create a distinct new 
entrance into the Opportunity Area and to enhance 
legibility with a landmark. 

The townscape sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM� 

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTERISTICS

The view is of ‘LIMITED’ quality as it looks over 
a poor quality and fragmented townscape. The 
central foreground is dominated by the roundabout 
and substation. The view is framed on the left by 
Kensal House (Grade II*), and Canalside House to the 
right-hand side. The various bus stops on Canal Way are 
visible in the middle ground, with the superstore and 
petrol station set behind. The prominent central water 
tower of St Charles Hospital (Grade II)can be seen on the 
skyline. 

The ‘out of town’ superstore format and extensive 
surface car parking create a poor-quality existing view, 
particularly the central element. This is the existing 
main route into the site and is a hostile environment for 
pedestrians. A substation and associated railing to the 
north of Kensal House fail to create a strong edge.1

Due to its limited nature the view sensitivity is classified 
as VERY LOW� 

1 Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD, Appendix 1, RBKC, 2021

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • People living in the area

 • People working in the area 

 • Passersby on foot

 • Passersby on bicycles

 • Passersby in vehicles

This wide view is experienced sequentially as the view 
receptors move through the space. The view receptor 
sensitivity is classified as LOW� 

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

The view is dominated by the vehicular road system 
and cluttered by signage, fences, and parking facilities. 
There are some aspects of visual interest, such as 
Kensal House and St Charles Hospital, though these 
are dominated by features that detract from the visual 
coherence. 

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
LOW� 

Image 1.9: K6 - Existing Panoramic View 
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VIEW K6 - SCENARIO 1: SPD MODEL + POINTS OF HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Scenario 1 brings an abrupt change to the townscape 
with development of significant height contrasting 
with the existing height context. A tall tower rises over 
Ladbroke Grove which is overwhelming and creates 
an imbalance in the street scene. However, the layout 
creates a defined entrance into the site and a more 
positive definition of the street space. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is VERY 
HIGH�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is MAJOR-MODERATE�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The positive effects of landmarking the new develpment 
and defining the street space are recognised, but they 
do not compensate for the lack of proportion and 

impact on the local townscape. As such the overall 
effect is considered NEUTRAL�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Scenario 1 massing will dominate the view, but also 
create a defined urban form that overcomes the sense 
of fragmentation and uncharacteristic openness. It 
retains the view towards St. Charles Hospital. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered HIGH�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is MINOR�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered BENEFICIAL. 
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OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Keep heights at the corner and along Ladbroke 
Grove contextual to existing development to avoid 
overbearing the view along Ladbroke Grove with 
major development that breaks its scale and broad 
coherence. 

 • If possible maintain the elevation of Canalside 
House and retain the converted water tower as both 
contribute to local distinctiveness

 • Retain the open view to St Charles Hospital Tower 
from here, which may be blocked by development on 
the eastern end of the North Pole site.

 • Define and enclose views into the development from 
this location to guide and invite residents and visitors 
into the site. 

 • Position a new landmark building  at the site entrance 
so that it is visible from Ladbroke Grove but clearly 
set back into the site  to create distinctiveness and 
enhance legibility of the main entrance to the new 
quarter, whilst avoiding an overbearing relation with 
existing development on Ladbroke Grove.

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects BENEFICIAL

Visual significance of effects MINOR

Visual sensitivity LOW

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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VIEW K6 - SCENARIO 2: SPD MODEL WITH ADDITIONAL HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Scenario 2 brings an abrupt change to the townscape 
with development of significant height contrasting 
with the existing height context. A tall tower rises over 
Ladbroke Grove (upward from this picture) which is 
overwhelming and creates an imbalance in the street 
scene. However, the layout creates a defined entrance 
into the site and a more positive definition of the street 
space.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is VERY 
HIGH�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MAJOR-MODERATE�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The positive effects of landmarking the new develpment 
and defining the street space are recognised, but they 

do not compensate for the lack of proportion and 
impact on the local townscape. As such the overall 
effect is considered NEUTRAL�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Scenario 2 massing will dominate the view, but also 
create a defined urban form that overcomes the sense 
of fragmentation and uncharacteristic openness. It 
retains the view towards St. Charles Hospital. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered VERY 
HIGH�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MODERATE-MINOR�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered BENEFICIAL�
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OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Keep heights at the corner and along Ladbroke 
Grove contextual to existing development to avoid 
overbearing the view along Ladbroke Grove with 
major development that breaks its scale and broad 
coherence. 

 • If possible maintain the elevation of Canalside 
House and retain the converted water tower as both 
contribute to local distinctiveness

 • Retain the open view to St Charles Hospital Tower 
from here, which may be blocked by development on 
the eastern end of the North Pole site.

 • Define and enclose views into the development from 
this location to guide and invite residents and visitors 
into the site. 

 • Position a new landmark building  at the site entrance 
so that it is visible from Ladbroke Grove but clearly 
set back into the site  to create distinctiveness and 
enhance legibility of the main entrance to the new 
quarter, whilst avoiding an overbearing relation with 
existing development on Ladbroke Grove.

Townscape significance of 
effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual significance of effects MODERATE-MINOR

Visual sensitivity LOW

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL Visual quality of effects BENEFICIAL
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VIEW K6 - SCENARIO 3: SPD MODEL WITH LESS HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Scenario 3 has a slight reduced height compared to 
Scenario’s 1 and 2 but still brings a strong change to the 
townscape with development of significant height that 
contrasts with the existing height context. A tall tower 
rises over Ladbroke Grove which is overwhelming and 
creates an imbalance in the street scene. However, the 
layout creates a defined entrance into the site and a 
more positive definition of the street space. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is HIGH�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is SIGNIFICANT-
MODERATE�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The positive effects of landmarking the new develpment 
and defining the street space are recognised. The 

development frontage on Ladbroke Grove is more 
proportionate and less damaging than in Scenarios 1 
and 2. 

As such the overall effect is considered BENEFICIAL�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Scenario 3 brings an abrupt change to the townscape 
with development of significant height contrasting 
with the existing height context. A tall tower rises over 
Ladbroke Grove (upward from this picture) which is 
creates a stark contrast of scale with other buildings 
in the street scene, but this is of lesser extent than in 
Scenario’s 1 and 2. Notwithstanding this, the layout 
creates a defined entrance into the site and a more 
positive definition of the street space.

The magnitude of visual effect is considered HIGH�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is MINOR�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered BENEFICIAL. 
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OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

Townscape significance of 
effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Keep heights at the corner and along Ladbroke 
Grove contextual to existing development to avoid 
overbearing the view along Ladbroke Grove with 
major development that breaks its scale and broad 
coherence. 

 • If possible maintain the elevation of Canalside 
House and retain the converted water tower as both 
contribute to local distinctiveness

 • Retain the open view to St Charles Hospital Tower 
from here, which may be blocked by development on 
the eastern end of the North Pole site.

 • Define and enclose views into the development from 
this location to guide and invite residents and visitors 
into the site. 

 • Position a new landmark building  at the site entrance 
so that it is visible from Ladbroke Grove but clearly 
set back into the site  to create distinctiveness and 
enhance legibility of the main entrance to the new 
quarter, whilst avoiding an overbearing relation with 
existing development on Ladbroke Grove.

Townscape quality of effects BENEFICIAL Visual quality of effects BENEFICIAL

Visual significance of effects MINOR

Visual sensitivity LOW



80

4.7 VIEW K7 - GRAND UNION CANALPATH 

Image 1.10: K7 - Existing View 

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

The view point looks west along the Grand Union Canal 
from the canalpath. 

DIRECTION
West
RANGE

Medium 

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

View 27, SPD Views Study
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OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

The Grand Union Canal townscape is enclosed on 
the righthand side by fine grain rear of buildings 
that flank the side of the canal, and give a fine grain 
rhythm to the townscape. The lefthand side of the 
canal is characterised by the towpath and the adjacent 
converted warehouse and contemporary apartment 
buildings. While these buildings are of a larger grain 
than the rear townhouse they share a proportional 
scale and material language. The canal itself is a valued 
resource, providing a habitat for wildlife and the canal 
and towpath are both valued amenity space for the 
community. 

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY 

While there is an eclectic mix of architectural styles 
along the canal, the townscape remains moderately 
consistent due to cohesive building heights and 
rhythm of fenestration. The townscape is sensitive to 
out of scale development appearing along the canal 
frontage, but less sensitive to intrusion of proportionate 
development over the roof scape.

The townscape sensitivity is classified as LOW� 

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER

The view is ‘CHARACTERISTIC’ as it shows the overall 
townscape character of the canal path. The view is 
relatively open and long-ranging centrally but bounded 
on each side by built form. The canal is the focus 
and gently curves to the point where it is obscured 
from view. The towpath runs on the left-hand side of 
the view, on the southern side of the canal, and the 
northern side (offside) has terraces and their party 
walls running up to the edge of the canal. Trees on the 
right-hand side of the view, to the rear of the terrace 
soften and green the view. On the left-hand side, larger 
4-6 storey buildings are split into three distinct blocks. 
The left-hand side of the view appears bulkier than the 
right.1

Due to its characteristic nature and general coherence, 
the view sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM� 

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • Passersby on foot

 • Passersby on bicycles

This framed view is experienced sequentially as the view 
receptors move down the canalpath. The view receptor 
sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM� 

1 Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD, Appendix 1, RBKC, 2021

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

The view is strongly directional and takes the eye to the 
furthest point of the canal, towards the Opportunity 
area. The built form on the left-hand side obscures 
views of any townscape further away or to the rear. The 
view is sensitive to incongruous development affecting 
the small to medium grain of development along the 
canal. 

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
MEDIUM� 
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VIEW K7 - SCENARIO 1: SPD MODEL + POINTS OF HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 1 massing would not be visible from this 
location; therefore there is NIL townscape impact. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS 

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is NIL� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL.

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 1 massing would not be visible from this 
location; therefore there is NIL visual impact. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is NIL� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL. 
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

No recommended mitigation measures. 

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects NIL

Townscape sensitivity LOW

Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects NIL

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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VIEW K7 - SCENARIO 2: SPD MODEL WITH ADDITIONAL HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT 

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 2 massing would not be visible from this 
location; therefore there is NIL townscape impact. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is NIL� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL. 

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 2 massing would not be visible from this 
location; therefore there is NIL visual impact. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is NIL� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL. 
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

No recommended mitigation measures. 

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects NIL

Townscape sensitivity LOW

Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects NIL

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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VIEW K7 - SCENARIO 3: SPD MODEL WITH LESS HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 3 massing would not be visible from this 
location; therefore there is NIL townscape impact. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is NIL� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL. 

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 3 massing would not be visible from this 
location; therefore there is NIL visual impact. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is NIL� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL. 
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

No recommended mitigation measures. 

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects NIL

Townscape sensitivity LOW

Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects NIL

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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4.8 VIEW K8 - KENSAL HOUSE FROM LADBROKE GROVE

Image 1.11: K8 - Existing View 

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

The view is from the pavement on the western side 
of Ladbroke Grove, north of the bridge looking west 
towards Kensal House.

DIRECTION

North-west

RANGE

Very Short 

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

From opposite Kensal House marginally north of view 3, 
SPD views study variation 
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TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

The area is characterised by differing styles and date 
of buildings, moderate definition of the street, relative 
coherence of building height and a good sense of 
enclosure along the street front. The land rises up to the  
canal bridge. 

The townscape is in a period of significant transition, 
associated with its designation as a GLA Opportunity 
Area. The view is up Ladbroke Grove and characterised 
by a mix of residential and commercial buildings from 
different periods and at different scales.

Left in the view is Kensal House (grade II*), the first 
modernist housing estate built in 1937 in the UK to 
house working-class flats. The structure is prominent 
due to its clean modernist architectural language 
and forms which make an architectural set piece and 
landmark in its own right. Its location just next to the 
railway bridge marks the entrance to this area from the 
south. 

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY 

The townscape value of this view shows variation within 
a common range of scales and heights of buildings, 
which creates a sense of continuity and balance along 
the street. It is a robust area capable of absorbing some 
change, but there is a risk that development could 
overwhelm the area and also could detract from Kensal 
House and its role as a local landmark. 

The townscape sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM� 

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER

This is a ‘CHARACTERISTIC’ view which encompasses 
a distinctive set piece architectural element. In the 
foreground is Kensal House, two neat parallel blocks, 
the west one L-shaped with the larger (north-south) 
arm gently curved. Both blocks’ northern edges are 
closest in proximity to Ladbroke Grove. A series of 
street trees on the western pavement run north. 
From the foreground of the viewpoint, an attractive 
garden belonging to Kensal House sits in front (east) 
of the more easterly block, which screens the lower 
ground and ground floors of the building. Street trees 
line this western edge of Ladbroke Grove. No building 
or structures are visible to the rear of Kensal House, 
however, Canalside House is visible in long views 
when looking north along Ladbroke Grove from the 
viewpoint.1 

Due to its characteristic nature and general coherence, 
the view sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM� 

1 Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD, Appendix 1, RBKC, 2021

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • People living in the area

 • People working in the area 

 • Passersby on foot

 • Passersby on bicycles

 • Passersby in vehicles

This focal view is experienced both statically for its 
unique architectural and townscape contribution 
(as demonstrated in the photograph) and as part of 
sequentially views experienced by passersbys. The view 
is experienced in greater frequency due to it being 
directly in front of the zebra crossing.

The view receptor sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM� 

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

There is an appreciation of the curve of the building 
from the viewpoint, and its white stucco coating stands 
out against a clear sky, as does the simplicity of the 
form and the uniform, regular pattern of openings. 
The flat roof of Kensal House is a clear termination of 
the building.2 Kensal House is sensitive to overbearing 
development that detracts from an appreciation of the 
clean modernist lines and the relation of the ensemble’s 
parts with one another. Mature tree planting obscures 
the roof scape and could mitigate to an extent the 
impact of potential taller development to the rear of 
Kensal House onto the setting of this listed building. 

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
MEDIUM� 

2 Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD, Appendix 1, RBKC, 2021

Image 1.12: K8 - Existing Panoramic View 
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VIEW K8 - SCENARIO 1: SPD MODEL + POINTS OF HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The massing of Scenario 1 creates a strong sense of 
enclosure along the streetfront along Ladbroke Grove. 
Two towers rise starkly up behind Kensal House, 
marking the entrance into the Opportunity Area, but 
also contrasting with the listed building. This impact is 
partly concealed by mature trees in front on the street.

The relative consistency of scale between Kensal House 
and the Scenario 1 corner plot massing is welcomed as 
it creates a more coherent edge to the street.

Development over the roofline of Kensal House affects 
the setting of this listed building and detract from its 
role as a local landmark. The magnitude of effect on the 
townscape is MEDIUM�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS 

The quality of effect is considered NEUTRAL, as it helps 
to repair the fragmented frontage on Ladbroke Grove, 
landmark the new place at the Opportunity Site, whilst 
also detract from the setting of Kensal House.

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 1 massing appears very prominently over 
the roofline and creates a strong focus that detracts 
from Kensal House and its composition. This is partially 
mitigated by the mature street trees.  

Visually the massing of Scenario 1 impacts on the clean, 
modernist roofline of Kensal House. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  
MEDIUM-HIGH. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is SIGNIFICANT-MODERATE. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Heights of development visible along Ladbroke 
Grove should be contextual to existing development 
to avoid appearing and undermining the broad 
coherence and scale of this street space. 

 • Tall buildings in the eastern cluster should carefully 
model and test their impact on the setting of Kensal 
House. If visible above the roofscape their height will 
need to be proportionate, and development should 
avoid being overwhelming or significantly detracting 
from the listed building and its compositional 
elements.

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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VIEW K8 - SCENARIO 2: SPD MODEL WITH ADDITIONAL HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The massing of Scenario 2 seemingly doubles the 
height of Kensal House and introduce two tall buildings 
of significant bulk that rise up behind Grade II* 
listed Kensal House. Whilst the development will be 
associated with the Opportunity Area and its visibility 
helps wayfinding, its mass is such that it diminishes 
the integrity of development along Ladbroke Grove 
and significantly detracts from Kensal House and 
undermines its setting. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is HIGH�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is SIGNIFICANT-
MODERATE. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The quality of effect is considered ADVERSE due 
to its adverse and undermining impact on the local 
townscape and Kensal House. 

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

Scenario 2 massing appears very prominently over the 
roofline as a bulky mass that and creates a strong focus 
that greatly diminishes and detracts from Kensal House 
and its composition. This is only partially mitigated by 
mature street trees.  

Visually the massing of Scenario 2 impacts on the clean, 
modernist roofline of Kensal House and dominates and 
belittles all other elements in the view. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered VERY 
HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MAJOR-MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Heights of development visible along Ladbroke 
Grove should be contextual to existing development 
to avoid appearing and undermining the broad 
coherence and scale of this street space. 

 • Tall buildings in the eastern cluster should carefully 
model and test their impact on the setting of Kensal 
House. If visible above the roofscape their height will 
need to be proportionate, and development should 
avoid being overwhelming or significantly detracting 
from the listed building and its compositional 
elements.

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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VIEW K8 - SCENARIO 3: SPD MODEL WITH LESS HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The massing of Scenario 3 creates a strong sense of 
enclosure along the streetfront along Ladbroke Grove. 

Two towers rise up behind Kensal House, marking the 
entrance into the Opportunity Area, but also contrasting 
with the listed building. Their height and impact is less 
than that of scenarios 1 and 2, and it is partly concealed 
by mature trees in front of the building, but more in 
keeping with the context than Scenario 1 & 2. 

The relative consistency of scale between Kensal House 
and the Scenario 3 corner plot massing is welcomed as 
it creates a more coherent edge to the street.

Development over the roofline of Kensal House affects 
the setting of this listed building and detract from its 
role as a local landmark.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is MEDIUM� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The quality of effect is considered NEUTRAL, as it helps 
to repair the fragmented frontage on Ladbroke Grove, 
landmark the new place at the Oportunity Site, whilst 
also detract from the setting of Kensal House. 

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 3 massing appears very prominently over 
the roofline and creates a strong focus that detracts 
from Kensal House and its composition. This is partially 
mitigated by the mature street trees.  

Visually the massing of Scenario 1 impacts on the clean, 
modernist roofline of Kensal House. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered MEDIUM� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE.
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Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MODERATE

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Heights of development visible along Ladbroke 
Grove should be contextual to existing development 
to avoid appearing and undermining the broad 
coherence and scale of this street space. 

 • Tall buildings in the eastern cluster should carefully 
model and test their impact on the setting of Kensal 
House. If visible above the roofscape their height will 
need to be proportionate, and development should 
avoid being overwhelming or significantly detracting 
from the listed building and its compositional 
elements.



96

4.9 VIEW K9 - BARLBY PRIMARY SCHOOL

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

This view point is located on the southern footpath of 
Barlby Road looking towards the entrance to the North 
Pole Depot element of the Kensal Canalside Opportunity 
Area.

DIRECTION

West

RANGE

Very Short 

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

View 5, SPD Views Study 

Image 1.13: K9 - Existing View 
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TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

The area’s character is fragmented and in a period of 
significant transition, associated with its designation as 
a GLA Opportunity Area. 

The 3-storey terrace is not a designated heritage asset. 
However, it is an intrinsic part of the character of Barlby 
Road. The skewed position of the terrace helps funnel 
views towards the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area.

Barlby Street is much more fragmented in character 
and has poor definition, lacks enclosure, and feels 
fragmented. Mature street trees soften the townscape 
and contribute to a minimal sense of cohesion. 

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY

The townscape lacks cohesion and would benefit 
from elements which contribute to greater coherence 
and street definition. The terrace itself is sensitive 
to development that looms over the roofscape and 
belittles its presence. 

The townscape sensitivity to change is classified as 
LOW� 

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER

This view is ‘CHARACTERISTIC’ of the fragmented 
character of historic terrace buildings currently 
juxtaposed with the brownfield nature of the Kensal 
Canalside Opportunity Area site. It shows the entrance 
to the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area along Barlby 
Road. The 3-storey terrace is orientated towards the 
site and opens up views through to the Kensal Canalside 
Opportunity Area. The overgrown, fenced off area is 
part of the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area. 

Due to its characteristic nature and general coherence, 
the view sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM� 

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • Passersby on foot

 • Passersby on bicycles

 • Passersby in vehicles

This is a kinetic view that is experienced sequentially as 
receptors move through the space. The view receptor 
sensitivity is classified as LOW-MEDIUM. 

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

The view shows a juxtaposition of the formal and 
framed arrangement of the terrace buildings on the 
right and mature street trees in contrast to the informal 
and overgrown aspects of the brownfield site in the 
background. 

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
MEDIUM� 



98

VIEW K9 - SCENARIO 1: SPD MODEL + POINTS OF HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Scenario 1 introduces new residential development of 
significant scale that is uncontextual to the scale and 
form of this terrace. It establishes a new place with its 
own character that can be gleamed in the background 
through the existing trees passed the terrace. The scale 
will draw the eye into the site and help with wayfinding. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is 
LOW-MEDIUM� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is MINOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The development is out of context with the terrace, 
but more broadly will contribute to the animation and 
better definition of the area. As such the overall quality 
of effects is considered NEUTRAL�   

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 1 massing would project over the 
western end of the roofline of the terrace buildings 
but the impact is considered proportionate and not 
overwhelming. The development urbanises the view 
and create a sense of continuity and activity in the back.

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  
LOW-MEDIUM� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is MODERATE-MINOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered BENEFICIAL. 
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Development on either side of the railway should 
not have an overbearing impact on the existing 
properties on Barlby Road. Heights should be 
moderated to avoid a sense of ‘looming’ over the 
3-storey properties in this view. 

 • Development should avoid overshadowing and 
excessive overlooking onto existing housing or their 
amenity spaces.

 • Developments at this site should be of contextual to 
the height of the terrace and existing trees.

 • The alignment of new development should help draw 
people into the site and assist with legibility.

 • Development along Barlby Road itself could help sew 
the new townscape into to the existing urban fabric.

 • New buildings along Barlby Road should follow the 
alignment of the existing structures.

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects MINOR

Townscape sensitivity LOW

Visual quality of effects BENEFICIAL

Visual significance of effects MODERATE-MINOR

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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VIEW K9 - SCENARIO 2: SPD MODEL WITH ADDITIONAL HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

Scenario 2 introduces new residential development 
of significant scale that starkly rises above the low 
rise terrace. It establishes a new place with its own 
character that can be gleamed in the background 
through the existing trees. Situated away from the 
street and with its height the development feels 
uncontextual. The scale will draw the eye into the site 
and help with wayfinding.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is HIGH. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MODERATE-MINOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE as 
the development is overwhelming the smaller scale of 
the terrace.

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 2 massing would project significantly 
over the western end of the roofline of the terrace 
buildings. The scale of the tall buildings over the terrace 
will dominate the view and appear unbalanced. The 
verticality of the taller buildings will be in contrast with 
the horizontally of the existing view. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is SIGNIFICANT -MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Development on either side of the railway should 
not have an overbearing impact on the existing 
properties on Barlby Road. Heights should be 
moderated to avoid a sense of ‘looming’ over the 
3-storey properties in this view. 

 • Development should avoid overshadowing and 
excessive overlooking onto existing housing or their 
amenity spaces.

 • Developments at this site should be of contextual to 
the height of the terrace and existing trees.

 • The alignment of new development should help draw 
people into the site and assist with legibility.

 • Development along Barlby Road itself could help sew 
the new townscape into to the existing urban fabric.

 • New buildings along Barlby Road should follow the 
alignment of the existing structures.

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MODERATE-MINOR

Townscape sensitivity LOW

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The townscape in this area can absorb change and 
Scenario 3 massing is appropriately proportioned to 
avoid over-dominating the townscape. The massing 
will draw the eye into the site which could help to 
contribute to an understanding and sense of the place. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is LOW. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is MINOR-NEGLIGIBLE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The development responds appropriately to the terrace 
and more broadly will contribute to the animation and 
better definition of the area. 

As such the overall quality of effects is considered 
BENEFICIAL� 

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 3 massing would project a slight bit over 
the western end of the roofline of the terrace building 
but it does little to effect the integrity of the setting of 
the terrace.

The magnitude of visual effect is considered LOW� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is MINOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered BENEFICIAL. 

VIEW K9 - SCENARIO 3: SPD MODEL WITH LESS HEIGHT
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Development on either side of the railway should 
not have an overbearing impact on the existing 
properties on Barlby Road. Heights should be 
moderated to avoid a sense of ‘looming’ over the 
3-storey properties in this view. 

 • Development should avoid overshadowing and 
excessive overlooking onto existing housing or their 
amenity spaces.

 • Developments at this site should be of contextual to 
the height of the terrace and existing trees.

 • The alignment of new development should help draw 
people into the site and assist with legibility. 

 • Development along Barlby Road itself could help sew 
the new townscape into to the existing urban fabric. 

 • New buildings along Barlby Road should follow the 
alignment of the existing structures.

Townscape quality of effects BENEFICIAL

Townscape significance of 
effects MINOR-NEGLIGIBLE

Townscape sensitivity LOW

Visual quality of effects BENEFICIAL

Visual significance of effects MINOR

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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4.10 VIEW K10 - BARLBY ROAD / EXMOOR STREET JUNCTION

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

The view is looking north from the junction between 
Barlby Road and Exmoor Street, towards a Barlby 
Gardens.

DIRECTION

West

RANGE

Very Short 

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

View 6, SPD Views Study 

Image 1.14: K10 - Existing View 
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TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

The view is of the coherent 2 storey terraces of the 
Cottage Estate which “were designed by London County 
Council architect, A. S. Soutar under superintending 
architect, Topsham Forrest for the Royal Borough of 
Kensington and built between 1919-1926. This charming 
and important area has a very distinct character of its 
own and has been extremely well conserved. 

This estate was built on St Quintin’s land following 
the First World War when many areas of London had 
become insalubrious, overcrowded slums and the 
government had realised that private house builders 
would not be able to fulfill the housing needs of the 
ever increasing population at affordable rents.”1

The fine grain residential units overlook a communal 
green space, imbuing the townspace with domestic 
quality.  

This estate is “an important early council estate of good 
quality houses and flats with modern sanitation and 
front and back gardens for every dwelling. The gardens 
and the cottage design of the estate were inspired by 
the garden city movement which advocated village-like 
development with individual gardens in which people 
could grow flowers and vegetables.”2

1 ibid., 26.

2 ibid., 26.

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY

The terraces are arranged around a small, well-
maintained open space. The townscape is consistent. 
The building line is regular, and the frontages are almost 
continuous, and the roofline is consistent and unbroken. 
This creates a strong sense of enclosure around Barlby 
Gardens. This is enhanced by the coherent building form 
and style.

Excessive height and bulk to the rear of the 
conservation area could have an undesirable effect on 
the well defined and coherent building ensemble, harm 
its character and detract from the domestic scale. 

The townscape sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM� 

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTERISTICS

This view is ‘DISTINCTIVE’, as it is taken from an 
important view with the Conservation Area. The main 
element in the view is the two storey homes of Barlby 
Gardens – a close set around an attractive triangular 
public garden in the foreground. Formerly the gas 
holders, that are now demolished, were visible in the 
distance, above the terraced roofline and trees which 
defined the skyline and provide a domestic small-scale 
residential context.3 

Due to its distinctive nature, the view sensitivity is 
classified as HIGH� 

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • Passersby on foot

 • Passersby on bicycles

 • Passersby in vehicles

The townscape view is experienced sequentially by 
view receptors passing into the space and along Exmoor 
Street. 

The view receptor sensitivity is classified as HIGH� 
3 Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD, Appendix 1, RBKC, 2021

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

The view shows a highly cohesive, fine grain townscape 
view that is characterised by low-rise residential and 
extensive greenery. The view is sensitive to elements 
the detract from the visual cohesion especially of the 
coherent roofscapes with regular chimney stacks, 
and is particularly sensitive in winter when there 
less obscuration by the trees. The view has a strong 
horizontal emphasis shaped by the fine grain, low level 
terraces and the expanse of open green space. 

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
HIGH� 

Image 1.15: K10 - Existing Panoramic View 
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VIEW K10 - SCENARIO 1: SPD MODEL + POINTS OF HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The appearance of development behind the set piece 
buildings would fundamentally change the residential 
character of the townscape. The massing of Scenario 
1 would overwhelm the modest terraces by placing 
them in the foreground of a wider, intensely urbanised 
context. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is SIGNIFICANT-
MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The development would negatively impact the overall 
cohesion of the view and townscape and for this reason 
is considered ADVERSE. 

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

Scenario 1 would deliver a number of taller buildings 
looming the ridge line of the houses, create a jaggered 
skyline and over-dominate the domestic scale housing. 
The towers contrast with the distinctive horizontality of 
the buildings and their roofline, detract from the rhythm 
of chimney stacks and undermine the visual cohesion of 
the scheme.  

Development on the North Pole depot site contributes 
to visibility over the rooftops, whilst development on 
Kensal Canalside has a far greater impact on this view. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  HIGH�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is MAJOR-MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The development will detract from the visual 
characteristics of the view and the overall quality of 
effects is considered ADVERSE. 
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Given the low scale of buildings in close proximity, 
the tall buildings on the Kensal site will be visible. 

 • Development should be layered with a lower, visible 
height on the depot site creating a middle ground to 
mediate the perceived dominance of taller buildings. 

 • Reducing the height and quantity of tall buildings on 
the Kensal site would be preferable 

 • Height should be clustered on the western side of 
the depot site so taller buildings are not in close 
proximity. 

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Visual sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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VIEW K10 - SCENARIO 2: SPD MODEL WITH ADDITIONAL HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The appearance of significant development behind the 
set piece buildings would fundamentally change the 
residential character of the townscape. The massing of 
Scenario 2 would completely overwhelm the townscape 
and detract from the domestic scale of the housing and 
open space.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is VERY 
HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MAJOR-MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The development would negatively impact the overall 
cohesion of townscape and for this reason is considered 
ADVERSE. 

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

Scenario 2 would deliver a row of very tall buildings 
that stand like watchmen and loom over the small scale 
terraced housing. They create a jaggered skyline and 
will have an total overbearing effect on the domestic 
scale housing. The towers contrast with the distinctive 
horizontality of the buildings and their roofline, detract 
from the rhythm of chimney stacks and harm the visual 
cohesion of the scheme. 

Smaller high points on the Depot site by themselves 
create an unwanted focus above the roofscape that 
detract from the ensemble. 

Existing trees in the open space mitigate some of this 
impact when they are in leaf.

The magnitude of visual effect is considered VERY 
HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 

the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MAJOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Given the low scale of buildings in close proximity, 
the tall buildings on the Kensal site will be visible. 

 • Development should be layered with a lower, visible 
height on the depot site creating a middle ground to 
mediate the perceived dominance of taller buildings. 

 • Development should not ‘loom’ over the roofline 
of this well-preserved piece of city. Development 
should respond to the strong horizontality of the 
existing view and townscape so to not detract from 
this strong visual character of the area.

 • Height should be clustered on the western side of 
the depot site so taller buildings are not in close 
proximity. 

 • Due to the proximity of the Kensal Canalside 
Opportunity Area to the existing residences, care 
should be taken to avoid overshadowing and 
overlooking, which will require further testing. 

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR

Visual sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

Scenario 3 is more moderate in scale than Scenarios 
1 and 2, nevertheless a number of smaller towers 
appear over the roofscape of the modest terrace of 
houses. Heights are more proportional in scale and the 
development does not loom over or detract from the 
ensemble of domestic scale housing, but complements 
the village like character and situates it within the wider 
urban context. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is 
LOW-MEDIUM�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is MODERATE-MINOR�  

QUALITY OF EFFECTS 

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL.

VISUAL MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

While the visibility of the massing above the ridgeline 
affects the set piece character of the area, it responds 
more appropriately to the distinctive horizontality 
of the roofline than in Scenario 1 & 2. The massing is 
less overbearing and does not detract as much from 
the visual cohesion of the entire scene. As it is less 
over-dominating and visually contrasting, the focus 
of the view is retained on the central, internal green 
space. The gentle modulation of the massing, while 
retaining an overall horizontally, could successfully 
add a backdrop to the existing, clean ridgeline while 
minimising the negative impact on the view. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  
LOW-MEDIUM�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MODERATE� 

VIEW K10 - SCENARIO 3: SPD MODEL WITH LESS HEIGHT

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL. 
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Slight variation to the skyline is welcome to avoid 
competing with the strongly defined, and regular 
roof line of the existing buildings in the foreground. 

 • Development should be layered with a lower, visible 
height on the depot site creating a middle ground to 
mediate the perceived dominance of taller buildings.

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects MODERATE-MINOR

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects MODERATE

Visual sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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4.11 VIEW K11 - ST MARKS ROAD

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

The view point is located on St Marks Road, adjacent to 
the tennis courts at Kensington Memorial Park. It looks 
north along St Marks Road towards Kensal Canalside 
Opportunity Area. The view of the Opportunity area 
changes considerably between the seasons – in winter 
the site is far more visible than in summer due to 
canopy cover.

DIRECTION

North-west

RANGE

Short 

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

View 8, SPD Views Study 

K11 - Existing View 
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OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

“The designers of the St. Quintin Estate took care to 
incorporate space in the street layout. As a result, road 
widths, gaps, return frontages, backlands and gardens 
combine to create a distinctive open character for the 
area and not only has this resulted in green spaces but it 
has produced a pleasant ‘suburban’ enclave to this part 
of North Kensington.

Green space also plays an important role in providing 
the setting to buildings in the conservation area. Most 
of the houses have back gardens and many have front 
gardens as well, but there are other green spaces dotted 
through the area that also contribute greenery, natural 
habitats and openness as well as helping to maintain air 
quality.

Kensington Memorial Park is the largest green space 
and contains sports pitches, tennis courts, flower 
gardens and a children’s playground. The park can be 
seen from St Mark’s Road. It is a large square plot of 
land with a central path bordered with trees running 
north-south and trees growing around the boundary.”1

St. Mark’s Road delineates a transitional point from 
a leafy suburban character to the west and the more 
heavily built up urban form and atmosphere to the east.  

The area is composed of “mainly residential houses 
from the mid Victorian period to the present day. 
Before this the area was largely devoted to agriculture 
and then industry associated with the Grand Union 
Canal to the north; this and the fact that it was far from 
the centre of London meant the land was cheaper and 
was developed more slowly.” “The red-brick terraces of 
the St Quintin Estate are homogenous in character with 
limited number of design patterns.”2

The townscape is moderately coherent and comprised 
of low-medium rise and fine grain buildings. Existing tall 
buildings to the west of this view point (not in view) can 
be seen in the distance over the park contextualising 
this area in its wider urban landscape.

1 Oxford Gardens - St Quintin Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2021, 50. 

2 ibid.,5. 

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY 

As stated above the residential scale and character 
of development is low rise and domestic in scale. 
Tall development that looms over the area may be 
detracting from this character. 

The townscape sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM� 

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER

This view is ‘CHARACTERISTIC’. The mature street 
trees which line St Marks Road dominate this view, 
framing it on both the left and right sides. On the left, 
beyond the trees, are tennis courts. On the right-hand 
side are 3-storey residential buildings.3  

Due to its characteristic nature, the view sensitivity is 
classified as MEDIUM� 

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • Passersby on foot

 • Passersby on bicycles

 • Passersby in vehicles

 • Users of the park and leisure facilities

The wide townscape view is experienced sequentially 
by view receptors passing through the space. The view 
receptor sensitivity is classified as LOW� 

3 Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD, Appendix 1, RBKC, 2021

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

The view is of a highly cohesive townscape, dominated 
by greenery, low-level buildings, and sky. The wide 
and long views are sensitive to elements which detract 
from the cohesion of the area. This view is particularly 
sensitive in winter when there less obscuration by the 
trees.

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
MEDIUM� 

Image 1.16: K11 - Existing Panoramic View 
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VIEW K11 - SCENARIO 1: SPD MODEL + POINTS OF HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The townscape is moderately coherent and comprised 
of low-medium rise and fine grain buildings. Existing tall 
buildings to the west of this view point (not in view) can 
be seen in the distance over the park contextualising 
this area in its wider urban context. 

Scenario 1 massing would barely be visible and blend 
into the townscape, due to its lower height at the 
western end, the distance from the development 
site, the existing tree cover, and screening by existing 
development.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is LOW� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is MINOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL. 

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The massing of Scenario 1 can be seen above the 
existing roof line of the conservation area in the 
background and at the end of St. Mark’s Road, however 
the massing is not over-dominating and the magnitude 
of effect would be minimal due to the distance of the 
development and the obscuration by existing foliage, 
tree trunks, and buildings. The greater height on the 
eastern end of the development is obscured by existing 
buildings. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  LOW� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is MINOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL. 
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OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Avoid the clustering of taller buildings in the focus of 
the vista along St. Marks Street.

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects MINOR

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects MINOR

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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VIEW K11 - SCENARIO 2: SPD MODEL WITH ADDITIONAL HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The buildings in the west of Scenario 2 rise above 
the roofscape of the low rise housing in this view 
across the park and establishes a new urban backdrop 
not uncommon for views across the metropolitan 
landscape. Development in the vista of St. Marks Road 
however rises manyfold above the modest height in 
the foreground, creating a very dominant mass in the 
sky that feels overbearing and will detract from the 
local character. Trees along the street partly screen this 
impact when in leaf. However the tallest building rises 
even above mature trees and will be omnipresent over 
this low rise quarter. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is SIGNIFICANT-
MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The massing of Scenario 2 can be seen above the 
existing roof line of the low-level housing and above the 
trees in the centre of the street and above the housing 
on the eastern side of the street. The massing will create 
an uncharacteristic concentration of building mass in 
the sky and affect the domestic and neighbourhood feel 
and quality of this view. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Avoid stark clustering of taller buildings in focus of 
street that closes the view. 

 • Modulation of heights on depot site to avoid 
monotonous appearance of a wall of massing.

 • Gaps between tall buildings should allow for 
glimpses of the sky at the end of the street and avoid 
coalescence

 • Height of towers should be proportionate to the 
height in the foreground.

 • Towers should be concentrated in the east of the site 
out of view.

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MODERATE

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The impact of Scenario on the townscape is lower than 
in Scenarios 1 and 2. Development in the west of the 
Depot site barely shows over the roofscape of the low 
rise housing seen over the park and their impact is 
negligible. Whilst height is greater in the vista along St. 
Marks Road, it remains proportional to the contextual 
height of the area and does not over dominate the view 
or is visible above the tree line. The impact of Scenario 
on the townscape is lower than in Scenarios’ 1 and 2. 
Development in the west of the Depot site barely shows 
over the roofscape of the low rise housing seen over 
the park and their impact is negligible. Whilst height 
is greater in the vista along St. Marks Road, it remains 
proportional to the contextual height of the area and 
does not over dominate the view or is visible above the 
tree line. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is LOW� 

VIEW K11 - SCENARIO 3: SPD MODEL WITH LESS HEIGHT

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is MINOR�  

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL.

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The massing of Scenario 3 can be seen above the 
existing roof line of the conservation area, however they 
are not over-dominating and the visual impact would 
be minimal due to its distance, lower height and the 
obscuration by existing foliage and tree trunks.    

The magnitude of visual effect is considered LOW� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is MINOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL. 
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Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects MINOR

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects MINOR

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Avoid stark clustering in focus of street that closes 
the view. 

 • Gaps between tall buildings should allow for glimpses 
of the sky at the end of the street
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4.12 VIEW K12 - DALGARNO GARDENS / BRACEWELL ROAD JUNCTION

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

The view is located on the southern footpath of 
Dalgarno Gardens, opposite the entrance to Little 
Wormwood Scrubs, looking north east towards the 
Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area.

DIRECTION

North-east

RANGE

Short

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

View 14, SPD Views Study 

Image 1.17: K12 - Existing View 
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OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

The area is characterised by the strong built line of 
terraces to the south of Dalgarno Gardens, which 
is contrasted with the soft edge Little Wormwood 
Scrubs,  a valuable green, open amenity space for the 
local community. Little Wormwood Scrubs is a natural 
landscape which opens up in the centre and provides 
open views to Sutton Housing estate to the east and 
wooded edge to the north. 

The townscape follows the traditional pattern of park 
edge development. Victorian redbrick terraces run along 
the southern and eastern edge of Little Wormwood 
Scrubs. They form a coherent environment shaped by 
the continuous, horizontal building line which creates a 
sense of enclosure and framing the open space.

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY

The character of the area is sensitive to development 
that is overbearing and detracts from the existing low 
to mid rise character and the openness of the open 
space. However, the development on the North Pole 
site can have a presence on this space, and there is an 
opportunity for a modest taller building to the north of 
the park that could act as a wayfinding device, mark the 
entrance into the southern OA, enhance legibility and 
provide overlooking and definition to the open space.

The view towards the Kensal Canalside Opportunity 
Area is obscured in the summer season. In winter new 
development will be far more visible.1 

The townscape sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM� 
1 Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD, Appendix 1, RBKC, 2021

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER 

The view is ‘CHARACTERISTIC’ of the highly cohesive 
townscape and landscape character of the residential 
areas to the south of the Kensal Canalside Opportunity 
Area site. The central part of the view is dominated 
by a relatively open view diagonally north-north-east 
across Little Wormwood Scrubs. In the foreground, 
mature trees within Little Wormwood Scrubs create a 
linear view which runs easterly along Dalgarno Gardens, 
with the western edge of Sutton Estate visible in the 
distance. A matching alignment on the left-hand side 
of the view with a terrace comprising 7 properties. 
The view to the north is open. The view is experienced 
kinetically, with people moving along Dalgarno Gardens 
or into the open space, and take in the panoramic view 
of open space and its modest enclosure. The land gently 
rises towards the north.2

Due to its characteristic nature, the view sensitivity is 
classified as MEDIUM� 
2 Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD, Appendix 1, RBKC, 2021

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • People living in the area

 • Passersby on foot

 • Passersby on bicycles

 • Passersby in vehicles

 • Visitors to the park/amenity space

The view is experienced both statically from local 
residential properties that overlook the park and 
sequentially by view receptors passing through the area 
and using the open amenity space. The view receptor 
sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM� 

VISUAL SENSITIVITITY

The view over the open green amenity space is cohesive 
and of high-quality. The view is sensitive to elements 
which detract from the expansive, green qualities of the 
space. This view is particularly sensitive in winter when 
there less obscuration by the trees.

“Views to green space are an important characteristic 
of this conservation area despite not being planned as 
such. Views from Bracewell Road and Brewster Gardens 
to Little Wormwood Scrubs...are particularly valuable.”3

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
MEDIUM� 
3 Oxford Gardens - St Quintin Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2021, 50. 

Image 1.18: Existing Panoramic View from within Little Wormwood Scrub

Image 1.19: K12 - Existing Panoramic View
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VIEW K12 - SCENARIO 1: SPD MODEL + POINTS OF HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The massing of Scenario 1 behind the existing buildings 
creates a prominent, solid wall that does not respond to 
the existing character of the townscape or open space. 
The development rises above the trees and the housing 
of the Sutton Estate and will add notable enclosure to 
the north edge of the park and contrast with the Estate 
housing to the east (which largely remains behind the 
tree edge). Whilst the visibility of the buildings assist 
wayfinding towards the OA, the height of development 
will reduce the perceived scale of this open space. 
Tall buildings in the east of the OA also project over 
the roofscape of the Sutton Estate, and would further 
detract from the local character although only partially 
and the wider the overall townscape characteristics 
remain robust.  

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is MEDIUM� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 

townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The view will be impacted by the Scenario 1 massing 
as it forms a solid wall of buildings along the edge of 
the park and creates a dominant focus in views across 
the park. This will significantly change the emphasis of 
this view and has the effect of urbanising the park with 
buildings appearing over the treeline. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  MEDIUM� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • General height of buildings visible from the park 
on the North Pole site should be contextual and of 
not much greater scale and height than the estate 
development just to the south of the OA. 

 • An elegant and distinctive local landmark building 
could be promoted on the western end of the North 
Pole Development site. This should orientate towards 
the open space and be supported by a legible route 
through the park leading into the OA south area. 

 • Another slightly less tall building could be promoted 
in the foreground of the landmark building to help 
to mediate its height with the lower height of the 
context and avoid stark contrasts in height. 

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MODERATE

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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VIEW K12 - SCENARIO 2: SPD MODEL WITH ADDITIONAL HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The massing of Scenario 2 behind the existing buildings 
creates a prominent, solid wall that does not respond 
to the existing character of the townscape or open 
space. The development rises starkly above the trees 
and the housing of the Sutton Estate and will add 
significant enclosure and belittle the scale of open space 
and surrounding development. Whilst the visibility of 
the buildings assist wayfinding towards the OA, the 
scale of development is as such that it undermines the 
coherence of the character. The tall buildings in the east 
of the OA create a jaggered skyline and prominently 
appear above the Sutton Estate, which will significantly 
further detract from the grain and scale of the local 
character.  

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is VERY 
HIGH�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 

townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MAJOR-MODERATE. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The quality of effect is considered ADVERSE due to 
the fragmentation the massing causes on the overall 
townscape.

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The view will be impacted by the Scenario 2 massing 
as it forms a solid wall of buildings on the northeastern 
edge of the park and behind the Sutton Estate that 
overwhelm both the park and existing buildings, and 
create a strong visual that detracts from the landscape 
dominance in the park. Taller buildings that rise over 
the rooftops detract from the coherent, horizontal and 
residential quality of the view. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  VERY 
HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MAJOR-MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 
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OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • General height of buildings visible from the park 
on the North Pole site should be contextual an of 
not much greater scale and height than the estate 
development just to the south of the OA. 

 • An elegant and distinctive local landmark building 
could be promoted on the western end of the North 
Pole Development site. This should orientate towards 
the open space and be supported by a legible route 
through the park leading into the OA south area. 

 • Another slightly less tall building could be promoted 
in the foreground of the landmark building to help 
to mediate its height with the lower height of the 
context and avoid stark contrasts in height. 

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT



126

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The massing of Scenario 3 is less tall than Scenario 1 
and 2 and more proportionate to the existing height 
and scale of the Sutton Estate. It creates a focus of 
development in the north east corner of the park and 
helps local way finding to the Opportunity area. Tall 
buildings in the east of the opportunity area project 
slightly over the roofscape of the Sutton Estate but do 
not significantly affect the character and townscape of 
this area.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is LOW� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is MINOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL. 

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

Scenario 3 brings change to the view across the park 
and signals the Opportunity Area. Whilst its height 
responds better than Scenarios 1 or 2 to its context, 
its bulky and linear form appears slight out of context. 
More modulation of the height and an expression of the 
western endpoint would have been helpful to create a 
positive focus and enhance the view. Development rises 
a slight bit over the Sutton Estate and interferes with its 
roof line.

The magnitude of visual effect is considered LOW�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is MINOR�  

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE.

VIEW K12 - SCENARIO 3: SPD MODEL WITH LESS HEIGHT
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OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • General height of buildings visible from the park 
on the North Pole site should be contextual an of 
not much greater scale and height than the estate 
development just to the south of the OA. 

 • An elegant and distinctive local landmark building 
could be promoted on the western end of the North 
Pole Development site. This should orientate towards 
the open space and be supported by a legible route 
through the park leading into the OA south area. 

 • Another slightly less tall building could be promoted 
in the foreground of the landmark building to help 
to mediate its height with the lower height of the 
context and avoid stark contrasts in height. 

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects MINOR

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MINOR

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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4.13 VIEW K13 - LADBROKE HALL

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

The view is from the southern footpath of Barlby Road, 
directly south of the junction with Rootes Drive, looking 
north to Sunbeam Gardens and the Kensal Canalside 
Opportunity Area beyond.

DIRECTION

North

RANGE

Short

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

View 11, SPD Views Study 

Image 1.20: K13 - Existing View 
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OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER 

This is a ‘CHARACTERISTIC’ view of the residential 
townscape. Low rise residential buildings are in the 
middle distance. On the right of the view is Ladbroke 
Hall, with residential buildings on the left-hand side. The 
skyline above the roofline of the residential buildings is 
largely uninterrupted.1 . 

Due to its characteristic nature, the view sensitivity is 
classified as MEDIUM� 

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • People living in the area

 • Passersby on foot

 • Passersby on bicycles

 • Passersby in vehicles

The view is experienced by people passing down the 
road and by residents living in the nearby buildings. The 
view receptor sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM� 
1 Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD, Appendix 1, RBKC, 2021

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

The view shows a highly cohesive, coherent symmetrical 
view of ornate red brick buildings and formal layout. The 
view is sensitive to elements that loom over the rooftop 
and upset the symmetry and domestic character. 

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
MEDIUM� 

Image 1.21: K11 - Existing Panoramic View from within Sunbeam Park

Image 1.22: K11 - Existing Panoramic View from within Sunbeam Park

TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

The townscape in this area is characterised by a 1980s 
housing estate that includes the earlier Grade II listed 
Ladbroke Hall to the right of the framed entrance. The 
entrance area is a formal axial route leading into a 
symmetrically organised central square. The area is of 
coherent scale with residential buildings that are of a 
consistent style and material palette. 

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY 

The view gives a strong and direct vista towards the 
Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area through Sunbeam 
Park. The houses on the estate are of a very consistent 
height and character. Due to topography, new 
development may appear above the existing residential 
buildings. There is a risk of development looming 
over the roofline and affecting the domestic scale and 
qualities of the townscape. 

The townscape sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM�  
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VIEW K13 - SCENARIO 1: SPD MODEL + POINTS OF HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 1 massing will be moderately visible above 
the roofline of the homes in the estate to the rear of 
Ladbroke Hall. The massing will affect the domestic 
character of the estate, but will also contextualise it 
within a changing, wider urban setting. The defining 
features of the entrance remain intact however, the 
townscape impact is likely to be more profound within 
Sunbeam Park as new development on the depot site 
is closer and may affect the well-defined, tranquil 
residential space.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is LOW� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is MINOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL. 

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 1 massing may be visible above the 
roofline in the backdrop of this view. This effect is partly 
mitigated by vegetation. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered LOW� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is MINOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL. 
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OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Development should not dominate or loom over the 
housing around or to the north of Sunbeam Park

 • Development should be layered with a lower, visible 
height on the depot site creating a middle ground to 
mediate the perceived dominance of taller buildings. 

 • Taller buildings should be located away from the 
symmetrical view through Sunbeam Park. 

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects MINOR

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects MINOR

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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VIEW K13 - SCENARIO 2: SPD MODEL WITH ADDITIONAL HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

Some bulk of the scenario 2 massing will be visible 
over the roofs in the end of the vista, but this impact is 
largely screened by vegetation. A tall tower rises above 
the housing on the right hand side of the entrance 
axis. This will create a dominant skyline feature and 
will affect the coherence and residential character 
of the estate. The impact of the tower may be more 
profound when seen from Sunbeam Park as it may 
appear looming over housing and the tranquil amenity 
space. However, whilst the development will affect the 
domestic character of the estate it also contextualises 
it in the wider urban setting and acts as a waymarker to 
nearby regeneration and facilities. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is MEDIUM. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL. 

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

A large tower will be visible above the roofline in 
the backdrop of this view. The massing impacts 
on the existing symmetry of the entrance way and 
development. The tower presents a change in scale that 
contrasts with the domestic environment, but it also 
acts as a marker of the nearby regeneration area and 
facilities.  

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  MEDIUM� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL. 
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OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Development should not dominate or loom over the 
housing around or to the north of Sunbeam Park

 • Development should be layered with a lower, visible 
height on the depot site creating a middle ground to 
mediate the perceived dominance of taller buildings. 

 • Taller buildings should be located away from the 
symmetrical view through Sunbeam Park. 

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects MODERATE

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 1 massing will be moderately visible to 
the rear of the housing on Sunbeam Park, but it does 
not appear over the rooftops in the front of the estate. 
The impact is also screened by vegetation. The defining 
features of the entrance remain intact however. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is LOW. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is MINOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL. 

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The massing of Scenario 3 is of a more moderate height 
and as such there is little visibility of new development 
over the roofscape. This effect is further mitigated by 
vegetation. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  LOW� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is MINOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL. 

VIEW K13 - SCENARIO 3: SPD MODEL WITH LESS HEIGHT
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OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Development should not dominate or loom over the 
housing around or to the north of Sunbeam Park

 • Development should be layered with a lower, visible 
height on the depot site creating a middle ground to 
mediate the perceived dominance of taller buildings. 

 • Taller buildings should be located away from the 
symmetrical view through Sunbeam Park. 

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects MINOR

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects MINOR

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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4.14 VIEW K14 - ST CHARLES CENTRE

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

The view is linear and looks north-north-east along 
Exmoor Street towards the opportunity area. The view 
point is on the junction of Hewer Street and Exmoor 
Street.

DIRECTION

North-west

RANGE

Short

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

View 7, SPD Views Study 

C H A P T E R  T I T L E    >    S E C T I O N  T I T L E     2 5

The view point 
The view is linear and looks north-north-
east along Exmoor Street towards the 
opportunity area.  The view point is on 
the junction of Hewer Street and Exmoor 
Street.  

Description
The main elements in this view are the 
strong linear brick elevations to both 
sides of Exmoor Street.  The western side 
(St Charles Hospital) is taller than the 
building on the eastern side but both are 
attractive.  Street trees line the road and, 
in the distance, Barlby Gardens terminates 
the view at ground level, with trees visible 
beyond. 

Heritage significance: High 
The viewpoint is situated within the Oxford 
Gardens Conservation Area. To the left of 
the viewpoint is Grade II listed St Charles’ 
Hospital.  St Charles Hospital is included 
as a fine example of a workhouse infirmary, 
the first hospitals paid for out of public 
funds following the Metropolitan Poor 
Law Act of 1897. It is a skilled design using 
simple details and materials: stock brick 
within minimal use of stone dressings, and 
a slate roof. The original sashes, mentioned 
in the listing, are visible in this view. 

Development on the KCOA is not likely to 
impact on the listed hospital or this part of 
the conservation area itself. However, the 

way the vista terminates with the green 
trees of Barlby Gardens may change.  The 
scale and massing of buildings should 
respect the fine grain character of Barlby 
Gardens. 

Townscape value:Medium 
The traditional townscape in this view 
is well preserved. The building line is 
consistent. The land uses vary along the 
street. However, there is a coherence 
between buildings due to the consistent 
use of brick and a 2/3-storey height limit. 
The view terminates on Barlby Gardens. 
As stated above the scale and massing 
of buildings should respect the fine grain 
character of Barlby Gardens. Development 
should not ‘loom’ over the roofline of this 
well-preserved piece of city.

View 7
st charles 
centre

2 4     K E N S A L  C A N A L S I D E  O P P O R T U N I T Y  A R E A

Image 1.23: K14 - Existing View 
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OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

“The area is unusual in having two convents and a 
former work house (now the St Charles Hospital) which 
occupy the largest plots of land in the conservation 
area. Other large buildings include Oxford Gardens 
School and the Pall Mall Depository, itself an unusual 
building type (furniture storage). Other historic building 
types include the usual necessities of residential areas 
which include shops, pubs and two churches.”1

The hospital “buildings are all grade II listed (including 
boundaries) and were designed by Henry Saxon Snell, 
specialist in hospital design between 1879-81. Built 
in a simple Gothic design in yellow stock brick as the 
infirmary to the St Marylebone Board of Poor Law 
Guardians (a workhouse located on Paddington Street, 
Marylebone). Early hospitals including this one were 
provided by workhouses and paid for out of public funds 
following the Metropolitan Poor Law Act of 1867.

Five separate hospital buildings were built on the 
isolated pavilion principle which was advocated by 
Florence Nightingale (who also established a training 
school for nurses here).”2

Exmoor Street is characterised by a mix of development 
of different scales and eras, which includes the 
imposing Victorian St. Charles Hospital Building, smaller 
residential and former industrial buildings from the 
same period, and interwar social housing. At the end of 
the  street is Barlby Gardens, with low rise garden city 
inspired housing. A few street trees give the street a soft 
character. The traditional townscape in this street is well 
preserved and there is a coherence between buildings 
due to the consistent use of brick and a 2/3-storey 
height limit.

1 Oxford Gardens - St Quintin Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2021, 5. 

2 ibid., 47. 

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY

The townscape is sensitive to the intrusion of 
development that will loom over the small er scale 
buildings in this street.

The townscape sensitivity is classified as HIGH�  

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER 

This is a ‘CHARACTERISTIC’ view showing an attractive 
and well-proportioned, traditional streetscape, 
characterised by the listed hospital building and the 
strong linear elements to the brick elevations to both 
sides of Exmoor Street. The western side (St Charles 
Hospital) is taller than the building on the eastern side 
but maintains visual cohesion. Street trees line the road 
and, in the distance, Barlby Gardens terminates the view 
with trees visible beyond.3 

Due to its characteristic nature, the view sensitivity is 
classified as MEDIUM� 

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • People living in the area

 • People working in the area

 • Passersby on foot

 • Passersby on bicycles

 • Passersby in vehicles

 • Visitors to the hospital

This framed view at the termination of the street is 
experienced sequentially as the view receptors move 
through the space. The view receptor sensitivity is 
classified as MEDIUM� 

3 Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD, Appendix 1, RBKC, 2021

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

The long view is strongly framed by the building line 
on both sides of the road, which frame the view onto 
Barlby Gardens and the green and sky beyond. The view 
is sensitive to elements which undermines the balance 
of elements and the openness of the view at the grain 
and detail of buildings.  

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
MEDIUM� 
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C H A P T E R  T I T L E    >    S E C T I O N  T I T L E     2 5

The view point 
The view is linear and looks north-north-
east along Exmoor Street towards the 
opportunity area.  The view point is on 
the junction of Hewer Street and Exmoor 
Street.  

Description
The main elements in this view are the 
strong linear brick elevations to both 
sides of Exmoor Street.  The western side 
(St Charles Hospital) is taller than the 
building on the eastern side but both are 
attractive.  Street trees line the road and, 
in the distance, Barlby Gardens terminates 
the view at ground level, with trees visible 
beyond. 

Heritage significance: High 
The viewpoint is situated within the Oxford 
Gardens Conservation Area. To the left of 
the viewpoint is Grade II listed St Charles’ 
Hospital.  St Charles Hospital is included 
as a fine example of a workhouse infirmary, 
the first hospitals paid for out of public 
funds following the Metropolitan Poor 
Law Act of 1897. It is a skilled design using 
simple details and materials: stock brick 
within minimal use of stone dressings, and 
a slate roof. The original sashes, mentioned 
in the listing, are visible in this view. 

Development on the KCOA is not likely to 
impact on the listed hospital or this part of 
the conservation area itself. However, the 

way the vista terminates with the green 
trees of Barlby Gardens may change.  The 
scale and massing of buildings should 
respect the fine grain character of Barlby 
Gardens. 

Townscape value:Medium 
The traditional townscape in this view 
is well preserved. The building line is 
consistent. The land uses vary along the 
street. However, there is a coherence 
between buildings due to the consistent 
use of brick and a 2/3-storey height limit. 
The view terminates on Barlby Gardens. 
As stated above the scale and massing 
of buildings should respect the fine grain 
character of Barlby Gardens. Development 
should not ‘loom’ over the roofline of this 
well-preserved piece of city.

View 7
st charles 
centre

2 4     K E N S A L  C A N A L S I D E  O P P O R T U N I T Y  A R E A

VIEW K14 - SCENARIO 1: SPD MODEL + POINTS OF HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

Scenario 1 introduces a number of larger and tall 
buildings that change the setting of Exmoor Street and 
detract from its coherent traditional character. The 
taller elements are overbearing and out of scale, and 
visually transform this area into a highly urbanised 
environment. The impact of the towers on Barlby 
Gardens is especially damaging as it overwhelms its 
domestic small scale. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is HIGH. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is MAJOR-MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

Scenario 1 development closes down the open 
view along Exmoor Street with a large scale new 
development that is amplified by a number of towers. 
This alters the balance and focus of the view and 
detracts from its finer grain and lower scale foreground. 
It also has a demeaning impact on the lower terraces 
of Barlby Gardens at the terminus of this street. Whilst 
this street view can accommodate some change to its 
backdrop and setting, the extent of development and its 
stark modulation is out of balance and overbearing. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is SIGNIFICANT-MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 
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OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Development should be layered on the North Pole 
depot site with the height stepping up to create 
a middle ground that mediates with the height of 
development and taller buildings along the railway on 
the Kensal Canalside site. The stepping up of heights 
should avoid crass contrasts in scale in this view.

 • The scale, massing  and appearance of buildings 
should respect the fine grain character and 
coherence of Barlby Gardens. Development should 
not ‘loom’ over the roofline of this well-preserved 
piece of city.

 • Tall buildings should not be situated central to this 
view to avoid creating a dominant feature that would 
detract from the characteristic scale and grain of 
development in this area. 

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT

 • The tallest building should avoid looming over the 
roofscape of existing housing in the middle ground 
of this view. With its appearance and articulation 
of its top the tower should provide an attractive 
addition to the skyline and create a distinctive and 
recognisable landmark of the Kensal OA in this and 
other views.
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VIEW K14 - SCENARIO 2: SPD MODEL WITH ADDITIONAL HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

Scenario 2 significantly increases the height of 
development when compared with Scenario 1 and 
introduces what appears a staccato of towers that 
almost close down the sky view at the end of the 
Exmoor Street. This will seriously detract from the 
coherent traditional character of the street space and 
feel overbearing and out of scale. Visually it transforms 
this area into a seemingly highly urbanised environment. 
The impact of the towers on Barlby Gardens is especially 
destructive as it diminishes its domestic small scale. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is VERY 
HIGH. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MAJOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 

C H A P T E R  T I T L E    >    S E C T I O N  T I T L E     2 5

The view point 
The view is linear and looks north-north-
east along Exmoor Street towards the 
opportunity area.  The view point is on 
the junction of Hewer Street and Exmoor 
Street.  

Description
The main elements in this view are the 
strong linear brick elevations to both 
sides of Exmoor Street.  The western side 
(St Charles Hospital) is taller than the 
building on the eastern side but both are 
attractive.  Street trees line the road and, 
in the distance, Barlby Gardens terminates 
the view at ground level, with trees visible 
beyond. 

Heritage significance: High 
The viewpoint is situated within the Oxford 
Gardens Conservation Area. To the left of 
the viewpoint is Grade II listed St Charles’ 
Hospital.  St Charles Hospital is included 
as a fine example of a workhouse infirmary, 
the first hospitals paid for out of public 
funds following the Metropolitan Poor 
Law Act of 1897. It is a skilled design using 
simple details and materials: stock brick 
within minimal use of stone dressings, and 
a slate roof. The original sashes, mentioned 
in the listing, are visible in this view. 

Development on the KCOA is not likely to 
impact on the listed hospital or this part of 
the conservation area itself. However, the 

way the vista terminates with the green 
trees of Barlby Gardens may change.  The 
scale and massing of buildings should 
respect the fine grain character of Barlby 
Gardens. 

Townscape value:Medium 
The traditional townscape in this view 
is well preserved. The building line is 
consistent. The land uses vary along the 
street. However, there is a coherence 
between buildings due to the consistent 
use of brick and a 2/3-storey height limit. 
The view terminates on Barlby Gardens. 
As stated above the scale and massing 
of buildings should respect the fine grain 
character of Barlby Gardens. Development 
should not ‘loom’ over the roofline of this 
well-preserved piece of city.

View 7
st charles 
centre

2 4     K E N S A L  C A N A L S I D E  O P P O R T U N I T Y  A R E A
VISUAL MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

Coalescing towers in Scenario 2 effectively appear like 
a major wall at the end of Exmoor Street that cuts out 
the sky. This completely transforms this view from an 
open and balanced traditional street scene into a highly 
intense view dominated and overlooked by a highly 
urban development that diminishes the existing smaller 
scale street context. The development has a demeaning 
impact on the lower terraces of Barlby Gardens at 
the terminus of this street. Whilst this street view can 
accommodate some change to its backdrop and setting, 
the extent of development and its stark modulation is 
out of balance and overbearing.  

The magnitude of visual effect is considered VERY 
HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MAJOR-MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Development should be layered on the North Pole 
depot site with the height stepping up to create 
a middle ground that mediates with the height of 
development and taller buildings along the railway on 
the Kensal Canalside site. The stepping up of heights 
should avoid crass contrasts in scale in this view.

 • The scale, massing  and appearance of buildings 
should respect the fine grain character and 
coherence of Barlby Gardens. Development should 
not ‘loom’ over the roofline of this well-preserved 
piece of city.

 • Tall buildings should not be situated central to this 
view to avoid creating a dominant feature that would 
detract from the characteristic scale and grain of 
development in this area. 

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MAJOR

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT

 • The tallest building should avoid looming over the 
roofscale of existing housing in the middle ground 
of this view. With its appearance and articulation 
of its top the tower should provide an attractive 
addition to the skyline and create a distinctive and 
recognisable landmark of the Kensal OA in this and 
other views. 
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TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

Scenario 3 introduces a number of larger and a single 
tall building in the focus of the street space. They 
alter the setting of Exmoor Street and detract from its 
coherent traditional character. While the tower feels 
out of scale with the local character it also creates a 
new focal point and contextualises the street within 
the emerging wider urban context. However, the 
development contrasts starkly with Barbly Gardens and 
detracts from its domestic small scale. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is MAJOR-MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 

VIEW K14 - SCENARIO 3: SPD MODEL WITH LESS HEIGHT

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

Scenario 3 development closes down the open 
view along Exmore Street with a large scale new 
development that is amplified by a tower. This alters 
the balance and focus of the view and detracts from 
its finer grain and lower scale foreground. It also has 
a demeaning impact on the lower terraces of Barlby 
Gardens at the terminus of this street. Whilst this street 
view can accommodate some change to its backdrop 
and setting, the extent of development and its stark 
modulation is out of balance and overbearing. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is SIGNIFICANT-MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 

C H A P T E R  T I T L E    >    S E C T I O N  T I T L E     2 5

The view point 
The view is linear and looks north-north-
east along Exmoor Street towards the 
opportunity area.  The view point is on 
the junction of Hewer Street and Exmoor 
Street.  

Description
The main elements in this view are the 
strong linear brick elevations to both 
sides of Exmoor Street.  The western side 
(St Charles Hospital) is taller than the 
building on the eastern side but both are 
attractive.  Street trees line the road and, 
in the distance, Barlby Gardens terminates 
the view at ground level, with trees visible 
beyond. 

Heritage significance: High 
The viewpoint is situated within the Oxford 
Gardens Conservation Area. To the left of 
the viewpoint is Grade II listed St Charles’ 
Hospital.  St Charles Hospital is included 
as a fine example of a workhouse infirmary, 
the first hospitals paid for out of public 
funds following the Metropolitan Poor 
Law Act of 1897. It is a skilled design using 
simple details and materials: stock brick 
within minimal use of stone dressings, and 
a slate roof. The original sashes, mentioned 
in the listing, are visible in this view. 

Development on the KCOA is not likely to 
impact on the listed hospital or this part of 
the conservation area itself. However, the 

way the vista terminates with the green 
trees of Barlby Gardens may change.  The 
scale and massing of buildings should 
respect the fine grain character of Barlby 
Gardens. 

Townscape value:Medium 
The traditional townscape in this view 
is well preserved. The building line is 
consistent. The land uses vary along the 
street. However, there is a coherence 
between buildings due to the consistent 
use of brick and a 2/3-storey height limit. 
The view terminates on Barlby Gardens. 
As stated above the scale and massing 
of buildings should respect the fine grain 
character of Barlby Gardens. Development 
should not ‘loom’ over the roofline of this 
well-preserved piece of city.

View 7
st charles 
centre

2 4     K E N S A L  C A N A L S I D E  O P P O R T U N I T Y  A R E A



143

OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Development should be layered on the North Pole 
depot site with the height stepping up to create 
a middle ground that mediates with the height of 
development and taller buildings along the railway on 
the Kensal Canalside site. The stepping up of heights 
should avoid crass contrasts in scale in this view.

 • The scale, massing  and appearance of buildings 
should respect the fine grain character and 
coherence of Barlby Gardens. Development should 
not ‘loom’ over the roofline of this well-preserved 
piece of city.

 • Tall buildings should not be situated central to this 
view to avoid creating a dominant feature that would 
detract from the characteristic scale and grain of 
development in this area. 

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT

 • The tallest building should avoid looming over the 
roofscale of existing housing in the middle ground 
of this view. With its appearance and articulation 
of its top the tower should provide an attractive 
addition to the skyline and create a distinctive and 
recognisable landmark of the Kensal OA in this and 
other views.
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4.15 VIEW K15 - ST HELENS GARDENS

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

This view is located at the junction of St Helens Gardens 
and St Quinton Avenue, on the south-western footpath 
looking north along St Helen’s Gardens towards the 
Opportunity area.

DIRECTION

North

RANGE

Medium

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

View 9, SPD Views Study 

Image 1.24: K15 - Existing View 
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TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

The southern end of St Helen’s Gardens is characterised  
by 3 storey residential properties with a grand, 
suburban feel. It has a locally distinct character 
and a strong sense of place. The townscape is 
relatively consistent, and defined by 3-storey brick/
stucco Victorian residential buildings and later infill 
development of similar scale and arranged along 
a consistent building line. Mature trees bring a 
strong, natural character to the street scene which 
is terminated by views over Kensington Memorial 
Gardens.

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY 

The townscape is relatively robust and inward facing. 
However, it is sensitive to large scale incongruous 
development visible in the vista of the street or that 
rises above buildings and trees.

The townscape sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM�  

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER

This ‘CHARACTERISTIC’ view is long view down St 
Helen’s Gardens which is framed by terraced housing 
on either side of a tree-lined street. Cohesive red 
brick buildings and mature street trees dominate the 
balanced view.  

Due to its characteristic nature, the view sensitivity is 
classified as MEDIUM� 

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • People living in the area

 • People working in the area

 • Passersby on foot

 • Passersby on bicycles

 • Passersby in vehicles

This framed view experienced sequentially as the view 
receptors move through the space. The view receptor 
sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM� 

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

The view is characterised by a well-defined street, 
low-rise residential buildings on either side and 
extensive greenery. The view is sensitive to elements 
that can detract from the visual cohesion of the 
roofscape and architectural qualities, and is particularly 
sensitive in winter when there less obscuration by the 
trees. At the end of the street the view opens up over 
an open space; this is sensitive to elements which close 
the view. 

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
MEDIUM� 
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VIEW K15 - SCENARIO 1: SPD MODEL + POINTS OF HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The massing of Scenario 1 has limited impact on 
the character of the townscape as it barely rises 
over the green in Kensal Memorial Park. Its effect is 
to contexutalise the street within the wider urban 
townscape. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is LOW� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is MINOR�  

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL.

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The massing of Scenario 1 will be visible in this view 
in the focus of the street where it is not screened by 
vegetation. It introduces a new urban horizon line 
over the park and housing behind. A slither of a taller 
building can be seen over the rooftop of one of the 
buildings but it is likely to be concealed by streets. The 
development only affects a minor part of the view and 
does not draw attention away from its characteristic 
features. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered LOW�  

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is MINOR. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL. 
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Keep tall buildings out of central focus of the view

 • Avoid overtopping the buildings to the right side of 
the view

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects MINOR

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects MINOR

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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VIEW K15 - SCENARIO 2: SPD MODEL WITH ADDITIONAL HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

Scenario 2 introduces a taller building in the vista of 
the view. Three other towers will rise conspicuously 
over the roofscape of housing to the east of the street, 
although they many be partly screened by trees. 
Cumulatively these towers will alter the character of the 
area by situating it in a more urban context.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is MEDIUM� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MODERATE�  

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE.

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

Four tall buildings of Scenario 2 will become  visible, 
one in the centre of the street, rising over the park, the 
others appearing over the roofscape. Whilst partially 
screened by trees and vegetation the development 
creates a strong visual focus and detracts from the 
defining qualities of the view. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  MEDIUM� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE.
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • If visible in the vista, tall buildings should be 
proportionate to the elements in the view and avoid 
rising over the roofline of buildings at the end of the 
street before the park.

 • Tall buildings should avoid rising above the roofscape 
of housing on either side of the street.

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MODERATE

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The massing of Scenario 3 has limited impact on 
the character of the townscape as it barely rises 
over the green in Kensal Memorial Park. Its effect is 
to contextualise the street within the wider urban 
townscape. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is LOW� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MINOR�  

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL.

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The massing of Scenario 3 will be slightly visible in this 
view in the focus of the street where it is not screened 
by vegetation. It introduces a new urban horizon line 
over the park and housing behind. The development 
only affects a minor part of the view and does not draw 
attention away from its characteristic features.

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  LOW� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MINOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL. 

VIEW K15 - SCENARIO 3: SPD MODEL WITH LESS HEIGHT
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

No mitigation measures needed. 

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MINOR

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MINOR

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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4.16 VIEW K16 - SOUTHERN ROW

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

This view is located at the southern entrance of Emslie 
Horniman’s Pleasance Park on Southern Row which 
forms the primary east-west route within Kensal Town.

DIRECTION

North-west

RANGE

Short

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

View 28, SPD Views Study 

Image 1.25: K16 - Existing View 
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TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

This area on Southern Row is characterised by broadly 
coherent street enclosure, and mid-late 20th century 
housing blocks set behind a dense treeline and Victorian 
terraces further down the road. The Emslie Horniman’s 
Pleasance Gardens (Grade II) forms and open space to 
the north (right) of the view and gives the area a green 
and open quality. Mid-rise development along Ladbroke 
Grove terminates the vista. 

The area has been further characterised by its 
geographic and social isolation, being cut off from 
surrounding areas by the Grand Central Canal to the 
north and the railway line to the south. The area 
originally developed as a Victorian suburb but has 
been largely transformed by extensive and varied 
redevelopment patterns. 

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY 

The townscape is moderately coherent, residential 
mixed character which is defined by on the southern 
side by late 20th century housing blocks set back 
from the street line behind low level fencing. The 
northern side is characterised by a public open space 
and the distinctive roofline and street frontage of the 
former public house. The area’s urban character is 
not particularly sensitive and is capable of absorbing 
change. 

The townscape sensitivity is classified as LOW�   

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER

This is a ‘CHARACTERISTIC’ view of the residential 
neighbourhood streets to the east of the Kensal 
Canalside Opportunity Area. The primary elements 
in the view are the 3-storey terrace on Southern Row 
which sits behind a relatively uniform line of trees. 
The perimeter fence and hedge to Emslie Horniman’s 
Pleasance Park are to the right of the view. The 
predominant roofline in this view is provided by the 
former public house on the corner of Southern Row and 
East Row. Now in residential and light industrial use, the 
building still provides a point of articulation in the local 
area.1 

Due to its characteristic nature, the view sensitivity is 
classified as LOW� 

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • People living in the area

 • People working in the area

 • Passersby on foot

 • Passersby on bicycles

 • Passersby in vehicles

This framed view is experienced sequentially as the view 
receptors move through the space. The view receptor 
sensitivity is classified as LOW� 

1 Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD, Appendix 1, RBKC, 2021

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

This view is strongly directional and is orientated 
towards the heart of the Opportunity area. The 
terrace on the left provides a clear building line, which, 
together with the hedgerow into Emslie Horniman’s 
Pleasance, channels views westward where they are 
terminated by a large tree and new development. Any 
new development in the focus of the view can have an 
impact on its composition.  

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
LOW� 
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VIEW K16 - SCENARIO 1: SPD MODEL + POINTS OF HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

In Scenario 1 a squat large building mass rises at the 
end of Southern Row and another tall and more slender 
tower rises above the former public house on East Row. 
The massing dominates the view yet also complements 
the area’s character. The development gives a strong 
sense of direction and acts as a landmark of the 
opportunity area and its new facilities. However, with its 
mass and bulk and the lack of sky-view in between, the 
development appears like a wall at the end of the street 
and appears out of place and overbearing. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is MEDIUM�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is MINOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE� 

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 1 massing creates a significant change to 
this view, introducing a new focus in the vista of this 
street. Due to its unbroken mass, bulk and height the 
development appears as a wall that is out of scale and 
over-dominates this view. Another tall building rises 
up over the roofs of the development along Southern 
Row. Together they create an imbalance between the 
foreground and the background in this view. Whilst 
there are benefits of creating a new landmark for the 
Opportunity Area and its facilities, the massing (rather 
than the height) undermines the distinctiveness and 
slenderness of proposals and undermines their positive 
connotation. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is MODERATE-MINOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Potential for a landmark tower being situated central 
to Southern Row that marks Kensal OA on the wider 
skyline and the gateway into the site with its facilities 
and the supermarket more locally.

 • Towers within the eastern cluster that are visible 
in this view should be staggered, so they do not 
coalesce and create a solid wall of development, and 
the visibility of the sky in between is retained.

 • General height of development in this view to be 
at or below the height of buildings along Ladbroke 
Grove. 

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MINOR

Townscape sensitivity LOW

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MODERATE-MINOR

Visual sensitivity LOW

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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VIEW K16 - SCENARIO 2: SPD MODEL WITH ADDITIONAL HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

In Scenario 2 a squat large building mass rises at the 
end of Southern Row topped with three tall buildings. 
The massing dominates the view and complements the 
area’s character. The development gives a strong sense 
of direction and acts as a landmark of the opportunity 
area and its new facilities. However, with its mass 
and bulk and the lack of sky-view in between, the 
development appears like a wall at the end of the street 
and appears out of place and overbearing. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MODERATE�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS 

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 2 massing creates significant change to 
this view, introducing a new focus in the vista of this 
view. It rises even higher than Scenario 1. Due to its 
unbroken mass, bulk and height the development 
appears as a wall that is out of scale and proportion and 
over-dominates this view. The massing tops out with 
three towers that all rise well above the roofline of the 
development along Southern Row. This creates a strong 
imbalance between the foreground and the background 
in this view. Whilst there are benefits of creating a new 
landmark for the Opportunity Area and its facilities, 
the massing combined with its height undermines 
the distinctiveness of proposals and undermines their 
positive connotation as a wayfinding device. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered VERY 
HIGH�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 

the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Potential for a landmark tower being situated central 
to Southern Row that marks Kensal OA on the wider 
skyline and the gateway into the site with its facilities 
and the supermarket more locally.

 • Towers within the eastern cluster that are visible 
in this view should be staggered, so they do not 
coalesce and create a solid wall of development, and 
the visibility of the sky inbetween is retained.

 • General height of development in this view to be 
at or below the height of buildings along Ladbroke 
Grove. 

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity LOW

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MODERATE

Visual sensitivity LOW

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

In Scenario 3 a squat large building mass rises at the 
end of Southern Row and another tall and more slender 
tower rises above the former public house on East Row. 
The massing dominates the view yet also complements 
the area’s character. The development gives a strong 
sense of direction and acts as a landmark of the 
opportunity area and its new facilities. However, with 
its mass and bulk and the lack of vertical emphasis and 
sky-view inbetween, the development appears like a 
wall rather than an elegant landmark and appears out of 
place. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is 
LOW-MEDIUM. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is MINOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VIEW K16 - SCENARIO 3: SPD MODEL WITH LESS HEIGHT

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 3 massing creates a significant change to 
this view, introducing a new focus in the vista of this 
street. Due to its unbroken mass, bulk and height the 
development appears as a wall that is out of scale and 
over-dominates this view. Another tall building rises up 
over the roofs of the development along Southern Row, 
although its visual impact is limited.  Whilst there are 
benefits of creating a new landmark for the Opportunity 
Area and its facilities, the massing (rather than the 
height) undermines the distinctiveness and slenderness 
of proposals and undermines their positive connotation. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  MEDIUM� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is MINOR�  

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE. 
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Potential for a landmark tower being situated central 
to Southern Row that marks Kensal OA on the wider 
skyline and the gateway into the site with its facilities 
and the supermarket more locally.

 • Towers within the eastern cluster that are visible 
in this view should be staggered, so they do not 
coalesce and create a solid wall of development, and 
the visibility of the sky in between is retained.

 • General height of development in this view to be 
at or below the height of buildings along Ladbroke 
Grove. 

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MINOR

Townscape sensitivity LOW

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MINOR

Visual sensitivity LOW

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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4.17 VIEW K17 - GRAND UNION CANAL FOOTBRIDGE

ABOUT THE VIEW

The view point looks west along the Grand Union Canal 
from the footbridge which runs between Wedlake 
Street on the south side and Harrow Road on the 
northern side.

DIRECTION
West
RANGE
Medium
REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

View 27, SPD Views Study

Image 1.27: K17 - Existing View 
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TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

The view is taken from the footbridge over the Grand 
Union Canal. The townscape in this area is enclosed 
on the righthand side by fine grain rear of buildings 
that flank the side of the canal, and give a fine grain 
rhythm to the townscape. The lefthand side of the 
canal is characterised by the towpath and the adjacent 
converted warehouse and contemporary apartment 
buildings. While these buildings are of a larger grain 
than the rear townhouse they share a proportional 
scale and material language. The canal itself is a valued 
resource, providing a habitat for wildlife and the canal 
and towpath are both valued amenity space for the 
community. 

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY

While there is an eclectic mix of architectural styles 
along the canal, the townscape remains moderately 
consistent due to cohesive building heights and rhythm 
of fenestration. The townscape has a typical urban, 
informal and calm canalside atmosphere. It is more 
sensitive to uncontextual development on the canal 
itself than the impact of taller building that look over 
the roofscape. Visibility of taller building from the 
canal path could actually provide helpful way markers 
and assist with legibility. The townscape is sensitive to 
development which is overtopping the roofscapes which 
could upset the balanced character of the area. 

The townscape is sensitive to development visually 
encroaching in the setting is LOW�  

EXISTING TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER 

The view is ‘CHARACTERISTIC’ as it shows the overall 
townscape character of the canal path. The view is 
relatively open and long-ranging centrally but bounded 
on each side by built form. The canal is the focus 
and gently curves to the point where it is obscured 
from view. The towpath runs on the left-hand side of 
the view, on the southern side of the canal, and the 
northern side (offside) has terraces and their party 
walls running up to the edge of the canal. Trees on the 
right-hand side of the view, to the rear of the terrace 
soften and green the view. On the left-hand side, larger 
4-6 storey buildings are split into three distinct blocks. 
The left-hand side of the view appears bulkier than the 
right.1 

Due to its characteristic nature, the view sensitivity is 
classified as MEDIUM� 

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • Passersby on foot

 • Passersby on bicycles

 • Passersby on vehicles

This framed view is experienced sequentially as the 
view receptors move across the footbridge. The view 
receptor sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM� 

1 Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD, Appendix 1, RBKC, 2021

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

The view is strongly directional and takes the eye to the 
furthest point of the canal, towards the Opportunity 
area. The built form on the left-hand side obscures 
views of any townscape further away or to the rear.2

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
MEDIUM�  

2 Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD, Appendix 1, RBKC, 2021
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VIEW K17 - SCENARIO 1: SPD MODEL + POINTS OF HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 1 massing would be nearly imperceptibly  
from this location. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is 
NEGLIGIBLE. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is NEGLIGIBLE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 1 massing would be nearly imperceptibly  
from this location.

The magnitude of visual effect is NEGLIGIBLE. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is NEGLIGIBLE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�
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Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects NEGLIGIBLE

Townscape sensitivity LOW

Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects NEGLIGIBLE

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

No mitigation measures needed.  
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VIEW K17 - SCENARIO 2: SPD MODEL WITH ADDITIONAL HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 2 massing would protect slightly above 
the rooftop of the existing canalside buildings. This 
will give the sense of urbanity which marks the Kensal 
opportunity area and supports wayfinding. The 
clustering of what will appear as very large towers could 
have a slight overbearing impact on the tranquillity of 
the canalside environment.

The magnitude of visual effect is LOW� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MINOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 2 massing would project slightly above the 
rooftop of the existing canalside buildings and create 
vertical accents which would break the horizontal 
character of the view. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is LOW� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is MINOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL as 
it detracts from characteristic qualities of the view�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Limit the clustering effect of towers by lowering the 
height of some, so only a single tower is prominent to 
help way finding.

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects MINOR

Townscape sensitivity LOW

Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects MINOR

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 3 massing would not be visible from this 
location.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is NIL� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is NIL� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 3 massing would not be visible from this 
location.

The magnitude of visual effect is NIL� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is NIL� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS 

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�

VIEW K17 - SCENARIO 3: SPD MODEL WITH LESS HEIGHT
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

No mitigation measures needed.  

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects NIL

Townscape sensitivity LOW

Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects NIL

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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4.18 VIEW K18 - LADBROKE GROVE

ABOUT THE VIEW

The view is taken from Ladbroke Grove looking north. 

DIRECTION

North-west

RANGE

Long

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

None

Image 1.29: K18 - Existing View 
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TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

The view is taken from with the Ladbroke Grove 
Conservation Area. 

The buildings in the area make up a large and vital 
part of the character of the conservation area. In the 
Ladbroke area many terraces were designed to follow 
the contours of the hill so that the parapets (at roof 
level) remained continuous and unbroken. The types of 
housing built are highly significant and distinctive to the 
area. The terraces are either half or fully stuccoed with 
elaborate detailing; and pairs or trios of villas are of key 
special interest to the area. The setting of these houses 
is created by the gardens around them and the space in 
between them. A very special feature of the Ladbroke 
estate is the terrace ends, which were often designed to 
have the appearance of a symmetrical detached house.1

The distinctiveness of this place is derived from its 
elevated position and the long vista it offers down 
Ladbroke Grove and over the urban landscape. The 
street descends down the slope and then rises up again 
to the horizon line near the Kensal OA. Buildings step 
down the hill and with their coherent scale and colour 
give a sense of strong coherence that emphasises the 
activities in the street with the cars and buses and 
people that can be observed from here.

1 Ladbroke Grove Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2015.

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY

The place is in a unique topographical location and 
overlooks a wide area to the north. Its townscape is 
sensitive to any impact in its setting that detracts from 
the openness of the view, the commanding presence of 
the townscape and the balance and clarity of elements 
in the fore and middleground of the view.  

The townscape sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM. 

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER 

The ‘DISTINCTIVE’ view is from raised topographical 
point in the area which provides wide views over the 
neighbourhood to the north. 

This is a contained view along Ladbroke Grove over the 
urban landscape. It is enclosed by Victorian buildings 
with white stuccoed fronts that step down the hill and 
give the view a highly distinctive character. The middle 
ground is made up of foreshortened facades and street 
activities,and the pattern of roofscapes intertwined 
with the tops of trees rising up to the horizon line. The 
background of the view is dominated by the coalescing 
mass of the 11-storey Treverton and Raymede estate 
towers blocks that detract from the qualities of this 
view.

The view sensitivity is classified as HIGH� 

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • People living in the area

 • People working in the area

 • Passersby on foot

 • Passersby on bicycles

 • Passersby in vehicles

The view receptor sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM�

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

The view is sensitive to any large scale intrusions 
by development that detracts from the formal 
arrangement of buildings and the openness of the view. 

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
HIGH�
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TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Scenario 1 rises up in form of a coalescing mass of 
towers and larger buildings that fill the horizon line 
in this view. Despite its distance due to its elevated 
location the development will become a significant 
feature in the view along Ladbroke Grove, contrasting 
with the highly coherent townscape and detracting from 
the setting of the conservation area. 

Whilst the visibility of the development helps 
wayfinding to the Kensal opportunity area and its 
facilities, the sheer bulk of development and the 
scattered towers will appear out of context with the 
wider lower-rise surroundings that can be appreciated 
in this view.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 

of Scenario 1 on the townscape is SIGNIFICANT-
MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The massing of Scenario 1 will rise significantly above 
the two estate towers and dominate the horizon line. It 
creates a major new focus in the view and takes away 
its openness. Due to its sheer bulk the development will 
compete with the Victorian built form on either side 
of the street that defines the vista and street space. 
As such it will undermine the defining features and 
distinctiveness of this view. 

Whilst the landmarking of the opportunity area is a 
legitimate approach to enhancing legibility the sheer 
height and bulk of the proposed development is out 
of scale with its wider significance and transport 
accessibility in this part of London.

The magnitude of effect on the view is HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 

the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is MAJOR-MODERATE. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE� 
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Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Visual sensitivity HIGH

VISUAL IMPACT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

Given the location of the opportunity area on elevated 
land at the horizon line, development is inevitably going 
to be visible in this view. 

 • Development should avoid establishing excessive 
massing that rises out of the urban fabric and that 
dominates the horizon line in this view

 • The indiscriminate scattering of taller buildings on 
the horizon line leads to a fragmented and dominant 
skyline and should be avoided. 

 • Tall buildings in this view should be concentrated in a 
confined cluster that expresses a hierarchy between 
towers and is focused on a single high point, and 
thereby create a distinctive yet less domineering 
skyline composition in this view. 

 • The height of tall buildings and development more 
generally should be proportionate to the scale and 
grain of the surrounding townscape.

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT
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VIEW K18 - SCENARIO 2: SPD MODEL WITH ADDITIONAL HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Scenario 2 rises up in form of a coalescing mass of lower 
and taller towers that fill the horizon line in this view. 
Despite its distance due to its elevated location the 
development will become a significant feature in the 
view along Ladbroke Grove, contrasting with the highly 
coherent townscape and detracting from the setting of 
the conservation area. 

Whilst the visibility of the development helps 
wayfinding to the Kensal opportunity area and its 
facilities, the overwhelming height of the towers and 
sheer bulk of development will appear out of context 
with the wider lower-rise surroundings that can be 
appreciated in this view.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is VERY 
HIGH�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 

townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MAJOR-MODERATE. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The massing of Scenario 2 will rise significantly above 
and to the left of two estate towers and dominate the 
horizon line. It creates a major new focus in the view 
and takes away its openness. Due to its sheer bulk the 
development will compete with the Victorian built form 
on either side of the street that defines the vista and 
street space. As such it will undermine the defining 
features and distinctiveness of this view. 

Whilst the landmarking of the opportunity area is a 
legitimate approach to enhancing legibility the sheer 
height and bulk of the proposed development is out 
of scale with its wider significance a nd transport 
accessibility in this part of London.

The magnitude of effect on the view is VERY HIGH�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 

the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MAJOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

Given the location of the opportunity area on elevated 
land at the horizon line, development is inevitably going 
to be visible in this view. 

 • Development should avoid establishing excessive 
massing that rises out of the urban fabric and that 
dominates the horizon line in this view

 • The indiscriminate scattering of taller buildings on 
the horizon line leads to a fragmented and dominant 
skyline and should be avoided. 

 • Tall buildings in this view should be concentrated in a 
confined cluster that expresses a hierarchy between 
towers and is focused on a single high point, and 
thereby create a distinctive yet less domineering 
skyline composition in this view. 

 • The height of tall buildings and development more 
generally should be proportionate to the scale and 
grain of the surrounding townscape.

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR

Visual sensitivity HIGH

VISUAL IMPACT

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT
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VIEW K18 - SCENARIO 3: SPD MODEL WITH LESS HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Scenario 3 creates a coalescing mass of development 
with a single prominent tower on the horizon line in 
this view, albeit of a reduced and more contextual 
scale than Scenarios 1 and 2.  Despite its distance the 
development will become a notable feature in the view 
along Ladbroke Grove, contrast with the highly coherent 
townscape and affect the setting of the conservation 
area. 

The visibility of the development will help wayfinding 
to the Kensal opportunity area and its facilities, but the 
bulk of development will appear out of context with the 
wider lower-rise surroundings. The tallest building is 
situated away from Ladbroke Grove where it could help 
to mark the entrance into the Opportunity Area and its 
facilities.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is SIGNIFICANT-
MODERATE. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The massing of Scenario 3 will alter the view with a large 
scale development on the horizon line. It creates a new 
focus in the view and affects its openness, albeit to a 
lesser extent than Scenarios 1 and 2. With its massing 
it will affect the sense of coherence and outlook of the 
view. 

Whilst the landmarking of the opportunity area is a 
legitimate approach to enhancing legibility the location 
of taller buildings and high-points appear indecisive and 
lack distinctiveness.

The magnitude of effect on the view is MEDIUM� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is SIGNIFICANT-MODERATE. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE� 
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

Given the location of the opportunity area on elevated 
land at the horizon line, development is inevitably going 
to be visible in this view. 

 • Development should avoid establishing excessive 
massing that rises out of the urban fabric and that 
dominates the horizon line in this view

 • The indiscriminate scattering of taller buildings on 
the horizon line leads to a fragmented and dominant 
skyline and should be avoided. 

 • Tall buildings in this view should be concentrated in a 
confined cluster that expresses a hierarchy between 
towers and is focused on a single high point, and 
thereby create a distinctive yet less domineering 
skyline composition in this view. 

 • The height of tall buildings and development more 
generally should be proportionate to the scale and 
grain of the surrounding townscape.

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

Visual sensitivity HIGH

VISUAL IMPACT

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT
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4.19 VIEW K19 - PORTOBELLO ROAD

ABOUT THE VIEW

The view is taken from Portobello Road looking north. 

DIRECTION

North=west

RANGE

Long

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

None

Image 1.31: K19 - Existing View 
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TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

Shops make an important contribution to the character 
of the area as well as to the vitality and daytime 
economy of the area. Some buildings were originally 
designed to incorporate a shop at ground floor level; in 
other cases shops were built, usually in the second half 
of the nineteenth century, over the front gardens of 
residential properties. A number of historic timber shop 
frontages survive in the area and these have historic 
and architectural significance in their own right as well 
as making a strong contribution to the character and 
appearance of the conservation area.

Portobello Road is the oldest and longest shopping 
street in the conservation area and one of London’s 
most famous street markets. A fruit and vegetable 
market was established here in the 1870s with 
antique sellers arriving in 1948. Today bric-a-brac and 
antiques stalls and arcades form an important use that 
contributes strongly to the vibrant character of the 
conservation area. The terraces are distinctly plainer 
and smaller than the rest of the Ladbroke Estate with 
the middle section (from Elgin Crescent to Chepstow 
Villas) having been developed in the 1850s in line with 
neighbouring streets to the west. These three and 
four storey terraces step up the hill with breaks in 
their parapet roofs, in contrast to the crescents with 
their unbroken rooflines. Later stock brick terraces are 
situated to the north of Portobello Road. To the south, 
the terraces have in recent years been painted bright 
colours. Some shops have significant historic parts but 
much of the lively character in this street is derived 
from the traders’ stock festooning the frontages and the 
tables on the street.1

The area is identified in the Current Local Plan (2019)  as 
a ‘Special District Centre’ and an area of National and 
International significance. 

1 Ladbroke Grove Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2015.

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY 

The townscape is sensitive to out of scale development 
looming into the street space and over dominating and 
detracting from the small scale quaint character.

The townscape sensitivity is classified as HIGH� 

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER 

This is a ‘DISTINCTIVE’ view with a fine grain pattern 
of coloured facades that slowly step down the hill and 
encloses the vista in a shallow curve, opening up the 
view to the sky above the roofscape in the end of the 
vista. Quirky fronts and displays of antique shops create 
a dominant focus and lively character in the foreground. 
The bare brick estate housing block on the opposite side 
of the street undermines the coherency of the view.

The view sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM� 

VIEW RECEPTORS

Portobello Road is a very well frequented iconic street 
in London, and is popular with locals and tourists alike 
as an international destination.  

View receptors are:

 • People living in the area

 •  People working in the area

 • People visiting the area

 • International & Local Tourists 

 • Passersby on foot

 • Passersby on bicycles

 • Passersby in vehicles

The view receptor sensitivity is classified as HIGH�

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

The view is sensitive to elements which undermine the 
balance of its characteristic elements, detract from 
its quirky special character and distinctive scale and 
pattern of forms and activities. 

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
HIGH� 
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TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Scenario 1 introduces a number of large and taller 
contemporary buildings that coalesce into a single 
unbroken mass above the roofscape in the terminus of 
the vista. Albeit in the distance it will create a dominant 
focus, detract from the fine grain and scale of the 
local  character and interfere with the setting of the 
conservation area. 

The tallest building of the cluster rises above the 
parapet line of one of the buildings in the frontage, 
which creates an contrasting superimposition of scales, 
that takes away from the integrity of the foreground 
and detracts from the townscape character.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is MAJOR-MODERATE.  

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Scenario 1 massing will create a dominant new focus 
in the centre of the view. The building mass will block 
the open sky, interfere with the roofline. Whilst the 
principal emphasis in the view is the lively street 
character and frontages in the foreground, the addition 
of significant contemporary mass will detract from the 
overall coherence of the view. 

Although the visibility of the development will announce 
the Kensal Opportunity Area development in this view 
and as such supports wayfinding, the articulation of the 
massing lacks distinctiveness and does not represent a 
legible landmark.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is MEDIUM� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is SIGNIFICANT-MODERATE. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�  
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Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

Visual sensitivity HIGH

VISUAL IMPACT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

Due to the location of the opportunity area on elevated 
land and in the viewing direction of Portobello Road, it 
is likely that larger development will become visible in 
this view.  

 • Development should avoid establishing significant 
massing over the roofscape that detracts from the 
characteristic features of this view.

 • Where taller buildings are proposed a clear hierarchy 
of heights should be developed that emphasises a 
single tall building as landmark that is distinctive and 
elegant and visible against the sky.

 • The height of development should be proportionate, 
not overwhelm the buildings in the foreground and 
remain below the parapet height of the terrace in the 
back of the view. 

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT
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VIEW K19 - SCENARIO 2: SPD MODEL WITH ADDITIONAL HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Scenario 2 introduces a scattering of taller 
contemporary buildings that coalesce into a single 
unbroken mass above the roofscape in the terminus 
of the vista. Their height is greater and more diverse 
than scenario 1. Albeit in the distance this will create a 
dominant focus, detract from the fine grain and scale of 
the local  character and interfere with the setting of the 
conservation area. 

Two tall buildings rise above the parapet of the final 
building in the street frontage, which creates an 
contrasting superimposition of scales, that takes away 
from the integrity of the foreground and is damaging to 
the townscape character.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is VERY 
HIGH�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of

townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MAJOR�   

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Scenario 2 massing will create an overwhelming new 
focus in the centre of the view. The silhouette of 
scattered towers rise above the roofline and block out 
the sky in the terminus of the view. Whilst the principal 
emphasis in the view is the lively street character and 
frontages in the foreground, the addition of significant 
contemporary mass will detract from the overall 
coherence of the view. 

Although the visibility of the development will announce 
the Kensal Opportunity Area development in this view 
and as such supports wayfinding, the articulation of the 
massing does not establish clear focus on the skyline 
and results in weak legibility.

The magnitude of effect on the view is VERY HIGH�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 

the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MAJOR�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�  
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Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR

Visual sensitivity HIGH

VISUAL IMPACT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

Due to the location of the opportunity area on elevated 
land and in the viewing direction of Portobello Road, it 
is likely that larger development will become visible in 
this view.  

 • Development should avoid establishing significant 
massing over the roofscape that detracts from the 
characteristic features of this view.

 • Where taller buildings are proposed a clear hierarchy 
of heights should be developed that emphasises a 
single tall building as landmark that is distinctive and 
elegant and visible against the sky.

 • The height of development should be proportionate, 
not overwhelm the buildings in the foreground and 
remain below the parapet height of the terrace in the 
back of the view. 

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MAJOR

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT
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VIEW K19 - SCENARIO 3: SPD MODEL WITH LESS HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Scenario 3 introduces a number of large and taller 
contemporary buildings that coalesce into a single 
unbroken mass above the roofscape in the terminus 
of the vista. Whilst the townscape impact is slightly 
less than scenario 1 it is still significant. Albeit in 
the distance, development will create a dominant 
focus, detract from the fine grain and scale of the 
local character and interfere with the setting of the 
conservation area. 

The tallest building of the cluster remains below the 
parapet line of the final building in the frontage, which 
is more proportionate than in the other scenarios. In 
the tested view the buildings in the background and 
middle-ground coalesce, which is not uncommon in the 
urban environment. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is HIGH�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is MAJOR-MODERATE. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Scenario 3 massing will create a dominant new focus 
in the centre of the view. The building mass creates a 
new horizon line in the view but  below the existing 
roofline of the frontage. The principal emphasis in the 
view is the lively street character and frontages in the 
foreground and the addition of contemporary mass will 
only moderately detract from the overall coherence of 
the view. 

Although the visibility of the development will announce 
the Kensal Opportunity Area development in this view 
and as such supports wayfinding, the articulation of 
the massing (rising towards the edges in this view) lacks 
distinctiveness and is not highly legible or distinctive.

The magnitude of effect on the view is LOW-MEDIUM. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 

the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is MODERATE�  

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�  
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Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MODERATE

Visual sensitivity HIGH

VISUAL IMPACT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

Due to the location of the opportunity area on elevated 
land and in the viewing direction of Portobello Road, it 
is likely that larger development will become visible in 
this view.  

 • Development should avoid establishing significant 
massing over the roofscape that detracts from the 
characteristic features of this view.

 • Where taller buildings are proposed a clear hierarchy 
of heights should be developed that emphasises a 
single tall building as landmark that is distinctive and 
elegant and visible against the sky.

 • The height of development should be proportionate, 
not overwhelm the buildings in the foreground and 
remain below the parapet height of the terrace in the 
back of the view. 

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT
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4.20 VIEW K20 -  BARLBY ROAD / PANGBOURNE AVENUE

ABOUT THE VIEW

The view is taken from the junction of Barlby Road and 
Pangbourne Avenue

DIRECTION

North-east

RANGE

Short

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

None

Image 1.33: K20 - Existing View 
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TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

This view is taken from within the Oxford Gardens 
Conservation Areas and shows a consistent residential 
area that is characterised by houses that were built 
towards the end of the nineteenth century. These 
terraced houses consist of simple two to three storey 
red brick terraces (most with full height bays), sash 
windows, paired entrances and slate roofs.1 

The character of this street is highly coherent with 
consistent architecture and scale of development on 
either side and mature trees lining the street.

1 Oxford Gardens St Quintin Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2021.

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY

The townscape is sensitive to elements which change or 
complete with the consistent streetscape and scale. The 
townscape sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM�

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER 

The ‘DISTINCTIVE’ view along Barlby Road is highly 
coherent, with terraced housing of consistent height 
and roof forms set back behind front gardens with 
trees lining the street. Its vista unremarkable and 
focuses on the gable end wall of Ladbroke Hall. The 
view is significant for its high levels of coherence, and it 
suburban and open feel.

The view sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM� 

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • People living in the area

 • People working in the area

 • Passersby on foot

 • Passersby on bicycles

 • Passersby in vehicles

The view receptor sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM�

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

The view is sensitive to elements which are strongly out 
of proportion with the existing scale and undermine the 
appreciation of its coherency.

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
MEDIUM�
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TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

In Scenario 1 bulky and tall development rises in the 
end of Barlby Road over the low rise domestic scaled 
housing. This creates an extreme contrast, overwhelms 
the street, affects its residential character, and detracts 
from the setting of the conservation area. 

Whilst the development marks the nearby opportunity 
area and can help with wayfinding, the skyline is 
uncoordinated and fragmented and the height of towers 
are out of proportion to its context and the place’s 
significance.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is SIGNIFICANT-
MODERATE�  

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The massing of Scenario 1 significantly rises over the 
domestic scale foreground and creates a commanding 
presence on the skyline. It creates a strong focus in 
this view that detracts from the tranquil and balanced 
quality of this well laid out coherent residential street. 

Whilst the visibility of the Opportunity Area helps with 
wayfinding it creates a fragmented jaggered skyline that 
is not legible or proportionate to its context.

 The magnitude of effect on the view is HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is SIGNIFICANT-MODERATE. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�  
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Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

VISUAL IMPACT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

Given the location of the opportunity area in close 
proximity to this viewing point including at the end of 
the vista along Barlby Road it is inevitable that some 
development is going to be visible in this view. 

 • Development should avoid establishing excessive 
massing that looms over the low rise context and 
that over-dominate this view 

 • The indiscriminate scattering of taller buildings on 
the horizon line leads to a fragmented and dominant 
skyline and should be avoided. 

 • Tall buildings in this view should be concentrated in a 
confined cluster that expresses a hierarchy between 
towers and is focused on a single high point, and 
thereby create a distinctive yet less domineering 
skyline composition in this view. 

 • The height of tall buildings and development more 
generally should be proportionate to the scale and 
grain of the surrounding townscape.

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT
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VIEW K20 - SCENARIO 2: SPD MODEL WITH ADDITIONAL HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Scenario 2 create a series of very tall towers that loom 
over the domestic scale housing on Barlby Road. This 
creates an extreme contrast, overwhelms the street, 
undermines its residential character, and harms the 
setting of the conservation area. 

Whilst the development marks the nearby opportunity 
area and can help with wayfinding, the skyline is 
highly fragmented and the height of towers are out of 
proportion to its context and the place’s significance. 

 The magnitude of effect on the townscape is VERY 
HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is MAJOR-MODERATE. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The massing of Scenario 2 looms over the domestic 
scale foreground and creates a overwhelming presence 
on the skyline. It dominates this view and belittles 
the tranquil and balanced quality of this well laid out 
coherent residential street. 

Whilst the visibility of the Opportunity Area in 
views could theoretically help with wayfinding, the 
highly fragmented skyline lacks any sense of order, 
proportionality or legibility.

The magnitude of effect on the view is VERY HIGH�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is MAJOR-MODERATE. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�  
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

Given the location of the opportunity area in close 
proximity to this viewing point including at the end of 
the vista along Barlby Road it is inevitable that some 
development is going to be visible in this view. 

 • Development should avoid establishing excessive 
massing that looms over the low rise context and 
that over-dominate this view 

 • The indiscriminate scattering of taller buildings on 
the horizon line leads to a fragmented and dominant 
skyline and should be avoided. 

 • Tall buildings in this view should be concentrated in a 
confined cluster that expresses a hierarchy between 
towers and is focused on a single high point, and 
thereby create a distinctive yet less domineering 
skyline composition in this view. 

 • The height of tall buildings and development more 
generally should be proportionate to the scale and 
grain of the surrounding townscape.

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

VISUAL IMPACT

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT
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VIEW K20 - SCENARIO 3: SPD MODEL WITH LESS HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

In Scenario 3 bulky and tall development rises in 
the end of Barlby Road over the low rise domestic 
scaled housing, albeit to a slightly lesser extent than 
in Scenario 1. This creates a strong contrast, that 
overwhelms the street, affects its residential character, 
and detracts from the setting of the conservation area. 

Whilst the development marks the nearby opportunity 
area and can help with wayfinding, the skyline is 
uncoordinated and fragmented and the height of towers 
are out of proportion to its context and the place’s 
significance. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is HIGH�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is SIGNIFICANT-
MODERATE�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The massing of Scenario 3 rises over the domestic 
scale foreground and creates a strong presence on the 
skyline. It creates a dominant focus in this view that 
detracts from the tranquil and balanced quality of this 
well laid out and coherent residential street. 

Whilst the visibility of the Opportunity Area helps with 
wayfinding it creates a fragmented jaggered skyline that 
is not legible or proportionate to its context.

The magnitude of effect on the view is HIGH�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is SIGNIFICANT-MODERATE.

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�  
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

Given the location of the opportunity area in close 
proximity to this viewing point including at the end of 
the vista along Barlby Road it is inevitable that some 
development is going to be visible in this view. 

 • Development should avoid establishing excessive 
massing that looms over the low rise context and 
that over-dominate this view 

 • The indiscriminate scattering of taller buildings on 
the horizon line leads to a fragmented and dominant 
skyline and should be avoided. 

 • Tall buildings in this view should be concentrated in a 
confined cluster that expresses a hierarchy between 
towers and is focused on a single high point, and 
thereby create a distinctive yet less domineering 
skyline composition in this view. 

 • The height of tall buildings and development more 
generally should be proportionate to the scale and 
grain of the surrounding townscape.

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

VISUAL IMPACT

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT
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4.21 VIEW K21 - PADDINGTON CEMETERY

ABOUT THE VIEW

The view is taken from within Paddington Cemetery 
looking south-west. 

DIRECTION

South-west

RANGE

Long

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

None

Image 1.35: K17 - Existing View 
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TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

The view is taken from with the Paddington Cemetery 
Conservation area from the route that leads from 
its main entrance to the central chapel. The special 
character of the area can be mostly attributed to 
the formally arranged Paddington Cemetery with its 
attractive buildings and landscaping. The cemetery 
is laid out with a grid of paths which all lead to the 
listed chapels with rectangular grids to the south of 
the cemetery. To the north of the cemetery the paths 
radiate in a semi circular/horse shoe grid pattern. 
This regular grid pattern of paths creates an attractive 
environment.1

Loosely spaced mature trees create a green character 
and screen some views across the cemetery.  The 
surrounding townscape is generally visible all around 
the cemetery boundary, which contributes to its feeling 
as a tranquil space within a wider urban setting. Some 
tall buildings can be seen in various locations and serve 
to urbanise the place within its wider context.

1  Paddington Cemetery Conservation Area Appraisal, Brent Council.  

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY

The townscape is sensitive to elements which detract 
from the tranquil amenity qualities of the cemetery 
and most sensitive to elements which compete with 
the central hierarchy of the chapel and its spire. As a 
working cemetery, there is a sensitivity to elements 
which would detract from its tranquil qualities as a 
place of remembrance. 

The townscape sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM� 

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER 

This is a ‘DISTINCTIVE’ view of the central chapel 
that sits central to the vista and whose bell tower can 
be seen obliquely rising over an evergreen tree in the 
foreground. The cemetery is characterised by formal 
radial views towards the central chapel. Paths are 
bounded by a formal layout of burial sites with grave 
stones. Sparse trees in the northern section of the 
cemetery allows long views across especially when trees 
are not in leave, taking in the low rise development 
beyond the boundary and the open sky. 

The view sensitivity is classified as HIGH� 

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • People living in the area

 • People working in the area

 • Passersby on foot

 • Passersby on bicycles

 •  Passersby in vehicles

 •  Dogwalkers

 •  Attendees as funerals and memorials

The view receptor sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM�

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

The view down the axial path toward the chapel is linear 
and focused. The view is sensitive to elements which 
compete with the silhouette of the chapel and its spire 
or more generally affect the openness of the view.. 

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
HIGH�
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TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 1 massing will not be visible from this 
viewing location.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is NIL�

 SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is NIL�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 1 massing will not be visible from this 
viewing location.

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  NIL�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is NIL� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�  
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Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects NIL

Visual sensitivity HIGH

VISUAL IMPACT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

No recommended mitigation measures.

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects NIL

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT
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VIEW K21 - SCENARIO 2: SPD MODEL WITH ADDITIONAL HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The tallest towers of Scenario 2 will be visible as a 
coalescing bulk over the rooftops of the residential 
development in the background of the view. Currently 
the development would be screened by an evergreen 
tree, but this cannot be relied on. Without the tree the 
development would be prominently visible adjacent to 
the chapel and significantly detract from its setting.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is MEDIUM�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The bulk of the tallest towers would be visible in this 
view rising above the low rise setting in the background 
and detract from the chapel. This will significantly 
detract from the quality and composition of this view. 
This impact is amplified as this is a highly formal view 
along the main route into the cemetery and to the 
chapel.

The magnitude of effect on the view is HIGH�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MAJOR-MODERATE. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�  
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Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Visual sensitivity HIGH

VISUAL IMPACT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Potential to reduce the height of tall buildings in this 
location. 

 • Test any proposed tall building in this view and 
ensure the impact is acceptable.

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT
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VIEW K21 - SCENARIO 3: SPD MODEL WITH LESS HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 3 massing will not be visible from this 
viewing location.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is NIL�

 SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is NIL�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 3 massing will not be visible from this 
viewing location.

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  NIL�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is NIL� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�  
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Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects NIL

Visual sensitivity HIGH

VISUAL IMPACT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

No recommended mitigation measures.

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects NIL

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT
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4.22 VIEW K22 - ROUNDWOOD PARK

ABOUT THE VIEW

The view is taken from the high panoramic viewing 
place in Roundwood Park in the Borough of Brent 
looking south-east.

DIRECTION

South-west

RANGE

Long

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

None

Image 1.37: K22 - Existing View 
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TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

Roundwood Park lies in a residential area of Willesden 
in north-west London. The park is bounded to the 
south-east by Harlesden Road, to the south by a playing 
field, to the west by Longstone Avenue, and to the 
north by Willesden New Cemetery and the Jewish 
Cemetery. The boundary is marked to the south-east 
by a wrought-iron fence set on a low red-brick wall with 
gates, to the south by a wire fence, to the south-west 
by a wooden fence with adjacent mature trees, to the 
west on Longstone Avenue by a galvanized steel railing, 
and to the north by a concrete fence. The c. 11ha park 
rises towards a small hill in the western part called The 
Knowle. From here views extend north to the Willesden 
Cemeteries, north-west towards Wembley, and south to 
the former site of Roundwood House.1 

1  Roundwood Park Official List Entry, Historic England, 2001. 

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY

From The Knowle the park’s elevation gives wide 
360° panoramic views of the surrounding and wider 
townscape. These views show a variety of differing 
character areas and tall buildings which help to situate 
the park within a wider urban context. The townscape 
is sensitive to elements which are uncontextual to their 
immediate surroundings or appear overbearing on the 
park environment. 

The townscape sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM�

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER 

The ‘CHARACTERISTIC’ view is part of a 360° viewing 
point within Roundwood Park which enables an 
appreciation of the surrounding context. From The 
Knowle one can clearly see the Wembley development, 
marked by the arch of Wembley Stadium, and a few 
towers that mark Old Oak Common and North Acton. 
Towards the Kensal Opportunity Areas currently there 
are no notable landmarks. 

The view sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM� 

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 •  People visiting the park 

 •  Passersby on foot

The view receptor sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM�

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

The view is sensitive to elements which overdominate 
the park, fragment the skyline and undermine legibility.

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
MEDIUM�

Image 1.38: View from Roundwood Park towards Wembley 
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VIEW K22 - SCENARIO 1: SPD MODEL + POINTS OF HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 1 massing is visible and will project in the 
distance over the rooftops of existing buildings. Due 
to the distance and height does not have any material 
effect on the character of the park and is likely to be 
hidden behind trees, but if visible could help with 
legibility in marking the Kensal Opportunity Area on the 
skyline.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is 
NEGLIGIBLE� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is MINOR-NEGLIGIBLE. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 1 massing will be visible and will project in 
the distance and add some visual interest on the skyline. 
It is likely to be hidden by trees, but where it becomes 
visible it may enhance legibility as it marks Kensal 
Opportunity Area on the skyline. 

The magnitude of effect on the view is LOW� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is MINOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�  
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Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects MINOR

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

VISUAL IMPACT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • A single outstanding landmark with a distinctive form 
and architecture could enhance the legibility of the 
Kensal Opportunity Area. 

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects MINOR-NEGLIGIBLE

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT
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VIEW K22 - SCENARIO 2: SPD MODEL WITH ADDITIONAL HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 2 massing will significantly stand out as 
bulky mass over the suburban landscape and notably 
project over the tops of trees. It breaks the treed skyline 
and contributes to a minor urbanisation of the park, 
but also will support orientation by marking the Kensal 
Opportunity Area from the park. Its height indicates 
a place of sub-regional significance which does not 
correspond to its likely future place in the hierarchy.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is LOW�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MINOR�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The (almost) coalescing of the mass of two towers of 
Scenario 2 will appear as a large mass rising out of the 
suburban landscape. It will be prominently visible over 
the treeline and create a new skyline accent that breaks 
the currently natural and homogeneous horizon line 
seen from the park in south eastern direction. It creates 
a focus that urbanises the park landscape but that also 
supports orientation and a sense of direction. However 
the bulk of the towers coalesces and does not make for 
an elegant or positively distinctive landmark in this view. 

The magnitude of effect on the view is MEDIUM�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MODERATE�  

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�  
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Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MODERATE

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

VISUAL IMPACT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • A single outstanding landmark with a distinctive form 
and architecture could enhance the legibility of the 
Kensal Opportunity Area. 

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MINOR

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT
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TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 3 massing is visible and will project in the 
distance over the rooftops of existing buildings. Due 
to the distance and height does not have any material 
effect on the character of the park and is likely to be 
hidden behind trees, but if visible could help with 
legibility in marking the Kensal Opportunity Area on the 
skyline. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is 
NEGLIGIBLE� 

 SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is MINOR-NEGLIGIBLE.  

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 3 massing will be visible and will project in 
the distance and add some visual interest on the skyline. 
It is likley to be hidden by trees, but where it becomes 
visible it may enhance legibility as it marks Kensal 
Opportunity Area on the skyline. Its form is very bulky 
and lacks elegance and positive distinctiveness. 

The magnitude of effect on the view is LOW� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is MINOR�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�  
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OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • A single outstanding landmark with a distinctive form 
and architecture could enhance the legibility of the 
Kensal Opportunity Area. 

Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects MINOR

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

VISUAL IMPACT

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects MINOR-NEGLIGIBLE

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT
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4.23 VIEW K23 - QUEEN’S PARK GARDENS

ABOUT THE VIEW

The view is taken from Queens Park Public Open Space 
on Ilbert Road. 

DIRECTION

South-west

RANGE

Short

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

None

Image 1.40: K23 - Existing View 
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OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

The Queen’s Park Public Open Space is located within 
the highly consistent Queen’s Park Estate Conservation 
area which was originally developed by the Artisans, 
Labourers and General Dwellings Company on eighty 
acres of farmland north of Harrow Road, known as 
‘Chelsea Removed’. The ‘Artisans Co.’ was founded in 
1867, with the aim of building decent housing for the 
industrial working classes. Building work began on the 
Queen’s Park Estate in 1874, and by 1882, 1,571 houses 
had been built with a further 499 houses in the process 
of construction. Despite early problems, Queen’s Park 
was a success and an important forerunner of the 
emerging ‘Garden City’ movement and became equally 
important in the development of early municipal 
housing.

There is a consistency of architectural style, scale and 
materials throughout the estate, creating a homogenous 
area which still retains its separate character. While 
there is a uniformity of design within each terrace, the 
design and detailing varies from one terrace to the next.

These brick-faced, two storey houses were embellished 
with a variety of architectural details including gothic 
porches, turrets, gables, arches and polychromatic 
brick detailings. The bricks were  transported from the 
company’s Alperton brickworks but were also made 
from the yellow clay of the estate itself. The yellow 
stock walls are interrupted by horizontal red brick bands 
with red brick arches above the doors and windows. 
The roofs are slate-clad with red clay ridge tiles and red 
brick dentil detailing at eaves level. The uniform roof 
height and pitch is relieved by projecting brick party 
walls and chimney stacks topped with clay pots.1

1  Queen’s Park Estate Conservation Area Audit, Westminster City Council.  

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY

The fine grain, intricately detailed and highly consistent 
townscape is sensitive to elements which project over 
the roofscape and detract from the appreciation of the 
delicate roofscape. The townscape is also sensitive to 
elements which are of a differing scale and massing as 
these will detract from the overall consistency. 

The townscape sensitivity is classified as HIGH� 

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER 

The ‘DISTINCTIVE’ view is identified in the 
Conservation Area Audit.

The Queen’s Park estate has a tight urban grain and 
overall there is a sense of enclosure. As such, views into 
and out of the Conservation Area are restricted and 
there are no long open views. However there are local 
views of importance. Important views are at junctions 
particularly where gaps between terraced blocks offer 
views into and along back gardens, helping to soften the 
dense urban character of the environment and giving a 
feeling of openness and space. 2

The view is characterised by the open and green 
character of the Queen’s Park Public Open Space in the 
foreground that offers a view onto the coherent two 
storey terrace of artisan housing on Fourth Avenue  and 
St. Jude’s Chapel at the street corner set against the sky.

The view sensitivity is classified as HIGH� 
2  Queen’s Park Estate Conservation Area Audit, Westminster City Council.

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • People living in the area

 •  Passersby on foot

 •  People visiting the park

The view receptor sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM� 

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

The view is sensitive to large scale intrusions over 
the tops of buildings that detracts from the intricate 
roofscape and the coherence of the terrace. 

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as  
HIGH�

Image 1.41: View of Ilbert Road
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VIEW K23 - SCENARIO 1: SPD MODEL + POINTS OF HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 1 massing will project above the consistent 
roofscape and will be in stark contrast with the 
character of the townscape. Its proportions, massing, 
and scale will diminish the scale and appreciation of 
the houses in the foreground and detract from the 
strong coherence and setting of the conservation area. 
A few trees in the foreground are mitigating the impact 
somewhat but this effect is limited when they are not in 
leaf.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is HIGH. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is MAJOR-MODERATE. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 1 massing will introduce a scattering 
of towers that starkly project above the roof line; 
this vertical emphasis will contrast with the strong 
horizontality and delicate roofscape with itsregular 
rhythm of chimneys that form integral part of the design 
of the terrace. It creates a significant skyline feature that 
detracts from the fine grain domestic scaled terraces 
with their intricate and subtle detailing. 

The magnitude of effect on the view is HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is MAJOR-MODERATE.

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�  
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

Given the close proximity of the open space to the 
opportunity area and the low height of the terrace 
within this view, there is likely to be a visual impact 
from the development in this view. The aim should 
be to reduce the height of the towers so they avoid 
being visible over roof scape. If the visibility of height 
is unavoidable then the following principles should be 
followed to minimise the impact.

 • Concentrate taller buildings in a single cluster  to 
reduce the fragmentation of the skyline

 • Move this cluster as far as possible to the left of the 
view towards the edge of the conservation area, 
where they are more likely hidden behind existing 
trees.

 • Express a clear hierarchy of height within the cluster 
with a dominant focal building and other subordinate 
buildings to create a distinct skyline feature that can 
act as a landmark 

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Visual sensitivity HIGH

VISUAL IMPACT

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

 • The height of tall buildings should appear 
proportionate to the terraces in the foreground and 
the tallest building should not rise higher than 2x the 
height of the terrace above the roof line 

 • Materiality and design of taller building will need 
particular attention and avoid a conspicuous 
appearance that contrast with the prevailing pattern 
and tone of colours and materials in the conservation 
area.
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VIEW K23 - SCENARIO 2: SPD MODEL WITH ADDITIONAL HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

A significant mass of development of Scenario 2 
including a number of large towers and a coalescing bulk 
will rise above the consistent roofscape of the terrace 
defining the open space. Its proportions, massing, and 
scale will completely diminish the domestic scale houses 
in the foreground. This has a damaging impact on the 
low rise townscape and the tranquillity of the place, 
and will significantly detract from the strong coherence 
and setting of the conservation area. A few trees in the 
foreground are mitigating the impact somewhat but this 
effect is limited when they are not in leaf. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is VERY 
HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MAJOR�  

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 2 massing will introduce a scattering of 
towers and bulky mass that starkly project above the 
roofscape; this new emphasis in the sky will undermine 
the strong horizontality and delicate roofscape with 
its regular rhythm of chimneys that form integral part 
of the design of the terrace. It creates a overwhelming 
skyline feature that undermines the fine grain domestic 
scaled terraces with their intricate and subtle detailing.  

The magnitude of effect on the view is VERY HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MAJOR�  

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�  
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

Given the close proximity of the open space to the 
opportunity area and the low height of the terrace 
within this view, there is likely to be a visual impact 
from the development in this view. The aim should 
be to reduce the height of the towers so they avoid 
being visible over roof scape. If the visibility of height 
is unavoidable then the following principles should be 
followed to minimise the impact.

 • Concentrate taller buildings in a single cluster  to 
reduce the fragmentation of the skyline

 • Move this cluster as far as possible to the left of the 
view towards the edge of the conservation area, 
where they are more likely hidden behind existing 
trees.

 • Express a clear hierarchy of height within the cluster 
with a dominant focal building and other subordinate 
buildings to create a distinct skyline feature that can 
act as a landmark 

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR

Visual sensitivity HIGH

VISUAL IMPACT

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MAJOR

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

 • The height of tall buildings should appear 
proportionate to the terraces in the foreground and 
the tallest building should not rise higher than 2x the 
height of the terrace above the roof line 

 • Materiality and design of taller building will need 
particular attention and avoid a conspicuous 
appearance that contrast with the prevailing pattern 
and tone of colours and materials in the conservation 
area.
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VIEW K23 - SCENARIO 3: SPD MODEL WITH LESS HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

A number of towers of Scenario 3 rise above the  
consistent roofscape of the terrace defining the open 
space. Albeit more modest in height than in Scenarios 
1 and 2, they will still have an impact on the scale and 
integrity of the domestic scale houses in the foreground. 
The towers detract from the low rise coherence of the 
townscape and the setting of the conservation area. A 
few trees in the foreground are mitigating the impact 
somewhat but this effect is limited when they are not in 
leaf. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is MAJOR-MODERATE. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 3 massing will introduce a scattering of 
towers that project in various places above the roof 
line; this vertical emphasis will contrast with the strong 
horizontality and delicate roofscape with its regular 
rhythm of chimneys that form integral part of the design 
of the terrace. It creates a uncontextual skyline feature 
that detracts from the fine grain domestic scaled 
terraces with their intricate and subtle detailing. 

The magnitude of effect on the view is HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is MAJOR-MODERATE. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�  
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

Given the close proximity of the open space to the 
opportunity area and the low height of the terrace 
within this view, there is likely to be a visual impact 
from the development in this view. The aim should 
be to reduce the height of the towers so they avoid 
being visible over roof scape. If the visibility of height 
is unavoidable then the following principles should be 
followed to minimise the impact.

 • Concentrate taller buildings in a single cluster  to 
reduce the fragmentation of the skyline

 • Move this cluster as far as possible to the left of the 
view towards the edge of the conservation area, 
where they are more likely hidden behind existing 
trees.

 • Express a clear hierarchy of height within the cluster 
with a dominant focal building and other subordinate 
buildings to create a distinct skyline feature that can 
act as a landmark 

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Visual sensitivity HIGH

VISUAL IMPACT

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

 • The height of tall buildings should appear 
proportionate to the terraces in the foreground and 
the tallest building should not rise higher than 2x the 
height of the terrace above the roof line 

 • Materiality and design of taller building will need 
particular attention and avoid a conspicuous 
appearance that contrast with the prevailing pattern 
and tone of colours and materials in the conservation 
area.
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4.24 VIEW K24 - HALSTOW ROAD

ABOUT THE VIEW

The view is taken from Halstow Road looking south 
towards the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area site. 

DIRECTION

South

RANGE

Short

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

None

Image 1.43: K24 - Existing View 
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OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

The townscape in this area is primarily low rise Victorian 
terrace buildings with some outward visibility of new 
and taller developments within the wider townscape 
context. 

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY

The townscape is moderately consistent but is situated 
in situated within a townscape that is experiencing 
transition and change which has urbanised the area. 

The townscape sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM�

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER 

The ‘CHARACTERISTIC’ view is a linear view down a 
moderately scaled terraced street. The end of the view 
is terminated on low rise residential terraces. 

The view sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM� 

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • People living in the area

 • People working in the area

 • Passersby on foot

 • Passersby on bicycles

 •  Passersby in vehicles

The view receptor sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM�

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

The view is of a consistent low rise townscape with a 
consistent roofline. 

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
MEDIUM� 

Image 1.44: View east towards Chamberlayne Road
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VIEW K24 - SCENARIO 1: SPD MODEL + POINTS OF HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Scenario 1 introduces two very tall towers and lower 
rise development that will become visible from within 
the street space, looming over the houses at the end 
of the street. Being located in close proximity, and with 
its proportions, massing, and scale, the development 
would overwhelm the domestic and fine grain character 
of the local townscape, and be overbearing on the 
privacy and amenity of residents.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is SIGNIFICANT-
MODERATE�  

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Two tall towers rise over the roofscape of this modest 
street. They create a fragmentation of the skyline 
with strong vertical emphasis. The towers are out of 
proportion with the prevailing scale and height of 
development in this view, and take away from the 
domestic character and neighbourhood feel of the 
street.

The magnitude of effect on the view is HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is SIGNIFICANT-MODERATE 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�  
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

Given the close proximity of this neighbourhood 
and street to the opportunity area and the modest 
height of the buildings within this view, there is a risk 
that development visually intrudes into this space. 
The aim should be to reduce the height of any taller 
development so they avoid becoming prominently 
visible in this streetscape. Other relevant principles to 
minimise the impact:

 • Concentrate taller buildings in clusters to reduce the 
fragmentation of the skyline by taller buildings

 • Clusters to be located in the eastern and western end  
of the site where they would have a lesser impact on 
this view

 • Express a clear hierarchy of height within the cluster 
with a dominant focal building and other subordinate 
buildings to create a distinct skyline feature that can 
act as a landmark 

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

VISUAL IMPACT

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

 • The height of tall buildings should appear 
proportionate to the terraces in the foreground and 
the tallest building should not rise higher than 1-2x 
the height of the terrace above the roof line 

 • Materiality and design of taller building will need 
particular attention and avoid a conspicuous 
appearance that contrast with the prevailing pattern 
and tone of colours and materials in the conservation 
area.
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VIEW K24 - SCENARIO 2: SPD MODEL WITH ADDITIONAL HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Scenario 2 introduces three very tall towers and lower 
rise development that will become visible from within 
the street space, looming over the houses at the end 
of the street. Being located in close proximity, and with 
its proportions, massing, and scale, the development 
would utterly overwhelm and diminish the domestic 
and fine grain character of the local townscape, and be 
significantly overbearing on the privacy and amenity of 
residents.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is VERY 
HIGH�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MAJOR-MODERATE. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Three tall towers rise over the roofscape of this modest 
street. The towers visually exceed the height of the end 
of terrace in the foreground and are completely out 
of proportion with the prevailing scale and height in 
this view. The create a domineering skyline focus that 
take away from the integrity, domestic character and 
neighbourhood feel of the street. 

The magnitude of effect on the view is VERY HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MAJOR-MODERATE. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�  
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

Given the close proximity of this neighbourhood 
and street to the opportunity area and the modest 
height of the buildings within this view, there is a risk 
that development visually intrudes into this space. 
The aim should be to reduce the height of any taller 
development so they avoid becoming prominently 
visible in this streetscape. Other relevant principles to 
minimise the impact:

 • Concentrate taller buildings in clusters to reduce the 
fragmentation of the skyline by taller buildings

 • Clusters to be located in the eastern and western end  
of the site where they would have a lesser impact on 
this view

 • Express a clear hierarchy of height within the cluster 
with a dominant focal building and other subordinate 
buildings to create a distinct skyline feature that can 
act as a landmark 

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

VISUAL IMPACT

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

 • The height of tall buildings should appear 
proportionate to the terraces in the foreground and 
the tallest building should not rise higher than 1-2x 
the height of the terrace above the roof line 

 • Materiality and design of taller building will need 
particular attention and avoid a conspicuous 
appearance that contrast with the prevailing pattern 
and tone of colours and materials in the conservation 
area.
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VIEW K24 - SCENARIO 3: SPD MODEL WITH LESS HEIGHT

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Scenario 3 introduces two tall buildings and some lower 
rise development that will become visible from within 
the street space. Their height is less than in scenario 
1 and as such their impact is somewhat reduced. The 
towers project over the roofscape on either side of 
the street. Being located in close proximity, and with 
its proportions, massing, and scale, the development 
would compete with the domestic and fine grain 
character of the local townscape, and affect the privacy 
and amenity of residents.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is MEDIUM�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Two towers rise over the roofscape of this modest 
street. The tower to the east stands clear whilst the 
other interfere with the roofscape of the terrace on the 
western side of the street. Together they contribute to 
a fragmented skyline. Especially the eastern tower is 
out of proportion with the prevailing scale and height 
of development in this view, and affects the domestic 
character and neighbourhood feel of the street.

The magnitude of effect on the view is MEDIUM�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�  
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

Given the close proximity of this neighbourhood 
and street to the opportunity area and the modest 
height of the buildings within this view, there is a risk 
that development visually intrudes into this space. 
The aim should be to reduce the height of any taller 
development so they avoid becoming prominently 
visible in this streetscape. Other relevant principles to 
minimise the impact:

 • Concentrate taller buildings in clusters to reduce the 
fragmentation of the skyline by taller buildings

 • Clusters to be located in the eastern and western end  
of the site where they would have a lesser impact on 
this view

 • Express a clear hierarchy of height within the cluster 
with a dominant focal building and other subordinate 
buildings to create a distinct skyline feature that can 
act as a landmark 

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MODERATE

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

VISUAL IMPACT

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

 • The height of tall buildings should appear 
proportionate to the terraces in the foreground and 
the tallest building should not rise higher than 1-2x 
the height of the terrace above the roof line 

 • Materiality and design of taller building will need 
particular attention and avoid a conspicuous 
appearance that contrast with the prevailing pattern 
and tone of colours and materials in the conservation 
area.
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5 KENSAL CANALSIDE OPPORTUNITY AREA ASSESSMENT MATRIX

View View No� Direction Range Townscape 
Sensitivity

Townscape 
magnitude of 
effect

Townscape 
Significance of 
Impact

Townscape 
Quality of 
Effects

Value of 
View

Receptor 
Sensitivity

View 
Sensitivity 
(based on 
view value)

Total Visual 
Sensitivity 
(combined 
receptor 
& view 
sensitivity)

Visual 
magnitude of 
effect

Visual 
Significance 
of Impact

Visual 
Quality of 
Effects

K1 S1 South-west Short Medium Medium-High Significant- 
moderate

Adverse Distinctive Medium High High High Major- 
moderate

Adverse

S2 South-west Short Medium High Significant- 
moderate

Adverse Distinctive Medium High High Very High Major Adverse

S3 South-west Short Medium Medium-Low Moderate-
minor 

Adverse Distinctive Medium High High Medium Significant- 
moderate

Adverse

K2 S1 South-east Very Short High Very High Major Adverse Strategic High Very High Very High Very High Profound Adverse

S2 South-east Very Short High Very High Major Adverse Strategic High Very High Very High Very High Profound Adverse

S3 South-east Very Short High Medium Significant- 
moderate

Adverse Strategic High Very High Very High High Major Adverse

K3 S1 East Short High High Major- 
moderate

Adverse Strategic High Very High Very High High Major Adverse

S2 East Short High Very High Major Adverse Strategic High Very High Very High Very High Profound Adverse

S3 East Short High High Major- 
moderate

Adverse Strategic High Very High Very High High Major Adverse

K4 S1 South-east Short Medium Very High Major- 
moderate

Adverse Strategic High Medium High Very High Major Adverse

S2 South-east Short Medium Very High Major- 
moderate

Adverse Strategic High Medium High Very High Major Adverse

S3 South-east Short Medium Very High Major- 
moderate

Adverse Strategic High Medium High Very High Major Adverse

K5 S1 East Medium Low Medium Minor Beneficial Characteristic Low Medium Medium High Moderate Beneficial

S2 East Medium Low Medium Minor Beneficial Characteristic Low Medium Medium High Moderate Beneficial

S3 East Medium Low Low Minor-
negligible 

Beneficial Characteristic Low Medium Medium Medium Moderate- 
Minor

Beneficial

K6 S1 West Very Short Medium Very High Major- 
moderate

Neutral Limited Low Very Low Low High Minor Beneficial

S2 West Very Short Medium Very High Major- 
moderate

Neutral Limited Low Very Low Low Very High Moderate- 
Minor

Beneficial

S3 West Very Short Medium High Significant- 
moderate

Neutral Limited Low Very Low Low High Minor Beneficial
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View View No� Direction Range Townscape 
Sensitivity

Townscape 
magnitude of 
effect

Townscape 
Significance of 
Impact

Townscape 
Quality of 
Effects

Value of 
View

Receptor 
Sensitivity

View 
Sensitivity 
(based on 
view value)

Total Visual 
Sensitivity 
(combined 
receptor 
& view 
sensitivity)

Visual 
magnitude of 
effect

Visual 
Significance 
of Impact

Visual 
Quality of 
Effects

K7 S1 West Medium Low Nil Nil Neutral Characteristic Medium Medium Medium Nil Nil Neutral 

S2 West Medium Low Nil Nil Neutral Characteristic Medium Medium Medium Nil Nil Neutral 

S3 West Medium Low Nil Nil Neutral Characteristic Medium Medium Medium Nil Nil Neutral 

K8 S1 North-west Very Short Medium Medium Moderate Neutral Characteristic Medium Medium Medium High - 
Medium 

Significant- 
moderate

Adverse

S2 North-west Very Short Medium High Significant- 
moderate

Adverse Characteristic Medium Medium Medium Very High Major- 
moderate

Adverse

S3 North-west Very Short Medium Medium Moderate Neutral Characteristic Medium Medium Medium Medium Moderate Adverse

K9 S1 West Very Short Low Low - 
Medium

Minor Neutral Characteristic Low - 
Medium

Medium Medium Low - 
Medium

Moderate- 
Minor

Beneficial

S2 West Very Short Low High Moderate- 
Minor

Adverse Characteristic Low - 
Medium

Medium Medium High Significant- 
moderate

Adverse

S3 West Very Short Low Low Minor-
negligible 

Beneficial Characteristic Low - 
Medium

Medium Medium Low Minor Beneficial

K10 S1 West Very Short Medium High Significant- 
moderate

Adverse Distinctive High High High High Major- 
moderate

Adverse

S2 West Very Short Medium Very High Major- 
moderate

Adverse Distinctive High High High Very High Major Adverse

S3 West Very Short Medium Low - 
Medium

Moderate- 
Minor

Neutral Distinctive High High High Low - 
Medium

Moderate Neutral 

K11 S1 North-west Short Medium Low Minor Neutral Characteristic Low Medium Medium Low Minor Neutral 

S2 North-west Short Medium High Significant- 
moderate

Adverse Characteristic Low Medium Medium High Moderate Adverse

S3 North-west Short Medium Low Minor Neutral Characteristic Low Medium Medium Low Minor Neutral 

K12 S1 North-east Short Medium Medium Moderate Adverse Characteristic Medium Medium Medium Medium Moderate Adverse

S2 North-east Short Medium Very High Major- 
moderate

Adverse Characteristic Medium Medium Medium Very High Major- 
moderate

Adverse

S3 North-east Short Medium Low Minor Neutral Characteristic Medium Medium Medium Low Minor Adverse

K13 S1 North Short Medium Low Minor Neutral Characteristic Medium Medium Medium Low Minor Neutral 

S2 North Short Medium Medium Moderate Neutral Characteristic Medium Medium Medium Medium Moderate Neutral 

S3 North Short Medium Low Minor Neutral Characteristic Medium Medium Medium Low Minor Neutral 
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View View No� Direction Range Townscape 
Sensitivity

Townscape 
magnitude of 
effect

Townscape 
Significance of 
Impact

Townscape 
Quality of 
Effects

Value of 
View

Receptor 
Sensitivity

View 
Sensitivity 
(based on 
view value)

Total Visual 
Sensitivity 
(combined 
receptor 
& view 
sensitivity)

Visual 
magnitude of 
effect

Visual 
Significance 
of Impact

Visual 
Quality of 
Effects

K14 S1 North-west Short High High Major- 
moderate

Adverse Characteristic Medium Medium Medium High Significant- 
moderate

Adverse

S2 North-west Short High Very High Major Adverse Characteristic Medium Medium Medium Very High Major- 
moderate

Adverse

S3 North-west Short High High Major- 
moderate

Adverse Characteristic Medium Medium Medium High Significant- 
moderate

Adverse

K15 S1 North Medium Medium Low Minor Neutral Characteristic Medium Medium Medium Low Minor Neutral 

S2 North Medium Medium Medium Moderate Adverse Characteristic Medium Medium Medium Medium Moderate Adverse

S3 North Medium Medium Low Minor Neutral Characteristic Medium Medium Medium Low Minor Neutral 

K16 S1 North-west Short Low Medium Minor Adverse Characteristic Low Low Low High Moderate- 
Minor

Adverse

S2 North-west Short Low High Moderate Adverse Characteristic Low Low Low Very High Moderate Adverse

S3 North-west Short Low Low - 
Medium

Minor Adverse Characteristic Low Low Low Medium Minor Adverse

K17 S1 West Medium Low Negligible Negligible Neutral Characteristic Medium Medium Medium Negligible Negligible Neutral 

S2 West Medium Low Low Minor Neutral Characteristic Medium Medium Medium Low Minor Neutral 

S3 West Medium Low Nil Nil Neutral Characteristic Medium Medium Medium Nil Nil Neutral 

K18 S1 North-west Long Medium High Significant- 
moderate

Adverse Distinctive Medium High High High Major- 
moderate

Adverse

S2 North-west Long Medium Very High Major- 
moderate

Adverse Distinctive Medium High High Very High Major Adverse

S3 North-west Long Medium High Significant- 
moderate

Adverse Distinctive Medium High High Medium Significant- 
moderate

Adverse

K19 S1 North-west Long High High Major- 
moderate

Adverse Distinctive High Medium High Medium Significant- 
moderate

Adverse

S2 North-west Long High Very High Major Adverse Distinctive High Medium High Very High Major Adverse

S3 North-west Long High High Major- 
moderate

Adverse Distinctive High Medium High Medium-Low Moderate Adverse



227

OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

View View No� Direction Range Townscape 
Sensitivity

Townscape 
magnitude of 
effect

Townscape 
Significance of 
Impact

Townscape 
Quality of 
Effects

Value of 
View

Receptor 
Sensitivity

View 
Sensitivity 
(based on 
view value)

Total Visual 
Sensitivity 
(combined 
receptor 
& view 
sensitivity)

Visual 
magnitude of 
effect

Visual 
Significance 
of Impact

Visual 
Quality of 
Effects

K20 S1 North-east Short Medium High Significant- 
moderate

Adverse Distinctive Medium Medium Medium High Significant- 
moderate

Adverse

S2 North-east Short Medium Very High Major- 
moderate

Adverse Distinctive Medium Medium Medium Very High Major- 
moderate

Adverse

S3 North-east Short Medium High Significant- 
moderate

Adverse Distinctive Medium Medium Medium High Significant- 
moderate

Adverse

K21 S1 South-west Long Medium Nil Nil Neutral Distinctive Medium High High Nil Nil Neutral 

S2 South-west Long Medium Medium Moderate Adverse Distinctive Medium High High High Major- 
moderate

Adverse

S3 South-west Long Medium Nil Nil Neutral Distinctive Medium High High Nil Nil Neutral 

K22 S1 South-east Long Medium Negligible Minor-
Negligible 

Neutral Characteristic Medium Medium Medium Low Minor Neutral 

S2 South-east Long Medium Low Minor Adverse Characteristic Medium Medium Medium Medium Moderate Adverse

S3 South-east Long Medium Negligible Minor-
Negligible 

Neutral Characteristic Medium Medium Medium Low Minor Neutral 

K23 S1 South-west Short High High Major- 
moderate

Adverse Distinctive Medium High High High Major- 
moderate

Adverse

S2 South-west Short High Very High Major Adverse Distinctive Medium High High Very High Major Adverse

S3 South-west Short High High Major- 
moderate

Adverse Distinctive Medium High High High Major- 
moderate

Adverse

K24 S1 South Short Medium High Significant- 
moderate

Adverse Characteristic Medium Medium Medium High Significant- 
moderate

Adverse

S2 South Short Medium Very High Major- 
moderate

Adverse Characteristic Medium Medium Medium Very High Major- 
moderate

Adverse

S3 South Short Medium Medium Moderate Adverse Characteristic Medium Medium Medium Medium Moderate Adverse
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This section sets out height guidance for development 
in the Kensal Canalside opportunity area. This 
guidance is based on the comprehensive assessment 
of the impact of the proposed three development 
scenarios in the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area 
on identified 24 sensitive townscapes and views from 
within and outside of the Royal Borough. 

FINDINGS OF THE ASSESSMENT
The assessment of the three development scenarios for 
Kensal demonstrated the impact that development of 
large and tall building in the opportunity area can have 
on the surrounding townscape. The area surrounding 
the opportunity area is in most part characterised by 
low rise development that feels open and suburban in 
parts.

Principally, as an allocated site for upward of 3,500 
housing units, the Kensal Canalside, development 
will need to deliver development of a greater scale 
and height than currently present within the site and 
its surrounding. As such it is likely and somewhat 
inevitable that development could become visible above 
roofscapes and/or landscapes in some places. However, 
development should aim to minimise the adverse 
impact of these new intrusions. 

The visual and townscape assessment has shown that 
the impact of development will differ significantly 
between scenarios, subject to the height and precise 
location of tall buildings and the approach to general 
height.

Generally, the impact of development derived to a 
vastly greater extent from tall buildings, rather than 
low and medium rise parts of development up to 8-10 
storeys. Low and medium rise development usually did 
not impact on views as much as they were hidden by 
other development or landscaping in the foreground or 
did not rise significantly above roofscapes to become 
notable. 

Notwithstanding this general comment, the assessment 
showed that the height and location of low and medium 
rise development mattered in short range views, 
especially from Kensal Green Cemetery and from Barlby 
Road in the south, where development in excess of four 
to six storeys at the interface would be out of context.

In respect of taller buildings the analysis found, 
unsurprisingly, that the lesser their numbers and height, 

the lesser their impact. Generally Scenario 3 performed 
better than Scenario 1. Scenario 2, with the tallest 
buildings, performed consistently worse. Heights of tall 
buildings in Scenario 1 were more proportionate when 
seen across roofscape within local contexts, whilst in 
many views heights of Scenario 3 were found to be out 
of scale. 

It was not only the height of tall buildings that caused 
impacts but also the location of these buildings. A 
number of views towards the centre of the site from the 
north and south and from Kensal Green Cemetery were 
particular affected by taller buildings that sat in close 
proximity and were looming over sensitive townscapes 
or landscapes. 

The lesser sensitive locations for taller buildings within 
the Kensal Canalside (north) Opportunity Area are both 
in the east and the west of the development area closer 
to the railway line, whilst the middle of the site and 
generally its northern half are generally more sensitive.

The North Pole Depot site (south) is generally more 
sensitive to taller buildings throughout due to its close 
proximity to existing housing and views from the south, 
but there is a localised opportunity for modest height at 
the extreme western extent. 

The assessment has shown that whilst the visibility of 
development can help mark the Kensal Opportunity 
Area and its facilities on the skyline and help with 
wayfinding, the scattering of taller buildings can detract 
from the legibility in a view and appear confusing. One 
of the key characteristics of a successful landmark is 
singularity and contrast with its context (through height 
and/or other means). This effect was apparent in some 
views where there is potential to enhance legibility 
subject to a careful calibration of heights and locations 
of tall buildings.

COMPARISON OF THE THREE DEVELOPMENT 
SCENARIOS
The visual impact of the proposed development has 
been assessed from a total of 24 viewpoints. These 
cover a comprehensive range of locations in terms of 
direction towards, distance from and height elevation 
above the development site, and represent views of 
different value and sensitivity. 

In overview, the assessment involved the following 
coverage:

Range

The majority of views assessed were at a ‘very short’ 
(5no.), ‘short’ (11no.), while only 4no. views were taken 
from a ‘mid’ range and 4no. from a ‘long’ range. 

Townscape Sensitivity 

The vast majority of views had a ‘high’ (5no.) or 
‘medium’ (14no.) townscape sensitivity, while only 5no. 
view had a ‘low’ sensitivity. The assessment did not 
include any views that were classified as ‘very high’ or 
‘very low’ sensitivity. 

Visual Sensitivity 

The vast majority of views had a ‘high’ (7no.) or 
‘medium’ (13no.) visual sensitivity, while only 2no views 
have ‘Low’ sensitivity. 2no. views are classified as having 
‘very high’ visual sensitivity. These views are both taken 
from within Kensal Green Cemetery, from the Centre 
Avenue (View K2) and from the Anglican Chapel (View 
K3) . 

Magnitude (Townscape)

The analysis found that Scenario 1 had a ‘High’ (8no.), 
‘Medium-High’ (1no.), or ‘Medium’ (4no.) magnitude 
of effect in the majority of the assessed views. The 
magnitude of effect was considered ‘Very High’ in 3no 
views, which were Views K2 which is taken from Kensal 
Green Cemetery Central Avenue, K4 which is taken in 
Kensal Green Cemetery looking towards the Dissenter’s 
Chapel, and K6 from Ladbroke Grove. The magnitude 
was considered ‘Medium-Low’ (1no.), ‘Low’ (3no.), 
‘Negligible’ (2no.) or ‘Nil’ (2no.) in the remainder of the 
views. 

Scenario 2 had a ‘Very High’ (12no.), ‘High’ (5no), or 
‘Medium’ (4no.) magnitude of effect in the majority 
of the assessed views. The magnitude of effect was 
considered ‘Very High’ in Views K2, K3, and K4 which are 
taken from within Kensal Green Cemetery. There was 
also ‘Very High’ magnitude of effects in K6, K10, K12, 

K14, K18, K19, K20, K23, and K24. There was ‘Low’ effect 
in 2no views and ‘Nil’ effect in 1no. view.  

 Scenario 3 had a a ‘High’ (7no.), ‘Medium’ (3no.), 
‘Medium-Low’ (3no.) or ‘Low’ (6no.) magnitude of effect 
in the majority of the assessed views. The magnitude 
of effect was considered ‘Very High’ in 1no view, 
which was K4 which is taken in Kensal Green Cemetery 
looking towards the Dissenter’s Chapel. The magnitude 
was considered ‘Negligible’ (1no.) or ‘Nil’ (3no.) in the 
remainder of the views. 

Magnitude (Visual)

The analysis found that Scenario 1 had a ‘High’ (11no.), 
‘Medium-High’ (1no.), or ‘Medium’ (2no.) magnitude 
of visual effect in the majority of the assessed views. 
The magnitude of effect was considered ‘Very High’ 
in 2no views, which were View K2 which is taken from 
Kensal Green Cemetery Central Avenue, View K4 which 
is taken in Kensal Green Cemetery looking towards 
the Dissenter’s Chapel. The magnitude was considered 
‘Medium-Low’ (1no.), ‘Low’ (4no.), ‘Negligible’ (1no.) or 
‘Nil’ (2no.) in the remainder of the views. 

Scenario 2 had a ‘Very High’ (15no.), ‘High’ (4no), 
or ‘Medium’ (2no.) magnitude of visual effect in the 
majority of the assessed views. The magnitude of effect 
was considered ‘Very High’ in Views K1, K2, K3, and K4 
which are taken from outside or within Kensal Green 
Cemetery. There was also ‘Very High’ magnitude of 
effects in K6, K8, K10, K12, K14, K16, K18, K19, K20, K23, 
and K24. There was ‘Low’ effect in 2no views and ‘Nil’ 
effect in 1no. view. 

Scenario 3 had a a ‘High’ (6no.), ‘Medium’ (6no.), 
‘Medium-Low’ (2no.) or ‘Low’ (6no.) magnitude of effect 
in the majority of the assessed views. The magnitude 
of effect was considered ‘Very High’ in 1no view, 
which were View K4 which is taken in Kensal Green 
Cemetery looking towards the Dissenter’s Chapel. The 
magnitude was considered ‘Nil’ in 6no. views where the 
development would not be visible. 

6 HEIGHT GUIDANCE FOR KENSAL CANALSIDE OPPORTUNITY AREA
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Significance of effect (Townscape) 

The analysis found that Scenario 1 had significant 
impacts on the townscape in 14 views. The most 
significant effects were ‘Major’ (1no.) impacts on the 
townscape in view K2; ‘Major-Moderate’ (6no.) impacts 
in views K3, K4, K6, K14, K19, and K23; ‘Significant-
moderate’ (5no.) effects in views K1, K10, K18, K20, 
and K24. Less significant ‘moderate’ (2no.) effects were 
found in views K8 and K12. 

The remainder of views (10no.) were found to have 
between moderate-minor and nil impacts on the 
townscape, which are all considered not significant for 
the purposes of this study. 

Scenario 2 had significant impacts on the townscape 
in 19 views. The most significant effects were ‘Major’ 
(6no.) impacts on the townscape in view K2, K3, K14, 
K19, and K23; ‘Major-Moderate’ (7no.) impacts in 
views K4, K6, K10, K12, K18, K20, and K24; ‘Significant-
moderate’ (3no.) effects in views K1, K8, and K11. Less 
significant ‘moderate’ (4no.) effects were found in views 
K13, K15, K16, and K21. 

The remainder of views (5no.) were found to have 
between moderate-minor and nil impacts on the 
townscape, which are all considered not significant for 
the purposes of this study.  

Scenario 3 had significant impacts on the townscape 
in 11 views. The most significant effects were ‘Major-
Moderate’ (5no.) impacts in views K3, K4, K14, K19, 
and K23; ‘Significant-moderate’ (4no.) effects in views 
K2, K6, K18, and K20. Less significant ‘moderate’ (2no.) 
effects were found in view K8 and K24. 

The remainder of views (13no.) were found to have 
between moderate-minor and nil impacts on the 
townscape, which are all considered not significant for 
the purposes of this study. 

Significance of effect (Visual) 

The analysis found that Scenario 1 had significant visual 
impacts in 14 views. The most significant effects were 
‘Profound’ (1no.) impacts on the townscape in view K2; 
‘Major’ (2no.) impacts on the townscape in view K3 & 
K4; ‘Major-Moderate’ (4no.) impacts in views K1, K10, 
K18, K23; ‘Significant-moderate’ (5no.) effects in views 
K4, K14, K19, K20, and K24. Less significant ‘moderate’ 
(2no.) effects were found in views K5 and K12. 

The remainder of views (10no.) were found to have 
between moderate-minor and nil impacts on the 
townscape, which are all considered not significant for 
the purposes of this study. 

Scenario 2 had significant visual impacts in 20 views. 
The most significant effects were ‘Profound’ (2no.) 
impacts on the townscape in Views K2 and K3; ‘Major’ 
(6no.) impacts on the townscape in views K1, K4, K10, 
K18, K19, and K23; ‘Major-Moderate’ (6no.) impacts 
in views K8, K12, K14, K20, K21 and K24; ‘Moderate-
Significant’ (1no.) in K9. Less significant ‘moderate’ 
(5no.) effects were found in views K5, K11, K15, K16, and 
K22.  

The remainder of views (4no.) were found to have 
between moderate-minor and nil impacts on the 
townscape, which are all considered not significant for 
the purposes of this study. 

Scenario 3 had significant visual impacts in 12 views. 
The most significant effects were ‘Major’ (3no.) impacts 
on the townscape in Views K2, K3 and K4; ‘Major-
Moderate’ (1no.) impacts in view K23; ‘Significant-
moderate’ (4no.) effects in views K1, K14, K18, and K20. 
Less significant ‘moderate’ (4no.) effects were found in 
views K8, K10, K19, and K24.  

The remainder of views (12no.) were found to have 
between moderate-minor and nil impacts on the 
townscape, which are all considered not significant for 
the purposes of this study. 

Quality of effect (Townscape & Visual) 

Overall Scenario 1 had overall ‘adverse’ (13no. adverse 
impacts to townscape/ 14no. adverse impacts to the 
visual qualities) effects on the townscape and visual 
qualities of view locations as they are places with 
inherent sensitivity to incongruous development 
that intrudes into their setting and detracts from its 
valued townscape or visual characteristics. In many 
instances, this adverse impact was on views with a 
high significance of effect, which indicates that the 
development is damaging to the townscape and visual 
qualities of the view. These were most pronounced in 
views with ‘Profound’,‘Major’, ‘Major-Moderate’, and 
‘Significant-moderate’ significance of effects. 

The massing had ‘Neutral’ townscape effects is 10no. 
views and ‘Neutral’ visual effects in 7no. views. 

The Scenario had  ‘Beneficial’ townscape effects in 1no 
views where it could benefit the wider legibility and 
placemaking and ‘Beneficial’ visual effects in 3no. views. 

Scenario 2 had overall ‘adverse’ (18no. adverse 
impacts to townscape/ 19no. adverse impacts to the 
visual qualities) effects on the townscape and visual 
qualities of view locations as they are places with 
inherent sensitivity to incongruous development 
that intrudes into their setting and detracts from its 
valued townscape or visual characteristics. In many 
instances, this adverse impact was on views with a 
high significance of effect, which indicates that the 
development is damaging to the townscape and visual 
qualities of the view. These were most pronounced in 
views with ‘Profound’,‘Major’, ‘Major-Moderate’, and 
‘Significant-moderate’ significance of effects. 

The massing had ‘Neutral’ townscape effects is 5no. 
views and ‘Neutral’ visual effects in 3no. views. 

The Scenario had  ‘Beneficial’ townscape effects in 1no 
views where it could benefit the wider legibility and 
placemaking and ‘Beneficial’ visual effects in 2no. views.

Scenario 3 had overall ‘adverse’ (11no. adverse 
impacts to townscape/ 13no. adverse impacts to the 
visual qualities) effects on the townscape and visual 
qualities of view locations as they are places with 
inherent sensitivity to incongruous development 
that intrudes into their setting and detracts from its 
valued townscape or visual characteristics. In many 
instances, this adverse impact was on views with a 
high significance of effect, which indicates that the 
development is damaging to the townscape and visual 
qualities of the view. These were most pronounced in 
views with ‘Profound’,‘Major’, ‘Major-Moderate’, and 
‘Significant-moderate’ significance of effects. 

The massing had ‘Neutral’ townscape effects is 10no. 
views and ‘Neutral’ visual effects in 8no. views. 

The Scenario had  ‘Beneficial’ townscape effects in 3no 
views where it could benefit the wider legibility and 
placemaking and ‘Beneficial’ visual effects in 3no. views. 
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Figure 1.29: Scenario A - Model of low height range

Figure 1.30: Scenario B - Model of high height range

GENERAL APPROACH TO GUIDING HEIGHT

Kensal Canalside is a designated opportunity area 
and it is accepted that they will and need to receive 
development of significant densities, which also will 
result in buildings of greater height. 

Nevertheless, the London Plan requires LA’s to 
undertake a sieving exercise that assesses potential 
visual and cumulative impacts when identifying 
locations where tall buildings could be an appropriate 
form of development, with the aim to ensure they 
are appropriate for their location and do not lead to 
unacceptable impacts on the local area.

As such the purpose of this height guidance is not to 
limit heights to the extent that no new development 
becomes visible within a view (i.e. to hide new 
development). Instead it aims to proactively manage 
development height so as to achieve a balance between 
the need to optimise the OA for development (accepting 
that there will be a resultant visual presence), and 
minimising adverse impacts on sensitive areas and 
the preservation of established townscape and visual 
characteristics and the settings of heritage assets. 

This guidance is based on the testing of massing 
scenarios in the standard 3d environment offered by 
VuCity. This offers an appropriate level of accuracy for 
the purpose of establishing principles and identifying 
broad parameters for height in the Opportunity Area 
and that are suitable to establish a robust evidence base 
for the Local Plan. 

The guidance is based on the testing of massing and 
height of a limited range of indicative of scenarios, and 
as such the findings did not take into account potential 
architectural solutions that could mitigate impacts of 
height, or different approaches to the layout of the 
site and associated distribution of heights. Whilst the 
guidance provides a good understanding of sensitivities 
and appropriate ranges of heights, any development 
proposals should test their approach to massing and 
height from within identified views and townscapes 
during the early phases of the design process, followed 
by detailed photo-realistic visualisations and visual 
and townscape assessments in preparation of the 
application and fully justify their approach.

HEIGHT GUIDANCE 
The height guidance covers the following three parts. 

The first part sets out the general approach to guiding 
height and the principles that have been applied to 
ensure a plan led, strategic and positive approach. 

The second part establishes a recommended 
approach to heights within the Opportunity Area. The 
recommendations have been based on two alternative 
development scenarios (A and B) that were developed 
in response to the findings of the Visual and Townscape 
Assessment and aimed to achieve an acceptable range 
of townscape and visual impacts. Both scenarios were 
modelled and tested in 3d in VUcity from relevant 
views. 

Based on the findings of the Visual and Townscape 
Impact Study and the testing of the two scenarios an 
The aggregate acceptable height range is represented in 
form of a contour diagram Figure 1.31. 

The third part of this chapter provides specific 
height and design guidance to a number of particular 
sensitive views and situations. This includes written 
recommendations that can be used to guide and assess 
proposed development of height within the Opportunity 
Area. Outputs from the potentially acceptable height 
envelope models of Scenarios A and B  are also included 
for reference.
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PRINCIPLES

The height approach is guided by a number of 
principles:

1) The Kensal Opportunity Area is earmarked to become 
the home and focus for a sizable new community. 
The development will provide local neighbourhood 
facilities and services including a large supermarket 
of sub-regional importance and also employment 
spaces. As such it will be a place of importance beyond 
its local area and this wider significance of the area is 
deserved to be marked on London’s skyline. However, 
the height and impact of the landmarking of this area 
should be proportionate when seen in relation to other 
growth hubs in the area, such as White City and Old Oak 
Common, that are of comparably greater significance 
within the sub-region of north west London.

2) The targets to deliver a minimum of 3,500 homes 
on this site requires significant densities, which cannot 
be achieved by low rise development alone, and the 
site may need a range of heights including mid-rise and 
taller buildings. Higher density development requires 
careful planning to ensure the creation of a liveable 
place with quality environments and the delivery of 
appropriate residential amenities, open spaces and 
social infrastructures.

3) High density development should generally be 
achieved through compact street based development 
with low, medium and mid-rise heights, that create well 
defined, sociable and adaptable places, rather than 
through taller buildings alone. 

4) Tall buildings naturally have the greatest impact 
onto the surrounding townscape and an ill considered 
approach can result in significant fragmentation of the 
skyline. Therefore tall buildings should generally be 
concentrated in confined clusters where their impact on 
the skyline can better managed. 

5) Individually tall buildings can be landmarks that 
can enhance legibility of a place, and where they are 
proposed (even as part of a cluster) they should be 
carefully placed in respect to approaching routes and 
views, mark locally important and prominent places, 
and in terms of their height, form and appearance 
should be proportionate and help to enhance legibility 
and distinctiveness of the townscape

6) The Kensal Opportunity area is surrounded by 
lower rise housing areas and open spaces, including 
the Grade I listed Kensal Green Cemetery to the 
north. It is paramount that the development responds 
appropriately to the character, context and sensitivities 

Note: The height guidance provides the height of buildings in metres 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.

This guidance does not represent the blueprint for the height and location of proposed tall buildings. It is indicative 
only. As such, it provides an indication of heights that may be appropriate in tested locations at high level and 
is not a masterplanned layout for the site. Precise locations for tall buildings will be the subject of detailed 
masterplanning work and an assessment of impact in line with Policy D9 (C and D) of the London Plan, the need to 
take into account site constraints and other factors such as legibility, sunlight and daylight.

Figure 1.31: Diagrammatic plan showing potentially acceptable height ranges in meters (AOD) and indicative storeys

of their surroundings and avoids overbearing impacts 
and stark contrasts in height and scale along the site 
boundaries. Generally heights of the development 
should step down towards the edges of the site to 
establish a contextual foreground and interface with 
neighbouring areas that screens development of greater 
height to the back.

7) The development especially with its mid-rise and 
taller buildings should test and respond appropriately 
to sensitive views and townscapes in the surroundings. 
This document has established site specific height 
guidance and principles from sensitive locations around 
the site, that should guide development and be used to 
assess proposals in views from these locations. 

HEIGHT RECOMMENDATIONS

The analysis of the three initial scenarios identified 
a number of principles on how adverse impacts of 
development on surrounding sensitive townscapes 
could be mitigated. Based on these findings two 
alternative scenarios (A and B) were developed that 
explored a different approach in respect of the site 
layout, distribution of massing and height than the three 
previously tested scenarios. This aimed to respond 
appropriately to identified surrounding townscape 
sensitivities whilst delivering between 3,500-4,200 
homes and following the guidance contained in the 
Kensal OA SPD. Both scenarios have been translated into 
a 3d height envelope model, that was tested in VUcity 
from relevant views.

Based on the findings of the Visual and Townscape 
Impact Study and the testing of the two new scenarios 
this study developed height recommendation that are 
represented in the contour diagram Figure 1.31 that 
represents an aggregate of acceptable height ranges.

The diagram shows a range of acceptable general 
heights in respect of their impact on surrounding 
townscape and visual sensitivities. Development that is 
at the lower end of each height range will have a lesser 
impact on the visual and townscape qualities, while 
development at the higher end of the height range 
will have a greater impact and may require further 
testing and mitigation measures to deliver a contextual 
solution.  

It should be noted that heights may need to account 
for other constraints that were out of the scope of this 
study. Further testing and a design-led approach are 
required to justify proposed tall building heights. 

Indicative tall building heights: 

Eastern Cluster: 14-26 storeys (74-111m AOD)

Western Cluster: 14-22 storeys (80-99m AOD)

Note: The above height ranges have been found acceptable in respect of their townscape and visual impact from 
the tested views points. However, testing only focused on broad massing and height of development, and did not 
consider other aspects of design, such as form, architecture, appearance, materiality and detail, which all need to 
be taken into account when assessing tall building proposals as part of a masterplan approach. Whilst the given 
height range provides an indication of appropriateness, when taking into account the actual architectural design, 
location and impact of a proposal, a building of greater height may also be found acceptable. Any proposed tall 
building should be comprehensively tested on the individual and cumulative visual and townscape impact of their 
architectural design, and the approach to height fully justified. 



232

GENERAL HEIGHTS 

Kensal Canalside (OA north)

Generally heights on the Kensal Canalside site should be 
lower at the northern edge along the Canal to provide 
an appropriately scaled development frontage onto 
Kensal Green Cemetery. 

General height is permitted to increase towards the 
centre of the side and further towards the railway lands. 
Visually in views from the cemetery this should create 
a layering of heights that reduces the impact of the 
development onto Kensal Green Cemetery but also the 
environment along the Canal. 

The following general height ranges are recommended:

 • 4-7 storeys along the canal, fronting and overlooking 
the cemetery. Development should create variation 
in height and appearance along this frontage, and 
break up the scale of development to respond to 
the finer urban grain surrounding the cemetery and 
characterising the canal sides. 

 • 4-7 storeys on Ladbroke Grove. Development should 
avoid overwhelming the scale and enclosure of this 
street and respond to the height of development 
directly opposite.

 • 7-9 storeys to south of the canal frontage, gradually 
stepping up in height towards the centre of the site.

 • 8-11 storeys along the central spine. Development 
should ensure the central street does not appear 
overly enclosed and that there is a variation in height 
along the central axis.  

 • 8-14 storeys immediately south of the central spine 
and up to 17 storeys along the railway line. 

Development should aim to be at the lower end of 
these height ranges, but the range offers flexibility for 
some buildings to be towards the top of the range. 
Height should be used to emphasise special places and 
situations and to enhance distinctiveness and legibility.

Generally development height should be varied to 
contribute to a lively skyline. Breaks in the development 
frontage at podium height or lower should offer views 
to  the sky and into courtyards, and  avoid the creation 
of a monolithic environment. 

While general heights in excess of 8 storeys may be 
acceptable in parts of the site, careful design is required 
to deliver a quality and liveable place. A sense of 
neighbourliness is best achieved with development of 

up to 6 storeys (and ideally less). Areas with greater 
height may feel anonymous and can be home to a more 
transient population that affect the social cohesion. 

The last one or two floors at the top of buildings should 
generally be set back from the building’s facade line 
both on the street side and in courtyards. This will allow 
more light to reach the street and courtyard spaces, 
make higher buildings appear less tall and reduce the 
sense of enclosure, and also provides opportunities for 
private outdoor spaces at the setback space.

North Pole Site (OA South)

The North Pole Depot site is situated to the back of 
existing low and medium rise housing on elevated 
lands. Therefor development will need to be lower at 
the interface with the existing housing to the south, 
but can rise towards the railway. In long views from the 
south the development of the North Pole Site will be 
seen in the foreground of the Kensal Site to the north, 
and development should support a layered appearance 
that screens part of the higher development along the 
railway in the northern part of the opportunity area. 

The following general heights are proposed on the 
North Pole site:

 • 3 to 5 storeys along the southern edge of the site 
(mid and east) including at the eastern end of the 
site. Development should respond to the specific 
lower rise context of adjoining development and 
avoid stark contrast and inappropriate overlooking. 
At the eastern end lower heights should permit the 
view of the Hospital tower from Ladbroke Grove (site 
entrance North OA site).

 • 6 to 7 storeys at the southern edge of the site 
(west).  Development should respond to the height 
of apartment buildings to the south and avoid stark 
contrast and inappropriate overlooking. 

 • 6 to 8 storeys to the north of the site along the 
railway. Development should provide create variation 
in height and introduce gaps in the development 
frontage to visually break up the length of the site 
and provide interest. 

Top floors should be set back in development of 6 
storeys and above to create variation in the roof form 
and to make buildings appear of lesser height.

TALL BUILDINGS

Kensal Canalside

Two clusters of taller buildings are proposed at the 
Kensal Canalside as show in Figure 1.31. Concentrating 
taller buildings in clusters will help to minimise their 
impact on the skyline and on sensitive views. The 
clusters are located close to the railway line on either 
end of the development to limit the impact of taller 
buildings onto Kensal Green Cemetery and other 
sensitive areas. 

The eastern cluster is situated at the site entrance of the 
Kensal Canalside. It can accommodate a small number 
of taller buildings and a landmark tower that marks the 
entrance into the Kensal Canalside Quarter (albeit set 
back from Ladbrooke Grove to not overdominate this 
street). This landmark tower could be the tallest building 
in the opportunity area, and mark the new quarter and 
its facilities on the skyline, thereby enhancing legibility. 

The western cluster should be secondary and less 
prominent on the skyline than the eastern cluster. It also 
can accomodate a landmark building at its western end, 
that marks the Kensal Canalside area in views from the 
west along the canal and the railway corridor.

Figure 1.31 identifies broad tall building cluster locations 
and associated height ranges that have been tested 
and broadly found acceptable. Tall building proposals 
will need to undertake their own assessment of height 
that considers the impact of their detailed design both 
individually and cumulative on sensitive townscapes 
and views and that fully justifies their heights. Generally 
heights at the lower end of the spectrum will have lesser 
impact, whilst heights at the upper end of the range or 
above will have a greater impact on their surrounding 
that needs to be mitigated. 

The height of taller buildings in each of the clusters 
should vary across the entire height range, so as to 
create a naturally varied skyline. Development should 
be subservient to the respective landmark in each 
cluster to  ensure they will remain the most prominent 
and distinguishable in views from all around. Landmark 
towers should be elegant and slender with well 
articulated tops, shafts and bases.

Towers in the eastern cluster should be located so 
that they do not coalesce in views from the east 
(represented by view 16). Taller buildings in the western 
cluster should be spaced out so as to retain views to 
the sky in between towers in views from Kensal Green 
Cemetery.

North Pole Site (OA South)

This area only offers limited opportunities for taller 
buildings due to its close proximity to existing modest 
housing and heritage assets. 

There is potential for two modest tall buildings at the 
western end of the site. The taller of the two towers 
sits to the north and could rise up to 15 storeys (70m 
AOD), the smaller one should be to the south and 
offset and can rise to 10 storeys (54mAOD). Together 
both towers could mark the western entrance into 
the North Pole site in views across Little Wormwood’s 
Scrubs. Development here could also provide a sense of 
urbanity and overlooking to the canal top-path to the 
north of the railway line.

VuCity Images from the testing of the height 
recommendations of the upper and lower height 
ranges of the two Scenarios are included for each of the 
sensitive views on the following pages.  

Height recommendations have been established based 
on an appreciation of their acceptable impact on 
identified sensitive view points. Notwithstanding this, 
all proposed buildings should be thoroughly tested from 
these and other views and in respect of their impact 
on local characters, views and heritage assets, and the 
qualities and amenities they deliver in their immediate 
environs, to ensure they respond appropriate in their 
local contexts.
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Kensal Green Cemetery is a Grade I Listed Park and 
Garden and working cemetery. It is sensitive to 
development of large scale rising indiscriminately above 
the tree lines and interfering or detracting from the 
entrance gate. 

KEY PRINCIPLES
 • The skyline above the arch and the trees behind 

the gatehouses should be kept free of tall buildings. 
Tall buildings should not project above the formal 
entrance arch nor should interfere with the soft 
skyline offered by the tree line.

 • Development should aim to avoid obstructing the 
clear view of green space and sky that is framed by the 
arch. Development should respond to this significant 
formal entrance setting by avoiding to built across the 
clear view of green space and sky that is framed by 
the arched gateway. This for example could be achieve 
by creating a gap in the development or open space in 
the axis of the gateway. 

 • The tallest building should remain well below 
the datum line set by the roof of the gate. Other 
development should also remain below the 
established treeline which will help to mitigate their 
visual impact.

 SCENARIO TESTING

 • Scenario A satisfies the key principles

 • Whilst Scenario B responds broadly to the principles, 
heights rise on either side of the gatehouse and start 
to detract from its prominence and the clustering of 
towers to the east starts to compete with the gateway 
building. 

Parts of Kensal Green Cemetery are highly cohesive 
tranquil environments characterised by small scale burial 
monuments, extensive green space and foliage and wide 
views of the uninterrupted sky. The development of 
the opportunity area will inevitably change the setting 
of the cemetery as any development to the south will 
become visible from here. It is important that the impact 
of development on the cemetery is proportionate and 
sensitive to the cemetery as a place of remembrance, as 
a heritage asset, and its visual and spatial characteristics.

KEY PRINCIPLES
 • New development on the Kensal Canalside 

Opportunity Area should sensitively respond to the 
scale and nature of the cemetery’s character. 

 • The soft edge to the cemetery and being able to 
see through the trees to the sky is important to 
the character of the cemetery and the proposed 
development should respond to this quality by 
remaining below the tree line. 

 • The canal frontage should be smaller scale, finer grain 
and continuous. Gable end blocks with large gaps in 
between are uncharacteristic for the canal side and 
do not help to contain the cemetery and should be 
avoided. The development frontage should provide 
variation of height to create a more varied skyline 
when seen close-up from the cemetery. Additional 
tree planting and greening before the frontage should 
further help screen the development. 

 • Building height should be layered and gradually 
increase to the back of and screened by the canal 
frontage.

 • Taller buildings should be situated away from the 
cemetery to the back of the site to limit their visibility, 
prominence and impact. Where they group together 
their height should be modulated to create a lively 
skyline and avoid coalescence into a single skyline 
mass.

 • Development should avoid creating excessive 
overlooking and impacting on the privacy of the 
cemetery as active burial place.

OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

RECOMMENDATIONS 
VIEW 1, KENSAL GREEN CEMETERY ENTRANCE

View 1  - photograph

View 1 - VUcity model Scenario A View 2 - VUcity model Scenario A

View 1 - VUcity model Scenario B View 2 - VUcity model Scenario B

V42C_D25035_24mm

V42C_D25035_50mm

Kensal Canalside 24mm & 50mm Views

October 2021

RECOMMENDATIONS  
VIEW 2, KENSAL GREEN CEMETERY CENTRE AVENUE

View 2  - photograph

SCENARIO TESTING

 • Scenario A satisfies the key principles and establishes 
a low rise edge to the cemetery that screens 
development to the rear.

 • Scenario B follows the principles but its impact on the 
openess and character of the cemetery increases over 
scenario A, due to the greater height at the edge and 
taller buildings starting to creep over the tree line.
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This view is from the Anglican Chapel (Grade I listed) over 
the central axis of the cemetery, taking in a panoramic 
view over the open landscape characterised by burial 
monuments, extensive green space and foliage and the 
uninterrupted sky. The development of the opportunity 
area will inevitably change the setting of the cemetery as 
any development to the south will become visible from 
here. It is important that the impact of development 
on the cemetery is proportionate and sensitive to the 
cemetery as a place of remembrance, as a heritage asset, 
and its visual and spatial characteristics.

KEY PRINCIPLES
 • Development height at the canal front should be 

low and respond to the scale and character of the 
cemetery.

 • Trees should be planted in front of the development 
along the canal to soften the edge between the 
cemetery and the development. 

 • Heights in the second and third row behind the 
frontage facing the cemetery should rise gradually 
towards the back of the site and avoid exposed and 
stark contrasts of height.

 • Generally development should remain below the tree 
line to avoid a dominant intrusion of bulky mass on 
the skyline.

 • Generally tall buildings should be concentrated to the 
back of the site and in the west of the area and at a 
height that avoids a prominent and dominant vertical 
presence over the tree-line. Coalescence of taller 
buildings should be avoided.

 • Development should avoid creating excessive 
overlooking and impacting on the privacy of the 
cemetery as active burial place.

 
SCENARIO TESTING

 • Scenario A satisfies the key principles and establishes a 
low rise edge and modest taller buildings in the west.

 • Scenario B follows broadly the principles but its impact 
on the openness and character of the cemetery 
increases over scenario A, due to the building mass 
rising higher and in parts above the tree line. Tall 
buildings in the west become more prominent on the 
skyline yet remain somewhat proportional to the scale 
of elements in the cemetery.

This part of Kensal Green Cemetery is open, benefits 
from lesser screening from trees and its setting is 
already impacted by fragmented development outside 
the cemetery vying for attention. The development of 
the opportunity area is inevitably altering the setting 
of this part of the cemetery further as higher density 
development is introduced in the area to the south. 
The character of this area is sensitive to incursion of 
development that is significantly out of scale and fails to 
mediate with the existing development context, and that 
detract from the defining visual features of the central 
axis, the focus on Dissenter’s Chapel and the formal 
arrangement of surrounding gravestones.

KEY PRINCIPLES
 • The edge of the development frontage directly 

overlooking the cemetery should be kept low, respond 
to the modestly scaled context visible around the 
cemetery, and be in keeping with the height and grain 
of buildings along the canal. 

 • Trees should be planted in front of the development 
along the canal to soften the edge between the 
cemetery and the development.

 • Heights in the second and third row behind the 
frontage facing the cemetery should rise gradually 
towards the back of the site, apply a layered approach, 
and avoid exposed and stark contrasts of height.

 • Tall buildings should be situated to the back of the site 
to minimise contrast and avoid an overbearing impact 
on the cemetery. 

 • Development should avoid creating excessive 
overlooking and impacting on the privacy of the 
cemetery as active burial place.

 • If possible retain the converted water tower as it 
contributes to local distinctiveness

 
SCENARIO TESTING

 • Scenario A responds positively to key principles. It 
moves greater height away from the cemetery and 
does not detract from the defining features of the view.

 • Scenario B follows broadly the principles but its impact 
on the openness and character of the cemetery 
increases over scenario A, especially due to the 
increased building mass at the edge of the cemetery 
and its greater overall height.

View 3 - VUcity model Scenario A View 4 - VUcity model Scenario A

View 3 - VUcity model Scenario B View 4 - VUcity model Scenario B

V38_D24149_24mm

V38_D24149_50mm

Kensal Canalside 24mm & 50mm Views

October 2021

RECOMMENDATIONS 
VIEW 3, KENSAL GREEN CEMETERY FROM ANGLICAN CHAPEL

View 3  - photograph

RECOMMENDATIONS 
VIEW 4, KENSAL GREEN CEMETERY TOWARDS DISSENTERS’ CHAPEL

View 4  - photograph
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The fragmented townscape between Kensal Green 
Cemetery (left) and the railway line (right) seen here 
from Scrubs Lane Bridge stands to clearly benefit from 
the development of the opportunity area as this will 
enhance footfall, instil a sense of urbanity into the wider 
area and enhance the perception of safety along the 
canal path environment.

KEY PRINCIPLES
 • There is an opportunity to create a greater level 

of articulation of height at the western end of the 
development to create a distinct landmark and focus 
in this view.

 • On the North Pole site, a taller building could help to 
provide more overlooking and passive supervision to 
the tow path and make it feel safer.

SCENARIO TESTING

 • Both scenarios respond to above principles.

Ladbroke Grove is the principal thoroughfare and 
pedestrian route connecting North Kensington to the 
south and Kensal to the north. This place is the main 
access point to the Opportunity Area (OA)and currently 
feels fragmented. Ladbroke Grove is sensitive to 
development that departs from its typical range of scales 
and heights. There is an opportunity here to create 
a distinct new entrance into the OA and the enhance 
legibility with a landmark. 

KEY PRINCIPLES
 • Keep heights at the corner and along Ladbroke 

Grove contextual to existing development to avoid 
overbearing the view along Ladbroke Grove with 
major development that breaks its scale and broad 
coherence. 

 • Retain the open view to St Charles Hospital Tower 
from here, which may be blocked by development on 
the eastern end of the North Pole site.

 • Define and enclose views into the development from 
this location to guide and invite residents and visitors 
into the site. 

 • Position a new landmark building  at the site entrance 
so that it is visible from Ladbroke Grove but clearly 
set back into the site  to create distinctiveness and 
enhance legibility of the main entrance to the new 
quarter, whilst avoiding an overbearing relation with 
existing development on Ladbroke Grove.

 • If possible maintain the elevation of Canalside 
House and retain the converted water tower as both 
contribute to local distinctiveness

 
SCENARIO TESTING

 • Scenario A satisfies the key principles and creates 
a new landmark building that is proportional to its 
context.

 • Scenario B follows above principles albeit the tallest 
buildings start to overdominate their immediate 
surroundings.

OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

RECOMMENDATIONS 
VIEW 5, SCRUBS LANE BRIDGE, GRAND UNION CANAL

View 5  - photograph

RECOMMENDATIONS 
VIEW 6, LADBROKE GROVE/ CANAL WAY JUNCTION

View 6  - photograph

View 5 - VUcity model Scenario A View 6 - VUcity model Scenario A

View 5 - VUcity model Scenario B View 6 - VUcity model Scenario B

RECOMMENDATIONS 
VIEW 4, KENSAL GREEN CEMETERY TOWARDS DISSENTERS’ CHAPEL
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This is a characteristic view along this part of Ladbroke 
Grove is fragmented with a range of buildings of different 
styles and heights. Kensal House to the left is a Grade 
II* modernist inspired early 20th century apartment 
complex that is sensitive to overbearing development 
that detracts from an appreciation of the ensemble of 
buildings and their relation with one another. Mature 
tree planting obscures the roof scape and will mitigate 
the impact of taller development will have to the rear of 
Kensal House onto the setting of this listed building. 

KEY PRINCIPLES

 • Heights of development visible along Ladbroke Grove 
should be contextual to existing development to avoid 
appearing and undermining the broad coherence and 
scale of this street space. 

 • Tall buildings in the eastern cluster to carefully model 
and test their impact on the setting of Kensal House. 
If visible above the roofscape their height will need to 
be proportional, and development should avoid being 
overwhelming or significantly detracting from the 
listed building and its compositional elements. 

 
SCENARIO TESTING

 • Scenario A satisfies the key principles and creates a 
new landmark building that is proportional to Kensal 
House.

 • Scenario B follows above principles albeit the tallest 
buildings begin to detract from Kensal House. 

This is the eastern end of the North Pole Site 
development and offers an opportunity to create 
a welcoming entrance into the site, that responds 
sensitively to the scale of the existing terrace, integrates 
existing trees and preserves the view from Ladbroke 
Grove to St Charles Hospital Tower. 

KEY PRINCIPLES

 • Development on either side of the railway should not 
have an overbearing impact on the existing properties 
on Barlby Road. Heights should be moderated to avoid 
a sense of ‘looming’ over the 3-storey properties in 
this view. 

 • Development should avoid overshadowing and 
excessive overlooking onto existing housing or their 
amenity spaces.

 • Developments at this site should be of contextual to 
the height of the terrace and existing trees.

 
SCENARIO TESTING

 • Scenario A satisfies the key principles and creates 
a contextual response at the site entrance. Taller 
buildings appear over the roofline without detracting 
from its overall scale

 • Scenario B responds similarly as Scenario A to the site 
entrance. Larger development becomes visible over the  
roofscape and development starts to detract from the 
terrace.

RECOMMENDATIONS 
VIEW 8, KENSAL HOUSE FROM LADBROKE GROVE

View 8  - photograph

RECOMMENDATIONS 
VIEW 9, BARLBY PRIMARY SCHOOL

View 9  - photograph

View 8 - VUcity model Scenario A View 9 - VUcity model Scenario A

View 8 - VUcity model Scenario B View 9 - VUcity model Scenario B
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The view is of a highly cohesive townscape, dominated 
by greenery, low-level buildings, and sky. The wide 
and long views are sensitive to elements which detract 
from the cohesion of the area. This view is particularly 
sensitive in winter when there is less obscuration by 
trees. Given the proximity to the OA, the open space and 
lowrise development in the middleground, and the focus 
of St. Marks Street onto the OA, there is a likelihood that 
development may intrude into this view and appear over 
the roofline.

KEY PRINCIPLES

 • Development should avoid to appear overly 
prominent on the skyline above low rise housing.

 • Taller buildings should be concentrated in clusters in 
places that are meaningful to be landmarked on the 
skyline to enhance legibility and avoid a fragmented 
skyline.

 • Height should be proportional to the development 
and elements in the foreground.

SCENARIO TESTING

 • Scenario A responds to the key principles above. 
Heights remain low on the horizon line and there 
is a small cluster of tall buildings cluster central to 
the view along St. Marks Street which will be largely 
screened by trees, and another high point in the west 
where it marks the development on Little Wormwood 
Scrubs.

 • The increased height of development in Scenario B 
does little in affecting this view. The exception are 
taller buildings in the vista along St. Marks Street that 
appear dominant but not overbearing, and remain 
largely screened by trees.

This is a very distinctive example of the Garden City 
movement with cottage style terraced housing enclosing 
a small triangular green space. Due to its close proximity 
to the opportunity area and its modest height, it 
will be almost inevitable that development in the 
Opportunity Area will be visible above the roofscape. The 
townscape character of this area is particular sensitive 
to development that is overbearing, fragments the 
skyline or diminishes the integrity and coherence of the 
ensemble.

KEY PRINCIPLES

 • Development directly to the rear of housing should be 
kept low so as to appropriately respond to the scale 
of the housing and avoid impacting with out-of-scale 
development on their private amenity spaces. 

 • Other development further back towards the railway 
line on the North Pole site could step up its height, 
but development should ensure a visible layering of 
development in views from this area and other longer 
views from the south, to create a middle ground and 
to mediate with greater heights and tall buildings on 
the Kensal Canalside site along the railway. 

 • Tall buildings should not be permitted on any site  in 
the OA where they would rise notably in the centre of 
this view onto these terraces, to avoid detracting from 
their coherence. 

 • Development should respond to the strong horizontality 
of the existing view and townscape so as to not detract 
from this strong visual character of the area.

 • Due to the proximity of the Kensal Canalside 
Opportunity Area to the existing residences, care 
should be taken to avoid overshadowing and excessive 
overlooking of properties and private amenity spaces.

SCENARIO TESTING

 • Scenario A satisfies the key principles and there is little 
impact from the Kensal Canalside site onto the view.

 • Scenario B follows above principles and whilst heights 
increase on the Kensal Canalside, the layering of height 
in the middleground helps to mitigate the visual impact 
of development onto the domestic scaled terraced 
housing in the foreground.

OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

RECOMMENDATIONS 
VIEW 11, ST. MARK’S ROAD

View 11  - photograph

View 11 - VUcity model Scenario A

View 11 - VUcity model Scenario B

RECOMMENDATIONS 
VIEW 10, BARLBY ROAD/EXMOOR STREET

View 10  - photograph

View 10 - VUcity model Scenario A

View 10 - VUcity model Scenario B
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The townscape in this area is characterised by a 1980s 
housing estate that includes a earlier Grade II listed 
Ladbroke Hall to the right of the framed entrance. The 
entrance area is a formal axial route leading into a 
central green space, Sunbeam Park. The neighbourhood 
is in close proximity to the Opportunity Area and visual 
impact of development is likely. In the past a large 
gasholder appeared in this view which has since been 
removed. As such there is a history of height in the 
setting of this area. 
 
KEY PRINCIPLES

 • Tall development should not dominate or loom over 
the housing around or to the north of Sunbeam Park.

 • Development should be layered with a lower, visible 
height on the depot site creating a middle ground to 
mediate the perceived dominance of taller buildings. 

 • Height should be proportional to the development 
and elements in the foreground. 

 
SCENARIO TESTING

 • Scenario A responds to the key principles above. 
Heights remains low in the vista and the small taller 
building is proportional to the development in the 
foreground.

 • The increased height of development in 
Scenario B rises more notably up above the 
development surrounding Sunbeam Square but it 
remains proportional and helps emphasise the OA on 
the skyline.

Little Wormwood Scrubs is a valuable neighbourhood 
park in the Dalgarno Gardens neighbourhood, defined 
on two sides by low and medium rise terraces and 
apartment buildings. The area is sensitive to taller 
buildings appearing dominantly over rooftops or having 
an overbearing impact onto the open space. However, 
there is an opportunity for a modest taller building 
on the North Pole site that could act as a wayfinding 
device, mark the entrance into the southern OA, enhance 
legibility and provide overlooking and definition to the 
open space.  

KEY PRINCIPLES

 • General height of buildings visible from the park 
on the North Pole site should be contextual and of 
not much greater scale and height than the estate 
development just to the south of the OA. 

 • An elegant and distinctive local landmark building 
could be promoted on the western end of the North 
Pole Development site. This should orientate towards 
the open space and be supported by a legible route 
through the park  leading into the OA south. 

 • Another slightly less tall building could be promoted 
in the foreground of the landmark building to help 
to mediate its height with the lower height of the 
context and avoid stark contrasts in height.

 • Development should not conspicuously over the roofs 
of the Sutton Estate and detract from the character of 
the area.

SCENARIO TESTING

 • Scenario A responds to the key principles above. Its 
development on the Depot site is of an appropriate 
scale and establishes a focal landmark building at the 
park.

 • Scenario B mirrors the approach to Scenario A on the 
Depot site. Heights in crease on the Kensal Canalside 
site, and the tallest building begin to appear above the 
roofscape of the Sutton Estate but do not yet detract 
from the overall character of the area. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
VIEW 13, LADBROKE HALL

View 13  - photograph

View 13 - VUcity model Scenario A

View 13 - VUcity model Scenario B

RECOMMENDATIONS 
VIEW 12, DALGARNO GARDENS/ BRACEWELL ROAD JUNCTION

View 12  - photograph

View 12 - VUcity model Scenario A
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This street outside the St Charles Hospital is a 
characteristic view for the area with a mix lower rise 
historic buildings. In the backdrop of the view the low 
rise terraced Garden City cottages (view 10) can be seen. 
The development of the opportunity area is inevitably 
going to change this view given the open and low rise 
nature of the northern end of this view. The townscape 
character is sensitive to overwhelming development that 
diminishes the integrity and standing of housing seen in 
this street. 

KEY PRINCIPLES

 • Development should be layered on the North Pole 
depot site with the height stepping up to create 
a middle ground that mediates with the height of 
development and taller buildings along the railway on 
the Kensal Canalside site. The stepping up of heights 
should avoid crass contrasts in scale in this view.

 • The scale, massing  and appearance of buildings 
should respect the fine grain character and coherence 
of Barlby Gardens. Development should not ‘loom’ 
over the roofline of this well-preserved piece of city.

 • Tall buildings should not be situated central to this 
view to avoid creating a dominant feature that would 
detract from the characteristic scale and grain of 
development in this area. 

 • The tallest building should avoid looming over the 
roofscape of exising housing in the middle ground of 
this view. With its appearance and articulation of its 
top the tower should provide an attractive addition to 
the skyline and create a distinctive and recognisable 
landmark of the Kensal OA in this and other views.

 
SCENARIO TESTING

 • Scenario A responds to the key principles and the 
impact of the development on the character of this 
street is proportional

 • The impact of Scenario B on this character is increased 
due to its greater height. The tallest buildings assumes a 
greater presence and landmarks the opportunity area, 
although it coalesces with the building in front which 
makes it look bulkier than  it is. The buildings central to 
the street start to be overbearing on the street and the 
lower housing in the backdrop.

The southern end of St Helen’s Gardens is characterised 
by 4 storey residential properties with a grand, suburban 
feel. It has a locally distinct character and a strong sense 
of place. Mature trees bring a strong, natural character 
to the street scene which is terminated by views 
over Kensington Memorial Gardens. The townscape 
is relatively robust and inward facing. However, it is 
sensitive to large scale incongruous development visible 
in the vista of the street or that rises above buildings and 
trees. 

KEY PRINCIPLES

 • If visible in the vista, tall buildings should be 
proportionate to the elements in the view and avoid 
rising over the roofline of on either side of the street.

 • Height should be proportional to the development 
and elements in the foreground.

SCENARIO TESTING

 • Scenario A responds to the key principles above. A 
taller building becomes visible central to the view, but 
it remains proportional to the street scene and firmly 
in the background of the view. 

 • In Scenario B two taller buildings appear in this view 
and creates a strong focus in the vista that starts 
detracting from the character of the view, especially 
as the tall building rises above the roof line of the 
buildings in the end of the street. A tower of this 
height should be avoided in this street.

OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

RECOMMENDATIONS  
VIEW 14, ST CHARLES CENTRE

View 14  - photograph

View 14 - VUcity model Scenario A

View 14 - VUcity model Scenario B

RECOMMENDATIONS  
VIEW 15, ST HELEN’S GARDENS

View 15  - photograph

View 15 - VUcity model Scenario A

View 15 - VUcity model Scenario B
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The townscape character to the east of the opportunity 
area is varied, resulting from a mix of building ages 
and styles. However, Southern Row is a predominant 
residential area with a broadly coherent scale and height.  
The opportunity area is situated at the end of this vista 
and some impact of this development is inevitable due 
to the required intensity of development. This area 
is sensitive to overly large and bulky developments 
looming over and into the street space. Taller buildings 
in this view could help enhance legibility by giving the 
Opportunity Area a visible presence on the skyline.

KEY PRINCIPLES

 • Potential for a landmark tower being situated central 
to Southern Row that marks Kensal OA on the wider 
skyline and the gateway into the site with its facilities 
and the supermarket more locally.

 • Towers within the eastern cluster that are visible in 
this view should be staggered, so they do not coalesce 
and create a solid wall of development, and the 
visibility of the sky in-between is retained.

 • General height of development in this view to be at or 
below the height of buildings along Ladbroke Grove. 

 
SCENARIO TESTING

 • Scenario A responds to the key principles above and 
creates a clearly outstanding focal landmark building.

 • The height is increased in Scenario B and the tallest 
building will assume a greater presence on the skyline. 
The scenario responds to above principles. 

While there is an eclectic mix of architectural styles 
along the canal, the townscape remains moderately 
consistent due to cohesive building heights and rhythm 
of fenestration. 

The townscape has a typical urban, informal and 
calm canalside atmosphere. It is more sensitive to 
uncontextual development on the canal itself than the 
impact of taller building that look over the roofscape. 
Visibility of taller building from the canal path could 
actually provide helpful way markers and assist with 
legibility.

KEY PRINCIPLES

 • If tall buildings become visible over the roof scape the 
clustering effect should be limited by lowering the 
height of some, so only a single tower is prominent to 
help way finding.

SCENARIO TESTING

 • Neither scenario A or B are visible in this view.

RECOMMENDATIONS 
VIEW 16, SOUTHERN ROW

View 16  - photograph

View 14 - VUcity model Scenario A View 17 - VUcity model Scenario A

View 14 - VUcity model Scenario B View 17 - VUcity model Scenario B

RECOMMENDATIONS 
VIEW 17, GRAND UNION CANAL FOOTBRIDGE

View 17  - photograph
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This place is in a unique topographical location and 
overlooks a wide area to the north. The view along 
Ladbroke Grove is enclosed by Victorian buildings with 
white stuccoed fronts that step down the hill and give 
the view a highly distinctive character. The townscape is 
sensitive to any impact in its setting that detracts from 
the openness of the view, the commanding presence 
of the Victorian buildings and the balance and clarity of 
elements in the fore and middleground of the view. 

Given the location of the opportunity area on elevated 
land at the horizon line, development is inevitably going 
to be visible in this view. 

KEY PRINCIPLES
 • Development should avoid establishing excessive 

massing that rises out of the urban fabric and that 
dominates the horizonline in this view

 • The indiscriminate scattering of taller buildings on 
the horizonline leads to a fragmented and dominant 
skyline and should be avoided. 

 • Tall buildings in this view should be concentrated in a 
confined cluster that expresses a hierarchy between 
towers and is focused on a single highpoint, and 
thereby create a distinctive yet less domineering 
skyline composition in this view. 

 • The height of tall buildings and development more 
generally should be proportionate to the scale and 
grain of the surrounding townscape.

SCENARIO TESTING

 • Scenario A responds to the key principles above. 
Heights remain low on the horizon line and tall 
buildings cluster in the east, culminating in a landmark 
building that marks the opportunity area in this view 
without overdominating the vista or detracting from 
the Ladbroke Grove townscape character.

 • Due to its increased height development in Scenario B 
becomes more prominent on the horizonline. The 
scenario still remains a clear focus of height on 
Ladbroke Grove but due to other increased height 
the tallest building is less prominent and distinctive. 
The development begins to compete with and detract 
from the character of Ladbroke Grove townscape 
character. 

Portobello Road is one of London’s most famous street 
markets. Shops make an important contribution to 
the character of the area as well as to the vitality and 
daytime economy of the area. This is a distinctive 
view with a fine grain pattern of coloured facades that 
slowly step down the hill and encloses the vista in a 
shallow curve, opening up the view to the sky above the 
roofscape in the end of the vista. The views is sensitive 
to development that undermines the balance of its 
characteristic elements, and detract from its quirky 
special character and distinctive scale and pattern of 
forms and activities. 

Due to the location of the opportunity area on elevated 
land and in the viewing direction of Portobello Road, it is 
likely that larger development will become visible in this 
view.  

KEY PRINCIPLES
 • Development should avoid establishing significant 

massing over the roofscape that detracts from the 
characteristic features of this view.

 • Where taller buildings are proposed a clear hierarchy 
of heights should be developed that emphasises a 
single tall building as landmark that is distinctive and 
elegant and visible against the sky.

 • The height of development should be proportionate, 
not overwhelm the buildings in the foreground and 
remain below the parapet height of the terrace in the 
back of the view.

SCENARIO TESTING

 • Scenario A responds to the key principles above 
and there is little intrusions of development in this 
view. A landmark building supported by a lower 
tower marks the Kensal Opportunity Area, but they 
remain proportional to the foreground and do not 
overdominate the view. 

 • Due to its increased height development in Scenario B 
becomes more prominent in this view. The height 
of the cluster increases and with it its visibility and 
prominence. The development is on the cusp of being 
overly dominant and detracting from the townscape 
character. The lack of greater differentiation in height 
of the landmark building from the rest of the cluster 
make it less distinct and legible. 

OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

RECOMMENDATIONS 
VIEW 18, LADBROKE GROVE

View 18  - photograph

View 18 - VUcity model Scenario A View 19 - VUcity model Scenario A

View 18 - VUcity model Scenario B View 19 - VUcity model Scenario B

RECOMMENDATIONS 
VIEW 19, PORTOBELLO ROAD

View 19  - photograph
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The view along Barlby Road is highly coherent, with 
terraced housing of consistent height and roof forms set 
back behind front gardens with trees lining the street. Its 
vista unremarkable and focuses on the gable end wall of 
Ladbroke Hall. The view is significant for its high levels of 
coherence, and it suburban and open feel.

Given the location of the opportunity area in close 
proximity to this viewing point including at the end of 
the vista along Barlby Road it is inevitable that some 
development is going to be visible in this view. 

KEY PRINCIPLES

 • Development should avoid establishing excessive 
massing that looms over the low rise context and that 
over-dominate this view 

 • The indiscriminate scattering of taller buildings on 
the horizon line leads to a fragmented and dominant 
skyline and should be avoided. 

 • Tall buildings in this view should be concentrated in a 
confined cluster that expresses a hierarchy between 
towers and is focused on a single highpoint, and 
thereby create a distinctive yet less domineering 
skyline composition in this view. 

 • The height of tall buildings and development more 
generally should be proportionate to the scale and 
grain of the surrounding townscape.

SCENARIO TESTING

 • Scenario A responds to the principles above. It 
transforms the view and situates Barlby Road within 
its wider more urbanised context. The landmark 
stands out and creates a distinctive skyline. 

 • Due to its increased height development in Scenario B 
becomes more dominant on the horizonline and 
development starts to detract and be overbearing 
on the coherent low rise and domestic character of 
Barlby Road. The tallest building is less prominent and 
distinctive. 

Paddington Cemetery is characterised by formal radial 
views towards the central chapel. Paths are bounded by 
a formal layout of burial sites with grave stones. Sparse 
trees in the northern section of the cemetery allow 
long views across especially when trees are not in leave, 
taking in the low rise development beyond the boundary 
and the open sky. The cemetery’s character is sensitive 
to elements which detract from the formal layout and 
tranquil nature of the cemetery and compete with the 
central chapel and its spire.

KEY PRINCIPLES

 • Avoid intrusion of large conspicuous mass or tall 
buildings into the cemetery and compete with the 
central chapel.

SCENARIO TESTING

 • Scenario A is not visible in this view as its tallest 
towers remain below the height of the roof of the 
central chapel.

 • The tallest buildings of Scenario B also are not 
conspicuous in this view, but they could be glimpsed 
just to the left of the bell tower over the roof of the 
middle chapel, if they would not be screened by 
vegetation. Any higher development in the eastern 
end of the OA however may appear in this view and 
compete with the bell tower and detract from this 
view and therfor should be thoroughly tested. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
VIEW 20, BARLBY ROAD/ PANGBOURNE AVENUE

View 20  - photograph

View 20 - VUcity model Scenario A

View 20 - VUcity model Scenario B

RECOMMENDATIONS 
VIEW 21, PADDINGTON CEMETERY

View 21  - photograph

View 21 - VUcity model Scenario A

View 21 - VUcity model Scenario B
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There is a strong coherence of architectural style, scale 
and materials throughout the Queen’s Park Estate 
Conservation area, creating a highly homogenous area. 
The fine grain and intricately detailed townscape is 
sensitive to elements which project over the roofline and 
detract from the appreciation of the delicate roofscape 
and architecture. Given the close proximity of the open 
space to the opportunity area and the low height of the 
terrace within this view, there is likely to be a visual impact 
from the development in this view. 

KEY PRINCIPLES

The aim should be to reduce the height of the towers so 
they avoid being visible over roof scape. If the visibility of 
height is unavoidable then the following principles should 
be followed to minimise the impact.

 • Concentrate taller buildings in a single cluster  to 
reduce the fragmentation of the skyline

 • Move this cluster as far as possible to the left of the 
view towards the edge of the conservation area, 
where they are more likely hidden behind existing 
trees.

 • Express a clear hierarchy of height within the cluster 
with a dominant focal building and other subordinate 
buildings to create a distinct skyline feature that can 
act as a landmark 

 • The height of tall buildings should appear 
proportionate to the terraces in the foreground and 
the tallest building should not rise higher than 2x the 
height of the terrace above the roof line 

 • Materiality and design of taller building will need 
particular attention and avoid a conspicuous appearance 
that contrast with the prevailing pattern and tone of 
colours and materials in the conservation area.

SCENARIO TESTING

 • The impact of Scenario A is limited to the tallest 
building being modestly visible in a single place over 
the roofscape of the terrace. Whilst this detracts from 
the consistency of the terrace, overall it does not 
undermine the coherence of the area.

 • A greater amount of development is visible above 
the roofscape in Scenario B but concentrated in a 
single location. It is is having a greater impact on the 
coherence of the conservation area.

The townscape in this area is characterised by streets 
of low rise Victorian terrace buildings. Given the close 
proximity of this neighbourhood to the opportunity area 
and the modest height of the buildings within this view, 
there is a risk that development visually intrudes into this 
space. 

KEY PRINCIPLES

 • The aim should be to reduce the height of any taller 
development so they avoid becoming prominently 
visible in this street scape. 

 • Concentrate taller buildings in clusters to reduce the 
fragmentation of the skyline by taller buildings

 • Clusters to be located in the eastern and western end  
of the site where they would have a lesser impact on 
this view

 • Express a clear hierarchy of height within the cluster 
with a dominant focal building and other subordinate 
buildings to create a distinct skyline feature that can 
act as a landmark 

 • The height of tall buildings should appear 
proportionate to the terraces in the foreground and 
the tallest building should not rise higher than 1-2x the 
height of the terrace above the roof line 

 • Materiality and design of taller building will need 
particular attention and avoid a conspicuous 
appearance that contrast with the prevailing pattern 
and tone of colours and materials in the conservation 
area.

SCENARIO TESTING

 • Scenario A responds to the principles above. Tall 
development has been moved away to the eastern 
and western end of the site and there is almost no 
impact on the character of this street. 

 • Due to its increased height development in Scenario B 
becomes visible over the roofline of the houses closing 
the street, however this is a modest impact that 
does not undermine or detract from the townscape 
character of the street. 

OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

RECOMMENDATIONS 
VIEW 23, QUEEN’S PARK PUBLIC SPACE

View 23  - photograph

View 23 - VUcity model Scenario A

View 23 - VUcity model Scenario B

RECOMMENDATIONS 
VIEW 24, HALSTOW ROAD

View 24  - photograph

View 24 - VUcity model Scenario A

View 24 - VUcity model Scenario B
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7 EARL’S COURT VISUAL IMPACT TESTING

INTRODUCTION

The assessed viewpoints were identified by utilising 
Zones of Theoretical Visibility mapping and were 
validated utilising VuCity and Google Earth to identify a 
variety of sensitive views and townscape typologies to 
select a wide range of views for assessment. 

The following three options are assessed per view:  

Scenario 1: Extant permission model building 
envelope:  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: Increased height following design 
principles:  Developed to increase the heights of 
Scenario 1 increasing heights close to the A4 and 
Empress State Building. In this scenario, the assumption 
has been taken to allow for the quantity of non-resi GIA 
that has been permitted by the extant permission. 

Scenario 3: Maximum height envelope: Assumed a 
higher level of non-residential space and allowed for 
increased heights to accommodate more residential 
units. 

Throughout the assessment reference is made to a 
number of taller building locations within the three 
scenarios. For reference they have been coded as 
indicated in Figure 1.32. 

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.

Figure 1.32: Identification of towers on massing model of Earl’s Court Scenario

TALL BUILDING ‘A’

TALL BUILDING ‘B’

TALL BUILDING ‘D’

TALL BUILDING ‘C’

TALL BUILDING ‘E’

TALL BUILDING ‘F’
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COMPARISON OF SCENARIOS

Figure 1.33: Scenario 1 - Extant Permission Figure 1.34: Scenario 2 - Increased Height

Figure 1.35: Scenario 3 - Maximum Height envelope Figure 1.36: Scenario A - Ideal Visual Impact Scenario
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Figure 1.37: Earl’s Court, Scenario 1 - Zones of Theoretical Visibility - Summer (Trees on) Figure 1.38: Earl’s Court, Scenario 1 -Zones of Theoretical Visibility - Winter (Trees off)

SCENARIO 1: ZTV



247

OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

Figure 1.39: Earl’s Court, Scenario 2 -Zones of Theoretical Visibility - Summer (Trees on) Figure 1.40: Earl’s Court, Scenario 2 -Zones of Theoretical Visibility - Winter (Trees off)

SCENARIO 2: ZTV
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Figure 1.41: Earl’s Court, Scenario 3 -Zones of Theoretical Visibility - Summer (Trees on) Figure 1.42: Earl’s Court, Scenario 3 -Zones of Theoretical Visibility - Winter (Trees off)

SCENARIO 3: ZTV
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Figure 1.43: Earl’s Court identified views for study

ASSESSED VIEWPOINTS

View No� View Name

E1 Brompton Cemetery Great Circle

E2 Brompton Cemetery Along Long Avenue

E3 Kenway Road

E4 Collingham Place

E5 Edwardes Square

E6 Boltons Gardens & Wetherby Gardens

E7 Harrington Gardens

E8 Earl’s Court Square

E9 The Boltons and Tregunter Road

E10 Holland Park

E11 The Round Pond, Kensington Gardens

E12 Kyoto Gardens

E13 Holland Park Road & Abbottsbury Road

E14 Philbeach Gardens

E15 Terrace Walk, Battersea Park

E16 Brittania Road
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View E1 - Brompton Cemetery Great Circle

View E4 - Collingham Place

View E5 - Edwardes Square View E6 - Boltons Gardens & Wetherby Gardens

View E2 - Brompton Cemetery Along Long Avenue

View E3 - Kenway Road

View E7 - Harrington Gardens

BASELINE: EARL’S COURT FORMER EXHIBITION 
CENTRE
The OA was formerly dominated by the Earl’s Court 
Exhibition Centres which were major landmarks on the 
West London skyline. At the time of it’s completion, the 
Earl’s Court Exhibition Centre 1 was Europe’s biggest 
structure by volume spanning 250 feet. Its distinctive 
art deco facade fronted onto a generous forecourt at 
Warwick Road and formed a recognisable feature in the 
local area, prior to its demolition between 2014–16. 

The Joint SPD document establishes that “the exhibition 
centres [were] large footprint, large span buildings with 
dominant roofscapes rising to a considerable height 
when compared with the surrounding context... the 
heights of the existing exhibition centres should not 
be seen as precedent for redevelopment proposals. 
The location and height of new buildings should not be 
based on the location and height of existing buildings on 
the site, but rather on their impact on the quality and 
character of the surrounding townscape.”

The adjacent diagrams provide a visual comparison 
of the former exhibition centre massing for baseline 
comparison only. 
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View E10 - Holland Park

View E11 - The Round Pond, Kensington Gardens View E12 - Kyoto Gardens View E13 - Holland Park Road & Abbottsbury Road

View E14 - Philbeach Gardens
View E15 - Terrace Walk, Battersea Park View E16 - Brittania Road

View E8 - Earl’s Court Square View E9 - The Boltons and Tregunter Road
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Image 1.47: E1 - Existing View 

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

The view is from the centre of the Great Circle and is 
looking north over the Grade II* listed Western arcade 
and its bell tower. Other views are available from this 
viewpoint.

DIRECTION
North-west

Range

Short

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

View 25, Joint SPD Views Study

View 33, Developer townscape evidence

7.1 VIEW E1 - BROMPTON CEMETERY GREAT CIRCLE
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TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

“Originally Brompton Cemtery (Grade I) would have 
been located in open countryside. As the urban area 
of Central London grew its setting become more urban 
with Victorian housing to the north, south and eastern 
sides and larger institutional buildings further to the 
south and west including schools, light industrial, 
a hospital and an athletics ground. Some of these 
buildings have been replaced over the intervening years 
in particular to the west of the cemetery with blocks 
of flats and the erection of Stamford Bridge Stadium 
(Chelsea Football Club) and a hotel.

Stamford Bridge football stadium is located close to 
the south western corner of the cemetery and can be 
seen in many views in a south westerly direction and 
is particularly harmful with its looming presence and 
uncompromisingly modern and functional appearance 
which is seen in views of the Arcades and Church of 
England Chapel.”1 Furthermore two more towers have 
been erected in Chelsea Harbour which are visible from 
Brompton Cemetery. 

The cemetery is no longer a working burial place, 
and now functions as a local, tranquil amenity space, 
and important pedestrian route. The elongated 
cemetery is structured around its central avenue that 
is characterised by formal views towards the Church 
of England Chapel to the south and the gatehouse to 
the north. A large rotunda surounded by an arcade 
provides a strong spatial focus and definition to this 
axis. The formal symmetry of the cemetery’s layout 
harmoniously interplays with the pattern of irregular 
grave stones with varied and often intricately detailed 
designs, and the natural character of the landscape 
with it mature trees. Trees rise above the arcade and 
dominate the horizon line against the sky, providing a 
sense of green enclosure and refuge, where the wider 
city is not present. The small bell tower on the western 
side of the arcade provides the only vertical accent 
along the axis that deliberately breaks the symmetry of 
the architectural ensemble and that provides interest 
and distinctiveness. In views from the axis it rises above 
the trees, sitting with its silhouette against the sky. A 
number of taller buildings, such as the Empress State 
Building, the Stamford Bridge Football Stadium, the 
tower on Lili Square and two tall buildings in Chelsea 
Harbour, already appear above the tree line and intrude 
into views from the cemetery, and thereby disrupt and 
weaken its special character. 

1 Draft Brompton Cemetery Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2017

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY 

“Despite the large size of the cemetery there are 
relatively few areas in which one is unaware of buildings 
beyond its perimeter.”2 

The character of the cemetery is highly sensitive to the 
further intrusions of taller buildings above the tree-line. 
Development that detract from the prominence of 
the bell tower and undermine the ability to see its 
silhouette against the sky when seen from the Avenue 
will be especially harmful. 

Development should aim to avoid a further urbanising 
effects on the cemetery, an erosion of its natural setting 
and enclosure, and detracting from its symmetry by 
generally keeping buildings hidden behind and below 
the tree line when seen from the central axis.  

The townscape sensitivity is classified as HIGH�  

2 ibid. 

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER 

There are numerous views within cemetery that are 
defined within the Conservation Area Appraisal as 
significant views; this ‘STRATEGIC’ view is taken from a 
highly significant central point within the Grade I listed 
cemetery. 

The axial route of the Central Avenue is to the right 
of centre and the path draws the eye to the vanishing 
point on the far right. The foreground of the view 
is scattered with monuments and gravestones. The 
Empress State Building and new development are highly 
visible further to the left.

Mature trees behind the western arcade provide 
more broken enclosure to the view. The Empress State 
Building is clearly visible above the western arcade. The 
bell tower sits against the sky now that the Earl’s Court 
Conference Centre has been removed. 

The permitted Tesco tower will coalesce with the turret, 
impacting  its singular presence on the skyline. 

Due to its strategic nature, the view sensitivity is 
classified as VERY HIGH� 

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • Visitors to the cemetery

 • People passing through

The view receptor sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM�

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

The view along the Central Avenue is along one of the 
most important architectural set pieces in the cemetery. 
The view was previously eroded by the appearance of 
the wide horizontal roof of EC1 behind the bell tower 
on the western arcade. This building has been recently 
demolished which has partially restored the quality of 
the view.  “The character and appearance of all parts of 
the cemetery are at risk from tall or bulky development 
beyond its boundaries which impinge on views within 
and those looking out of the cemetery.”3 As a formally 
arranged view, this is highly sensitive to elements which 
detract or limit its formal quality. 

The existing view is eroded by an element of existing 
intrusion from the Empress State Building and the 
recently completed tall building in the Lillie Square 
Development near Earl’s Court which is visible at nearly 
the same relative height within the foreground. Both 
visible buildings are prominent, bulky and out of scale 
with the fine grain of the cemetery. Together, these 
constitute a significant mass above the treeline. The 
massing of the existing buildings strongly competes 
with the profile of the turret and the character of 
the cemetery; the taller buildings in the background 
diminish the special architectural and landscape 
ensemble of the place. 

When walking north through the cemetery the Empress 
State Building becomes more concealed behind existing 
vegetation, giving a greater level of cohesion to the 
view, and allow the turret to take a more prominent 
position on the skyline. 

There is a risk of tall buildings crowding  the sky above 
the treeline that would detract from the cemetery, 
compete with the turret, and create imbalance. 

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
HIGH�  

3 Draft Brompton Cemetery Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2017
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Image 1.48: Panoramic view of the rotunda illustrates the strong landscape setting of the cemetery and its central axis

Image 1.49: Images demonstrating the existing place character - The Empress State building and its neighbouring tall building are hidden 
behind tree cover

Image 1.50: Images demonstrating the existing place character - The bell tower is the most dominant feature set against the sky, whilst the 
Empress State Building and the Lillie Square building are visible above the arcade and detract from the character of the cemetery.
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Image 1.51: Image demonstrating the bell tower is the most dominant feature set against the sky
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TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 1 massing has limited visibility; given this it 
does not affect the nature of the cemetery. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is 
NEGLIGIBLE. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is MINOR-NEGLIGIBLE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 1 massing will not project over the top of 
the arcade but will be visible along the far edge of the 
arcade. The massing is characterised by a horizontal 
plane, which is more coherent when viewed from the 
cemetery which is largely characterised by low and 
horizontal architectural language. The impact is partially 
mitigates by trees. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered LOW. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is MODERATE-MINOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�

VIEW E1 - SCENARIO 1: EXTANT PERMISSION MODEL BUILDING ENVELOPE
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

No recommended mitigation measures.

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects MINOR-NEGLIGIBLE

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects MODERATE-MINOR

Visual sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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VIEW E1 - SCENARIO 2: INCREASED HEIGHT FOLLOWING DESIGN PRINCIPLES

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 2 massing has a major urbanising effect 
specifically with two tall towers rising significantly over 
the tree line, looming over the cemetery and affecting 
its open, calm , landscape dominated character. 

Lower scale development in this view becomes visible 
above the arcade to the rear of the little bell tower. 
However, this is partly obscured by trees and its effect 
is less pronounced then the roof of the Earls Court 
Exhibition centre that had been visible in this view prior 
to its demolition.

Given the Scenario 2 tall buildings significantly alter the 
character of the cemetery, their magnitude of effect on 
the townscape is therefore considered HIGH. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

The townscape sensitivity of the Brompton Cemetery is 
considered high. Given the magnitude of change caused 
by Scenario 2 the overall significance of effects on the 
townscape is MAJOR-MODERATE. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The addition of three tall buildings, one of significantly 
greater height than the Empress State Building, 
significantly affect this axial view.  Together with 
existing and permitted tall buildings they create a 
fragmented skyline a major grouping of height in 
the sky that detracts from the strongly symmetric 
composition of this view and competes with the bell 
tower, undermining its setting and significance as the 
principal vertical element in this view. Whilst further 
to the back the towers appear at the same height and 
taller than the bell tower which will be dwarfed by the 
development and loose its prominence. 

The intrusions of large tall scale modern buildings will 
erode the harmonious balance of elements within this 
view.   

The magnitude of visual effect is considered HIGH. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MAJOR-MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�



259

OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Reduce the dominance of proposed taller buildings 
by reducing their overall height and clustering them 
closer together in proximity of the Empress State 
building whilst maximising on the visual distance 
between the development and the bell tower

 • Minimising the bulk of development visible above the 
arcade

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Visual sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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VIEW E1 - SCENARIO 3: MAXIMUM HEIGHT ENVELOPE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 3 massing has a major urbanising effect 
specifically three tall towers rising significantly over the 
tree line, creating a fragmented skyline and affecting its 
open, calm, landscape dominated character. 

Other development rises above the arcade and 
development to the north of the cemetery, although 
partly obscured by trees, diminishes the setting of the 
arcade before the sky. This scenario is the same as 
scenario 2 but the development is higher and therefore 
more impactful on the arcade and the bell tower.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is VERY 
HIGH. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is MAJOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 3 massing adds three tall buildings to the 
view which rise above the western arcade in closer 
proximity than the Empress State Building and visually 
exceed the height of this building. The massing is 
dominant and significantly competes with the turret, 
trivalising its setting and significance as the primary 
vertical element in the view. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered HIGH. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is MAJOR-MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Reduce the dominance of proposed taller buildings 
by reducing their overall height and clustering them 
closer together in proximity of the Empress State 
building and maximising the visual distance between 
the development and the bell tower 

 • Reduce the height of the tallest tower (tower A) 
slightly to be proportionate with the Empress State 
Building & newer towers in the view (max 37 storeys)

 • Avoid development over the arcade

 • Remove additional height on the RBKC side (tower 
D) & no additional height to be added to the midrise 
tower (tower F)

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MAJOR

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Visual sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT

A

C
B

D
F
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KINETIC VIEW - SCENARIO 2
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KINETIC VIEW - SCENARIO 3
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KINETIC VIEW - IDEAL VISUAL IMPACT SCENARIO
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7.2 VIEW E2 - ALONG LONG AVENUE

Image 1.52: E2 - Existing View 

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

The view is along the Central Avenue looking north-west 
towards the cemetery boundary and the Empress State 
Building. Other views area available from this viewpoint.

DIRECTION
North-west
RANGE
Short 
REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

View 26, Joint SPD Views Study
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TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

When built, the cemetery was on the edge of London 
and buildings beyond the cemetery would not have 
been visible on the skyline from this view. There 
is a linear focus on the path, framed by trees and 
gravestones. The east side of the cemetery is well 
enclosed by Victorian Terraced houses and mature 
trees along the perimeter. The western edge is now 
well enclosed by recent development which rises up to 
seven storeys, with a taller building being visible above 
the roofline and treeline. This gives the cemetery an 
open and contained character which feels more like an 
open amenity space than a burial place and place of 
remembrance. 

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY

“Despite the large size of the cemetery there are 
relatively few areas in which one is unaware of buildings 
beyond its perimeter.”1 The surrounding townscape is 
undergoing a transformation and urbanisation which 
has compromised the setting of the cemetery and has 
made its quality one of internal enclave and refuge from 
the wider urban context. The townscape is sensitive to 
larger scale modern development that further reduces 
its sense of openness and harms the setting of the 
cemetery. 

The townscape sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM�  

1 ibid. 

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER 

This ‘DISTINCTIVE’ view is from the central avenue 
looking North West through the avenue of mature trees 
and array of gravestones towards the direction of the 
western boundary of the cemetery. The boundary wall 
is obscured for much of its length and the edge of the 
cemetery has been recently enclosed by urban scale 
residential development. Behind this, a new nondescript 
tall building projects over the roofline and competes 
for attention due to scale and mass rather than 
architectural detail. The view is focused by the strong 
linearity of the path, gravestone alignment, and linear 
tree rows. 

The view terminates on the Grade II* listed triumphal 
arch of the northern entrance and is fully framed by the 
tree canopy which obscures most of the sky view during 
the summer.

Due to its distinctive nature, the view sensitivity is 
classified as HIGH� 

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • Visitors to the cemetery

 • People passing through

The view receptor sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM�

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

The view along the Central Avenue is one of the most 
important architectural set pieces in the cemetery. 
This view is highly sensitive and “the character and 
appearance of all parts of the cemetery are at risk from 
tall or bulky development beyond its boundaries which 
impinge on views within and those looking out of the 
cemetery.”2 The strong linearity of this view puts a 
greater emphasis on elements which obstruct the linear 
view along and on either side of the axis and a lesser 
visual emphasis on elements that are outside of the 
formal axial the formal view. 

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
HIGH�  

2 Draft Brompton Cemetery Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2017
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Image 1.53: Images demonstrating the existing place character

VIEW E2 - BASELINE: FORMER DEVELOPMENT VIEW
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Image 1.54: View of new development outside cemetery Image 1.55: Oblique views towards the side from the central avenue allows glimpses to new development along the western edge of 
the cemetery. Development is partially obscured by vegetation, but taller buildings can be seen in between trees, resulting in an ‘urban’ 
enclosure
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VIEW E2 - SCENARIO 1: EXTANT PERMISSION MODEL BUILDING ENVELOPE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 1 massing will be barely visible and will 
only have a slight urbanising effect on the character of 
the cemetery, by making the view receptor more aware 
of the surrounding urban form. The scale of the massing 
is reflective of the wider townscape and context.  

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is LOW. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is MINOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 1 massing is moderately scaled and 
reflected the existing and emerging scale of buildings to 
the west of the site. It does not appear prominent in this 
view due to vegetation. Its effect will be continuing the 
enclosure of the cemetery without introducing a new 
vertical intrusion to the view. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  LOW. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is MODERATE-MINOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

No recommended mitigation measures.

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects MINOR

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects MOD-MINOR

Visual sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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VIEW E2 - SCENARIO 2: INCREASED HEIGHT FOLLOWING DESIGN PRINCIPLES

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 2 massing will have a strong urbanising 
effect on the cemetery and detract from its quality as a 
place of retreat and refuge. The impact is mitigated by 
the tree cover landscaping that partly obscures the new 
development.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is MEDIUM. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MODERATE. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE� 

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 2 massing  introduces two major vertical 
towers and additional development that becomes 
visible above and in between the trees. The taller 
elements are at or above the height of the Empress 
State Building and together create a strong focus that 
contrasts with the tranquil nature of the cemetery. The 
strong vertical emphasis of the towers contrasts with 
the horizontal emphasis within the cemetery and its 
mid-rise surrounding development. The towers vie for 
attention in the view and detract from the axial focus 
on the gate house at the end of the avenue and its focus 
at the end of the path. The avenue of tree planting 
emphasises the central axis and to some extent help to 
mitigate the impact of the tower on the symmetry.

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  HIGH. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 

the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MAJOR-MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Reduce height of taller buildings to reduce their 
prominence on the skyline, reduce height of buildings 
so they remain below the top of trees

 • Cluster taller buildings close to Empress State 
Building to minimise the impact. 

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Visual sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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VIEW E2 - SCENARIO 3: MAXIMUM HEIGHT ENVELOPE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 3 massing will have a strong urbanising 
effect on the cemetery and detract from its quality as a 
place of retreat and refuge. The effect is increased from 
Scenario 2 as the additional tower and development 
concentrates more height in closer proximity to the 
cemetery making it more prominent over the treeline.  
The impact is partly mitigated by the tree cover and 
new development. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is MEDIUM. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 3 massing introduces three major vertical 
towers and additional development that becomes 
visible above and in between the trees. The taller 
elements are at or above the height of the Empress 
State Building and together create a strong focus that 
contrasts with the tranquil nature of the cemetery. 
Together they create a large cluster of height that 
dominates the skyline and detracts from other features 
in the view. The vertical architectural language of the 
towers contrasts with the existing strong horizontality 
of within the cemetery and within the mid-rise 
surrounding development. These upset the symmetry 
of the view and detracts from its focus at the end of the 
path. The existing trees and the internal focus help to 
mitigate impacts outside the site. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered VERY 
HIGH. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is MAJOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Reduce height of taller buildings to reduce their 
prominence on the skyline, reduce height of buildings 
so they remain below the top of trees

 • Cluster taller buildings close to Empress State 
Building to minimise the impact. 

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR

Visual sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT

A

B D
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7.3 VIEW E3 - OUTSIDE NO. 48 KENWAY ROAD

Image 1.56: E3 - Existing View 

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

The view looks west along Kenway Road from opposite 
48 to the Kings Head Public House. On the right the view 
continues along Kenway Road to Earl’s Court Road and 
the Empress State Building in the distance. On the left of 
the public house the view into the end of Hogarth Place 
is visible.

DIRECTION

South-west

RANGE

Short 

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

View 14, Joint SPD Views Study

View 18, Developer townscape evidence



277

OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

The townscape in this area is characterised by quiet 
internal streets, set between two busy thoroughfares. 
The residential streets have “retained a village-like 
charm, character and scale. The buildings are simple 
and unpretentious being made up of terraced housing 
and shops that form attractive characterful streets of 
late Georgian and Victorian date that are of a small and 
human scale.

The buildings are constructed from a limited palette 
of materials which “gives the area coherence and a 
commonality where the buildings sit in harmony with 
one another.” 1

The Empress State Building is visible above some 
smaller housing to the back and intrudes into the 
intricate smaller scale street scene, albeit it does not 
overdominate the intimate nature of the townscape. 

1 ibid

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY 

The local townscape is harmonious, with a variety of 
styles that share commonalities of materiality and scale. 
In this background, the Empress State Building is visible 
projecting above the ridgeline of the public house; this 
element detracts from the cohesion of the townscape 
due to the stark contrast in scale. The area is a quaint, 
well-proportioned, small-scale area that is frequented 
by people walking to the Underground Station. The local 
shops, public house and Georgian buildings animate and 
define the well-enclosed street. 

The townscape sensitivity is classified as HIGH� 

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER

This is a ‘DISTINCTIVE’ view. On the left hand side of 
Kenway Road, 2 and 3 storey Victorian buildings with 
shop fronts are visible as far as Hogarth Place. The 
view of the 3 storey Victorian terrace in Hogarth Place 
is glimpsed. The 2 storey Kings Head with pitched roof 
occupies the centre view along with the view into the 
continuation of Kenway Road which is of one and 2 
storey cottages. The Empress State Building is visible as 
a backdrop to Hogarth Place and a 4 storey Victorian 
terrace on Earl’s Court Road. It detracts from the 
coherence of the view, though its impact is mitigated by 
it being visually lower than the roofline of the Kinghead 
Public House, which continues to dominate the local 
skyline in the middle ground of the view. 

A terrace of 3 storey Georgian worker’s cottages forms 
the right hand side of the view.

Due to its distinctive nature, the view sensitivity is 
classified as HIGH� 

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • People living in the area

 • People working in the area

 • Passersby on foot

 • Passersby on bicycles

 • Passersby in vehicles

It is an important pedestrian route to Earl’s Court 
Station and other connections. The view receptor 
sensitivity is classified as HIGH�

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

“The conservation area is made up of various short 
and medium views that are constantly changing as one 
travels through the area. Medium distance views can 
be enjoyed along many of the terraces that line the 
streets.”2 

“Short vistas within the conservation area are confined 
to short streets looking onto terraces in other streets 
that bisect them. These are welcome end stops in 
the townscape, but were not generally planned and 
often houses sit off-centre rather than being framed 
symmetrically. Good examples of these can be seen in 
views looking south along Kenway Road” 3 

The coherence of the view is made up of predominately 
smaller buildings with their roofscape with regular 
chimney stacks visible against the sky. The townscape 
is sensitive to elements which add inappropriate, 
un-contextual bulk and height. 

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
HIGH�  

2  Draft Earl’s Court Village Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2016

3 ibid
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VIEW E3 - SCENARIO 1: EXTANT PERMISSION MODEL BUILDING ENVELOPE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 1 massing will be barely perceptible from 
this area and is not anticipate to have any impact on the 
townscape.  

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is 
NEGLIGIBLE. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is MINOR-NEGLIGIBLE.

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 1 massing will be barely perceptible from 
this area; the sliver of visible building will negligibly 
contribute to the perception of the street as a place 
within a wider, visible urban context. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  
NEGLIGIBLE. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is MINOR-NEGLIGIBLE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

No recommended mitigation measures.

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects MINOR-NEGLIGIBLE

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects MINOR-NEGLIGIBLE

Visual sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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VIEW E3 - SCENARIO 2: INCREASED HEIGHT FOLLOWING DESIGN PRINCIPLES

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 2 massing will impact on the intimate, 
residential nature of the townscape of this area by 
further urbanising it by the visibility of the tower. The 
massing of the tall buildings is damaging as there is less 
relationship with the existing townscape character and 
due to its conspicuous form and height.   

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is MEDIUM. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is SIGNIFICANT-
MODERATE�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 2 massing will impact the view from 
Kenwood Road. A single tower rises up in the sky 
well above the Empire State Building. The other 
development is visible above the houses on Hogarth 
Place before the Empress State Building. While the view 
is already compromised by the Empress State Building, 
the additional tower significantly compounds this 
impact as it rises well above the roof of the Kingshead 
Public House, and with its strong verticality competes 
with the chimney stacks. The lower height development 
provides a middle ground between the terraces on 
Hogarth Place and the Empress State Building, which 
helps to mitigate its overbearing impact on the skyline 
to some extent. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  MEDIUM. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 

the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is SIGNIFICANT-MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • The height of the tallest building should reduce 
to better relate to the scale of the Empress State 
Building, and should avoid overtopping the chimney 
stacks. 

 • The height of tall buildings should avoid dominating 
and obliterating the sky between the rooflines of  the 
Kingshead and the western side of Kenway Road. 

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

Visual sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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VIEW E3 - SCENARIO 3: MAXIMUM HEIGHT ENVELOPE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 3 massing will impact on the intimate, 
residential nature of the townscape of this area by 
further urbanising it by the visibility of the tower. The 
massing of the tall buildings is damaging as there is less 
relationship with the existing townscape character and 
due to its conspicuous form and height.   

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is MEDIUM. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is SIGNIFICANT-
MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 3 massing will impact the view from 
Kenwood Road. A single tower rises up in the sky 
well above the Empire State Building. The other 
development is visible above the houses on Hogarth 
Place before the Empress State Building. While the view 
is already compromised by the Empress State Building, 
the additional tower significantly compounds this 
impact as it rises well above the roof of the Kingshead 
Public House, and with its strong verticality competes 
with the chimney stacks. The lower height development 
provides a middle ground between the terraces on 
Hogarth Place and the Empress State Building, which 
helps to mitigate its overbearing impact on the skyline 
to some extent. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered MEDIUM. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is SIGNIFICANT-MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�
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Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

Visual sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • The height of the tallest building should reduce 
to better relate to the scale of the Empress State 
Building, and should avoid overtopping the chimney 
stacks. 

 • The height of tall buildings should avoid dominating 
and obliterating the sky between the rooflines of  the 
Kingshead and the western side of Kenway Road. 
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7.4 VIEW E4 - OUTSIDE NO.3 COLLINGHAM PLACE

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

The view is at the junction of Collingham Place with 
Collingham Road on the north side looking south-west 
along the gently curving street towards Morton Mews.

DIRECTION

South-west

RANGE

Medium 

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

View 16, Joint SPD Views Study

View 21b, Developer townscape evidence

Image 1.57: E4 - Existing View 
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TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

The view is taken from within the Courtfield 
Conservation Area, which is an “attractive residential 
enclave surrounded by Cromwell Road to the north, 
Earl’s Court Road to the west and Old Brompton Road to 
the south” characterised by “Victorian formal terraces, 
mature gardens and generous road widths. The area 
is predominantly residential in character with shops 
located on the Earl’s Court and Old Brompton Roads.”

The view shows a consistent townscape characterised 
by Italianate style terraces that “incorporate gault 
and yellow stock brickwork, rusticated stucco and 
architectural decorative finishes that help to unify each 
terrace or group.”

A significant contribution to the area is also made 
by the large number of mature street trees and the 
lushly planted garden squares. These provide visual 
amenity not only to residents but also to the public 
helping to soften the Victorian architecture and create a 
picturesque streetscape. The conservation area is a fine 
example of well preserved late Victorian architecture 
that is set in a comfortable residential atmosphere with 
mature green spaces which combine to create a high 
quality built environment.”1

The townscape character is a very coherent and regular. 
Collingham Place is a crescent of 4 storey terraces 
forming an elegant curve. The street is terminated by a 
lower terrace over which the Empress State Building can 
be seen starkly contrasting with the scale of the terrace. 

1  Courtfield Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2015

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY

The townscape of the street is moderately cohesive, 
but of a lesser quality than others in the surrounding 
area due to the lack of street trees and varied quality 
of facade treatments. The legible, formal, elegant 
townscape is sensitive to elements which detract from 
the overall cohesion of the area. 

The townscape sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM�  

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER

The ‘DISTINCTIVE’ view is of the 4 storey, Victorian 
terraces on either side of Collingham Place channel 
the curving view towards its termination on Morton 
Mews. The stock brick terraces have stuccoed window 
surrounds, porticoes and cornices. Later roof additions 
and raised party walls are just visible above the 
cornices. The street terminates at nos.15-21 Morton 
Mews on Courtfield Gardens. Above this 2 storey, 
stucco terrace (plus roof additions) the flank wall of 1 
Earl’s Court Gardens appears above the terrace along 
with buildings on Barkston Gardens and the roof of 
Earl’s Court Station. The Empress State building is clearly 
visible in the distance. Buildings in the framed view have 
eroded the quality of the view because of the very high 
levels of consistency in the architecture in this location.

There are a few trees at the far centre of the view but 
they are not substantial in size and only provide limited 
screening of the roofline along Morton Mews. 

The view sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM� 

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • People living in the area

 • People working in the area

 • Passersby on foot

 • Passersby on bicycles

 • Passersby in vehicles

The street is a busy pedestrian shortcut to Earl’s Court 
Station, Gloucester Road Station and commercial centre. 
The view receptor sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM�

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

The view is of a consistent street which is compromised 
by the out of scale Empress State Building, which is 
framed between the terrace buildings. This building 
looms over the low-rise terraces which terminate 
the street; the incohesive scale erodes the view and 
detracts from its cohesive visual nature. The view 
remains sensitive to elements which continue to erode 
on the consistency of the view and the relationship 
between the buildings and the skyline. 

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
MEDIUM�
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VIEW E4 - SCENARIO 1: EXTANT PERMISSION MODEL BUILDING ENVELOPE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 1 massing will have a modest impact on 
the local townscape by further closing the view.  

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is LOW. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is MINOR�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 1 massing will be visible above the roofline 
of the terraces that terminate the view. The massing 
would impact the perceived openness of the view as 
it would partially close the vista. The impact is partly 
mitigated by the trees. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  LOW. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is MINOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Top of building should be well-articulated with high 
quality architecture to positively contribute to the 
skyline and townscape.

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects MINOR

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects MINOR

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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VIEW E4 - SCENARIO 2: INCREASED HEIGHT FOLLOWING DESIGN PRINCIPLES

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 2 massing will exceed the height of the 
parapet at end of the street and loom over the existing 
terrace buildings. Development closes down the vista 
along the street and detracts from the setting of the 
conservation area. The tall tower is disproportional to 
the height of the Empress State Building.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is MEDIUM. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MODERATE�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 2 massing intrudes into this view. A tall 
tower rises above the Empire State Building in this 
view. The tall building will project over the rooftops 
of the terraces that terminate the view. The massing 
would significantly impact the perceived openness 
of the view as it would partially close the vista. The 
massing of the tower competes with the Empress State 
Building for prominence and together they do not 
create a harmonious ensemble in this view. The lower 
development before the Empress State Building create 
a welcome middle-ground  that mediates between the 
background and foreground. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  MEDIUM. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • The tallest building (tower A) should not rise 
excessively above the Empress State Building. 

 • The tallest building (tower A) should not above the 
parapet level of the existing flanking terrace (max 30 
storeys). 

 • Top of building should be well-articulated with high 
quality architecture to positively contribute to the 
skyline and townscape.

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MODERATE

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT

A
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VIEW E4 - SCENARIO 3: MAXIMUM HEIGHT ENVELOPE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 3 massing will exceed the height of the 
parapet at end of the street and loom over the existing 
terrace buildings. Development closes down the vista 
along the street and detracts from the setting of the 
conservation area. The tall tower is disproportional to 
the height of the Empress State Building.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is MEDIUM. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is MODERATE�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 3 massing intrudes into this view. A tall 
tower rises above the Empire State Building in this 
view. The tall building will project over the rooftops 
of the terraces that terminate the view. The massing 
would significantly impact the perceived openness 
of the view as it would partially close the vista. The 
massing of the tower competes with the Empress State 
Building for prominence and together they do not 
create a harmonious ensemble in this view. The lower 
development before the Empress State Building create 
a welcome middle-ground  that mediates between the 
background and foreground. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  MEDIUM. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • The tallest building (tower A) should not rise 
excessively above the Empress State Building. 

 • The tallest building (tower A) should not rise above 
the parapet level of the existing flanking terrace (max 
30 storeys). 

 • Top of building should be well-articulated with high 
quality architecture to positively contribute to the 
skyline and townscape.

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MODERATE

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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7.5  VIEW E5 - EDWARDES SQUARE

Image 1.59: E5 - Existing View 

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

The view is from the north side of the square looking 
south across the garden square.

DIRECTION

South-west

RANGE

Medium 

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

View 6, Joint SPD Views Study
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TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

The view is located from a garden square is 
well-enclosed, with an ensemble of Georgian terraces 
surrounding the square. It is an enclave of quiet and 
respite that is just off of a busy thoroughfare. Due to its 
high coherence, the townscape transports the viewer to 
back in time. The extent of vegetation and lack of access 
into the square makes it difficult to see the square in its 
entirety. 

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY

At the time of construction the square was a planned 
entity however buildings along the south side of the 
square are not listed and are of contrasting styles to 
the older listed terraces on the other sides. The skyline 
above them is less prone to harm than that above the 
roofline of the north, west and east sides which contain 
the grade II listed buildings. The townscape is very 
sensitive to any non-contextual buildings that are rising 
above the roofscape. Given the mature landscaping 
of the garden square, there are few opportunities for 
uninterrupted views across the square. 

The townscape sensitivity is classified as HIGH�  

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER 

This is a ‘CHARACTERISTIC’ view take from the 
Conservation Area. 

In the foreground are the cast iron Victorian railings that 
enclose the garden. Mature shrubs and trees screen out 
most of the view of buildings on the south and west of 
the square. The top part of the Empress State building 
is obscured in summer but is just visible in the centre of 
the view.

Although the view is broad but there is little mid-long 
distance visibility due to the trees and vegetation in 
the garden square. While this is the current character 
of the square, it should be noted that this could change 
if differing landscape management approaches were 
applied in the future. If one could see across the square, 
it would show a highly coherent ensemble of low rise 
Georgian buildings set around a well-ordered square. 

The permitted Tesco tower will break the horizontal 
skyline and detract from the well-enclosed, secluded 
nature of the square in this view. 

The view sensitivity is classified as HIGH� 

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • People living in the area

 • People working in the area

 • Passersby on foot

 • Passersby on bicycles

 • Passersby in vehicles

The view is from a point where there is little though 
traffic outside of local users. The view receptor 
sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM�

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

The overall perception is of a predominantly leafy view 
well enclosed by buildings on the perimeter of the 
square. Any development rising above the roof level will 
intrude on the view and impact the character of this 
view. 

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
HIGH�  
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VIEW E5 - SCENARIO 1: EXTANT PERMISSION MODEL BUILDING ENVELOPE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 1 massing is below the roofline of existing 
development and will not be visible from this viewing 
location.  

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is NIL. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is NIL�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 1 massing will not be visible from this 
viewing location. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  NIL. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the townscape is NIL�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

No recommended mitigation measures. 

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects NIL

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects NIL

Visual sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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VIEW E5 - SCENARIO 2: INCREASED HEIGHT FOLLOWING DESIGN PRINCIPLES

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 2 massing will have some impact on 
the identified view, however, a greater impact will be 
perceived from within the private garden square.

The permitted tall building shown within the model 
disrupt the currently undisturbed setting of the 
townscape; this will be amplified by the two towers 
of the Scenario 2 development. The existing strong 
horizontally of the townscape is contrasted by the 
vertical towers which project over the roofline. The 
Scenario 2 massing would further detract from the 
cohesion of the view, and would take away from the 
special historic character. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is MEDIUM. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 

of Scenario 2 on the townscape is SIGNIFICANT-
MODERATE.

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 2 massing will have little impact on the 
identified view due to a high level of obscuration 
from vegetation and foliage. A greater impact will be 
perceived from within the private garden square.

Notwithstanding the vegetation, two towers will rise 
over the roofscape of the southern side of the square. 
Together with the permitted Tesco tower, this creates a 
dominant breaking of the character of the roofline and 
significantly detracts from the from the composition of 
the view. 

The left-most portion of the massing has a lesser impact 
than the right-most tower which is more intrusive and 
overbearing as it is of a greater height differential to the 
foreground height. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  MEDIUM. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 

the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is SIGNIFICANT-MODERATE.

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Reduce the height of the towers to be not 
perceptible over the rooftops. 

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

Visual sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT



298

VIEW E5 - SCENARIO 3: MAXIMUM HEIGHT ENVELOPE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 3 massing will have some impact on 
the identified view, however, a greater impact will be 
perceived from within the private garden square.

The permitted tall building shown within the model 
disrupt the currently undisturbed setting of the 
townscape; this will be amplified by the Scenario 3 
clusters of tall buildings. The existing strong horizontally 
of the townscape is contrasted by the vertical towers 
which project over the roofline. The Scenario 3 massing 
would further detract from the cohesion of the view, 
and would take away from the special historic character. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is MEDIUM. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS 

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is SIGNIFICANT-
MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS 

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 3 massing will have little impact on the 
identified view due to a high level of obscuration 
from vegetation and foliage. A greater impact will be 
perceived from within the private garden square.

Notwithstanding the vegetation, two towers will rise 
over the roofscape of the southern side of the square. 
Together with the permitted Tesco tower, this creates a 
dominant breaking of the character of the roofline and 
significantly detracts from the from the composition of 
the view. 

The left-most portion of the massing has a lesser impact 
than the right-most massing is more intrusive and 
overbearing as it is of a greater height differential to the 
foreground height. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  MEDIUM. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 

the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is SIGNIFICANT-MODERATE.

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Reduce the height of the towers to be not 
perceptible over the rooftops. 

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

Visual sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT

a/b
E

d/C
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7.6 VIEW E6 - SOUTH EAST CORNER OF BOLTONS  GARDENS AND WETHERBY GARDENS

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

The view is from the east side of Bolton Gardens looking 
west along Wetherby Gardens.

DIRECTION
South-west
RANGE
Medium 
REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

View 18, Joint SPD Views Study

Image 1.60: E6 - Existing View 
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TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

“Courtfield Conservation Area is an attractive residential 
enclave surrounded by Cromwell Road to the north, 
Earl’s Court Road to the west and Old Brompton Road 
to the south. The buildings and secondary roads were 
predominantly laid out between 1870 and 1900. The 
area retains a restrained, almost elegant air by virtue 
of its Victorian formal terraces, mature gardens and 
generous road widths. The area is predominantly 
residential in character with shops located on the Earl’s 
Court and Old Brompton Roads.

The architecture is varied and ranges from 2-3 storey 
terrace houses and semi-detached properties to 
larger terraced houses and mansion blocks of 6 and 7 
storeys. There are two distinct architectural styles to 
the housing. The earliest buildings were designed in the 
Italianate style such as those found around Courtfield 
Gardens, Wetherby and Bolton Gardens. These 
incorporate gault and yellow stock brickwork, rusticated 
stucco and architectural decorative finishes that help to 
unify each terrace or group.

During the 1880s and from that point on there was 
a reaction against the Italianate style which resulted 
in more ornate red brick terraces and mansion 
blocks being designed and constructed with more 
inventive skylines and irregular facades enlivened 
by terracotta ornamentation. The most elaborate of 
these developments are the listed houses of Ernest 
George and Harold Peto who designed Nos. 20-26 and 
35-45 Harrington Gardens and Nos. 1-18A Collingham 
Gardens.

A significant contribution to the area is also made 
by the large number of mature street trees and the 
lushly planted garden squares. These provide visual 
amenity not only to residents but also to the public 
helping to soften the Victorian architecture and create a 
picturesque streetscape. The conservation area is a fine 
example of well preserved late Victorian architecture 
that is set in a comfortable residential atmosphere with 
mature green spaces which combine to create a high 
quality built environment.”1

Bolton Gardens is an eclectic mix of grand Victorian 
terraces and later elaborate grand brick terraces with 
mature trees establishing a strong distinctive townscape 
of its time. The Empress State Building intrudes into this 
townscape and creates an adverse contrast due to its 
unsympathetic architectural style and scale. 
1  Courtfield Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2015

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY
The townscape in the foreground is highly coherent, 
characterised by well-proportioned streets, 
well-defined street frontage, and consistent scale 
and architectural style. The Empress State Building is 
a major detractor from the view and minimises the 
special nature of this view.  The legible, formal, elegant 
townscape is sensitive to elements which detract from 
the overall cohesion of the area.  

The townscape sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM�  

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER

This is a ‘CHARACTERISTIC’ view take from the 
Conservation Area. The left of the view is framed by 
4 storey, semi-detached, Italianate, stock brick villas 
with stucco ground floors on the south side of Bolton 
Gardens. They have an elaborate and pronounced 
cornice with curved dormers providing an articulated 
roofline. On the north side of the street, the Grade II* 
listed terraces of Collingham Gardens and the garden 
square itself are screened behind a row of mature 
London Plane trees. The properties have a pronounced 
Dutch and Tudor influence enhanced by red brick and 
terracotta ornamentation. Gable roofs provide a highly 
articulated roof line. Taller red brick buildings with white 
stone dressings are partially visible through the trees 
further along Bolton Gardens with the modern red brick 
YWCA framing the view at the junction with Earl’s Court 
Road. The view is terminated by a Victorian terrace on 
Earl’s Court Road with the taller roofline of Whetherby 
Mansions on Earl’s Court Square visible above them and 
Empress State Building rising in the background. 

The view is contained and channelled with the listed 
buildings in the foreground providing the focus of 
the view. The distant view into Earl’s Court square 
is indistinct and rooflines around it are layered. The 
Empress State Building partially blocks the view in 
combination with the YWCA which is set forward of the 
main building line. The openness of the view continues 
past the Empress State Building to its left. 

Due to its characteristic nature, the view sensitivity is 
classified as MEDIUM� 

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • People living in the area

 • People working in the area

 • Passersby on foot

 • Passersby on bicycles

 • Passersby in vehicles

The view receptor sensitivity is classified as 
HIGH-MEDIUM�

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

The distant view has been eroded by the incongruous 
scale of the YWCA and Empress State Building and the 
abrupt manner in which they narrow and terminate the 
distant view. The view remains sensitive to incursions 
along the skyline which could erode the consistency of 
the view and the relationship between the buildings and 
the skyline. 

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
HIGH�  



302

VIEW E6 - SCENARIO 1: EXTANT PERMISSION MODEL BUILDING ENVELOPE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 1 massing will be barely perceptible from 
this area and is not anticipate to have any impact on the 
townscape.  

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is 
NEGLIGIBLE. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is NEGLIGIBLE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 1 massing will be barely perceptible from 
this area; the sliver of visible building will negligibly 
contribute to the perception of the street as a place 
within a wider, visible urban context. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  
NEGLIGIBLE. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is MINOR-NEGLIGIBLE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

No recommended mitigation measures.

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects NEGLIGIBLE

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects MINOR-NEGLIGIBLE

Visual sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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VIEW E6 - SCENARIO 2: INCREASED HEIGHT FOLLOWING DESIGN PRINCIPLES

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 2 massing will further urbanise the view 
and will place the townscape within a wider urban 
context. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is LOW. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MINOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 2 massing will be visible in the distance in 
the context of the Empress State Building and partially 
rising above the YMCA. The impact of this is partially 
obscured by the trees within the street. Some of the 
lower development can be seen in the middle ground 
between the terraces and the Empress State Building. 
This helps to mitigate the contrasting scales of the 
foreground terraces and the Empress State Building. 

The partially obscured tall building would amplify the 
uncontextual scale of the Empress State Building and 
would further detract from this view. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered LOW. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MODERATE-MINOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • The height of the tallest building should be reduced 
to avoid intruding into this view

 • The lower level development is welcomed in the 
foreground of the Empress State Building to provide 
a middle ground and to help mediate the change of 
scale

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects MINOR

Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects MINOR-MODERATE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT

Visual sensitivity HIGHTownscape sensitivity MEDIUM
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VIEW E6 - SCENARIO 3: MAXIMUM HEIGHT ENVELOPE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 3 massing will further urbanise the view 
and will place the townscape within a wider urban 
context. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is LOW. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is MINOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 3 massing will be visible in the distance in 
the context of the Empress State Building and partially 
rising above the YMCA. The impact of this is partially 
obscured by the trees within the street. Some of the 
lower development can be seen in the middle ground 
between the terraces and the Empress State Building. 
This helps to mitigate the contrasting scales of the 
foreground terraces and the Empress State Building. 

The partially obscured tall building would amplify the 
uncontextual scale of the Empress State Building and 
would further detract from this view. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  LOW. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is MODERATE-MINOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • The height of the tallest building should be reduced 
to avoid intruding into this view

 • The lower level development is welcomed in the 
foreground of the Empress State Building to provide 
a middle ground and to help mediate the change of 
scale

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects MINOR

Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects MINOR-MODERATE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT

Visual sensitivity HIGHTownscape sensitivity MEDIUM
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7.7 VIEW E7 - HARRINGTON GARDENS

Image 1.62: E7 - Existing View 

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

The view is taken from the north side of Harrington 
Gardens outside 35, looking south west in the Courtfield 
Conservation Area.

DIRECTION

South-west

RANGE

Medium 

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

View 19, Joint SPD Views Study
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TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

“Courtfield Conservation Area is an attractive residential 
enclave surrounded by Cromwell Road to the north, 
Earl’s Court Road to the west and Old Brompton Road 
to the south. The buildings and secondary roads were 
predominantly laid out between 1870 and 1900. The 
area retains a restrained, almost elegant air by virtue 
of its Victorian formal terraces, mature gardens and 
generous road widths.

The area is predominantly residential in character with 
shops located on the Earl’s Court and Old Brompton 
Roads.The architecture is varied and ranges from 2-3 
storey terrace houses and semi-detached properties 
to larger terraced houses and mansion blocks of 6 and 
7 storeys. There are two distinct architectural styles to 
the housing. The earliest buildings were designed in the 
Italianate style such as those found around Courtfield 
Gardens, Wetherby and Bolton Gardens. These 
incorporate gault and yellow stock brickwork, rusticated 
stucco and architectural decorative finishes that help to 
unify each terrace or group.

A significant contribution to the area is also made 
by the large number of mature street trees and the 
lushly planted garden squares. These provide visual 
amenity not only to residents but also to the public 
helping to soften the Victorian architecture and create a 
picturesque streetscape.

The conservation area is a fine example of well 
preserved late Victorian architecture that is set in a 
comfortable residential atmosphere with mature green 
spaces which combine to create a high quality built 
environment.”1

This is a highly distinctive streetscape is an undisturbed 
historic ensemble of late 19th century ornate red 
brick terraces and mansion blocks being designed and 
constructed with more inventive skylines and irregular 
facades enlivened by terracotta ornamentation with 
Tutor and Dutch influence.

1  Courtfield Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2015

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY

The view shows a highly-cohesive and “exceptionally 
high quality piece of townscape.”2 This townscape is 
exceptionally sensitive to development that impacts 
on the cohesion and legibility of the area, primarily 
development that impacts on the way the buildings 
meet the skyline. 

The townscape sensitivity is classified as HIGH�  

2  Earl’s Court and West Kensington Joint Opportunity Area Supplementary 
Planning Document, Townscape and Visual Analysis

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER

This ‘DISTINCTIVE’ view is of an exceptionally high 
quality piece of townscape. The right of the view is 
framed by a row of tall mature London Plane trees 
behind the perimeter railings of Harington Gardens, 
garden square. The north side of the Grade II* listed 
24 Harrington Gardens is partially screened from view 
and the imposing terrace 28-50 Harrington Gardens 
is just visible along the back edge of the pavement, 
screened by the trees. The left of the view is framed by 
the inventive elevations of the Grade II* listed terrace 
35-45 Harrington Gardens. The properties have ornate 
facades with pronounced Dutch and Tudor influence 
enhanced by red brick and terracotta ornament. Beyond 
these are the striking elevations of nos. 47-75 with open 
screen frontages and white painted ornamentation. 
The view terminates on the Grade II* listed buildings 8 
and 18 Collingham Gardens which also have Dutch and 
Tudor influence enhanced by red brick and terracotta 
ornament. The view of these properties is partially 
screened by mature trees. The view is contained and 
channelled and its vanishing point is screened by mature 
trees. 

Due to its distinctive nature, the view sensitivity is 
classified as HIGH� 

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • People living in the area

 • People working in the area

 • Passersby on foot

 • Passersby on bicycles

 • Passersby in vehicles

The view receptor sensitivity is classified as 
HIGH-MEDIUM.

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

The roofline of buildings along the south side of 
Harrington Gardens is extremely important in this view. 
It contains a large concentration of listed buildings with 
highly articulated rooflines. No buildings are visible 
behind the roofs allowing their silhouettes to appear as 
distinct forms against the sky.

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
HIGH�  
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VIEW E7 - SCENARIO 1: EXTANT PERMISSION MODEL BUILDING ENVELOPE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 1 massing will not be visible from this 
viewing location.  

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is NIL. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is NIL.

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 1 massing will not be visible from this 
viewing location. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  NIL. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is NIL� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

No recommended mitigation measures. 

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects NIL

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects NIL

Visual sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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VIEW E7 - SCENARIO 2: INCREASED HEIGHT FOLLOWING DESIGN PRINCIPLES

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

Two tall towers will visually intrude into the streetscape 
over the buildings at the end of the street. With their 
large scale and modern architecture they will detract 
from the setting of this unique and undisturbed historic 
townscape character. A mitigating aspect are a number 
of mature plane trees at the end of the street that will 
at least partially conceal this impact.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is HIGH. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MAJOR-MODERATE.

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 2 massing  will have two tall towers that 
prominently compete with the view along Harrington 
Gardens and the distinct, pristine nature of this view. 
This is accentuated by the strong visibility of the 
building in the street focus. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  HIGH. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MAJOR-MODERATE.

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Reduce the heights of towers to minimise the level of 
intrusion into this view

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR-MODERATE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT

Visual sensitivity HIGHTownscape sensitivity HIGH

A
B
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VIEW E7 - SCENARIO 3: MAXIMUM HEIGHT ENVELOPE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

Three tall towers will visually intrude into the 
streetscape over the buildings at the end of the street. 
With their large scale and modern architecture they will 
detract from the setting of this unique and undisturbed 
historic townscape character. A mitigating aspect are a 
number of mature plane trees at the end of the street 
that will at least partially conceal this impact.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is HIGH. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is MAJOR-MODERATE.

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 3 massing  will have two tall towers that 
prominently compete with the view along Harrington 
Gardens and the distinct, pristine nature of this view. 
This is accentuated by the strong visibility of the 
building in the street focus. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered HIGH. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is MAJOR-MODERATE.

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�
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A B D

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Reduce the heights of towers to minimise the level of 
intrusion into this view

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR-MODERATE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT

Visual sensitivity HIGHTownscape sensitivity HIGH
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7.8 VIEW E8 - OUTSIDE NO 40 EARLS COURT SQUARE

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

The view is from the south side of Earl’s Court Square 
Conservation Area looking west towards Warwick Road.

DIRECTION

South-west

RANGE

Short 

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

View 21, Joint SPD Views Study

Image 1.64: E8 - Existing View 
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TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

This area is a well-enclosed garden square surrounded 
by Victorian Terraces. Towards Warwick Road the view 
opens up and offers glimpses of the Empress State 
Building in the skyline above the roofline of the terraces 
that terminate the view. 

“The Earl’s Court Square Conservation Area is primarily 
a residential area that is bounded by three busy 
thoroughfares; Earl’s Court Road to the east, Warwick 
Road to the west and Old Brompton Road to the south. 
Directly to the north is Earl’s Court Underground 
Station a busy interchange which serves the District 
and Piccadilly lines. The inner streets comprising Earl’s 
Court Square and Penywern Road are, by comparison, 
relatively quiet and provide a welcome break from the 
continual noise and bustle. The residential streets are 
made up of terraced housing, semi-detached houses 
and mansion blocks that form attractive characterful 
streets of mid-late Victorian date.

The buildings are constructed from a limited palette of 
materials comprising yellow or red stock brick, stucco 
and stone with vertically sliding timber sash windows or 
side hung casements. This gives the area coherence and 
a commonality where the buildings sit in harmony with 
one another.

Despite the predominantly residential character of the 
area the south eastern boundary formed by the Earl’s 
Court Road has a commercial character with a variety of 
shops that provide active frontages.

A significant contribution to the area is also made by the 
large number of mature street trees and the verdant 
planting of Earl’s Court Square communal garden as well 
as the front and rear gardens of residential properties. 
These provide visual amenity not only to residents but 
also to the public helping to soften the architecture and 
create a picturesque streetscape.

The conservation area comprises a high quality built 
environment that is residential in character. The 
surrounding residential streets form an interesting 
and high quality group of buildings from the late 19th 
century which illustrate the shift in fashion from large 
Italianate stucco and brick houses to smaller red brick 
terrace houses and mansion blocks later on in the 
century.”1

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

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY

The townscape is characterised by coherence of 
architectural style and massing. The townscape 
character is negatively impacted by the Empress 
State Building which is out of character and scale with 
the area. The townscape is also sensitive to further 
changes on the skyline, but could benefit from high 
quality development that better integrates the Empress 
State Building and mitigates its stark contrast with the 
character of this area.

The townscape sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM�  

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER

This ‘CHARACTERISTIC’ view is channelled towards 
Warwick Road. The taller buildings at the end of the 
square frame the view of 3 storey terraced houses 
on Warwick Road. The roofline of this terrace has a 
continuous horizontal cornice and is articulated by attic 
storey roof additions. 

The left of the view is occupied by the Grade II listed 
southern terrace of Flemish style houses of 4 storeys 
(plus basements). The terrace is terminated by the taller, 
red brick, 5 storey, Langham Mansions. The right hand 
side of the view is occupied by the Italianate, 4 storey, 
stucco or painted brick terraced houses of the west 
side of the square with balustrades defining the terrace 
against the sky. The foreground in front is occupied by 
the garden square and its mature trees and shrubs. The 
view into Warwick Road is of 4 storey Victorian, stock 
brick, terraced houses with some attic storey additions 
above the cornice. The Empress State Building is 
prominent in its close proximity in the backdrop to the 
terrace and contrast unmediated with the smaller scale 
and detailed articulation of buildings in the foreground.

The view sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM� 

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • People living in the area

 • People working in the area

 • Passersby on foot

 • Passersby on bicycles

 • Passersby in vehicles

It is a local route with little footfall. The view receptor 
sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM-LOW.

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

The view is highly legible with a strong sense of the 
historic street pattern leading from one area to the 
next. The view is significantly eroded by the incongruous 
Empress State Building which looms over, dominates 
the view between the buildings and detracts from the 
harmony of the view. The view is sensitive to further 
changes on the skyline, but could benefit from high 
quality development that better integrates the Empress 
State Building into a more coherent built element. The 
primary focus of the square is internally, which helps to 
mitigate the impact of elements outside of the square. 

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
MEDIUM�  
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VIEW E8 - SCENARIO 1: EXTANT PERMISSION MODEL BUILDING ENVELOPE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 1 massing will be barely perceptible from 
this area and is not anticipate to have any impact on the 
townscape.  

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is 
NEGLIGIBLE. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is NEGLIGIBLE�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 1 massing will be barely perceptible 
from this area; the small corner of visible building will 
negligibly contribute to the perception of the street as a 
place within a wider, visible urban context. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  
NEGLIGIBLE. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is NEGLIGIBLE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

No recommended mitigation measures. 

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects NEGLIGIBLE

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects NEGLIGIBLE

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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VIEW E8 - SCENARIO 2: INCREASED HEIGHT FOLLOWING DESIGN PRINCIPLES

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

In Scenario 2 modern development will become visible 
above the terrace on Earls Court Road and in the 
foreground of the Empress State building. It creates 
a contemporary urban backdrop to the coherent 
townscape of Earls Court Square and integrate the 
Empress State Building, thereby lessening the stark 
contrast it has currently has with the Victorian 
townscape in the foreground. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is 
LOW-MEDIUM. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MODERATE-MINOR.

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 2 massing creates a minor intrusion of 
development into the view, closing the view of the sky 
to the north of the Empress State Building. The effect 
of the development is that it creates a middle ground 
between the foreground terraces and the Empress State 
Building in the background, which helps to meditate 
between the contrasting scales. The massing will further 
damage the coherence of this Victorian townscape 
ensemble and situate it in a broader urbanised context. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  
LOW-MEDIUM. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MODERATE-MINOR� 

Development affects the view and further detracts from 
the terraces on Warwick Road and the quality of this 
view, but also helps to mediate the contrasting scale of 

the foreground terraces and Empress State Building in 
the background. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is therefore considered 
NEUTRAL�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • There is an opportunity to develop a proposal that 
more delicately responds to the local scale and 
grain, and which helps to mediate between the 
local character and the Empress State Building. 
Development should create a layering effect whereby 
development rises gradually from the terrace in the 
foreground to the back drop of the Empress State 
building without appearing top heavy or exposing 
bland or conspicuous facades.

Townscape significance of 
effects MODERATE-MINOR

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual significance of effects MODERATE-MINOR

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL
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VIEW E8 - SCENARIO 3: MAXIMUM HEIGHT ENVELOPE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 3 massing will further alter the townscape 
qualities of the area. The massing will contribute to 
a greater urbanisation of the townscape. The height 
and massing of the elements will appear bulky and 
incongruous within the wider townscape character. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is MEDIUM. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MODERATE�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 3 massing creates a more pronounced  
intrusion of development into the view than Scenario 2, 
closing the view of the sky to the north of the Empress 
State Building. The effect of the development is that 
it creates a middle ground between the foreground 
terraces and the Empress State Building in the 
background, which helps to meditate between the 
contrasting scales. The massing will further damage the 
coherence of this Victorian townscape ensemble and 
situate it in a broader urbanised context. 

The larger, horizontal intrusion (building F) is developed 
in front of the Empress State Buildings which largely 
conceals the view of the building (building G) behind. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  MEDIUM. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 

the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is MODERATE� 

Development affects the view and further detracts from 
the terraces on Warwick Road and the quality of this 
view, but also helps to mediate the contrasting scale of 
the foreground terraces and Empress State Building in 
the background.

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is therefore considered 
NEUTRAL�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • There is an opportunity to develop a proposal that 
more delicately responds to the local scale and 
grain, and which helps to mediate between the 
local character and the Empress State Building. 
Development should create a layering effect whereby 
development rises gradually from the terrace in the 
foreground to the back drop of the Empress State 
building without appearing top heavy or exposing 
bland or conspicuous facades.

Townscape significance of 
effects MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual significance of effects MODERATE

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL
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7.9 VIEW E9 - THE BOLTONS AND TREGUNTER ROAD

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

The corner of The Boltons and Tregunter Road. 

DIRECTION

North-west

RANGE

Medium

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

View 212, Developer townscape evidence

Image 1.66: E9 - Existing View 
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TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

This is a highly coherent, picturesque area of large, 
semi-detached villas located around an eye shaped 
garden square. The tower of St Mary the Boltons is a 
focal landscape and mature trees contribute to the 
cohesive character. 

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY

The site is located in The Boltons Conservation Area. 
Any intrusion over the roof level could be detrimental to 
the townscape character.  

The townscape sensitivity is classified as HIGH�  

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER

The existing view is ‘CHARACTERISTIC’ 

The view is characterised by the dominant church spire, 
glimpses of townhouses, and the enclosed central space 
dominated by trees and vegetation.   

Due to its characteristic nature, the view sensitivity is 
classified as MEDIUM� 

VIEW RECEPTORS

This is a residential route that has moderate use. 

View receptors are:

 • People living in the area

 • People working in the area

 • Passersby on foot

 • Passersby on bicycles

 • Passersby in vehicles

The view receptor sensitivity is classified as 
LOW-MEDIUM.

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

Any intrusion over the roof level could be detrimental to 
the view.  

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
MEDIUM�  
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VIEW E9 - SCENARIO 1: EXTANT PERMISSION MODEL BUILDING ENVELOPE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 1 massing will not be visible from this 
viewing location.  

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is NIL. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is NIL.

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 1 massing will not be visible from this 
viewing location. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  NIL. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is NIL� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

No recommended mitigation measures. 

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects NIL

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects NIL

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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VIEW E9 - SCENARIO 2: INCREASED HEIGHT FOLLOWING DESIGN PRINCIPLES

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 2 massing will not be visible from this 
viewing location.  

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is NIL. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is NIL�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 2 massing will not be visible from this 
viewing location. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  NIL. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is NIL� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

No recommended mitigation measures. 

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects NIL

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects NIL

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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VIEW E9 - SCENARIO 3: MAXIMUM HEIGHT ENVELOPE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 3 massing will not be visible from this 
viewing location.  

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is NIL. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is NIL�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 3 massing will not be visible from this 
viewing location. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  NIL. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is NIL� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

No recommended mitigation measures. 

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects NIL

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects NIL

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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7.10 VIEW E10 - HOLLAND HOUSE

Image 1.68: E10 - Existing View 

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

The view is from the steps of the Grade I  listed Holland 
House and its axis is over the open space now called the 
Cricket Ground, and beyond over the roofs of the Design 
Museum (former Commonwealth Institute building) and 
other buildings comprising the environs of Kensington 
High Street. Other views are also available from this 
viewing place, in front of Holland House.

DIRECTION

South

RANGE

Medium 

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

View 1, Joint SPD Views Study



333

OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

This view shows a park landscape with open views 
toward the roof of the Design Museum and three 
apartment buildings just beyond the park, which rise 
above the mature trees at the edge of the park. The 
tower of the permitted Tesco development will project 
above the common roof line set by the buildings at the 
edge of the park. 

“The area centres on Holland House (grade I), its 
parkland (grade II) and the speculative development 
around it (some of which is also listed). Although now a 
ruin, the house, dating from c.1605, is of great historical 
and architectural significance and intrinsically linked 
to the surrounding housing that was built to fund the 
extravagant life of the Holland family as well as the 
upkeep of the house and parkland. Holland House 
was partially destroyed in World War II but soon after 
was transferred to council ownership, along with the 
parkland, via the London County Council. The house is 
conserved as a romantic ruin and vestige of Victorian 
aristocratic life and the parkland provides a luxurious, 
naturalistic setting to the house that includes formal 
gardens, woodland and playing fields that are open to 
the public.

The houses that were built to fund the estate have 
also become important examples of mid Victorian 
speculative development of various types.

The area also contains an extremely significant 
collection of purpose-designed artists’ studio-houses 
towards the south. Many artists’ studios are present 
in the borough. The area continued to be developed 
in the 1960s with several high flat blocks being built. 
The core of the conservation area was redeveloped 
with a swathe of inward-looking 1960s housing and 
there was regrettably some loss from the Melbury 
area too. The jewel from this period, however, was the 
Commonwealth Institute (now the Design Museum) 
designed by Robert Matthew, Johnson-Marshall and 
Partners to emulate a tent with enormous sweeping 
roofs seemingly held down by giant tent pegs.

Holland Park Conservation Area is an area of great 
heritage significance, and is generally well maintained 
and fully justifies its status as well as all efforts to 
conserve its special character for future generations.”1

1  Holland Park Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2017

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY

The townscape is strongly characterised by the open 
space at Holland Park and the strong urban edge, 
characterise by a modulating skyline that is formed 
by buildings of a largely consistent height with 
well-defined, tree filled gaps between the buildings. 

The consented 100 Warwick Road tower (Tesco Tower) 
would rise above the apartment buildings at the park 
edge and will contribute to changing the townscape 
character, by introducing greater height variety. The 
existing trees in the foreground are sparse and do not 
obscure the view across the playing fields. 

The townscape sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM� 

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER

This ‘CHARACTERISTIC’ view identified in the Local 
Plan, is panoramic, open and informal. 

The foreground comprises a number of mature trees 
of a variety of species, with the open cricket ground in 
the middle ground. Beyond that, and heavily screened 
by trees in the summer view are 9 storey, brick, pavilion 
apartment buildings on Park Close that date from the 
1960s. In the winter view the Empress State building is 
visible to the left of one of the apartment blocks. In the 
centre left view is the distinctive roof line of the Grade 
II* listed former Commonwealth Institute. Buildings 
beyond the immediate park boundary are substantially 
screened by mature trees.

The view sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM� 

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • Visitors to the park

 • People who work in the park

 • Passersby on foot

 • Passersby on bicycles

 • People observing sports and other activities on the 
playing fields

The area is well-used by people who come to enjoy the 
open space and the vistas from this space. The view 
receptor sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM�

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

The southern park edges is currently characterised 
by an ensemble of three apartment blocks of similar 
massing and height, the distinctive triangular roof of the 
former Commonwealth Institute before another more 
modest apartment buildings, and intense tree planting 
at the edge and in between the two gaps between the 
apartment buildings. 

Whilst the Empress State Buildings is visible from 
some viewing points it does not rise notably over the 
roofscape and it is clearly in the background. Whilst 
the park edge is not a formal composition it provides 
a horizontal emphasis and reticence that emphasises 
the park landscape and playing fields in the fore and 
middle ground and give prominence to the distinctive 
roofline of the Commonwealth Institute. This quality will 
be altered with the consented Tesco tower appearing 
above the apartment buildings, creating a height 
accent and focus in the sky that will vie for attention 
and compete with the roof line of the Commonwealth 
Institute. Further crowding of the skyline with taller 
buildings of similar or greater height to the Tesco tower 
would further imbalance the skyline and detract from 
the playing fields and the Commonwealth Institute as 
the principle focus of the view.

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
MEDIUM.  
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Image 1.69: View over Holland Park playing fields showing how the Empress State Building is viewed in the backdrop of kinetic views
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Image 1.70: View over Holland Park playing fields showing how the Empress State Building is viewed in the backdrop of kinetic views
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VIEW E10 - SCENARIO 1: EXTANT PERMISSION MODEL BUILDING ENVELOPE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 1 massing will be barely perceptible from 
this area and is not anticipate to have any impact on the 
townscape.  

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is 
NEGLIGIBLE. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is NEGLIGIBLE�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

A small part of the Scenario 1 massing will be visible 
from this area. The sliver of visible building is situated 
before the Empress State Building. it can also be 
glimpsed to the left of the apartment buildings. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  
NEGLIGIBLE. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is NEGLIGIBLE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

No recommended mitigation measures. 

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects NEGLIGIBLE

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects NEGLIGIBLE

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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VIEW E10 - SCENARIO 2: INCREASED HEIGHT FOLLOWING DESIGN PRINCIPLES

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 2 massing will take away from the 
well-defined townscape setting of Holland Park and 
allow development much further away to visually 
intrude into the park space and to fragment the skyline 
and the park edge. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is considered 
MEDIUM. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MODERATE�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 2 massing will alter the character of the 
view by introducing a cluster of taller vertical elements 
that contrast with the horizontal nature of the view 
and create an emphasis away from the roof of the 
Commonwealth Institute. Part of the massing will fill the 
well-defined gaps between the apartment buildings.

Together with the permitted Tesco tower, this intrusion 
of intense urban development will further degrade the 
view by introducing a new backdrop that takes away 
from the currently characteristic features and local 
focus. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered HIGH. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is SIGNIFICANT-MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Tall buildings to avoid notably rising above the 
apartment buildings in the foreground and to 
fragment and dominate the skyline 

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MODERATE

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM Visual sensitivity MEDIUM
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VIEW E10 - SCENARIO 3: MAXIMUM HEIGHT ENVELOPE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

Scenario 3 introduces additional height on the skyline 
and exacerbates the impact of Scenario 2. It will take 
away from the well-defined townscape setting of 
Holland Park and allow development much further away 
to visually intrude into the park space and to fragment 
the skyline and the park edge. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is considered 
MEDIUM. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is MODERATE�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACT

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS 

The Scenario 3 massing will further alter the visual 
character of the area compared to Scenario 2 by 
introducing a cluster taller vertical elements that will 
contrast with horizontal nature of the view and create 
an emphasis away from the roof of the Commonwealth 
Institute. The massing will also fill the well-defined gaps 
between the apartment buildings.

Together with the permitted Tesco tower, this intrusion 
of intense urban development will further degrade the 
view by introducing a new backdrop that takes away 
from the currently characteristic features and local 
focus. 

The magnitude of visual effect is considered HIGH. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is SIGNIFICANT-MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Tall buildings to avoid notably rising above the 
apartment buildings in the foreground and to 
fragment and dominate the skyline 

A/B C
ED

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MODERATE

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM Visual sensitivity MEDIUM
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7.11 VIEW E11 - THE ROUND POND, KENSINGTON GARDENS

Image 1.71: E11 - Existing View 

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

The north east edge of the Round Pond in Kensington 
Gardens looking south west to the park perimeter and 
buildings on Kensington High Street. This view is part 
of a kinetic view from the foreground of Kensington 
Palace.

DIRECTION

South-west

RANGE

Long

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

View 2, Joint SPD Views Study
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TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

“The Round Pond (which of course is not round) and its 
setting, framed by the Great Bow with the formal grids 
of trees (the ‘Feathers’) to north and south are part of 
the original Bridgeman layout. The pond is large in scale 
and central to the main linear view within the layout of 
the Gardens. Surviving trees to the north side are mainly 
19th century, incomplete in extent. Trees to the south 
side have been replanted in the 1990s to restore the 
original pattern, leaving space around the bandstand for 
its continued use. Recent refurbishment works in 2014 
to the Round Pond improved its periphery treatment, 
including removing the incongruous short path link 
to the Broad Walk and recreating the north path 
connections to the palace.

Four of the main tree avenues find their focal anchor at 
the Round Pond. It also creates the main feature of the 
Front Walk sight line to the Henry Moore sculpture and 
beyond.”1

This part of Kensington Gardens is characterised by 
the sense of green enclosure and the openness offered 
by the Pond. Kensington Palace and St. Mary Abbot’s 
church spire are key focal features around the pond. 
The Royal Garden Hotel, due to its uncontextual 
architectural style and massing detracts from the 
quality of the largely intact and cohesive landscape 
setting of Kensington Palace.  

1  Kensington Gardens Management Plan, Royal Parks, 2016

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY

The character of Kensington Gardens and the setting of 
Kensington Palace are sensitive to any external building 
visually intruding in between and above the treeline and 
detracting from the landscape setting of the Pond and 
the visual focus on Kensington Palace.

The townscape sensitivity is classified as HIGH�  

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER

The foreground is the round pond with the tree lined 
park perimeter beyond. Kensington Palace is visible on 
the extreme right of the view. Moving left, the spire of 
St.Mary Abbotts appears above the tree line as do the 
two glass towers of the former Barkers of Kensington 
department Store and the cupola of 36-38 Kensington 
High Street. The 12 storey Royal Garden Hotel on 
Kensington High Street is close to the centre of the view. 
The Empress State Building is visible in the distance on 
its immediate left. Buildings on Kensington Road are 
visible along Kensington Road on the south of the park. 
In the distance on the far left the 27 storey London 
Forum Hotel on Gloucester Road is visible through the 
trees.

This ‘STRATEGIC’ view, identified by the Local Plan, is 
panoramic with an open foreground. There is seasonal 
variety in the view with more dense screening of the 
periphery when the trees are in leaf. 

Due to its strategic nature, the view sensitivity is 
classified as VERY HIGH� 

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • Visitors to the park

 • People who work in the park

 • Passersby on foot

 • Passersby on bicycles

The view receptor sensitivity is classified as VERY HIGH�

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

It is the objective of the Kensington Gardens 
Management Plan, 2016 (Royal Parks) that the 
Kensington Gardens ‘skyspace’ is protected with the 
aim “to retain the historic and verdant setting of the 
park, with skyline views principally formed by the tree 
canopy.” (View 1.3) 

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
VERY HIGH.  
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VIEW E11 - SCENARIO 1: EXTANT PERMISSION MODEL BUILDING ENVELOPE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 1 massing will not be visible from this view 
point. The magnitude of effect on the townscape is NIL. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is NIL. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 1 massing will not be visible from this view 
point. The magnitude of visual effect is considered  NIL. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is NIL� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

No recommended mitigation measures. 

Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects NIL

Visual sensitivity VERY HIGH

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects NIL

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT VISUAL IMPACT
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TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

From a few locations Scenario 2 development is visible 
in the gap between the tree belt and the Royal Park 
Hotel. In some instances the tallest building (A)  can also 
be glimpsed above and in between the trees around 
the Pond, especially when trees are not in leaf. The 
development, similar to the Empress State Building, 
is more than 2km away and affected by atmospheric 
effects that makes it less clearly visible. Nevertheless, 
cumulatively where its massing rises in between or 
above the tree line it has an urbanising effect and 
detracts from the coherence of the unique character of 
the park and the landscape setting of Kensington Palace.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is considered 
MEDIUM� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 

of Scenario 2 on the townscape is SIGNIFICANT-
MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 2 massing in this view can be glimpsed in 
between and above the tree belt and Kensington Palace. 
The taller elements of the Scenario 2 development 
may also be visible from other locations in the park 
in winter months when trees are not in leaf. This will 
be exacerbated during twilight hours when light are 
on. This impact is highly damaging to views towards 
Kensington Palace and detract from its setting. 

The magnitude of visual effect is MEDIUM�  

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MAJOR-MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Any proposed development should remain well 
below the general tree line to avoid becoming a 
conspicuous feature in views. 

 • Generally development should not be taller than the 
Empress State Building, which is generally only visible 
in the gap of trees adjacent to the Royal Garden 
Hotel but otherwise remains well screened by trees.

 • Tower A should remain below the height of the two 
glass towers of the former Barkers of Kensington 
Department Store to avoid becoming overly 
dominating when seen in the gap next to the Royal 
Garden Hotel.

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Visual sensitivity VERY HIGH

VISUAL IMPACT
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VIEW E11 - SCENARIO 3: MAXIMUM HEIGHT ENVELOPE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

From a few locations Scenario 3 development is visible 
in the gap between the tree belt and the Royal Park 
Hotel. In some instances the tallest building (A)  can also 
be glimpsed above and in between the trees around 
the Pond, especially when trees are not in leaf. The 
development, similar to the Empress State Building, 
is more than 2km away and affected by atmospheric 
effects that makes it less clearly visible. Nevertheless, 
cumulatively where its massing rises in between or 
above the tree line it has an urbanising effect and 
detracts from the coherence of the unique character of 
the park and the landscape setting of Kensington Palace.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is considered 
MEDIUM� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 

of Scenario 3 on the townscape is SIGNIFICANT-
MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 2 massing in this view can be glimpsed in 
between and above the tree belt and Kensington Palace. 
The taller elements of the Scenario 2 may also be visible 
from other locations in the park in winter months when 
trees are not in leaf. This will be exacerbated during 
twilight hours when light are on. This impact is highly 
damaging to views towards Kensington Palace and 
detract from its setting. 

The magnitude of visual effect is MEDIUM�  

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MAJOR-MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Any proposed development should remain well 
below the general tree line to avoid becoming a 
conspicuous feature in views. 

 • Generally development should not be taller than the 
Empress State Building, which is generally only visible 
in the gap of trees adjacent to the Royal Garden 
Hotel but otherwise remains well screened by trees.

 • Tower A should remain below the height of the two 
glass towers of the former Barkers of Kensington 
Department Store to avoid becoming overly 
dominating when seen in the gap next to the Royal 
Garden Hotel.

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects SIGNIFICANT-MOD

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Visual sensitivity VERY HIGH

VISUAL IMPACT
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7.12 VIEW E12 - HOLLAND PARK KYOTO GARDEN

Image 1.72: E12 - Existing View 

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

The view is taken from with the Kyoto Gardens in 
Holland Park

DIRECTION

South

RANGE

Medium

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

None
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TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

The view is taken from within the Kyoto Garden 
in Holland Park, which is within the Holland Park 
Conservation Area. The Kyoto Garden was opened in 
1991 to commemorate the long friendship between 
Japan and Great Britain. Today, the Kyoto Garden is an 
area of peace and contemplation seemingly hidden 
in the woods” which makes it a popular and tranquil 
part of Holland Park. It is one of many different 
character areas within the Park and is described in 
the Conservation Area Appraisal as “well concealed 
delight”.1

The landscape here is very unique and harmonious. It 
is a picturesque and unique garden that is filled with 
special and visually interesting features and is well 
bordered by mature trees which give the garden a sense 
of containment and contribute to its unique character 
within the wider park setting. Tall buildings are slightly 
visible though the trees during the winter months 
which gives some urban context to the place; during the 
summer the tree foliage obscures the external views 
and contributes to a higher sense of seclusion from the 
city. 

1  Holland Park Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2017.

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY

The landscape here is sensitive to elements which 
detract from its internal focus and which impact on the 
feeling of seclusion within the space. 

The townscape sensitivity is classified as HIGH

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER 

This ‘CHARACTERISTIC’ view of the organic landscape 
gardens. The view is centred on the pond and the 
clearing amidst the surrounding trees with its special 
and visually interesting landscape features. The mature 
tree lined edges of the Kyoto provide enclosure and a 
sense of separateness from the surrounding city. Some 
buildings are currently visible through the tree line 
during the winter months but they do not dominate the 
views. 

The view sensitivity is classified as HIGH�

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • Visitors to the Kyoto Gardens

 • People who work in the park

 • Passersby on foot

The view receptor sensitivity is classified as HIGH�

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

The view is sensitive to any development that visually 
intrudes into the garden space and detracts the focus 
away from the intricate landscape design. 

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
HIGH.  
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VIEW E12 - SCENARIO 1: EXTANT PERMISSION MODEL BUILDING ENVELOPE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 1 massing could potentially be perceptible 
over the skyline of surrounding buildings. However, it 
does not rise significantly out of the urban fabric, and 
therefore would not have a notable effect on the skyline 
overall. It is unlikely that observers from within Kyoto 
Gardens would note any change in the skyline from the 
current situation. Furthermore views to the outside of 
the garden are heavily screened by trees and foliage. 
As such the magnitude of effect on the townscape is 
considered NEGLIGIBLE�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is MINOR-NEGLIGIBLE.

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 1 massing could be perceptible over the 
skyline of surrounding buildings, but it does not rise 
significantly out of the urban fabric, and therefore 
would not have a notable effect on the skyline overall. 
It is unlikely that observers from within Kyoto Gardens 
would note any change in the skyline from the current 
situation. Furthermore views to the outside of the 
garden are heavily screened by trees and foliage. As 
such the magnitude of effect on this view is considered 
NEGLIGIBLE�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is MINOR-NEGLIGIBLE. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL� 
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Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects MINOR-NEGLIGIBLE

Visual sensitivity HIGH

VISUAL IMPACT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

No recommended mitigation measures. 

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects MINOR-NEGLIGIBLE

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT
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VIEW E12 - SCENARIO 2: INCREASED HEIGHT FOLLOWING DESIGN PRINCIPLES

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Three taller buildings of Scenario 2 rise out of the urban 
fabric and establish themselves as notable elements 
on the skyline. Whilst the intense tree belt around the 
Kyoto Garden will generally screen views to the skyline 
beyond the garden, there are a few gaps in-between 
trees, especially when leaves are down, that permit 
longer views and where these development would 
be visible as silhouettes against the sky. However, 
given the distance, the fleeting nature of these views, 
and the strong internal focus of the garden itself, it is 
unlikely that the Scenario 2 development would be so 
dominating as to detract significantly from the hidden 
setting of the gardens. 

As such the magnitude of effect on the character of 
Kyoto Gardens is considered LOW� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 

townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MODERATE-MINOR. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The massing of Scenario 2 established new skyline 
accents that will largely be screened by intense 
vegetation and trees around Kyoto Gardens, but that 
may be visible in incidental views. 

However, due to the intense screening and the strong 
visual internal focus of this views, the slight change in 
the background setting is considered not to have major 
impact on the qualities and composition of the main 
elements and principal focus of the view. As such the 
magnitude of effects on this view is considered LOW� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MODERATE-MINOR. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE� 
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Avoid conspicuous appearance through consideration 
of height, appearance, materiality and lighting 
solution.

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MODERATE-MINOR

Visual sensitivity HIGH

VISUAL IMPACT

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MODERATE-MINOR

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT
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VIEW E12 - SCENARIO 3: MAXIMUM HEIGHT ENVELOPE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Four taller buildings of Scenario 3 rise out of the urban 
fabric and establish themselves as notable elements 
on the skyline. Whilst the intense tree belt around the 
Kyoto Garden will generally screen views to the skyline 
beyond the garden, there are a few gaps in-between 
trees, especially when leaves are down, that permit 
longer views and where these development would be 
visible as silhouettes against the sky. However, given 
the distance, the fleeting nature of these views, and the 
strong internal focus of the garden itself, it is unlikely 
that Scenario 3 would be so dominating as to detract 
significantly from the hidden setting of the gardens. 

As such the magnitude of effect on the character of 
Kyoto Gardens is considered LOW� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is MODERATE-MINOR. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The massing of Scenario 3 established new skyline 
accents that will largely be screened by intense 
vegetation and trees around Kyoto Gardens, but that 
may be visible in incidental views. 

However, due to the intense screening and the strong 
visual internal focus of this views, the slight change in 
the background setting is considered not to have major 
impact on the qualities and composition of the main 
elements and principal focus of the view. As such the 
magnitude of effects on this view is considered LOW� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is MODERATE-MINOR. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE� 
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Avoid conspicuous appearance through consideration 
of height, appearance, materiality and lighting 
solution.

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MODERATE-MINOR

Visual sensitivity HIGH

VISUAL IMPACT

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MODERATE-MINOR

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT
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7.13 VIEW E13 - HOLLAND PARK ROAD & ABBOTSBURY ROAD

Image 1.73: E13 - Existing View 

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

The view is taken from near the Holland Park Road and 
Abbotsbury Road junction. 

DIRECTION

South

RANGE

Medium

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

None
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TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

The view is taken from with the Holland Park 
Conservation Area and contains several listed buildings. 
These planned streets of villas form one of the grandest 
and most consistent High Victorian Italianate residential 
developments in London and because of this, the whole 
group including (unusually) the mews is grade II listed. 
The houses are detached but closely spaced giving both 
the high status of a detached house and the uniform 
appearance of a terrace. They are double fronted, 
symmetrical and fully stuccoed to the front and rear as 
well as the sides where they front a street. The rooflines 
are one of the houses’ most characteristic features. 
Sitting above a decorative modillioned cornice are 
three highly ornamented dormers with arched windows 
(two with curved pediments and the central one  with 
a cornice and decorated pilasters) that are linked by a 
balustrade with urns at each end. The pitched roofs are 
hidden behind this composition and tall chimney stacks 
bookend each roof. The highly decorative iron and glass 
canopies over the front paths were added later.1

The verdant street scene with its open view towards 
the tree-lined horizon of Holland Park provides an 
important setting to above listed buildings. From places 
within the street the Empress State Building can already 
be seen above the trees of Holland Park. 

The consented 100 Warwick Avenue (Tesco) Tower 
will rise as a dominant new landmark central in the 
vista of the street. It will create a new setting that 
contextualises the townscape of Holland Park Road 
amidst its wider urban contemporary context. It also 
provides a landmark that helps legibility and orientation.

1  Holland Park Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2017.

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY

The townscape in this area is highly consistent in terms 
of both architecture and streetscape. Whilst the 100 
Warwick Road tower establishes a new contemporary 
context to Holland Park Road the townscape is sensitive 
to excessive crowding of the vista with other taller 
building. 

The townscape sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM� 

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER 

The ‘DISTINCTIVE’ view is characterised by a formal 
arrangement of regular High Victorian Italianate Villas, 
set along this short Avenue with mature London Plane 
trees and an open vista towards the trees of Holland 
Park set against the sky.

The view sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM�

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

• People living in the area

• People working in the area

• Passersby on foot

• Passersby on bicycles

• Passersby in vehicles

The view receptor sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM�

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

The view over open space at the end of the vista is 
framed by the grand avenue of mature trees and 
uniform residential buildings. The view is sensitive to 
elements which crowd the skyline detract from the new 
100 Warwick Avenue Tower landmark and alter the 
open nature of the vista along the street.

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
MEDIUM.  
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VIEW E13 - SCENARIO 1: EXTANT PERMISSION MODEL BUILDING ENVELOPE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 1 massing will not be visible from this 
viewing location.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is NIL�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is NIL� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 1 massing will not be visible from this 
viewing location.

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  NIL�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is NIL�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�
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Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects NIL

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

VISUAL IMPACT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

No recommended mitigation measures.

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects NIL

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT
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VIEW E13 - SCENARIO 2: INCREASED HEIGHT FOLLOWING DESIGN PRINCIPLES

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 2 massing will be visible behind the 
consented 100 Warwick Avenue tower. Tall building 
‘A’ will visually rise to similar height and coalesce with 
the consented tower. The effect will be of a large mass 
above the tree-line further contextualising Holland Park 
Road within its wider context.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is LOW�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MINOR. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 2 massing rises behind the consented 100 
Warwick Avenue tower. The Scenario 2 tall building 
‘A’ and tall building ‘B’ are in direct line with the 100 
Warwick Avenue tower and the tall buildings coalesce. 
This will weaken the clarity of the Warwick Road 
landmark and create a greater mass in the skyline, 
detracting from the visual qualities of the view.

The magnitude of effect on the view is MEDIUM�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�
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Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MODERATE

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

VISUAL IMPACT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Lowering the height of tall building A to create a 
visual hierarchy of heights and avoid detracting from 
the prominence of the Warwick Road tower

 • Lowering the height of building B to avoid appearing 
as a dominant feature in this view

 • Tower A with its architecture and appearance to 
differentiate itself from the Warwick Road tower to 
mitigate the effects of coalesce

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MINOR

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT
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VIEW E13 - SCENARIO 3: MAXIMUM HEIGHT ENVELOPE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 3 massing will be visible behind the 
consented 100 Warwick Avenue tower. Tall building ‘A’ 
will visually rise to similar height and coalesce with the 
consented tower. Tall Building ‘D’ rises to the left of the 
Warwick Avenue tower. The effect will be of a crowding 
of the skyline in the vista of the view with tall buildings, 
creating a dominant feature that affects the setting of 
the historic street scene. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is MEDIUM�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is MODERATE�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 3 massing rises behind the consented 100 
Warwick Avenue tower. The Scenerio 3 tall building 
‘A’ and tall building ‘B’ are in direct line with the 100 
Warwick Avenue tower and the tall buildings coalesce. 
Tall Building ‘D’ rises to the left of the Warwick Avenue 
tower. The effect will be of a crowding of the skyline 
in the vista of the view with tall buildings, creating a 
dominant feature and fragmentation in the centre of 
the view that will detract from its visual qualities and 
coherence. The positive legibility role of the Warwick 
Avenue tower is undermined.

The magnitude of effect on the view is MEDIUM�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�
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Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MODERATE

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

VISUAL IMPACT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Lowering the height of tall building A to create a 
visual hierarchy of heights and avoid detracting from 
the prominence of the Warwick Road tower

 • Lowering the height of building ‘B’ and ‘C’ to avoid 
appearing as dominant features in this view

 • Tower ‘A’ with its architecture and appearance 
to differentiate from the Warwick Road tower to 
mitigate the effects of coalescence

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT
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7.14 VIEW E14 - PHILBEACH GARDENS

Image 1.74: E14 - Existing View 

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

The view is taken from Philbeach Gardens looking south 
toward the Opportunity Area site. 

DIRECTION

South

RANGE

Very Short

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

View 9, Joint SPD Views Study

View 9 and View 16, Developer’s townscape evidence
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TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

The view is taken from within the Philbeach 
Conservation Area and contains listed buildings.

The townscape in this area is characterised by Italianate 
style of the mid Victorian period which used pale 
gault brick frontages with stucco dressings, Roman 
Doric projecting porches and sash windows, all unified 
by continuous stucco cornices to the parapets and 
unbroken black cast iron railings to the front areas.  The 
view includes St Cuthbert’s Church (which is grade I) 
and the associated Clergy House and Philbeach Hall. The 
townscape in this area is further characterised by the 
mature trees that line the crescent shaped Philbeach 
Gardens; and the communal garden behind Philbeach 
Gardens which creates a green oasis in a densely 
built-up area.1

The delicate crescent street creates a special character 
and sense of identity. The houses are built in a terraced 
format, some of which are grouped in short terraces to 
accommodate the curves of the streets, leaving gaps 
between groups. The most successful handling of the 
curving terrace in seen on the west side of Philbeach 
Gardens whereas other terraces sometimes have a flat 
and slightly articulated appearance.

This part of Philbeach Gardens forms a harmonious and 
highly distinctive ensemble - a gem of Victorian town 
planning. The crescent form creates a dynamic and 
rich street space. St. Cuthbert’s Church is situated in 
the outer Crescent and deliberately breaks its curved 
horizontal expression with strong vertical forms that 
culminate in three vertical spires. The church’s naves 
rises above the parapet line, and with its expressive 
roofscape has a commanding presence in the street 
scene. 

Mature London plane trees follow the Crescent form 
and soften the street space and provide a green canopy 
to the street space when in leaf.

1 Philbeach Conservation Area Appraisal, RBKC, 2017. 

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY

The Philbeach Garden is a highly distinct townscape 
and any development that is sensitive to development 
that upsets the delicate balance between St. Cuthbert’s 
Church and the crescent form of the street.

The townscape sensitivity is classified as HIGH� 

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER 

The ‘DISTINCTIVE’ view is characterised by the curving 
nature of the street which “offers dynamic views that 
change as one travels around them, constantly leading 
the eye further around to the next terrace group”. 

St. Cuthberts Church provides the dominant focus 
within the Crescent with strong vertical accents and 
skyline presence. In some views the Empress State 
building rises above the Crescent  roof line and creates 
an unmediated contrast between different architectural 
styles. 

A consented tower to the rear of the Earls Court 
development is likely to rise into this view and detract 
from its visual qualities.

Mature London Plane trees provide a strong natural 
component to the view and will partially screen views to 
the roofscape when in leaf.

The view sensitivity is classified as HIGH�

VIEW RECEPTORS

This is a residential route that has moderate use.

View receptors are:

 • People living in the area

 • People working in the area

 • Passersby on foot

 • Passersby on bicycles

 • Passersby in vehicles

The view receptor sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM�

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

The view is highly sensitive to development appearing 
over the cresent roofscape and interfering and 
competing with St Cuthbert’s Spires.

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
HIGH�
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TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 1 massing will be narrowly visible above 
the roofscape and affect the clarity of the crescent form 
and distinctiveness of the townscape.  

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is LOW� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is MODERATE-MINOR. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE.

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 1 massing will be narrowly visible above 
the roofscape of the terrace buildings to the rear of the 
view. However the prominent vertical church spires and 
the curved crescent forms set against the sky remain 
defining features in this view. 

The magnitude of effect on the view is LOW� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is MODERATE-MINOR.

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Minimise visibility of development above the 
crescent roof scape

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MODERATE-MINOR

Visual sensitivity HIGH

VISUAL IMPACT

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MODERATE-MINOR

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT
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VIEW E14 - SCENARIO 2: INCREASED HEIGHT FOLLOWING DESIGN PRINCIPLES

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Tower ‘B’ of Scenario 2 will rise starkly over the 
roofscape of the terrace buildings and will completely 
belittle the scale and delicate scale of the street. The 
immediacy and height of tower ‘B’ is jarring and out of 
scale with the local townscape context and will compete 
with St Cuthberts Church and its the fine turrets. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is considered 
HIGH.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MAJOR-MODERATE. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE.

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 2 massing will loom over the roofscape 
of surrounding buildings and will strongly impact on 
the view by introducing tall and out of scale elements 
in the skyline. Existing mature trees within the view 
help mediate the stark contrast by screening part of 
the street’s unique quality and the impact of new 
development during times that trees are in leaf.  

The magnitude of effect on the view is considered 
HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MAJOR-MODERATE. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Avoid tall buildings rising in close proximity of the 
crescent and lower the height of tower B to avoid 
the stark contrast and its effect of looming over the 
street space

 • Tall buildings should avoid competing with St. 
Cuthberts Church by being situated away from the 
church in the view, avoiding interference with or 
rising behind its intricate roofscape, and generally 
appearing well below the nave height of the church. 

 • Layering of development in the backdrop of the 
crescent so that height steps up gradually and 
development mediates with taller buildings in the 
backdrop. 

 • Careful consideration should be given to the 
direction, massing, appearance, colour and 
materiality of development behind the terrace to 
create a subtle contrasts at the interface and avoid 
the weakening of the visual integrity of the crescent. 

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Visual sensitivity HIGH

VISUAL IMPACT

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT
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VIEW E14 - SCENARIO 3: MAXIMUM HEIGHT ENVELOPE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Tower ‘B’ of Scenario 3 will rise starkly over the 
roofscape of the terrace buildings and will completely 
belittle the scale and delicate scale of the street. The 
immediacy and height of tower ‘B’ is jarring and out of 
scale with the local townscape context and will compete 
with St Cuthberts Church and its the fine turrets. 

When viewed further around the corner tower ‘C’ would 
loom into the street space thereby exacerbating the 
townscape impact of development.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is considered 
VERY HIGH.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is MAJOR� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE.

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 3 massing will loom over the roofscape 
of surrounding buildings and will strongly impact on 
the view by introducing tall and out of scale elements 
in the skyline. Existing mature trees within the view 
help mediate the stark contrast by screening part of 
the street’s unique quality and the impact of new 
development during times that trees are in leaf.  

The magnitude of effect on the view is considered 
HIGH� 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is MAJOR-MODERATE. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�
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Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MAJOR-MODERATE

Visual sensitivity HIGH

VISUAL IMPACT

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MAJOR

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Avoid tall buildings rising in close proximity of the 
crescent and lower the height of tower B & tower C 
to avoid the stark contrast and its effect of looming 
over the street space

 • Tall buildings should avoid competing with St. 
Cuthberts Church by being situated away from the 
church in the view, avoiding interference with or 
rising behind its intricate roofscape, and generally 
appearing well below the nave height of the church. 

 • Layering of development in the backdrop of the 
crescent so that height steps up gradually and 
development mediates with taller buildings in the 
backdrop. 

 • Careful consideration should be given to the 
direction, massing, appearance, colour and 
materiality of development behind the terrace to 
create a subtle contrasts at the interface and avoid 
the weakening of the visual integrity of the crescent. 
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7.15 VIEW E15 - BATTERSEA PARK

Image 1.75: E15 - Existing View 

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

The view is taken from Battersea Park along the 
riverside walk within the London Borough of 
Wandsworth. 

DIRECTION

North-west

RANGE

Long

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

None
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TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

The special character of this area “derives from the 
formal relationship between the park, the urban 
development surrounding it and the River Thames 
to the north. Battersea Park is a grade II* Registered 
Historic Park and Garden of outstanding landscape 
interest.

Its avenues of mature trees, lakes and open landscape 
dominate the area. Elements of its original Victorian 
Gardenesque design as well as some 1951 Festival of 
Britain structures remain. The late nineteenth century 
Victorian mansion blocks provide a robust backdrop 
to this large park at the suitable scale of five storeys. 
They were designed to front the park and continue 
the quality and character of similar buildings north of 
the river in Chelsea. The riverside setting to the park is 
unusual and extends the sense of nature, openness and 
space.”

The character of the conservation area is derived from 
the inter-relationship between Battersea Park and the 
surrounding streets as well as its landscape context with 
the frontage to the River Thames and relationship with 
the ornate bridges. It comprises the total experience of 
its buildings, streets, green space, open water and views 
and can be harmed by insensitive alteration to any of 
these elements.1

The park’s tranquil qualities are extended by the 
views over the river onto the treelined embankment, 
the coherent and uneventful development frontage 
opposite, and the slow moving river, with its moored 
boats and marine activities. Albert Bridge to the west 
is a Victorian cable-stayed bridge with pairs of vertical 
pylons on either side of the river. The bridge’s distinctive 
shape makes it a landmark and adds interest to the river 
view. 

Across the bridge on the opposite bank, two isolated 
taller buildings are visible, the square tower of Chelsea 
Old Church and a tall 1980’s building on 357 King Road 
that detracts from the quality of the skyline. In the 
distance, subject to the viewing location, the Empress 
State building can be seen in the distance, rising behind 
of the 357 Kings Road tower. Further up the river the 
group of towers of the Worlds End estate dominate the 
skyline but outside of the central focus of the bridge.

1  Battersea Park Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Strategy, 
Wandsworth, 2014. 

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY

The character of the park and river promenade is 
sensitive to incongruous buildings that detract from the 
verdant and calm qualities of the river views and detract 
from Albert Bridge.

The townscape sensitivity is classified as HIGH�

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER 

The ‘CHARACTERISTIC’ view is characterised by its 
strong horizontality and coherence, with the river with 
its moored boats in the fore and middle ground and the 
embankment with its mature tree cover and Victorian 
mansion blocks in the backdrop. The cable stayed 
Victorian Albert Bridge (Grade II*) is the main feature in 
this view and splendid landmark structure.

The illumination of its web-like suspension cables by 
4,000 light bulbs gives it a most noticeable presence 
after dark. The harmonious qualities of the view are 
affected by the incongruous tower of 357 Kings Road, 
that detracts from the tower of Chelsea Old Church. The 
Empress State Building is visible above the treeline in 
the distance adjacent to 357 Kings Street, but of lesser 
height. The bulky massing of the Worlds End Estate is 
visible at the periphery of the view, visually interfering 
with the southern pilons of Albert Bridge.

The view sensitivity is classified as HIGH�

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • Visitors to the park

 • People who work in the park

 • Passersby on foot

 • Passersby on bicycles

The view receptor sensitivity is classified as HIGH�

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

The panoramic view is sensitive to elements which fill 
in the skyscape in the centre of the bridge and behind 
the suspension cables of Albert Bridge as this will 
undermine the reticent setting of the bridge and the 
appreciation of its form.

impact the way the bridge can be appreciated as set 
against the sky. There are some existing taller buildings 
which impact on the skyline, but these remain below 
the bridge outline within this view. 

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
HIGH�
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Image 1.76: View of Albert Bridge
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Image 1.77: Views toward Chelsea BridgeImage 1.78: Albert Bridge

Image 1.79: Views toward Albert Bridge Image 1.80: Views toward Albert Bridge
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VIEW E15 - SCENARIO 1: EXTANT PERMISSION MODEL BUILDING ENVELOPE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 1 massing will not be perceptible in the 
backdrop of the bridge.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is NIL�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is NIL�  

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 1 massing will not be visible and does not 
have an impact on this view.

The magnitude of effect on the view is NIL�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is NIL� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

There are no recommended mitigation measures. 

Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects NIL

Visual sensitivity HIGH

VISUAL IMPACT

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects NIL

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT
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VIEW E15 - SCENARIO 2: INCREASED HEIGHT FOLLOWING DESIGN PRINCIPLES

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Two tall buildings (A and B) of Scenario 2 will rise above 
the treeline and become visible in this view. Both 
appear higher than the Empress State building. Building 
A will appear of the same height as the tall building on 
357 Kings Road. Subject to the viewing location on the 
promenade the buildings will be coalescing or partly 
concealed behind the tall building on Kings Road. Albeit 
in the distance, cumulatively the buildings will have 
an urbanising effect on the view and detract from the 
setting of both Chelsea Old Church and Albert Bridge.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is 
LOW-MEDIUM.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MODERATE�   

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The two tall buildings in Scenario 2 (A and B) will be 
rising above the tree line and become visible on the 
skyline behind Albert Bridge. Cumulatively, together 
with the tower on 357 Kings Road and the Empress State 
Building the Scenario 2 towers create a notable cluster 
and conspicuous skyline accent that will detract to some 
extent from the qualities of this panoramic view. 

The magnitude of effect on the view is LOW-MEDIUM.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • The height of development should generally remain 
below the tree line to avoid worsen the impact of 
taller buildings on the defining characteristics of this 
view.

 • Tall building ‘A’, the tallest building in Scernario 2, 
should visually remain below the height of tower 
of 357 Kings Road, to avoid creating a conspicuous 
height accent on the skyline.

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MODERATE

Visual sensitivity HIGH

VISUAL IMPACT

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT
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VIEW E15 - SCENARIO 3: MAXIMUM HEIGHT ENVELOPE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

Three tall buildings of Scenario 3 will rise above the 
treeline and become visible in this view. Both appear 
higher than the Empress State building. Building A will 
appear of the same height as the tall building on 357 
Kings Road. Subject to the viewing location on the 
promenade the buildings will be coalescing or partly 
concealed behind the tall building on Kings Road. Albeit 
in the distance, cumulatively the buildings will have 
an urbanising effect on the view and detract from the 
setting of both Chelsea Old Church and Albert Bridge.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is 
LOW-MEDIUM.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is MODERATE�   

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The three tall buildings in Scenario 3 will be rising above 
the tree line and become visible on the skyline behind 
Albert Bridge. Cumulatively, together with the tower 
on 357 Kings Road and the Empress State Building 
the Scenario 3 towers create a notable cluster and 
conspicuous skyline accent that will detract to some 
extent from the qualities of this panoramic view. 

The magnitude of effect on the view is LOW-MEDIUM.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • The height of development should generally remain 
below the tree line to avoid worsen the impact of 
taller buildings on the defining characteristics of this 
view.

 • Tall building ‘A’, the tallest building in the Earls Court 
massing, should visually remain below the height 
of tower of 357 Kings Road, to avoid creating a 
conspicuous height accent on the skyline.

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MODERATE

Visual sensitivity HIGH

VISUAL IMPACT

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MODERATE

Townscape sensitivity HIGH

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT
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7.16 VIEW E16 - BRITANNIA ROAD

Image 1.81: E16 - Existing View 

ABOUT THE VIEW
THE VIEW POINT

The view is taken from Brittania Road looking north 
east within the London Borough of Hammersmith and 
Fulham

DIRECTION

North-east

RANGE

Medium

REFERENCES IN OTHER DOCUMENTATION: 

View 27, Joint SPD Views Study
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TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER

The area was part of the the earliest estate 
development to be built in Fulham, being laid out in the 
1850s and completed in the following decade. The area 
appears to be one of the earliest Victorian inner-city 
residential suburbs in the district. Britannia Road is 
moderately coherent and is characterised by a variety 
of building styles and treatments. There are various tall 
buildings within the wider context that are visible in 
other local views.1  

1  Moore Park Conservation Area Character Profile, LBHF, 2008. 

TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY

The townscape scale and character is moderately 
coherent and is sensitive to incongruous contemporary 
development of significant scale and massing intruding 
in the street scene.

The townscape sensitivity is classified as 
LOW-MEDIUM. 

EXISTING VIEW CHARACTER 

The ‘CHARACTERISTIC’ view is one showing typical  
Victorian residential street scene with terraced housing 
and gable standing properties of moderate coherence. 
The recently completed taller building at Lilly Square 
appears over the terrace in the end of the street in 
some views from further down the street.

The view sensitivity is classified as LOW-MEDIUM. 

VIEW RECEPTORS

View receptors are:

 • People living in the area

 •  People working in the area

 •  People attended football matches

 • Passersby on foot

 • Passersby on bicycles

 •  Passersby in vehicles

The view receptor sensitivity is classified as MEDIUM.

VISUAL SENSITIVITY

The view is sensitive to development of large scale 
intruding into the view over the roofscape of housing. 
The view is moderately coherent. 

The total visual sensitivity, combining the sensitivity of 
the view itself and the view receptors, is classified as 
MEDIUM�
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Image 1.82: The newly completed tower at Lillie Square becomes visible over the rooftops when moving down Britannia Road. Another tower is under construction at Fulham Gas Works and become visible over the roof tops. 
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Image 1.83: Views of surrounding townscape
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VIEW E16 - SCENARIO 1: EXTANT PERMISSION MODEL BUILDING ENVELOPE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 1 massing will not be visible from this 
viewing location.

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is NIL�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 1 on the townscape is NIL� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 1 massing will not be visible from this 
viewing location.

The magnitude of visual effect is considered  NIL�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 1 on 
the identified view is NIL�

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered NEUTRAL�
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Visual quality of effects NEUTRAL

Visual significance of effects NIL

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

VISUAL IMPACT

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

No recommended mitigation measures.

Townscape quality of effects NEUTRAL

Townscape significance of 
effects NIL

Townscape sensitivity LOW-MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT
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VIEW E16 - SCENARIO 2: INCREASED HEIGHT FOLLOWING DESIGN PRINCIPLES

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The tall buildings ‘A’ and ‘B’ become visible above 
the western roof line of Britannia Road. They will be 
a new prominent height accent within the street, 
and contextualise the area in the wider development 
context of London. Given lesser coherence of this street 
with its varied architectural styles and articulation of 
forms, but also the presence of other tall buildings 
rising over rood tops in other views, this incursion is less 
harmful on the townscape than it would be in a more 
coherent area. Scenario 2 massing will be visible within 
the view but will not be overly prominent. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is 
LOW-MEDIUM.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 2 on the townscape is MODERATE-MINOR. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 2 massing will be perceptible roof line of 
the housing on the western side of Britannia Road. This 
will impact on the low rise residential character of this 
street in this view by introducing more tall elements in 
the external skyline. 

The magnitude of effect on the view is MEDIUM�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 2 on 
the identified view is MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Reduce the height of the tallest buildings to avoid 
conspicuously drawing attention to them and 
reducing their urbanising impact.

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MODERATE

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

VISUAL IMPACT

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MODERATE-MINOR

Townscape sensitivity LOW-MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT
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VIEW E16 - SCENARIO 3: MAXIMUM HEIGHT ENVELOPE

TOWNSCAPE IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The tall buildings ‘A’ and ‘B’ become visible above 
the western roof line of Britannia Road. They will be 
a new prominent height accent within the street, 
and contextualise the area in the wider development 
context of London. Tall building ‘D’ will be located in 
the immediate focus of the street. This will lead to an 
overbearing presence of height looming into the street 
scene that detracts from the residential character of the 
street.

Given lesser coherence of this street with its varied 
architectural styles and articulation of forms, but also 
the presence of other tall buildings rising over rood 
tops in other views, this incursion is less harmful on the 
townscape than it would be in a more coherent area. 
Scenario 3 massing will be visible within the view but 
will not be overly prominent. 

The magnitude of effect on the townscape is 
LOW-MEDIUM.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of townscape sensitivities 
and assessment of the potential magnitude of 
townscape effects, the overall the significance of effects 
of Scenario 3 on the townscape is MODERATE-MINOR. 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�

VISUAL IMPACTS

MAGNITUDE OF EFFECTS

The Scenario 3 massing will be perceptible roof line of 
the housing on the western side of Britannia Road. This 
will impact on the low rise residential character of this 
street in this view by introducing more tall elements 
in the external skyline. This will have a dominant 
urbanising effect on the small scale residential character 
of this street.

The magnitude of effect on the view is MEDIUM�

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS

Based on the identification of visual sensitivities and 
assessment of the potential magnitude of visual effects, 
the overall the significance of effects of Scenario 3 on 
the identified view is MODERATE� 

QUALITY OF EFFECTS

The overall quality of effects is considered ADVERSE�
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RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 • Reduce the height of the tallest buildings to avoid 
conspicuously drawing attention to them and 
reducing their urbanising impact.

Visual quality of effects ADVERSE

Visual significance of effects MODERATE

Visual sensitivity MEDIUM

VISUAL IMPACT

Townscape quality of effects ADVERSE

Townscape significance of 
effects MODERATE-MINOR

Townscape sensitivity LOW-MEDIUM

TOWNSCAPE IMPACT
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8 EARL’S COURT AND WEST KENSINGTON OPPORTUNITY AREA ASSESSMENT MATRIX

View View No� Direction Range Townscape 
Sensitivity

Townscape 
magnitude of 
effect

Townscape 
Significance of 
Impact

Townscape 
Quality of 
Effects

Value of 
View

Receptor 
Sensitivity

View 
Sensitivity 
(based on 
view value)

Total Visual 
Sensitivity 
(combined 
receptor 
& view 
sensitivity)

Visual 
magnitude of 
effect

Visual 
Significance of 
Impact

Visual 
Quality of 
Effects

E1 S1 North-west Short High Negligible Minor- 
negligible 

Neutral Strategic Medium Very High High Low Moderate- 
Minor 

Neutral 

S2 North-west Short High High Major- 
moderate

Adverse Strategic Medium Very High High High Major- 
moderate

Adverse

S3 North-west Short High Very High Major Adverse Strategic Medium Very High High High Major- 
moderate

Adverse

E2 S1 North-west Short Medium Low Minor Neutral Distinctive Medium High High Low Moderate- 
Minor 

Neutral 

S2 North-west Short Medium Medium Moderate Adverse Distinctive Medium High High High Major- 
moderate

Adverse

S3 North-west Short Medium Medium Moderate Adverse Distinctive Medium High High Very High Major Adverse

E3 S1 South-west Short High Negligible Minor- 
negligible 

Neutral Distinctive High High High Negligible Minor- negligible Neutral 

S2 South-west Short High Medium Significant- 
moderate 

Adverse Distinctive High High High Medium Significant- 
moderate 

Adverse

S3 South-west Short High Medium Significant- 
moderate 

Adverse Distinctive High High High Medium Significant- 
moderate 

Adverse

E4 S1 South-west Medium Medium Low Minor Neutral Distinctive Medium Medium Medium Low Minor Neutral 

S2 South-west Medium Medium Medium Moderate Adverse Distinctive Medium Medium Medium Medium Moderate Adverse

S3 South-west Medium Medium Medium Moderate Adverse Distinctive Medium Medium Medium Medium Moderate Adverse

E5 S1 South-west Medium High Nil Nil Neutral Characteristic Medium High High Nil Nil Neutral

S2 South-west Medium High Medium Significant- 
moderate 

Adverse Characteristic Medium High High Medium Significant- 
moderate 

Adverse

S3 South-west Medium High Medium Significant- 
moderate 

Adverse Characteristic Medium High High Medium Significant- 
moderate 

Adverse

E6 S1 South-west Medium Medium Negligible Negligible Neutral Characteristic Medium-High Medium High Negligible Minor- negligible Neutral 

S2 South-west Medium Medium Low Minor Neutral Characteristic Medium-High Medium High Low Moderate- 
Minor 

Neutral 

S3 South-west Medium Medium Low Minor    Neutral Characteristic Medium-High Medium High Low Moderate- 
Minor 

Neutral
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View View No� Direction Range Townscape 
Sensitivity

Townscape 
magnitude of 
effect

Townscape 
Significance of 
Impact

Townscape 
Quality of 
Effects

Value of 
View

Receptor 
Sensitivity

View 
Sensitivity 
(based on 
view value)

Total Visual 
Sensitivity 
(combined 
receptor 
& view 
sensitivity)

Visual 
magnitude of 
effect

Visual 
Significance of 
Impact

Visual 
Quality of 
Effects

E7 S1 South-west Medium High Nil Nil Neutral Distinctive Medium-High High High Nil Nil Neutral

S2 South-west Medium High High Major- 
moderate

Adverse Distinctive Medium-High High High High Major- 
moderate

Adverse

S3 South-west Medium High High Major- 
moderate

Adverse Distinctive Medium-High High High High Major- 
moderate

Adverse

E8 S1 South-west Short Medium Negligible Negligible Neutral Characteristic Low - 
Medium

Medium Medium Negligible Negligible Neutral

S2 South-west Short Medium Low-Medium Moderate- 
Minor 

Neutral Characteristic Low - 
Medium

Medium Medium Low-Medium Moderate- 
Minor 

Neutral

S3 South-west Short Medium Medium Moderate Neutral Characteristic Low - 
Medium

Medium Medium Medium Moderate Neutral

E9 S1 North-west Medium High Nil Nil Neutral Characteristic Low - 
Medium

Medium Medium Nil Nil Neutral

S2 North-west Medium High Nil Nil Neutral Characteristic Low - 
Medium

Medium Medium Nil Nil Neutral

S3 North-west Medium High Nil Nil Neutral Characteristic Low - 
Medium

Medium Medium Nil Nil Neutral

E10 S1 South Medium Medium Negligible Negligible Neutral Characteristic Medium Medium Medium Negligible Negligible Neutral

S2 South Medium Medium Medium Moderate Adverse Characteristic Medium Medium Medium High Significant- 
moderate 

Adverse

S3 South Medium Medium Medium Moderate Adverse Characteristic Medium Medium Medium High Significant- 
moderate 

Adverse

E11 S1 South-west Long High Nil Nil Neutral Strategic Very High Very High Very High Nil Nil Neutral

S2 South-west Long High Medium Significant- 
moderate 

Adverse Strategic Very High Very High Very High Medium Major- 
moderate

Adverse

S3 South-west Long High Medium Significant- 
moderate 

Adverse Strategic Very High Very High Very High Medium Major- 
moderate

Adverse

E12 S1 South Medium High Negligible Minor- 
negligible 

Neutral Characteristic High High High Negligible Minor- negligible Neutral

S2 South Medium High Low Moderate- 
Minor 

Adverse Characteristic High High High Low Moderate- 
Minor 

Adverse

S3 South Medium High Low Moderate- 
Minor 

Adverse Characteristic High High High Low Moderate- 
Minor 

Adverse
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View View No� Direction Range Townscape 
Sensitivity

Townscape 
magnitude of 
effect

Townscape 
Significance of 
Impact

Townscape 
Quality of 
Effects

Value of 
View

Receptor 
Sensitivity

View 
Sensitivity 
(based on 
view value)

Total Visual 
Sensitivity 
(combined 
receptor 
& view 
sensitivity)

Visual 
magnitude of 
effect

Visual 
Significance of 
Impact

Visual 
Quality of 
Effects

E13 S1 South Medium Medium Nil Nil Neutral Distinctive Medium Medium Medium Nil Nil Neutral 

S2 South Medium Medium Low Minor Adverse Distinctive Medium Medium Medium Medium Moderate Adverse

S3 South Medium Medium Medium Moderate Adverse Distinctive Medium Medium Medium Medium Moderate Adverse

E14 S1 South Short High Low Moderate- 
minor

Adverse Distinctive Medium High High Low Moderate- 
minor

Adverse

S2 South Short High High Major- 
moderate

Adverse Distinctive Medium High High High Major- 
moderate

Adverse

S3 South Short High Very High Major Adverse Distinctive Medium High High High Major- 
moderate

Adverse

E15 S1 North-west Long High Nil Nil Neutral Characteristic High High High Nil Nil Neutral 

S2 North-west Long High Low-Medium Moderate Adverse Characteristic High High High Low-Medium Moderate Adverse

S3 North-west Long High Low-Medium Moderate Adverse Characteristic High High High Low-Medium Moderate Adverse

E16 S1 North-east Medium Low-Medium Nil Nil Neutral Characteristic Medium Low-Medium Medium Nil Nil Neutral 

S2 North-west Medium Low-Medium Low-Medium Moderate- 
minor

Adverse Characteristic Medium Low-Medium Medium Medium Moderate Adverse

S3 North-west Medium Low-Medium Low-Medium Moderate- 
minor

Adverse Characteristic Medium Low-Medium Medium Medium Moderate Adverse
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9 HEIGHT GUIDANCE FOR EARL’S COURT OPPORTUNITY AREA

This section sets out height guidance for development 
in the Earl’s Court and West Kensington Opportunity 
Area area. This guidance is based on the comprehensive 
assessment of the impact of the three development 
scenarios on identified sixteen sensitive townscapes 
and views from within and outside of the Royal 
Borough. 

FINDINGS OF THE ASSESSMENT
The scope of this assessment was to focus on establishing 
the townscape and visual impact on particular sensitive 
locations around the Earl’s Court and West Kensington 
Opportunity Area area. 

The general height of development which ranges within 
the three scenarios from 3 to about 14 storeys, generally 
was found to have little significant impact on the 
majority of the tested townscape situation and views. 
Only Scenario 3 that slightly increased general heights 
in RBKC’s part of the Earl’s Court and West Kensington 
Opportunity Area was found to have some impacts, 
specifically in local views including from Brompton 
Cemetery. The most likely explanation for this limited 
impact of what are by themselves a significant range of 
heights is that the scenarios were based on the extant 
permission, that was extensively tested and had taken a 
conservative approach to height specifically in the Royal 
Borough of Kensington and Chelsea. 

The most sensitive and defining view for height in 
the RBKC part of the Opportunity Area is view 1 from 
Brompton Cemetery. The sensitivity and characteristic of 
what is effectively a series of kinetic views is as such that 
any significantly taller development in the RBKC portion 
of the Opportunity Area would have a significant harmful 
impact on the listed open space, its heritage assets and 
setting.

Scenarios 2 and 3 introduced a number of tall buildings 
of significant height in a few specific locations to allow 
an understanding of the impact this height may have 
on sensitive townscapes and views. Principally taller 
buildings were situated west of the railway line in 
Hammersmith and Fullham, although one tall building 
was included in Scenario 3 within RBKC. The height of 
these buildings was significantly taller than the general 
height of buildings, between 25 and 40+ storeys. 

Unsurprisingly these tall buildings caused various degrees 
of impact in many sensitive views and townscape 
situations, principally being perceived as out of scale, 
looming into sensitive streetscapes, detracting from 
established and valued townscapes and detracting 
from defining characteristics of views. These impacts 

were often due to their extreme height, rather than 
them being a tall building more generally. In fact, in 
many of the tested views those buildings of 20 or 25 
storeys across the entire Opportunity Area site were not 
prominent or visible. 

Generally adverse impacts of taller building in analysed 
views and locations were derived from one of the 
following effects or a combination of these:

 • A tall building appears conspicuously over rooftops 
or tree lines and detracts from existing townscape 
characteristics or established visual compositions in 
environments that had not previously been affected 
by a tall building of similar visibility

 • A tall building appears out of context by being 
disproportionately tall when seen, for example in the 
context of smaller scale housing

 • A tall building appears highly prominent and competes 
with another established landmark or townscape 
feature

 • Tall buildings (both existing and new) cluster and 
coalesce in a location and create a notable mass 
on the skyline that detracts from or competes with 
valued townscape or visual characteristics

 • Tall buildings (both existing and new) appear scattered 
on the skyline without an apparent organising 
principles that determines their location and height, 
which results in a fragmented skyline, detraction from 
other valued and perhaps more subtle townscape 
or visual characteristics, and the weakening of 
distinctiveness. 

All viewing locations had been chosen due to their strong 
townscape qualities and levels of coherence, and the 
presence of often multiple heritage assets. Generally 
these places have an inherent sensitivity to incongruous 
development that intrudes into their setting and detracts 
from its valued townscape or visual characteristics. In 
this context it is unsurprising that in most cases when a 
tall building does become visible, it is more likely to be 
found to have an adverse impact, both in terms of the 
townscape as well as the quality of the view. 

This is not to say that a proposed tall building could not 
also have wider positive impacts, such as enhancing 
legibility, marking a place of importance or adding 
interest to the townscape. These effects have also been 
considered by the assessment. However, within the 
sensitive places analysed by this study, the negative 
impacts typically outweighed the wider and somewhat 
tangential positive effects that a tall building can have in 
these places.

Comparison of the three development scenarios

The visual impact of the three scenarios has been 
assessed from a total of 16 viewpoints. These cover a 
comprehensive range of locations in terms of direction 
towards, distance from and height elevation above the 
development site, and represent views of different value 
and sensitivity. 

In overview, the assessment involved the following 
coverage:

Range

The majority of views assessed were at a ‘short’ (5no.) or 
‘mid’ (9no.) range, while only 2no. views were taken from 
a ‘long’ range. 

Townscape Sensitivity 

The vast majority of views had a ‘high’ (9no.) or ‘medium’ 
(6no.) townscape sensitivity, while only 1no. view had a 
‘low-medium’ sensitivity. The assessment did not include 
any views that were classified as ‘very high’, ‘low’, or 
‘very low’ sensitivity. 

Visual Sensitivity 

The vast majority of views had a ‘high’ (7no.) or ‘medium’ 
(6no.) visual sensitivity, while only 1no. view had a 
‘low-medium’ sensitivity. 2no. views are classified as 
having ‘very high’ visual sensitivity. These views are View 
E1 which is taken from Brompton Cemetery Great Circle 
and View E11 which is taken from the Round Pond in 
Kensington Gardens. 

Magnitude (Townscape)

The analysis found that Scenario 1 had a ‘Low’ (3no.) or 
‘Negligible’ (6no.) or ‘Nil’ (7no.) magnitude of townscape 
effect in the assessed views.

Scenario 2 had a ‘Medium’ (6no.), ‘Low-Medium’ (3no), 
or ‘Low’ (3no.) magnitude of effect in the majority 
of the assessed views. The magnitude of effect was 
considered ‘High’ in 3no. views, which were Views E1, 
E7, and E14. There was ‘Nil’ effect in 1no. view where the 
development would not be visible. 

 Scenario 3 had a ‘Medium’ (8no.), ‘Low-Medium’ (2no), 
or ‘Low’ (2no.) magnitude of effect in the majority of the 
assessed views. The magnitude of effect was considered 
‘Very High’ in 2no views, which were Views E1 which is 
taken from Brompton Cemetery Great Circle and E14 
which is taken from Philbeach Gardens. The magnitude 
of effect was considered ‘High’ in 1no. views E7 taken 

from Harrington Gardens. There was ‘Nil’ effect in 1no. 
view where the development would not be visible

Magnitude (Visual)

The analysis found that Scenario 1 had a ‘Low’ (4no.) or 
‘Negligible’ (5no.) or ‘Nil’ (7no.) magnitude of visual effect 
in the assessed views. 

Scenario 2 had a ‘Medium’ (6no.), ‘Low-Medium’ (2no), 
or ‘Low’ (2no.) magnitude of effect in the majority of the 
assessed views. The magnitude of effect was considered 
‘High’ in 5no. views, which were Views E1, E2, E7, E10 
and E14. There was ‘Nil’ effect in 1no. view where the 
development would not be visible. 

Scenario 3 had a ‘Medium’ (7no.), ‘Low-Medium’ (1no), 
or ‘Low’ (2no.) magnitude of effect in the majority of the 
assessed views. The magnitude of effect was considered 
‘Very High’ in 1no view E2 which is taken from Brompton 
Cemetery. The magnitude of effect was considered ‘High’ 
in 4no. views which were E1, E7, E10, E14. There was ‘Nil’ 
effect in 1no. view where the development would not be 
visible 

Significance of effect (Townscape) 

The analysis found that Scenario 1 general had 
limited significance of effect on the townscape. The 
analysis demonstrated that all views have between 
moderate-minor and nil impacts on the townscape, 
which are all considered not significant for the purposes 
of this study. 

Scenario 2 had significant impacts on the townscape 
in 10 views. The most significant effects were ‘Major-
Moderate’ (3no.) impacts on the townscape in views E1, 
E7, and E14 and ‘Significant-moderate’ (3no.) effects in 
views E3, E5 and E11. Less significant ‘moderate’ (4no.) 
effects were found in views E2, E4, E10, and E15. 

The remainder of views (6no.) were found to have 
between moderate-minor and nil impacts on the 
townscape, which are all considered not significant for 
the purposes of this study. 

Scenario 3 had significant impacts on the townscape in 
12 views and these effects were more significant than 
Scenario 2, due in large part to the more pronounced 
clustering and coalescing the additional towers in views. 
The most significant effects were ‘Major’ (2no.) impacts 
in Views E1 & E14 where the clustering of towers was 
more damaging to the townscape than in Scenario 
2.  ‘Major-Moderate’ (1no.) impacts in View E7, and 
‘Significant-moderate’ (3no.) effects in views E3, E5 & 
E11. Less significant ‘moderate’ (6no.) effects were found 
in views E2, E4, E8, E10, E13, and E14.
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The the remainder of views (4no.) were found to have 
between moderate-minor and nil impacts on the 
townscape, which are all considered not significant for 
the purposes of this study. 

Significance of effect (Visual) 

The analysis found that Scenario 1 had limited 
significance of effect on the visual qualities of the 
view. The analysis demonstrated that all views have 
between moderate-minor and nil impacts, which are all 
considered not significant for the purposes of this study. 

Scenario 2 had significant impacts on the visual quality 
in the majority of views (12no.). The most significant 
effects were ‘Major-Moderate’ (5no.) impacts on the 
views E1, E2, E7, E11, and E14. There were further and 
‘Significant-moderate’ (3no.) effects in views E3, E5, 
and E10. Less significant ‘moderate’ (4no.) effects were 
found in views E4, E13, E15 an E16. 

The the remainder of views (4no.) were found to have 
between moderate-minor and nil impacts on the 
townscape, which are all considered not significant for 
the purposes of this study. 

Scenario 3 had significant impacts on the visual quality 
in the majority of views (13no.). The most significant 
effects were ‘Major’ (1no.) impact on view E2 taken 
from within Brompton Cemetery as this area has high 
visual sensitivity due to its exposed nature and the 
sensitivity of view receptors, many of whom value and 
visit this space for its visual qualities. 

The assessment found there was ‘Major-Moderate’ 
(4no.) impacts on the views E1, E7, E11, and E14. There 
were further and ‘Significant-moderate’ (3no.) effects in 
views E3, E5, and E10. Less significant ‘moderate’ (5no.) 
effects were found in views E4, E8, E13, E15 an E16.

The the remainder of views (3no.) were found to have 
between moderate-minor and nil impacts on the 
townscape, which are all considered not significant for 
the purposes of this study. 

Quality of effect (Townscape & Visual) 

Overall Scenario 1 had primarily ‘Neutral’ effects on 
the townscape due to its scale and limited impact. 
There were 2no. views which had ‘Adverse’ effects  on 
the townscape and 1no. which had so on the visual 
qualities, but these are limited as the significance of 
effect is considered ‘not significant’ for the purposes of 
this study. 

HEIGHT GUIDANCE 
The height guidance covers the following three parts. 

The first part sets out the general approach to guiding 
height and the principles that have been applied to 
ensure a plan led, strategic and positive approach. 

The second part establishes a recommended approach 
to heights within the Opportunity Area. The maximum 
heights are represented in form of a maximum height 
contour diagram. The diagram has been translated into 
a 3d height envelope model, that was tested in VUcity 
from relevant views. 

The third part provides specific height and design 
guidance to a number of particular sensitive views 
and situations. For each view / situation it provides 
a diagram with simple spatial criteria together with 
written recommendations that can be used to guide 
and assess proposed development of height within the 
Opportunity Area. Outputs from the maximum height 
envelope model are also included for reference.

General approach to guiding height

The Earls Court area is a designated opportunity area 
and it is accepted that they will and need to receive 
development of significant densities, which also will 
result in buildings of greater height. 

Nevertheless, the London Plan requires Local 
Authorities to undertake a sieving exercise that 
assesses potential visual and cumulative impacts when 
identifying locations where tall building could be an 
appropriate form of development, with the aim to 
ensure they are appropriate for their location and do 
not lead to unacceptable impacts on the local area.

As such the purpose of the height guidance for these 
areas is not to limit heights to the extent that no new 
development becomes visible within a view (i.e. to 
hide new development). Instead it aims to proactively 
manage development height so as to achieve a balance 
between the need to optimise the Earl’s Court site for 
development (accepting that there will be a resultant 
visual presence), and minimising adverse impacts on 
sensitive areas and the preservation of established 
townscape and visual characteristics and the settings of 
heritage assets. 

 

Scenario 2 and Scenario 3 had overall ‘adverse’ (13no.) 
effects on the townscape and visual qualities of the view 
as the view locations are places with inherent sensitivity 
to incongruous development that intrudes into their 
setting and detracts from its valued townscape or 
visual characteristics. In many instances, this adverse 
impact was on views with a high significance of effect, 
which indicates that the development is damaging to 
the townscape and visual qualities of the view. These 
were most pronounced in views with ‘Major’, ‘Major-
Moderate’, and ‘Significant-moderate’ significance of 
effects. 
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OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

Location A

Principles

The height approach is guided by a number of principles:

1) The Empress State Building is a tall building of 
significant height that has been visually present for a long 
time. It is perceived as a natural context and landmark of 
Earls Court, and that has established the principle that 
greater height can generally be assimilated in this area. 

2) Due to its scale and form (and despite its significant 
height), the Empress State building appears squat and 
lacks elegance in many views, and as such it is not an 
elegant landmark for the Earls Court opportunity area. 
There is an opportunity to have another, slightly taller 
slender building in close proximity, that could become 
the new and distinctive landmark for Earls Court, and 
that creates a positive relation with the Empress State 
Building, adding elegance to its bulk. The approximate 
location of this new tallest building is at location A. 

3) Tall buildings should generally be located in confined 
clusters where their impact on the skyline can be better 
managed. Spread out groups or chains of taller buildings 
lead to fragmented skylines and should be avoided. 
There should be clear rules on that govern height in 
clusters, such as the need for heights to step down from 
the centre of the cluster to create a legible and distinct 
form of the cluster from all sides and to retain visibility of 
its central building(s).

4) Height should be meaningful and represent the 
hierarchy of places and as such the greatest height 
should be in places that are of the highest importance.

5) High density should generally be achieved through 
compact street based development with low, medium 
and mid-rise heights, that create well defined, 
sociable and adaptable places, rather than through a 
concentration of taller buildings.

6) The visibility of larger buildings from within lower rise 
areas can be managed through the layering of height 
by intervening development, whereby height gradually 
steps up from lower to higher so that stark contrasts are 
avoided.

Note: The height guidance provides the height of buildings in metres 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.

This guidance does not represent the blueprint for the height and location of proposed tall buildings. It is 
indicative only. As such, it provides an indication of heights that may be appropriate in tested locations at high 
level and is not a masterplanned layout for the site. Precise locations for tall buildings will be the subject of 
detailed masterplanning work and an assessment of impact in line with Policy D9 (C and D) of the London Plan, the 
need to take into account site constraints and other factors such as legibility, sunlight and daylight.

Figure 1.49: Diagrammatic plan showing maximum heights in meters (AOD) and indicative storeys

Height recommendations

Based on the analysis of the three scenarios and testing 
of heights in idenified views, applying above principles, 
a number of spatial height recommendations have 
been established for the Earls Court opportunity area. 
These are represented in Figure 1.49. A 3d model of 
the maximum height envelope is shown in Figure 1.50. 
Generally any development should not be of greater 
height than the envelope permits.

General heights are expected to rise slowly from the 
edges with surrounding areas towards the centre of the 
opportunity area to avoid adverse impacts on immediatly 
adjoining places and on local views. Generally an overall 
height range of 3 to 15 storeys appears acceptable. 

More detail on appropriate heights is included for the 
RBKC part of the Earl’s Court and West Kensington 
Opportunity Area. This has been established though 
testing of development quantum in VUcity, specifically 
from the most relevant sensitive View 1 from Brompton 
Cemetery. Heights here range from 2 to 20 storeys.

Two taller building clusters have been identified, both 
located in the Hammersmith and Fulham part of the 
Opportunity Area.

The tallest recommended building is situated central 
to the Earls Court Cluster, next to the Empress State 
building (104m AOD). It could rise to a total height of 37 
storeys (123m AOD). Other buildings in the Earls Court 
cluster could rise up to 30 storeys (102m AOD) but height 
should drop down the futher the tower is from the 
centre a shown in Figure 1.49.

A smaller secondary tall building cluster is situated on 
West Cromwell Road near West Kensington Tube station.  
The focal building could rise up to 27 storeys (92m AOD), 
whilst the cluster could accomodate buildings of a height 
of up to 20 storeys (70m AOD). 

Height recommendations have been established 
principally based on an appreciation of impact on the 
selected sensitive view points and have been found 
generally acceptable from these places. Notwithstanding 
this all proposed buildings will need to be thoroughly 
tested from these and other views and in respect of 
their impact on local characters, views and heritage 
assets, and the qualities and amenities they deliver 
in their immediate environs, to ensure they respond 
appropriately to their local contexts, including in terms of 
environmental performance.

Specific recommendations on heights from within a 
number of particularly sensitive views is given in the next 
section. 
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Figure 1.50: 3d massing model developed based on maximum height envelope
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This view is part of a kinetic view experienced when 
moving along the central avenue. The spatial position 
and relation of existing / proposed developments with 
the defining compositional features in the foreground 
(arcade, bell tower) are continuingly changing, subject to 
the viewing position on the avenue. Therefore proposed 
development should test a number of view points along 
the avenue and aim to minimise impacts in all views.

KEY PRINCIPLES

 • Avoid tall buildings within the central focus of the 
view, this includes the avenue, enclosing arcade and 
buffer on either side (as depicted above)

 • Keep towers well away from the bell tower to enable 
it to retain its integrity as modest landmark seen 
against the sky

 • Concentrate towers in a cluster close to the Empress 
State Building

 • Step height up down towards the edge of the cluster 
and avoid stark contrast with the surrounding

 • The tallest building (A) could offer an elegant counter 
point to Empress State building, possibly of slight 
greater height (approximately 37 storeys / 120m) 

 • In closer proximity to the Bell tower (view E1 c), the 
Bell tower should visually be the most prominent 
feature on the skyline with no other  tall building 
appearing taller in views

 • Development on RBKC side of the railway to remain of 
modest height as per Scenario 2 so that it is concealed 
in-between and behind trees and does not reach 
above the tree line

OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

RECOMMENDATIONS - VIEW 1, BROMPTON CEMETERY

View 1 (b) - photograph

View 1 (a) - photograph

View 1 (c) - photograph

View 1 (b) - VUcity model with height principles View 1 (b) - VUcity model with recommended height envelop

View 1 (a) - VUcity model with height principles View 1 (a) - VUcity model with recommended height envelope

View 1 (c) - VUcity model with height principles View 1 (c) - VUcity model with recommended height envelope

Keep free of tall development 
intruding into skyline

A
B

Keep free of tall development 
intruding into skyline

A
B

Keep free of tall development 
intruding into skyline

In close-up views the bell tower 
should be the principal dominant 

element on the skyline 

A
B
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RECOMMENDATIONS - VIEW 3, KENWAY ROAD RECOMMENDATIONS - VIEW 4, COLLINGHAM PLACE 

KEY PRINCIPLES:

 • A single tall building (A) of greater height could 
positively respond to the Empress State Building and 
countering its bulk. It should be an elegant addition 
to this view and help landmark the Earls Court 
development. Its height should be proportionate to 
the height of the Empress State building. A height of 
37 storeys would appear appropriate from this view. 

 • Tall development should avoid coalescing and  
obliterating the sky between the rooflines of  the 
Kingshead and the western side of Kenway Road to 
avoid dominating the setting of the Conservation Area. 

 • Lower development of up to 20 / 25 storeys in the 
foreground of the Empress State Building could create 
a layering effect and help mediate its scale with the 
lower scale of Earls Court Road.

 • Tall development should not overtop the chimney 
stacks on the housing to the west of Kenway Road.

The Empress State Building is already visible and a focal 
point within this view and provides a modern setting to 
the conservation area.

KEY PRINCIPLES:

 • The tallest buildings (A) should form a harmonious 
ensemble with the Empress State building and not 
significantly exceed the Empress State Building in 
height. A height of 37 storey appears appropriate 
within this view. 

 • The tallest building should be an elegant and slender 
building with high-quality architecture and an 
expressed top to become a distinctive landmark to 
Earls Court.

 • Tall buildings should keep below the parapet height 
at the end of the terrace to avoid overtopping and 
looming into the street space.

 • Other development in this view should remain below  
the height of the Empress State building to avoid 
closing down the sky view down in the end of the 
street.

 • Lower development in the foreground of the Empress 
State Building could create a layering effect and 
help mediate its scale with the lower scale mews 
development in the foreground.

View 3 - photograph

View 4 - photographView 3 (a) - VUcity model with height principles View 3 (a) - VUcity model with recommended height envelope

View 4 - VUcity model with height principles

View 4 - VUcity model with recommended height envelope

View 3 (b) - VUcity model with height principles View 3 (b) - VUcity model with recommended height envelope

This view is part of a kinetic view experienced when 
moving along Kenway Road as demonstrated in Views 3 
a and b. The Empress State Building and other proposed 
development in Earls Court can be seen to the back 
of Earls Court Road in the focus of Kenway Road. 
Development should test different viewpoints along this 
route and aim to minimise impacts in all views.

A

A A
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OPPORTUNITY AREA HEIGHTS ANALYSIS DRAFT REPORT

RECOMMENDATIONS - VIEW 5, EDWARDES SQUARE RECOMMENDATIONS - VIEW 7, HARRINGTON GARDENS 

The permitted Tesco Tower and other nearby 
developments are already visible above the roof scape of 
Edwardes Square.

KEY PRINCIPLES:

 • Development should avoid a further fragmentation 
of the skyline with buildings that appear as vertical 
and outstanding elements above the roof scape of 
Edwardes Square.

 • Appropriate maximum heights A – 37 storeys, B (and 
D) maximum 25 storeys, C - 27 storeys, E - 20 storeys 

The pristine historic townscape of Harrington Garden 
will be affected by the proposed development rising 
above the buildings at the end of the street. This impact 
is partially mitigated by mature trees at the end of the 
street.  

KEY PRINCIPLES:

 • The height of tall development should be limited 
so as to avoid buildings appearing conspicuously in 
the focus of the street space above the roof line of 
existing buildings

 • Development should generally remain well below 
the chimney stacks of the building on Colingham 
Gardens that partially closes the view, to blend into 
the backdrop and avoid crowding out the sky above 
the roofline and detracting from the setting of the 
conservation area

 • The tallest building (A) may be an exception to above 
principle as it is concealed by a tree and does not 
overly dominate the street scene, whilst its partial 
visibility during times that leaves are down provides 
legiblity of the Earls Court development

 • The top of the tallest buildings should be well 
articulated and distinctive, with an appearance that in 
colour and materiality is sympathetic to the prevailing 
colour spectrum in this and other views and avoids 
stark or glaring contrasts

View 5 - photograph View 7 - photograph

View 5 - VUcity model with height principles

View 5 - VUcity model with recommended height envelop

View 7 - VUcity model with height principles

View 4 - VUcity model with recommended height envelop

A
B

A

B
CE
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RECOMMENDATIONS - VIEW 8, EARLS COURT SQUARE RECOMMENDATIONS - VIEW 10, HOLLAND HOUSE 

The Empress State building appears over in the 
background to the terrace on Earls Court Road and 
contrasts and detracts from the character of the 
conservation area. 

KEY PRINCIPLES:

 •  Development in this view should not be higher than 
the Empress State Building to avoid over-dominating 
the townscape character. 

 • Opportunity for development in the foreground of 
the Empress State building to create a layering effect 
whereby development rises gradually from the terrace 
in the foreground to the back drop of the Empress 
State building. 

 • Development should help to mediate between the 
local character and the Empress State Building and 
delicately respond to the local scale and grain with 
development that is finely detailed and avoids bland 
or conspicuous façades.

 • The height and massing of development should not 
undermine the presence of the Empress State building 
as landmark in this view.

The reticent backdrop to the view across the playing 
fields with its horizontal layered character and its 
subtle emphasis onto the distinct roof of the former 
Commonwealth Institutes will be affected by the 
consented 100 Warwick Road (Tesco) Tower that will rise 
above the roofscape of the apartment buildings. 

KEY PRINCIPLES:

 • The majority of the development should remain below 
the tree line to avoid becoming overly present in this 
view.

 • Only a few taller buildings should be allowed to raise 
above the tree line, but they should generally remain 
below / not notably rise above the height of the 
apartment buildings to avoid breaking the horizontal 
nature of the backdrop.

 • Tall buildings should avoid further fragmenting the 
skyline or individually / cumulatively detracting 
from the distinct roof of the former Commonwealth 
Institute.

View 8 - photograph View 10 - photograph

View 8 - VUcity model with height principles

View 8 - VUcity model with recommended height envelope

View 10 - VUcity model with height principles

View 10 - VUcity model with recommended height envelope

A C
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RECOMMENDATIONS - VIEW 11, ROUND POND KENSINGTON GARDENS RECOMMENDATIONS - VIEW 14, PHILBEACH GARDENS 

In views from around the Round Pond the Empress State 
Building can be seen rising above the urban fabric in a 
gap in the tree belt next to the Royal Garden Hotel, albeit 
a bit faint in the distance. Development in Earls Court 
may also be visible in this gap and above and in between 
the tree belt, causing harm to the setting of Kensington 
Palace and the landscape character of Kensington 
Gardens. 

KEY PRINCIPLES:

 •  Any proposed development in Earls Court should 
remain well below the general tree line to avoid 
becoming a conspicuous feature in views. 

 • Generally development should not be taller than the 
Empress State Building, which is appears only visible 
in the gap of trees adjacent to the Royal Garden Hotel 
but otherwise remains well screened by trees.

 • Tower A, should remain below the height of the two 
glass towers of the former Barkers of Kensington 
Department Store to avoid becoming overly dominant 
when seen in the gap next to the Royal Garden Hotel, 
and to remain principally below the tree line in other 
views.

This highly distinct set-piece of Victorian town planning 
is sensitive to intrusion by taller development to the 
rear that undermines its characteristic elements, which 
principally are the clarity and integrity of the crescent 
shapes, the visual prominence of  St. Cuthberts Church 
and its silhouette against the sky, and the balance 
between these elements (the dynamic horizontal 
movement of the crescent set against the upward rising 
emphasis of the church). Mature London Plane trees 
provide a green canopy to the street space that adds 
a verdant character but limit the ability to observe the 
overall street composition in its entirety (and with it the 
potential impact that development may have) during 
times when the trees are in leaf. 

KEY PRINCIPLES:

 • Avoid tall buildings rising in close proximity of the 
crescent and lower the height of tower B to avoid the 
stark contrast and its effect of looming over the street 
space

 • Tall buildings should avoid competing with St. 
Cuthberts Church by being situated away from the 
church in the view, avoiding interference with or rising 
behind its intricate roofscape, and generally appearing 
well below the nave height of the church. 

 • Layering of development in the backdrop of the 
crescent so that height steps up gradually and 
development mediates with taller buildings in the 
backdrop. 

 • Careful consideration should be given to the direction, 
massing, appearance, colour and materiality of 
development behind the terrace to create a subtle 
contrasts at the interface and avoid the weakening of 
the visual integrity of the crescent. 

View 5 - photograph View 7 - photograph

View 5 - VUcity model with height principles

View 5 - VUcity model with recommended heights

View 7 - VUcity model with height principles

View 4 - VUcity model with recommended height envelope
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RECOMMENDATIONS - VIEW 14, BATTERSEA PARK

Battersea Park’s tranquil qualities are extended by the 
views over the river onto the treelined embankment, 
the coherent and uneventful Victorian townscape 
opposite, and the slow moving river, with its moored 
boats and marine activities. Albert Bridge to the west is 
a splendid landmark that adds interest to the river view. 
The Empress State building and a taller building on 357 
Kings Road already intrude and detract from the setting 
of Albert Bridge and additional tall buildings may detract 
from the defining elements of this view.  

KEY PRINCIPLES:

 • The height of development should generally remain 
below the tree line to avoid worsen the impact of 
taller buildings on the defining characteristics of this 
view. 

 • Tall building A, the recommended tallest building in 
Earls Court, should visually remain below the height 
of tower of 357 Kings Road, to avoid creating a 
conspicuous height accent on the skyline.

View 5 - photograph

View 5 - VUcity model with height principles

View 5 - VUcity model with recommended heights
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