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SECTION 1: VISION 
 

Q.1.1. What do you think should be included in the New Local Plan’s vision? 

 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

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

The Council notes the contribution that a successful and thriving 
economy has in reducing inequality. We also recognise the value of 
putting the environment at the centre of what we do. 
 
Note the view that we need to support key and essential workers.  
This is not a matter than can be considered through the local plan, 
other than through policies to support employment opportunities 
in general.  

Sandra Yarwood Put green issues and the environment at the heart of all new 
development 
 
• Further enhance and preserve the Borough’s outstanding 
townscapes and conservation areas 
 
• Support key and essential workers and independent businesses 
 
• Increase public and green transport availability and usage 

The Council notes the contribution that a successful and thriving 
economy has in reducing inequality. We also recognise the value of 
putting the environment at the centre of what we do. 
 
Note view that we need to support key and essential workers.  This 
is not a matter than can be considered through the local plan, other 
than through policies to support employment opportunities in 
general. 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

RBKC NEW LOCAL PLAN 
 
The Chelsea Society was founded in 1927 to represent the 
interests of all those who work and live in Chelsea and to preserve 
the unique character of this part of London. We have around 1000 
members. 

The Council recognises that this is a particularly challenging time at 
which to embark on the wholesale revision of the Local Plan.  
However, the Council has committed to carry out this review as per 
the current timetable.  
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Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The following are our comments on the Council’s Issues and 
Options document on the new Local Plan. 
 
THE CONTEXT OF THE PLAN 
The existing Local Plan was issued in 2019 and would normally not 
need to be revised until 2024. The Council argues that the Grenfell 
fire and changes, or potential changes, in planning legislation 
mean that this revision needs to be brought forward. 
 
We accept that, like all plans, the Local Plan needs to be kept up to 
date. But this is a particularly challenging time at which to embark 
on a wholesale revision. The Covid pandemic, the UK’s withdrawal 
from the European Union and other recent developments are 
likely to have profound, but as yet unpredictable, consequences 
for the Borough’s economy: for example on patterns of shopping, 
work arrangements, transport requirements, levels of immigration 
and demands for housing. It will take time for the implications of 
these changes for Council policies to become clear. We urge the 
Council therefore not to set in stone policies which may turn out to 
be based on false assumptions; and to focus on those 
amendments to the current plan which can be justified by solid 
evidence. 
 
CHELSEA’S CHARACTER AND HERITAGE 
We are disappointed that the document pays so little attention to 
the unique character of our part of the borough. Most of Chelsea is 
in a conservation area and the need to preserve the heritage of 
conservation areas should, in our view, be a, if not the, key priority 
in any new iteration of the Local Plan. Section 13 of the document, 
on conservation and design, is insufficiently robust. The many 

The Local Plan is underpinned by a number of pieces of evidence, 
each of which recognises the current uncertainty, and which offer a 
number of scenarios.  In each case we have taken a conservative 
view, but do recognise that a review may be necessary if these 
assumptions differ from reality over time.    
 
The Council recognises that we have a stretching housing target.  
This has to be considered within the Local Plan.  We do distinguish 
between market homes and the various models of affordable 
ownership.  This can include the delivery of homes to key workers – 
a form of affordable homes. However, we do not have the planning 
powers to determine to whom a market product is sold.     
 
As a planning authority, the need to deliver new home will be 
material when assessing any planning applications. However, the 
Council does not favour the delivery of homes over all else.  It 
remains essential that only buildings of an appropriate scale (and 
design) are supported.  We do recognise that this may be 
subjective, and something which will be explored through individual 
planning applications. The public are consulted on these 
applications 
 
The need to protect the character and heritage of borough will be a 
central part of the Local Plan. The Issues and Options concentrated 
on the policies which were likely to be changed significantly.  The 
majority of those policies concerned with design/ character of 
conservation areas etc will not be changed significantly, but will 
form part of the new Local Plan.  
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Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

references to growth and development in the document need to 
be balanced by a clear commitment to the preservation of 
Chelsea’s character. 
 
Particularly so in relation to policies on tall buildings. Part of 
Chelsea’s charm is the variety of our conservation areas. But their 
common feature is that they are low-rise. Unlike much of the 
Thames in Central London, the Chelsea embankment and 
waterfront is (with the sad exception of Chelsea Harbour), 
unscathed by tall buildings. It should be an explicit policy of the 
Council to ensure that this remains the case. We reject strongly 
the claim in para 13.8 of the document that the definition of a tall 
building could be revised in such a way as to loosen the present 
restrictions. The Council should have an unequivocal policy of 
resisting any increase in the height of buildings in conservation 
areas. 
 
 
HOUSING AND EMPLOYMENT SPACE 
The need for more housing is a consistent theme throughout the 
document and indeed seems to be a principal generator of the 
review itself. We recognise that the Council is under pressure from 
both the 
Mayor London and from central government to deliver over 4000 
new homes over the coming years. But it is wrong, in our view, to 
treat housing/homes as a single commodity, without any attempt 
to distinguish between different types of accommodation, for 
example between luxury flats for absentee landlords and 
affordable housing for key workers. A glance at the unlit facades of 
many buildings in Chelsea at night shows how few of them are 

The Council recognises the importance of providing new homes, but 
also of ensuring that the OAN for business floorspace is met. By the 
same token we have a number of policies which seek to maintain 
the vitality of our town centres.  We do not favour residential uses 
over these commercial uses. The A4D is a key tool in this, as without 
it planning permission would no longer be required for changes of 
use of a wide range of E class uses to residential.  
 
However, we must also have regard to development economics.  
There is no evidence that the expansion of the Lots Road 
Employment Zone would be feasible appropriate.   
 
There is a significant unmet demand for all form of housing, and 
affordable homes in particular. The built up nature of the borough 
also means that this need can only be delivered on a modest 
number of sights.  As such it would not be appropriate to exclude 
any particular areas from the contribution they must play in 
delivering this need.  
 
The Council recognises the demographics of London and of this 
borough, and is of the strong view that this diversity is something 
which makes the borough the special place that it is.  
 
Given the nature of the borough, our housing target is capacity 
based. We recognise that we will never be able to provide homes 
for all of those who may wish to live within the borough.   
 
The Council recognises the limitations of the planning system, and 
the ambition of some developers to maximise the value that 
proposals bring to their shareholders.  However, a robust set of 
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actually lived in. Meanwhile many of the workers on whom we rely 
for our services, including Council staff, cannot afford to live in the 
borough. Addressing this problem should be the Council’s principal 
housing priority. 
 
But we question the emphasis given in the document to the need 
for more houses as opposed to more jobs. At the time of the 2011 
census only 70% of residents in the economically active age group 
(16 to 65) were in work or seeking work. It should be a priority for 
the Council to reduce the number of inactive residents: this means 
improving the opportunities for training and generating more 
affordable managed workspace across the Borough. This is 
particularly urgent as we seek to recover from the disruptive 
effects of the pandemic. 
In view of the small size of the Borough and the fact that it already 
has the highest density of dwellings in Greater London at 7,047 per 
square kilometre and the highest land values (according to a FT 
analysis in September 2018), the demand from the Mayor of 
London to build yet more housing is disproportionate. The last 
Census showed that Earls Court’s density was already over 200 
people per hectare as compared with 20 people per hectare in 
Richmond. 
 
According to the 2011 Census the percentage of social housing 
across RBKC was already almost 25% (almost exactly the same 
percentage as for Greater London as a whole). Yet this was spread 
very unevenly across Wards: Riverside Ward with a density of 
162.3 people per hectare already has 41.3% of its homes as social 
rented properties and when the new homes on the Power Station 
site (420) come on stream shortly this percentage will rise to 50%. 

planning policies does allow development to deliver some of the 
wider benefits that an entirely market led system would not.  
 
The Council does note that one of its central ambitions is to ensure 
the well-being of its residents. This will be explicitly recognised in 
the vision for the Plan. 
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If we are to ensure balanced and viable local communities, further 
population growth in this highest density UK borough, where so 
much social and physical infrastructure is already under great 
pressure, should be avoided. Why should RBKC, rather than lower 
density outer London boroughs take the strain of providing more 
housing? 
According to the last published Census only half the population of 
RBKC residents were actually born in the UK, and probably far less 
than half born in London itself. It is by and large not “local people” 
who are creating the demand for more housing in this borough, 
but developers who sell to overseas buyers, many of whom are 
unlikely to participate actively in the life of the local community. 
The last published Census showed 29.9% of households in 
Brompton and Hans Town Ward were classified as “second 
addresses”, about twice the level in Riverside Ward. 
 
This Census also showed the extent of churn in Brompton and 
Hans Town during the previous ten years: in terms of length of 
residence in the UK, 24.7% of residents had only arrived in the last 
5 years and 13.9% in the last 5 to 10 years (3950 residents). In 
RBKC as a whole this Census indicated that 19% of residents had a 
second address split between the UK (41%) and outside the UK 
(59%). The 2021 Census will reveal whether this trend has 
continued or whether other patterns have emerged, for example a 
loss of residents back to the EU or out of inner London to much 
lower density boroughs and the Home Counties. It would surely be 
wise for the Council to wait until this picture, and its economic and 
demographic implications, are clearer before reaching any 
conclusions on future housing policy. 
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We are also concerned that the emphasis on more housing 
regardless of its nature is distorting planning decisions. The Council 
has a policy, which we support, of requiring, in the case of 
developments above a certain size, 35% of the floor space to be 
reserved for affordable housing. In practice however applicants are 
often able to argue that this would not be commercially viable 
unless the Council agrees to a building higher or larger than would 
be justified on normal planning grounds. We urge the Council not 
to give in to pressure of this kind. 
 
GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT 
The paper is full of references to growth and development, 
without any explanation of what these terms mean and why they 
should be encouraged in conservation areas, of which Chelsea has 
many. There is also no recognition in the paper of the need to 
ensure that no significant development sites in this densely 
populated borough are approved unless and until it can be shown 
that in step with such developments (and not a decade later) the 
additional social, educational, public health and recreational 
infrastructure will be built to absorb their impact. The driving force 
in any new Local Plan should be the well-being of the borough’s 
residents. This means, as noted above, a much greater emphasis 
on the provision of local employment. In Chelsea there is only one 
employment zone: the Council should be seeking ways or 
enhancing and expanding it, rather than squeezing it out with 
more housing.  How address? 
 
THE COUNCIL’S ABILITY TO DRIVE CHANGE 
The document exaggerates the current ability of the Council to 
drive change or to influence development. Most investments in 
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the borough are made by the private sector on the basis of its 
judgement of what the market will bear. Property developers will 
not include social or affordable housing or social infrastructure in 
their schemes unless they are forced to do so; and even when the 
Council purports to impose obligations (for example the 35% 
affordable housing rule for large developments) they are adept at 
finding loopholes for avoiding or mitigating them. The Council 
needs to be honest with residents about what it can, and cannot, 
do. 
 
The overarching ambition should be for a borough which cares for 
the well-being of its residents. This should include specifically the 
preservation and enhancement of Chelsea’s unique heritage and 
character. 
As the Lead Member for Planning and Transport’s introduction to 
this consultation makes clear, the new Council Plan reflects the 
increased emphasis on the need to support the local economy and 
boost employment opportunities, the ain of the Local Plan being to 
achieve good accessible place making that protects and improves 
residents’ health and well being, provides good quality homes and 
enhances the economy and the environment 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

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

Support for aims noted. 
 
The need to put the environment at the centre of decision making is 
now explicitly recognised within the vision. 
 
The Council recognises the potential conflicts that may arise with 
regards to conserving the existing building fabric and achieving our 
carbon reduction targets. The NLPR is clear that we will both 
conserve and protect the Borough’s existing building stock and 
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choice of materials. We think that the NLPR is not sufficiently clear 
where weight will lie in balancing these competing priorities. 
 
In bullet 3 the term ‘outstanding townscape’ does not sufficiently 
capture the quality of ‘place’ that is a feature of many parts of the 
Borough. This quality is a combination of many features, flowing 
from the development over the centuries of recognisable 
neighbourhoods of differing and distinctive characteristics. 
 
The terms ‘villages’ and ‘walkable neighbourhoods’ within a global 
city can be overused. But the impact of Covid 19 has reinforced the 
way in which residents have relied more on their very local 
environment and on a combination of shops and facilities within 
easy walking distance, along with parks and green spaces for 
‘lockdown exercise. 
 
In the third bullet, ‘outstanding townscape’ feels too narrow a 
term to capture the quality of places and neighbourhoods, and one 
that will have little resonance in the north of the Borough. Some 
wording that captures the value of coherent, identifiable mixed 
use areas with a ‘neighbourly’ feel, set within a large global city, 
could perhaps be woven into the ‘vision’ for the Borough. 

reduce carbon emissions to meet our ambitious carbon neutral 
targets.  
 
The Council aims to adopt a circular economy and whole life cycle 
carbon policy that goes beyond the London Plan in requiring all 
major development to undertake and submit a whole lifecycle 
carbon assessment and circular economy statement. A key 
objective of circular economy and whole lifecycle carbon principles 
is the retention of existing buildings and materials where 
appropriate. This will not only help to ensure development achieves 
carbon emissions reductions but will also help to conserve existing 
buildings.  
 
It is also important to highlight that energy and net zero carbon 
policy in the New Local Plan that support sustainable and efficient 
building materials will primarily influence new development in the 
Borough. Achieving ambitious carbon reduction and energy 
standards in new development does not conflict with the protection 
and conservation of existing buildings. We will introduce a policy 
that supports sensitive and appropriate sustainable retrofit of 
existing buildings and where planning permission is required, we 
will encourage applicants to meet high sustainability standards. 
However, we will also be clear that harm to historic and listed 
buildings and properties in conservation areas as a result of 
retrofitting works will be resisted.  
 
The Council recognises that the quality of the borough goes further 
than the nature of its townscape.  Reference will be made to the 
need for development to reflect the sense of “place”. The Council 
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will consider how best to reflect the value of the neighbourhoods as 
parts of the borough and indeed the rest of the capital. 
 
The Council supports the value of a walkable neighbourhood (or 
any alternative term), or an ambition that any resident has access 
to a choice of facilities within an easy walking distance. 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

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

Where planning regulations allow, the Council has, and will 
continue to protect the wide range of services that meet the day-
to-day needs of our residents.  However, it is beyond the remit of 
the planning system to control the nature of individual shops. The 
comments concerning Portobello Market have been passed to the 
markets team, who are currently carrying out a review as to how 
the markets should be managed. 
 
The impact that development has upon the environment will be a 
central part of the new Local Plan. This will include a review on how 
our polices can help mitigate the risk of flooding. 
 
The Local Pan will continue to have a robust set of polices 
concerning the need to protect our architectural heritage.  What is, 
or is not “good design” is a subjective matter. 

Cheyne Walk 
Trust (David 
Waddell) 

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

The Council recognises the value of the Lots Road Employment 
Zone, and will continue to have policies which support it as a centre 
for commercial uses.  However, we do have to recognise that the 
liberalisation offered under the GPDO does allow the loss of offices 
to a wide range of other uses.  We also recognise the contribution 
that all our Employment Zones can have increasing the supply of 
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heritage and conservation quality of this historic and valued area 
of Chelsea in order that its very attractive residential and 
environmental aspects are improved and not compromised. 
The quarter’s great character and most interesting history are 
much valued by residents and its many visitors alike. It is a 
cornerstone of the rich treasure of the Borough’s heritage value 
and interest. 
 
The Trust wishes to comment as follows on the Local Plan Issues 
and Options paper: 
 
The Trust most strongly endorses the submission in this matter 
made by the Chelsea Society, fully supporting the general and 
detailed comment that it contains in regard to the specific nature 
of Chelsea as a major part of the Royal Borough and the critical 
importance of respecting and building on its historic character 
rather than compromising this by the application of generic 
planning principals that might be entirely appropriate for new 
towns or major development areas but which have not been 
adequately considered or adjusted to take account of the 
particular nature, character, environmental and economic factors 
that prevail in in this major concentration of formal conservation 
areas and listed buildings. 
 
The very high residential densities in RBKC have largely been 
achieved through the human scale afforded both by the large 
house plus mews format (often converted into multiple units) 
together with Mansion blocks. We should continue to encourage 
that pattern and resist and any shift to high rise development 
above the generally prevailing density of 5 to six above ground 

new homes, whilst not reducing the commercial floorspace in these 
area.  
 
The Council is identifying locations where tall buildings are an 
appropriate form of development and will define what is 
considered a tall building for specific localities, as required by Policy 
D9 of the London Plan.  This will be done in the context of the 
statutory duty to preserve the character and appearance of the 
borough’s conservation areas. 
 
A specific policy relating to preserving the character and 
appearance of conservation areas will also be included.  Future 
housing needs and retrofitting the existing building stock will also 
be addressed. 
 
The Council has unmet need for affordable housing across the 
borough. Where possible (and viable) any new site must seek to 
address this need.  
 
Whilst we recognise that the Government may change the way 
housing targets are calculated, we have to recognise our current 
target as set out in the London Plan.  We will have any regard to 
future changes. 
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levels. 
 
The Trust’s immediate concern is the heritage integrity and 
planning regime for the Thames Conservation Area and the 
consequent importance of maintaining a planning regime that 
protects the best of that quarter both on land and in its riverside 
aspects. 
 
The CWT is also very supportive of the Lots Road Association of 
Residents and Businesses and its well-expressed LP related 
concerns on fostering the employment zone and resisting further 
increase in the already very high existing ratio of 40% Affordable 
Housing in the Lots Road triangle. 
 
We very much support the view that Environmental and Planning 
considerations must recognise very clearly that we are a borough 
with extensive conservation areas and listed buildings; these 
present particular and largely unaddressed complications and 
costs in respect of renewables and greening policies. 
 
We note in particular the statement of 4 October 2021 by the 
newly appointed Housing Secretary Mr Gove that planning policy 
requires a complete rethink and consider that consideration of 
housing targets and methodology must be reviewed in the light of 
whatever policy directions emerge from this re-assessment. 
 
 
More specifically we wish to see inclusion of and emphasis on: 
• The importance of maintaining and enhancing the existing 
conservation character of the borough and its established housing 
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scale and pattern 
• The need to identify what the future residential character, mix 
and densities might be in the post Covid/post Brexit era and what 
this means for future housing targets. 
• Making a clear assessment of the practical means and 
affordability of introducing and enhancing zero carbon and green 
policies in the context of existing housing stock. 
 

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

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

The need to support the local economy will form one of the central 
tenets of the local plan, and will be reflected in the vision. 

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

Reducing inequality is a fundamental desire of the Council, as 
articulated in the wider Council Plan and must be reflect in this 
Local Plan. The Council is of the view that the planning system can 
help “narrow inequality” through, for example the delivery of new 
facilities and RBKC community housing. 

Old Oak & Park 
Royal 
Development 
Corporation ( 

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

Support for vision for Kensal Canalside OA noted. 
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in both documents providing coordinated and consistent guidance. 
OPDC looks forward to continuing joint working with RBKC in the 
development of the NLPR. 
OPDC has the following comments which we hope are useful in 
shaping the document: 
1. OPDC supports the identification of Kensal Canalside as a site 
allocation for development and an area of change. The Kensal 
Canalside Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) and OPDC’s 
Local Plan align in relation to guidance for the North Pole Depot 
regarding development capacity, phasing, land uses, indicative 
building heights, transport infrastructure and viewing points. 

Fernando Chueca Environmental sustainability 
Reduction of the usage of private cars 

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

Exhibition Road 
Cultural Group 
(Emily Candler) 

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

Support for inclusion of reference to cultural offer noted.  

Natural History 
Museum (Adam 
Donovan) 

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

Noted. 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

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

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

Clean Air in 
London (CAL) 
(Simon Birkett) 

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

Comments noted.  
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The New Local Plan (NLP) needs to have regard to the London 
Environment Strategy (LES). The LES is a statutory strategy which 
the Mayor of London is required to prepare by s351A of the 
Greater London Authority Act 1999 which sets out the Mayor’s 
policies and proposals for a number of factors of the environment 
including climate change mitigation and adaptation. The LES is the 
successor to, amongst other things, the Mayor of London’s Climate 
Change Mitigation and Energy Strategy (2011). 
 
In particular, the LES sets out a strategy for achieving zero carbon 
by 2050 (in pursuance of the objectives of the Paris Agreement 
and the statutory requirements of the Climate Change Act 2008), 
including setting Carbon Budgets for London. The London Carbon 
Budget sets levels which are more ambitious than the national 
carbon budgets so that within the first carbon budget period 
(2018-2022) London will aim to achieve a 40 per cent reduction in 
carbon dioxide emissions on 1990 levels, in the second budget 
period (2023-27) a 50 per cent reduction, and in the third budget 
period (2028-2032) a 60 per cent reduction. RBKC has obviously 
set more ambitious timescales which must be demonstrated 
clearly in the NLP and supporting documents in a manner 
consistent with (and obviously more ambitious than) the LES e.g. 
IIA and SEA. 
 
For example, the objectives of the Paris Agreement are relevant to 
any IIA or SEA and climate change must not be characterised as a 
global (rather than local and everywhere) problem. Consideration 
must also be given to a regional assessment of what London needs 
to do in order to help achieve the objectives of the Paris 
Agreement set out in the LES. Importantly, the Plan must be 

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

Sport England 
(Mark Furnish) 

• Q1.1. – There are many elements throughout the document that 
ultimately relate back to improving the health and wellbeing of the 
local population therefore Sport England would encourage that the 
Council consider including maintaining and improving the 
borough’s population health and wellbeing within the vision so 
that there is a clear overriding steer, especially since health and 
wellbeing is mentioned within the key concepts. 

Noted.  The Council will consider how to best reflect the health and 
wellbeing of our residents.  
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Port of London 
Authority 
(Michael Atkins) 

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

Support for green issues and the environment being a central part 
of the vision is noted. The use of the Thames will be continued to 
be encouraged within the relevant chapter of the Local Plan.   

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

• narrow the inequality, through economic success for all 
• put green issues and the environment at the heart of all new 
development 
• further enhance and preserve the Borough’s outstanding 
townscape 
• Support key and essential workers and industries 

The Council notes the contribution that a successful and thriving 
economy has in reducing inequality. We also recognise the value of 
putting the environment at the centre of what we do. 
 
Note view that we need to support key and essential workers.  This 
is not a matter than can be considered through the Local Plan, 
other than through policies to support employment opportunities 
in general. 

Linda Wade 
 
 

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

The Local Plan does support the provision of a range of housing 
products, to meet the needs of our residents.  This includes homes 
for social rent and affordable rent as well as market homes. 
 
We support the provision of a range of business premises, although 
also recognise the considerable freedoms offered through planning 
regulations.  The emerging Local Plan does include a policy to 
provide affordable business units where appropriate.   
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open air, and internal play space 
• Accessible and affordable Day-Care for older residents in the 
centre and the south of the borough (including dementia care) to 
reflect the increase of residents over 85 years of age 
• Include a facility such as New Horizons in the Earl’s Court 
Exhibition Centre site area 
 
Green Issues and the Environment 
• The LDF must deliver a comprehensive and coherent cycle travel 
path (the Quiet Ways must be protected) 
• The identification of air quality and noise pollution hot spots and 
funding of secondary glazing 
• The funding of Green Screens in high volume traffic areas to 
protect residents 
• A policy on Air Conditioning Units and Extraction on commercial 
properties that is robust, enforceable, and proactive 
• A revision of the design guidance in the policy on double glazing 
in Conservation Areas to conform with the design but not in 
timber, there are many manufacturers of good quality alternatives 
to timber that are more affordable 
• Rolling out further policies in line with new technologies related 
to Electric Charging Points, this should be a borough wide strategy 
and not dependent on the number of applications made by owners 
of electric cars or the transition will be from petrol to hybrid due 
to lack of confidence 
• To achieve a walkable city there must be the support for our high 
streets and parades 
• Work with National Rail to preserve the railway embankments as 
pollinator highways 
• Ensure that the Urban Greening Factor is embedded in all 

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

TfL Planning, 
Transport for 
London  (Richard 
Carr) 

Please note that these comments represent the views of Transport 
for London (TfL) officers and are made entirely on a "without 
prejudice" basis. They should not be taken to represent an 
indication of any subsequent Mayoral decision in relation to this 
matter. The comments are made from TfL’s role as a transport 
operator and highway authority in the area. These comments do 
not necessarily represent the views of the Greater London 
Authority (GLA). A separate response has been prepared by TfL 
Commercial Development to reflect TfL’s interests as a landowner 
and potential developer. 
 
Thank you for giving Transport for London (TfL) the opportunity to 

Noted. The Council support the Mayors Healthy Streets approach 
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comment as part of the Issues and Options Consultation. We 
previously responded to the Initial Consultation and these 
comments should be read alongside that response. The London 
Plan 2021 has recently been published. It now forms part of Royal 
Borough of Kensington and Chelsea’s Development Plan and 
contains the most up-to-date policies. 
 
The approach of the Local Plan should be developed in line with 
relevant London Plan policy and TfL’s aims as set out in the 
Mayor’s Transport Strategy (MTS). In particular, it is important that 
local plans support the Healthy Streets Approach, Vision Zero and 
the overarching aim of enabling more people to travel by walking, 
cycling and public transport, rather than by car. This is crucial to 
achieving sustainable growth, as in years to come, more people 
and goods will need to travel on a relatively fixed road network. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

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

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

We have no comments to make at this stage except that London 
Underground Infrastructure Protection needs to be consulted as 
Statutory Consultees on any planning application within London 
Underground zone of interest as per TOWN AND COUNTRY 
PLANNING, ENGLAND-The Town and Country Planning 
(Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 
issued on 16th April 2015. 
 
Also, where there are intended works in the Highway we would 
need to be notified of these so that we can ensure there is no 
damage to them. 
 
 

Noted. 

Mr (Andrew 
Jamieson) 

Improved security, including bicycle stores. 
Street cleanliness. 

Noted. 

Marine 
Management 
Organisation 
(Lucinda 
Robinson) 

The MMO is a non-departmental public body responsible for the 
management of England’s marine area on behalf of the UK 
government. The MMO’s delivery functions are: marine planning, 
marine licensing, wildlife licensing and enforcement, marine 
protected area management, marine emergencies, fisheries 
management and issuing grants. 
Marine Planning and Local Plan development 
Under delegation from the Secretary of State for Environment, 
Food and Rural Affairs (the marine planning authority), the MMO 
is responsible for preparing marine plans for English inshore and 
offshore waters. At its landward extent, a marine plan will apply up 
to the Mean High Water Springs (MHWS) mark, which includes the 
tidal extent of any rivers. As marine plan boundaries extend up to 
the level of MHWS, there will be an overlap with terrestrial plans, 

The Council’s obligations with regard the MMO are noted and 
understood. 
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which generally extend to the Mean Low Water Springs (MLWS) 
mark. To work together in this overlap, the Department of 
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) created the Coastal 
Concordat. This is a framework enabling decision-makers to co-
ordinate processes for coastal development consents. It is 
designed to streamline the process where multiple consents are 
required from numerous decision-makers, thereby saving time and 
resources. Defra encourage coastal authorities to sign up as it 
provides a road map to simplify the process of consenting a 
development, which may require both a terrestrial planning 
consent and a marine licence.  
 
Furthermore, marine plans inform and guide decision-makers on 
development in marine and coastal areas. 
Under Section 58(3) of Marine and Coastal Access Act (MCAA) 
2009 all public authorities making decisions capable of affecting 
the UK marine area (but which are not for authorisation or 
enforcement) must have regard to the relevant marine plan and 
the UK Marine Policy Statement. This includes local authorities 
developing planning documents for areas with a coastal influence. 
We advise that all marine plan objectives and policies are taken 
into consideration by local planning authorities when plan-making. 
It is important to note that individual marine plan policies do not 
work in isolation, and decision-makers should consider a whole-
plan approach. Local authorities may also wish to refer to our 
online guidance and the Planning Advisory Service: soundness self-
assessment checklist. We have also produced a guidance note 
aimed at local authorities who wish to consider how local plans 
could have regard to marine plans. For any other information 
please contact your local marine planning officer. You can find 
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their details on our gov.uk page. 
 
See this map on our website to locate the marine plan areas in 
England. For further information on how to apply the marine plans 
and the subsequent policies, please visit our Explore Marine Plans 
online digital service. 
 
The adoption of the North East, North West, South East, and South 
West Marine Plans in 2021 follows the adoption of the East Marine 
Plans in 2014 and the South Marine Plans in 2018. All marine plans 
for English waters are a material consideration for public 
authorities with decision-making functions and provide a 
framework for integrated plan-led management. 
 
Marine Licensing and consultation requests below MHWS 
Activities taking place below MHWS (which includes the tidal 
influence/limit of any river or estuary) may require a marine 
licence in accordance with the MCAA. Such activities include the 
construction, alteration or improvement of any works, dredging, or 
a deposit or removal of a substance or object. Activities between 
MHWS and MLWS may also require a local authority planning 
permission. Such permissions would need to be in accordance with 
the relevant marine plan under section 58(1) of the MCAA. Local 
authorities may wish to refer to our marine licensing guide for 
local planning authorities for more detailed information. We have 
produced a guidance note (worked example) on the decision-
making process under S58(1) of MCAA, which decision-makers may 
find useful. The licensing team can be contacted at: 
marine.consents@marinemanagement.org.uk. 
 



24 

 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Consultation requests for development above MHWS 
If you are requesting a consultee response from the MMO on a 
planning application, which your authority considers will affect the 
UK marine area, please consider the following points: 
 
• The UK Marine Policy Statement and relevant marine plan are 
material considerations for decision-making, but Local Plans may 
be a more relevant consideration in certain circumstances. This is 
because a marine plan is not a ‘development plan’ under the 
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. Local planning 
authorities will wish to consider this when determining whether a 
planning application above MHWS should be referred to the MMO 
for a consultee response. 
• It is for the relevant decision-maker to ensure s58 of MCAA has 
been considered as part of the decision-making process. If a public 
authority takes a decision under s58(1) of MCAA that is not in 
accordance with a marine plan, then the authority must state its 
reasons under s58(2) of the same Act. 
• If the MMO does not respond to specific consultation requests 
then please use the above guidance to assist in making a 
determination on any planning application. 

The Pembridge 
Association 
(Fiona Fleming-
Brown) 

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

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

Tom Bennett Agree that further enhancing the borough's outstanding 
townscape should be paramount. Improving air quality, 
encouraging active travel, and quality planting should also be very 
important. Finally, increasing the supply of good quality, attractive 
homes, where possible, should also be included. 

Noted. 
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Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

Kensington Society response - 
A. Narrowing Inequality: 
 
The New Local Plan must: 
 
• Support additional truly affordable homes 
 
• Support need for maintaining access to local jobs, especially for 
areas with poor access to non-local jobs (ie Low PTAL areas) 
 
• Support equality of access a range of everyday facilities. We 
need to plan for improved access and maintain access to local 
social facilities and services, such as planning for future 
distribution of education, health, shops and access to cash – build 
on strengths of existing walkable/ 5-minute neighbourhoods/ 
walking catchments and support and strengthen local 
neighbourhood centres to improve access for all communities. This 
is a key social inclusion issue. 
 
• Develop policy for promoting 5-minute neighbourhoods. Update 
2008 evidence base for Walkable Neighbourhoods, to identify 
areas both with high and low accessibility to key local services. 
Maps and evidence base on identifying boundaries of genuinely 
walkable neighbourhoods need to be improved in Draft LP. 
 
 
B. Green issues & Environment The New Local Plan must 
• Develop policies that will lead us to a less polluted and 
eventually carbon neutral borough. 
 

Support for the ambition to narrow inequality noted. 
 
The Local Plan will support the provision of truly affordable homes 
and opportunities to provide employment opportunities. However, 
the Council cannot specify who is employed. The A4D is integral to 
allowing the Council to protect the range of business premises that 
will provide employment opportunities, be these for local people or 
beyond. The affordable business policy will assist in this aim, 
although the Council does recognise that it will only be appropriate 
for a small number of the larger sites. 
 
Support for a walkable neighbourhood noted. The Council will 
consider further whether an ambition for a 10 minute (800 m) or 5 
minute (400 m) is more appropriate. It is also a choice of facilities 
within an area which will be important rather than merely access to 
one. There is danger in by introducing a three tier neighbourhood 
(as suggested) that the message can be diluted.  However, the 
Council does recognise that preferred distance to say a secondary 
school will differ from that a convenience shop.    
 
B. Green issues and Environment: 
 
All policies in the Green-Blue Future chapter of the NLP will 
contribute towards reducing pollution and meeting our carbon 
neutral goals. For example, policies promoting carbon emissions 
reductions, energy efficiency, improvements to air quality, 
biodiversity and green infrastructure all play a role in reducing 
pollution. 
 



27 

 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

• Demonstrate RBKC to be a leader on environmental issues, going 
beyond the minimum central requirements (e.g. in the London 
Plan). For every policy we should be requiring improvements 
rather than “no worsening”. 
 
C. Enhance the Borough’s outstanding townscapes The New Local 
Plan must: 
• Recognise formally views in the Local Plan including views within, 
into, across and out of the Borough (This is currently within the 
Building Heights SPD, but this has been enriched by Conservation 
Area Appraisals). 
 
• Identify areas within the Local Plan where tall buildings may be 
appropriate, after recognising areas where they would be 
inappropriate or highly sensitive to tall buildings (currently within 
Building Heights SPD). 
 
• Support town centres and key town centre activities, as key 
locations for shops, services, entertainment, and, in particular, key 
social infrastructure. 
 
 
Figure 1.4: Accessibility of various services within a 15/10/5 - 
minute walk 
 
In a borough like Kensington and Chelsea, the “15-minute walk” 
(1,200m) criterion would only apply to “higher level” services, such 
as hospitals, sports centres, libraries, secondary schools, and large 
supermarkets. 
 

The Council aims to go beyond the London Plan in a number of 
areas. For example, our circular economy, whole lifecycle carbon, 
energy and net zero carbon policies all go beyond the minimum 
requirements of the London Plan.  
 
The Council is identifying locations where tall buildings are an 
appropriate form of development and will define what is 
considered a tall building for specific localities, as required by Policy 
D9 of the London Plan.  This will be done in the context of the 
statutory duty to preserve the character and appearance of the 
borough’s conservation areas. 
 
In the case of air quality, it is likely not possible to go beyond the 
London Plan requirement of air quality neutral as air pollution is 
often caused by sources that development cannot directly influence 
– such as road traffic. It would not be justified or proportionate to 
expect a development to improve air quality where it can not 
influence the cause of air pollution.  
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The 10-minute walk (800m) level is most suitable for GP group 
practices, post offices, dentists, pharmacies, cinemas, and tube 
stations. 
 
The 5-minute walk (400m) walk is most suitable for local shops, 
pubs, local open space, primary schools, bus stops, ATMs and 
cafes. 
 
However, a 15-minute walk (each way) is far too crude and should 
not be used as a measure of accessibility except for strategic social 
infrastructure. 
 
The emphasis should be on assessing which facilities should relate 
to 5-minute (400m) & 10-minute (800m) actual walking distances, 
as was used in the evidence base for the 2010 LDF. 
 
There seems to be confusion between walkable neighbourhoods 
and a 15-minute city! 
 
The table below, taken from an RBKC Residents’ Panel Survey 
indicates how far residents expect to walk to local facilities. There 
is a clear difference between highly local and less local facilities. 
 
In line with paragraph 93 of the NPPF, there is a need to plan 
positively to maintain or reconfigure the distribution of key social 
facilities, such as primary health care. See attached graph. 

Rolf Judd on 
behalf of 
Ballymore Group 
Limited and 

We write on behalf of our client, Ballymore Group Limited and 
Sainsbury’s Supermarkets Limited (‘Ballymore and SSL), to make 
representations on the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea’s 
(RBKC) New Local Plan Review: Issues and Options Consultation. 

Support noted. The allocation within the Local Plan is for a 
residential led, mixed use development.  This does include the re-
provision of the supermarket. 
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Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets L... 

Ballymore and SSL as stakeholders in the delivery of the Kensal 
Canalside Opportunity Area welcome the opportunity to respond 
to the Council on this Issues Consultation. 
 
Our clients are excited to be part of the redevelopment and 
regeneration of this area and will continue to engage proactively 
with the Council and local stakeholders to ensure the Opportunity 
Area is delivered and provides public benefits to the wider area, 
and Borough as a whole. 
 
Comments on Issues and Options Consultation Paper 
 
As a key stakeholder and active participant in the regeneration of 
the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area, Ballymore and SSL 
welcome early consultation on the New Local Plan to allow 
residents and businesses the opportunity to shape the plan at an 
early stage. 
 
Our clients’ primary objective is to ensure the deliverability of the 
development and regeneration of the Kensal Canalside 
Opportunity Area. Along with other the landowners, our clients 
plan to deliver a significant number of new homes, alongside a 
replacement Sainsbury's store, employment and commercial 
floorspace and public open space to meet RBKC Policy 
requirements. 
 
Overall, we are supportive that the Issues and Options Paper 
recognises the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area as a key area of 
change and a ‘Growth Area’ that is suitable for substantial 
development. 
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GLA (Hassan 
Ahmed) 

Thank you for consulting the Mayor of London on the proposed 
New Local Plan Review: Issues and Options consultation. As you 
are aware, all Development Plan Documents in London must be in 
general conformity with the London Plan under section 24 (1)(b) of 
the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. The Mayor has 
afforded me delegated authority to make detailed comments 
which are set out below. Transport for London (TfL) have also 
provided comments, which I endorse, and which are attached at 
Annex 1. 
 
The Mayor provided comments on the earlier Royal Borough of 
Kensington and Chelsea’s (RBKC’s) New Local Plan Review: 
Borough Issues consultation on 10 November 2020 (Ref: 
LDF20/LDD20/LP02/HA01). This letter follows on from that earlier 
advice and sets out where you should make further amendments 
so that the draft Plan is consistent with the London Plan 2021 
(LP2021). The London Plan 2021 was formally published on the 2 
March 2021, and now forms part of the RBKC’s Development Plan 
and contains the most up-to-date policies. 
 
General 
The Mayor recognises that this is the second stage of consultation 
on the Local Plan and is an ‘issues and options’ draft. As such it is 
at an early stage of the Local Plan preparation process and is not 
yet a draft version of the forthcoming Local Plan with draft Policies 
but allows for early engagement to set the policy approach in 
relation to specific matters, such as for housing and employment. 
The Mayor notes and supports the borough’s commitment, 
following the Grenfell Tower tragedy, to change the way that it 
engages with the community on planning matters and this 

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

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

TfL CD broadly supports a vision based on the suggestions in para 
1.18 to narrow inequality, strengthen environmental 

Support for ambition to narrow inequality noted. 
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considerations for new development and enhance the Borough’s 
townscape. 
 
We suggest that specific reference is made to sustainable ‘good 
growth’ (conforming with the London Plan) and recognition that 
change needs to be part of this agenda. Without deliverable 
change and the benefits that ‘good growth’ can bring, the Council 
would not be able to deliver on its three core principles of 
equality, environment and heritage / design. 
 
With comparatively little unconstrained, brownfield land available 
for development in the borough, the vision should recognise the 
role that Opportunity Areas such as Earls Court will need to play in 
that vision by making a significant contribution to the strategic 
development needs of London and the Borough for new housing, 
commercial development and infrastructure (of all types). The 
vision should also recognise that development opportunities on 
available underused, vacant and / or brownfield sites should be 
optimised as part of the overall strategy to enhance and protect 
the townscape and environment. 

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

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

Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment on the Royal 
Borough of Kensington and Chelsea’s Issues and Options Paper 
(July 2021) (herein referred to as the ‘Review Document’). On 
behalf of our clients, Native Land (Kensington) Limited, TTL South 
Kensington Properties Limited and London Underground Limited 
(herein referred to as the ‘Development Partners’) representations 
on the Review Document are outlined within this letter. This 
follows previous comments submitted on the first stage review 
document in September 2020. 
Background 

The Council has prepared a Call for sites evidence paper which 
considers the nature of future allocations. This includes the South 
Kensington site. 
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The Development Partner’s interest lies in the land immediately 
surrounding and including the South Kensington Tube Station. The 
area of interest is outlined on the attached plan. For 
completeness, the legal address of the interest is: 
South Kensington Underground Station, 20-48 (even) and 36-46 
(even) Thurloe Street, 1-9 (odd) Pelham Street and 1-13 South 
Kensington Station Arcade, 20- 34 Thurloe Square, and the land 
along the north side of Pelham Street between Thurloe Square and 
the Oxblood Building at South Kensington Station, including 41 
Pelham Street, London, SW7. 
The Development Partners submitted a planning application1 for 
the Around Station Development at South Kensington Station 
(herein referred to as the ‘ASD’). The submission of the application 
followed extensive pre-application consultation with RBKC’s 
Planning and Design and Conservation teams regarding the 
principles of this Site for development and the 
 
1 Submitted 8 June 2020, references - PP/20/03216 and 
LB/20/03217 
 
Evolution of the design. Following this significant engagement 
period, it was acknowledged by the Council that this Site is suitable 
for development, at a scale which is represented in the Planning 
Application. 
The proposed ASD as submitted, would deliver a number of 
benefits including new housing, affordable housing and an 
increase in class E commercial floor space. It also delivers heritage 
benefits alongside the long-awaited completion of the Step Free 
Access from street level to the District & Circle Line platforms. 
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Section 1.15 of the Review document outlines the priorities that 
the Local Plan needs to achieve. This includes providing new 
homes, including homes that are truly affordable and providing 
employment opportunities in the Borough. The proposed ASD 
would contribute to this vision in the New Local Plan. 

Earl's Court Area 
Action Group 
(Bella Hardwick) 

The fact that we are living in an era of climate change and that the 
Borough declared a climate emergency in October 2019 is key to 
the overall vision and this should be made clear in the New Local 
Plan and vague terms such as "green issues" being "at the heart of 
all new development" should be avoided. Section 2.6 of the draft 
New Local Plan states "It can ensure designers think about 
minimising their carbon footprint right at the outset of planning a 
development and all the way through design, construction and the 
finished development". It is not enough for designers to "think" 
about minimising their carbon footprint, the Council's Planning 
Committees should ensure that they do so and enforce it. A prime 
example is 344-350 Old Brompton Road, the new portal building 
for the Earls Court Masterplan site which is not going to be carbon 
neutral from the start and has been approved by the Council. 

The vision reflects the Councils ambitions, and the recognise that 
we must ensure that the environment is key in our decision-making 
process. The detailed polices will form part of the policies set out 
elsewhere in the Local Plan, and particularly, the section titled, 
“Green-Blue future”. This will include how the Council seeks to use 
the planning system to meet our requirements with regard to 
reducing the carbon footprint of developments, including a range of 
carbon emissions reduction, energy efficiency and other 
sustainability requirements. 
 
As an opportunity area site, development at Earl’s Court will be 
expected to meet exemplary sustainability standards. The NLPR will 
include an updated site allocation for Earl’s Court which will be 
clear on these requirements. However, it should be noted that the 
NLP will only be able to influence development after it is adopted. 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Conserving our heritage 
Whilst the list of topics seems fine, it is strange that conservation 
appears almost as an afterthought and there a lot of emphasis on 
new development. There is no mention on the Key Facts map that 
75% of the borough is covered by conservation areas. 
 
Support Equality of Access. Create walkable neighbourhoods, 
specifically ensuring that the elderly and less able are cared for in 
the local infrastructure, including side roads, for access to bus 

The need to ensure that the borough’s rich built environment will 
remain an integral part of the Local Plan. This has been reflected in 
the Local Plan’s vision. 
 
The Council supports the concept of the walkable neighbourhood, 
though needs to consider further whether this should be at a 15, 10 
or 5 minute level. We support the provision of those facilities that 
can offer our residents a real choice.  This is an integral part of 
being able to reduce inequality across the borough. 
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stops and shops in local centres and parades of shops. 
Figure 1.4 There should be 5 minute (400m) and 10 minute (800m) 
actual walking distances, as was used in the evidence base for the 
2010 LDF. 
 
Greening the Retail Environment 
Retail also needs to be specifically included in greening 
refurbishments especially supermarkets with automatically 
opening and closing doors and freezer cabinets. 
 
A Healthier Borough 
Sports facilities should be included in an innovative and exciting 
way tying in with for example local gyms, the Royal Ballet School, 
Westway and Schools. 
 
A Beautiful Borough  
Protect views into, within and out of the Borough. 
Tall buildings policy should reflect the fact that RBKC is a low to 
medium rise borough with a strong architectural character and 
tradition. Even within each conservation area there are frequently 
several different character areas varying from 2 and 3 storey 
terraces and villas to larger town houses and to mansion blocks. 
Even the larger mansion blocks are rarely taller than 6 or 7 storeys. 
There are relatively few tall buildings within the borough and new , 
very tall buildings are generally unpopular with residents as they 
may mar or obliterate existing views and may seem oppressive . 
Tall buildings policy needs to reflect this, and taller buildings 
should generally be confined to the larger opportunity sites. Even 
there, consideration must be given to the context and the effect 
on surrounding areas. 

The detailed operation of shops is beyond the remit of the planning 
process. 
 
The Council seeks to protect shopping facilities, although notes that 
changes to planning regulations does now mean that planning 
permission is no longer required for one E class use to change to 
another.  We will support new sports facilities as appropriate. 
 
The Council recognises that tall buildings will only be appropriate in 
certain locations.  The Council is continuing to determine where 
these locations will be.   
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David Campbell 1.1 Maintain the present layout and appearance, guiding 
developments to make the Borough a good place to live for all 
Residents 

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

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

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

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

Imperial College 
London  (Rory 
Newman) 

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

The Council recognises the value that education will have in 
reducing inequality.  This is reflected in the amended vision which 
refers to provision of social facilities needed to support the health 
and well-being of our residents.  The role of the university sector is 
explicitly recognised elsewhere in the plan.    
 
The Council will review the infographic to ensure that it remains up-
to-date and relevant.   
 
The Council does recognise the benefits of an inclusive, connected 
green and beautiful borough will be to those who visit and work 
within the borough and not only to the residents. The vision will be 
amended accordingly. 
 
Support for need to protect cultural offer noted. 
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connected, green and beautiful Borough. However, the benefits of 
such a Borough should not be limited to just residents. The Plan 
should recognise how these factors can influence the 
attractiveness and sustainability of the Borough for all its users and 
occupants, a significant proportion of which may not necessarily 
live in RBKC, these points being particularly pertinent given the 
need to reenergise the local economy and to bring all people back 
into central London. 
 
Imperial also supports the need to protect the existing cultural 
offer and internationally recognised town centres. Imperial is a 
leading university and a key asset to the Borough. The College 
firmly considers that its campus and education facilities more 
broadly, make a significant contribution to the cultural diversity 
and attractiveness of London. 

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

Sustainability - Retrofitting existing buildings should be prioritised. 
New buildings and infrastructure must be built to last for 
generations and carbon neutral from end to end. All new builds to 
be future proofed using passive solar, sustainable energy 
networks, fibre optic cabling, grey water, SUDS, etc.  
 
A rich mix of accessible, safe, efficient, comfortable, and clean 
public transport must be a priority and private car ownership 
drastically reduced in the borough. 
 
Grow a sustainable and durable community - planning and 
architecture must create quality shared space, foster street life 
and community activities, create space for local businesses to 
thrive, promote cross-cultural engagement and, most importantly, 
provide community services such as health care, schools, play 

The NLP will include a specific policy on sustainable retrofit of 
existing buildings.  
 
The NLP will also include circular economy, whole lifecycle carbon, 
energy efficiency and net zero policies, which will promote and 
support development that is long lasting (a key objective of the 
circular economy) and carbon neutral. Renewable energy 
generation, including solar power, sustainable energy supply 
networks, SuDS and the reuse of grey water are and will all be 
supported in the NLP. 
 
One of the Local Plan’s central ambitions is to provide a range of 
forms of transport that do not rely on the use of the private car. 
This will include public transport as well a support for initiatives 
that increase the popularity of both  walking and cycling. 
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facilities, parks and green space, varied and necessary shops, and 
accessible public transport all within walking distance. New 
residential and commercial developments must significantly 
reduce transience. Families and businesses need roots. We must 
foster longevity in our communities. We must drastically reduce 
the number of unlived-in homes and empty commercial and retail 
properties.  
 
To create mixed communities, 50% of new residential provision 
must be for social rent. 
 
Urban forest - any new plans must significantly contribute to 
increasing the local urban forest. We must take a 'forest first' 
approach. Buildings and other amenities must be designed around 
existing mature trees. Any loss of amenity value of trees must be 
absolutely minimised, fully compensated for and replacement 
value calculated using I-Tree or CAVAT. Food growing and 
wildflowers must also be built in to plans. 
 
Innovation and creativity - RBKC is home to some of the finest 
architecture in Europe. Let's keep it that way by demanding 
innovative, world-class architecture that is a joy to look at and also 
to live and work in. 

 
The Council recognises the value of growing as sustainable and 
durable community, and the contribution that well designed 
development can play. 
 
However, we must recognise that the planning system cannot 
control how market homes are occupied, or indeed if they are lived 
in at all. 
 
Whilst the Council seeks to maximise the provision of new truly 
affordable homes, it is constrained by the requirements of the 
London Plan and the requirement that we must take account of the 
impact that the provision of affordable homes will have upon the 
delivery of a scheme.  We generally seek 35% of new homes to be 
“affordable” and of this, 70% to be for social rent.  
 
The Council greatly values its existing trees both in terms of the 
visual impact that they have but also in terms of their wider 
environmental benefits. The Council’s existing trees policy protects 
tress in the Borough and requires the Council to plant additional 
trees where possible. This approach will be continued in the NLP 
and is in conformity with the London Environment Strategy, which 
sets out several ambitions in relation to trees and woodlands. 
Including the protection and management of the existing urban 
forest; increasing canopy cover by 10% of current levels; and 
creating 200 hectares of species-rich woodland by 2050. Our policy 
approach is also consistent with the objectives of the London Urban 
Forest Plan and the London Plan 2021, which promote planting of 
trees and woodlands in new developments, and where loss of trees 
is unavoidable, requires replacement based on the existing value of 
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the trees removed. However, it should be noted that due to the 
densely developed and highlight constrained nature of the Borough, 
it is very unlikely that there will be opportunity to create new 
woodland in the Borough.  
 
The Council strongly endorses high quality design for developments 
within the borough. 

West Holland 
Park Forum 
(Dominic Woods) 

Holland Road (The triangle site next to the Holland Park 
Roundabout) in Sites proposed in Issues Consultation as suitable 
for development 
 
We want the above local green to be accepted as Local Green 
Space to protect it from any kind of development. 
We want this green registered as Local Green Space on the new 
Local Plan. 
 
The Draft Local Plan is currently in Consultation which closes in a 
few days. 
 
We are aware that RBKC is under pressure from Central 
Government to build more homes every year, but building on 
Green is not acceptable to us. It is not even a long term answer for 
RBKC to building more homes on greens as obviously RBKC will run 
out of Greens, RBKC must build on Brownfield, not this green. It is 
not dealing with the climate emergency, this green soaks up 
rainfall if it was built on it will add to the problem of local house 
flooding, it will reduce trees, grass and plants reducing the 
greenhouse gas CO2 stored in this vegetation and reduce oxygen 
released from this volume of vegetation to this highly polluted 
area. 

The Council notes that the consultee wishes the open area to the 
south of the Holland Park Roundabout to be designated as Local 
Green Space.  We have received his comments in a timely manner 
and they will be fully considered. 
 
The NPPF is explicit in that designation of LGS can only be done 
through the development plan process.  It will be for a Planning 
Inspector to make the ultimate decision should the Council and a 
consultee continue to take differing views on this matter. 
 
The Council is of the opinion that designation as LGS would not be 
appropriate as the land in question would not meet the tests set 
out in the relevant parts of the NPPF, and in particular paragraph 
102. 
 
We are not of the view that the site is “demonstrably special to the 
local community and holds particular local significance.” 
 
We do not agree with the suggestion that that space is of historic 
significance.   
 
The consultee does not suggest that the sites itself if on any 
inherent historic significance, rather that its significance lies in the 
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To quote RBKC Draft Local Plan It does not "help improve air 
quality, support urban greening, minimize flood risk or promote 
biodiversity" which ever way you cut it. 
 
We believe this green does meet the criteria for Local Green Space 
protection because Open Spaces Society said it need fill just one of 
the criteria to qualify and we believe it qualifies more than one 
criteria as follows: 
 
Historic significance 
The green is of historic significance because it is the setting of: the 
Grade 1 listed church (St John the Baptist)- see letter from the 
Vicar, Dr Rev James Heard attached, the Holland Park Conservation 
Area, the Norland Conservation Area and the Grade 11 listed 
buildings 186, 184,182, 180 Holland Park Avenue & 44 Royal 
Crescent. 
Recreational value 
This green is used extensively for all types of recreation (bird 
watching, bicycle riding, game playing for kids, walking for elderly 
and infirm, dog walking) see attached letters and witness 
statements. 
Richness of wildlife 
This green runs alongside the Green Corridor of the railway line, 
but the green corridor runs out of green and turns to concrete 
tunnel and underground platforms for Shepherds Bush 
Overground Station, so effectively the green corridor physically 
runs up over the railway over this green to the green Holland Park 
Roundabout (which is RBKC designated “Open Space”) and beyond 
to the green central reservation and to the end of concrete 
Overground platforms. 

contribution it has on the setting of nearby listed buildings. We do 
not agree, given the proximity to the listed buildings in question, 
and the contribution that the site has (if any) to their setting. 
 
The Council does not share the view that the site is of 
“demonstrably special” or “particularly locally significant”  
recreation value.  It is not a council or privately owned park and 
does not have any particular recreational facilities within it.  It is a 
small highly polluted space immediately abutting a busy network of 
roads. 
 
The Council does not share the view that the site is of 
“demonstrably special” or “particularly locally significant” 
In terms of richness of wildlife.  It has not been designated as a SSSI 
or indeed as a site of nature conservation importance. 
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We know that some members of your staff want to build on this 
site, but we do not want this green built upon. The idea of building 
on Green Land is repulsive to us, morally devoid and any RBKC 
officer or employee is not acting in the interest of the local Council 
Tax Residents payers or Business Rate Tax Payers, our members. 
 
If any games are played by RBKC officers, be advised that, as we 
have written to you, Amanda & Elizabeth we will hold you to 
account. To be clear, what We mean exactly is: 
A Judical Review Court may decide that: 
a) The criteria for LGS has been met and the refusal or delays 
unjust 
b) The LGS should have been granted because no planning 
approval has been received on the green 
Because of the above reasons a court may decide that any building 
on it should be demolished and this green should be re-instated. 
Because of the above reasons any RBKC employee, RBKC officer 
who acted in full knowledge of preventing lawful activity with 
improper actions may be held to account personally for cost of 
demolition if RBKC is found to have acted unlawfully and RBKC 
does not want to pay for costs where all illegal action is not 
insurable by RBKC (RBKC officers/employees would not be insured 
and may have to pay personally for all losses, including legal). 
 
We were unable to attach the attachments to the user unfriendly 
Local Plan Website comments, but we did send a copy of this e 
mail. Please find attached 16 letters/e mails of objection to build 
on the green, witness statements of usage in support of Local 
Green Space Registration on Local Plan and support of Saving the 
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Green from being built upon by Local Business Rate Payers and 
Residents, our members. Also, please accept this e mail as a 
further Witness statement that I use the green for short walks, 
making a total of 17. Our membership numbered 100's more, but 
due to covid 100's have left the area. However, about 80 are 
currently living or working here in the streets near the green, some 
of whom have been copied into this e mail. 
 
Please find attached our Application for Registration of Local 
Green Space of the Green on Holland Road/Hansard Mews/ 
Holland Park Roundabout Junction. 
 
As such please confirm you will ensure this green is not built upon 
and grant it Local Green Space Status on the Draft/ Local Plan. 

Collette 
Wilkinson 

No more high rise blocks of flats with absentee landlords. 
 
The employment zone to be protected and supported. 

Noted. 

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

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

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

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

Noted.  This is one of the central part of our vision for the Local 
Plan. 
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Robert Dixon I agree with these visions. Support noted. 

NHS North West 
London CCG 
(Kate Brady) 

We note and support the reasons for reviewing the Local Plan. The 
review will focus on providing the planning framework for 
supporting businesses and communities to recover from Covid-19, 
addressing the climate change emergency and to plan for ‘Good 
Growth’ to support the delivery of 4,500 new homes in the next 
ten years. 
 
The Covid-19 pandemic which has changed the way we work, shop 
and socialise. The new local plan could consider the longer-term 
implications of the pandemic in terms of travel, changing working 
patterns and demand for office space, the future of town centres 
and design of buildings and spaces. The pandemic has accelerated 
changes in the way healthcare services are provided and how 
facilities are used, with greater demand for digital services and 
flexible space. 
 
The NHS is committed to reaching net zero carbon by 2040 for the 
emissions it controls. The report ‘Delivering a Net Zero National 
Health Service’ (October 2020) sets out interventions which will 
help the NHS decarbonise, including action to reduce emissions 
from the NHS estate, a move towards a sustainable model of 
healthcare with care closer to home, promoting less polluting 
travel options and preventing ill health which reduces hospital 
admissions. To support the net zero ambition, each NHS trust and 
integrated care system will have a Green Plan which sets out their 
aims, objectives, and delivery plans for carbon reduction. 
It is recognised that delivering a net zero health service will require 
work to ensure new healthcare buildings are net zero compatible, 
as well as improvements to the existing estate. 

The intention is that the new Local Plan will consider the longer-
term implications of the pandemic, in terms of working and 
shopping patterns.  We recognise that there may also ne 
implications in the way the NHS works, and we would welcome on 
going engagement to determine the longer term needs of the NHS 
over time.   
 
Support for net zero emission noted. 
 
Figure 1.2 is intended to demonstrate how the Local Plan will be the 
spatial expression is all of the Council’s strategies.  This will include 
the Council’s Health and Wellbeing Strategy 2016-2021. 
 
The Council recognises that heath inequality is part of a wider 
definition of inequality.  Specific reference to improve heath 
provision will be made elsewhere in the plan, with health facilities 
being one of the “services” needed to make up the walkable 
neighbourhood.    



44 

 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

 
How does the Local Plan link with the Council’s priorities? 
We note that the Council Plan reflects the increased emphasis on 
the need to support the local economy, boost employment 
opportunities and support physical and mental health. 
We welcome Figure 1.2 which links Council Plan priorities to the 
new local plan. We suggest that the plan refers to the Council’s 
Health and Wellbeing Strategy 2016-2021 to help link the Council 
Plan priority ‘healthy, clean and safe’ to the new policies. A new 
health and wellbeing strategy is being developed and there is the 
opportunity to ensure that health and wellbeing is a key priority 
for the new local plan. 
 
Overall vision for the New Local Plan 
We support the proposed vision for the new plan. It refers to 
‘narrowing the inequality’ across the borough but could specifically 
refer to health inequalities and the differences in life expectancy 
as noted in Figure 1.3. The proposed vision refers to supporting 
health and wellbeing in the context of environmental issues and 
impacts. Although important, the Health and Wellbeing Strategy 
recognises that the health and wellbeing is determined by a wide 
range of issues, including employment, education, housing, 
environment, transport and access to health and care services. 

Alex Mackay Our history and heritage, given form by the borough's 
architecture, is of primary importance. Preserving our 
conservation areas and landmarks which make RBKC such a special 
and desirable place to live must be at the heart of the Local Plan. 
 
The Plan should emphasise creating opportunity for all. In this 
context supporting parks, open spaces, leisure facilities and 

The Council recognises that our history and heritage is of 
importance – and this is reflected by the need to enhance the 
outstanding townscape within the vision.  However, the Council is 
of the view that other element are as important, including the need 
to reduce inequality and to ensure that new development takes full 
account of environmental considerations. 
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libraries together with education and health provision open to 
everyone needs to be reiterated. 

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

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

Support for vision noted. The importance of the “cultural offer” is 
explicitly recognises as is a range of leisure uses. The Earl’s Court 
allocation will provide more clarity in this regard. 
 
Both culture and leisure have been added to the vision for the Earl’s 
Court vision. 
 
 
The Council recognises that the Earls Court and West Kensington 
Opportunity Area is a location which expected to accommodate a 
significant amount of new development.  Again this reflected in the 
allocation. 
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ECDC therefore welcomes the intention for there to be an 
ambitious overall vision and that this will recognise the role that 
Opportunity Areas such as Earls Court must play in that vision by 
making a significant contribution to the Borough’s development 
needs. The size of the Site means that it can create its own 
opportunity for scale and place making, whilst resecting its 
neighbours. 

DP9 on behalf of 
WELCOME 
TRUST  (Zoe 
Smythe) 

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

Support for vision noted. 

Brent Council 
(Paul Lewin) 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the RBKC New Local 
Plan Issue and Options document. The Council is supportive of the 
approach that RBKC is taking in trying to meet its London Plan 
minimum housing requirement, the focus primarily on social 

Support for ambition to meet housing targets noted.  
 
Support for sustainable forms of transport noted. 
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rent/London affordable to meet identified housing needs and 
meeting commercial and employment needs as well as associated 
social and physical infrastructure.  
 
The Council also supports the focus on sustainable forms of 
transportation consistent with the Mayor’s aim of reducing 
unnecessary private car travel. Like RBKC, LB Brent has also 
declared a climate emergency and so is supportive of the 
prioritisation that is being placed on addressing this matter in the 
issues and options document. 
 
The Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area is clearly a significant 
development site for RBKC. This is in terms of it bringing a major 
piece of underutilised brownfield land that can add positively to 
the townscape in this area, but which also has some high quality 
and sensitive heritage as well as other environmental assets. The 
site clearly will play a substantial role in addressing RBKC’s general 
and affordable housing needs, whilst creating a new mixed use 
community that can stitch into the wider urban environment. 
Whilst understanding the need for optimisation of the site, the 
Council considers that the local plan should provide greater clarity 
on what the likely development capacity of the site will be. 
Currently within the recently adopted Supplementary Planning 
Document (SPD) for the Opportunity Area there is a broad range 
from the policy defined minimum 3,500 dwellings up to potentially 
5,000 dwellings as identified in the SPD. In addition, whilst it 
understands the difficulties of being able to provide a precise 
indication of acceptable heights in the Opportunity Area, the 
Council considers that consistent with London Plan Policy D9, 
greater clarity is also necessary on this aspect of the site’s 

 
 
The local plan sets a minimum development capacity for the site 
and the SPD sets out expectations should the site come forward at 
a greater density level. 
 
 
The site allocation does now make clear that taller buildings 
designed as part of a comprehensive height strategy will be 
acceptable in this location.   
 
 
Noted the council will work positively with all neighbouring 
boroughs to fully understand the impacts of any development and 
to ensure potential benefits are delivered from improvements.  
 
A transport strategy will be required with any forthcoming 
application for the site as per the SPD that includes modelling of the 
Harrow Road junction. 
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development in advance of more detailed testing through the 
application process. 
 
In the response to the Opportunity Areas SPD, the Council gave 
particular emphasis to addressing the likely potential 
transportation impacts for adjoining wards and associated 
infrastructure in LB Brent. The Council understands that modelling 
indicates impacts on local junctions will not be significant. It also 
understands that in terms of public transport, RBKC’s focus is bus 
services along Ladbroke Grove and improving Ladbroke Grove 
underground station. Nevertheless, given the proximity of Kensal 
Green station, it is considered that this will potentially provide a 
strong draw for the development’s residents. As such, the Council 
would like to ensure that it and RBKC can work together to identify 
the potential for improvements as a result of mitigating the 
impacts of the development to the quality of the public realm and 
space within the adopted highway on the Harrow Road to 
encourage walking a cycling between the site and Kensal Green 
station, as well as using improvements to the accessibility of the 
station, including lifts to platforms. 
The Council seeks to work collaboratively in addressing the above 
and will also positively engage as necessary in the Statement of 
Common Ground between RBKC and its surrounding local planning 
authorities. 

Avison Young on 
behalf of 
Department for 
Transport (Neil 
Lawrence) 

The vision should make specific reference to the Borough’s 
opportunity areas and the need to make best use of the last 
remaining strategic brownfield sites, in order to deliver sustainable 
development which meets local needs. The vision should have a 
wide focus and include practice for working in collaboration with 

The vision sets out what the Council wishes the Local Plan to 
achieve, the OA’s being one of the mechanisms by which this vision 
will be achieved. 
 
The Council is in continual contact with our neighbours for strategic 
matters. 
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neighbouring planning authorities where greater opportunities can 
emerge. 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

As you can see from Cllr Dent Coad’s attached report on Inequality 
in K&C – recognised by various bodies including recently the RBKC 
Deputy Leader as an essential piece of research - inequality in the 
borough has worsened and specific issues are identified in certain 
areas that should be addressed in the strategic priorities in the 
New Local Plan. These can be targeted in areas of specific need, to 
improve health and wellbeing where residents are most in need. 
Kensal Town in Golborne Ward is the most deprived 
neighbourhood in London. We must include emphasis on 
supporting specific projects that will improve health, well-being, 
and well-paid employment in Kensal Town, and other areas now 
identified as suffering from worsening inequality. This includes the 
neighbourhood around Grenfell Tower, for the first time 
registering as the sixth most multi-deprived in London. 
Also attached is a recent paper from members of TCPI on ‘Levelling 
Up: the role of Planning’ which underlines the strategic role of the 
Planning process in improving provision of genuinely affordable 
housing, health, well-being and employment. These matters are of 
even more importance post-Covid, and we must keep this in 
constant review as we fully understand changing patterns in living, 
work and leisure time. 
 
There are very few mentions in the ‘vision’ of the nation-wide, if 
not world-wide effects of the fire at Grenfell Tower. If we are to be 
taken seriously alongside our countless commitments and policies 
post-Grenfell, we must be seen to act and not just write heart-
warming aspirations that are never monitored or implemented. 
This is to be a thread throughout our response. Let us remember 

The central ambition of the Local Plan is to try to reduce inequality 
across the Borough. 
 
This includes by the maintenance of employment opportunities, in 
some cases requiring the provision of affordable workspaces, the 
provision of RBKC community housing and by promoting a walkable 
neighbourhood, or to try to ensure everyone lives within the range 
of services they need to meet their day-to-day needs.    
 
The Council’s recent A4D is intended to allow use to protect the 
commercial uses that we have, and the Council still strongly 
supports its Employment Zones as the remaining concentrations of 
commercial uses outside of our town centres. 
 
The Council supports the retention of light industrial uses, but notes 
that as an E class use planning permission is not required for use as 
an alternative E class use.   
 
The Local Plan fully recognises the obligation to meet our housing 
targets and to provide RBKC affordable housing, for suitable 
developments. In these cases it will seek to ensure that 70% of the 
affordable housing is social rented in nature.  
 
The Council strongly support the protection/improvement of social 
infrastructure. We recognise that these are the uses that bind the 
community together and offer the services they may need on a day-
to-day basis. This is a central element of our promotion of the 
walkable neighbourhood. 
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that the ‘refurbishment’ of Grenfell Tower was supposedly a 
response to cold, damp and leaks, and yet we still hesitant and 
give undue ‘balancing’ as to how and where decent insulated 
homes targeting zero carbon are provided. Warm dry homes with 
good insulating properties are not a ‘nice to have’ but essential in 
the climate emergency to save energy as well as improve health. 
We must be an exemplar Council. 
 
There can be no excuse to constantly prioritise the inclusion of 
private rented or market sale homes on developments on Council 
owned land. When we are spending tens of millions buying 
Temporary Accommodation outside the borough, we should 
instead be focussing on delivering homes for social rent within 
borough boundaries. This imperative to house residents within 
borough boundaries is one of our Statutory Duties and should be 
embedded in Planning policy. 
These issues, plus the uncompromising tackling of air pollution 
that is killing dozens of our residents every year, must be priorities 
in coming years. As previously stated we will also have to review 
many of these issues once the longer-term effects post-Covid are 
known. There will be no ‘return to normal’. 
 
We must include: 
- a focus on providing homes affordable to residents for whom we 
have a duty to house, within the borough 
- keeping employment zones to include light industrial 
- ensuring that all services are locally available to those who need 
them, improving social infrastructure 
- supporting our ‘Climate Emergency’ response by reducing car use 
(EV or otherwise), lobbying to improve public transport, as well as 

 
The Local Plan is explicit in its recognition of the climate emergency 
and will contain chapters which seek to address the creation of 
carbon as well as in supporting new public transport and promoting 
active travel. 
 
The vision is directly linked to the Council priorities established 
following the Grenfell Tower tragedy. The first strand of the vision is 
to reduce inequality, the second strand is to place green issues and 
environment at the heart of all new developments. In addition, the 
Council is aiming to have an exemplary green neighbourhood at the 
Lancaster West Estate. Work is underway to establish a new district 
heating network within clear timelines. A new neighbourhood 
vision for the area is also being co-designed with the residents. 
 
Detailed consideration of building safety is a matter of the building 
regulations regime. 
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making active travel safer for those who participate 
- research provision of high-density low to middle rise 
developments, to avoid tall buildings 
- ensure that all new developments are built to the highest fire 
safety and building safety standards; no more ‘on balance’ 
decisions on safety 

Sustrans (Ollie 
More) 

James/ Iain 
We are responding to the New Local Plan Review: Issues and 
Options consultation to impress upon the Royal Borough of 
Kensington and Chelsea the importance of ensuring provision of 
sustainable and active travel infrastructure via the Local Plan. 
Sustrans supports the aim of the new Royal Borough of Kensington 
and Chelsea Local Plan to “achieve good accessible placemaking 
that protects and improves resident’s health and well-being”. The 
stated priority of placing green issues and the environment at the 
heart of all new development, supporting the health and wellbeing 
of residents is also important. 
We encourage the Borough to ensure that these laudable aims and 
priorities are followed through the Local Plan to specific policies 
and firm commitments to make this a reality. In particular, the new 
Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea Local Plan should 
facilitate the delivery of the Mayor’s strategic target of 80 per cent 
of all trips in London to be made by foot, cycle or public transport 
by 2041. 
The Borough has a vital role to play in ensuring that all Londoners 
and visitors to the city have safe and inclusive cycling 
infrastructure in this area of west London. This is particularly 
important for local trips within the Borough and for east-west trips 
which go through the Borough to/from central London. 

Both walking and cycling are more space-efficient than travelling by 
car, and where protected cycle lanes are provided, they can carry 
very large numbers of people in a relatively small amount of space, 
with zero emissions. But in planning how to change the transport 
mix we need to consider that if motor traffic volumes do not 
reduce, then a large reduction in capacity will inevitably result in 
additional congestion, with consequences for bus passengers as 
well as car users.   
  
We recognise that there is currently no protected cycle route 
running east-west across the borough to meet the strategic 
demand identified by TfL. All of the main east-west routes across 
the borough are already congested. A further challenge arises from 
the fact that while there is a clear desire by most Londoners to 
improve the city’s air quality, and walking and cycling remain the 
only truly zero-emission forms of transport, cycling schemes remain 
very controversial, and are not universally seen as part of the 
solution to our air quality and climate change problems. This can 
even be the case with cycling schemes that involve little or no 
reduction in traffic capacity  
  
We will continue to build upon our network of safe and convenient 
‘Quietway’ cycling routes across the borough using TfL’s Strategic 
Cycling Analysis Report to identify new routes and 
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Knight Frank on 
behalf of the 
Metropolitan 
Police Service 
(Vincent Gabbe) 

Manpreet – CIL/ s106 and the Met 
Background 
 
The Issues and Options document refers to the London Plan 2021 
target to deliver 448 dwellings per annum within the Borough. 
Over the 20 year period of the proposed Plan, this would mean 
8,960 new dwellings. There would also be significant growth in 
jobs and tourism activities. The growth in homes, offices and other 
uses will significantly increase the need for policing and the cost 
for associated infrastructure. This therefore represents a 
legitimate infrastructure requirement that should be accounted 
for. 
 
Policy Recognition Sought 
 
MPS is seeking recognition within the proposed Local Plan that 
new dwellings and other development increases the need for 
policing, leading to a legitimate infrastructure requirement that 
should be accounted for through section 106 contributions. We 
believe that it is appropriate that this should be set out clearly 
within the Local Plan, as opposed to any other documents. This is 
because this document establishes the need for and strategy to 
deliver new dwellings and other growth that gives rise to the 
requirement. 
 
Relevant Appeal and Court Cases 
 
It is widely accepted and documented that policing infrastructure 
represents a legitimate item for inclusion within a Section 106 
agreement. A number of policing authorities have sought legal 

Thank you for your comments. The Council recognises that growth 
in the Borough will increase the need for policing infrastructure and 
this is reflected in the Councils Regulation 123 and adopted 
Planning Contributions SPD.  
 
The Council’s Regulation 123 list clarifies that policing infrastructure 
is an item that is capable of being funding through Community 
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) therefore the Council collects CIL for this 
and other types of infrastructure.    
 
The Planning Contributions SPD requires direct provision by the 
developer, the end user, or financial contributions where 
appropriate from nil CIL development to secure facilities or services 
to improve community safety, policing and emergency services in 
the vicinity of the development. The nature of any requirements 
will need to meet the s106 tests and be secured on a case by case 
basis, established through review of the development impacts by 
the Council’s Community Safety Team and Metropolitan Police.  
 
The Council is also preparing an Infrastructure Delivery Plan to 
support the Local Plan and has requested input from the Met Police 
on the relevant sections, we look forward to receiving your update.  
 
We will consider inclusion of appropriate references to the above in 
the Infrastructure and Planning Contributions aspect of each site 
allocation policy.    
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advice on this issue and received confirmation of this. The advice 
also confirms that S106 infrastructure is not limited to buildings 
and could include equipment such as surveillance infrastructure 
and CCTV, staff set up costs, vehicles, mobile IT and the Police 
National Database. A breakdown of non- building related 
infrastructure sought by MPS is detailed below. 
 
For example, in the case of The Queen (on the application of The 
Police and Crime Commissioner for Leicestershire) v Blaby District 
Council [2014] EWHC 1719 (Admin), Judge Foskett stated: 
 
61… “I do not, with respect, agree that the challenge mounted by 
the Claimant in this case can be characterised as a quibble about a 
minor factor. Those who, in due course, purchase properties on 
this development, who bring up children there and who wish to go 
about their daily life in a safe environment, will want to know that 
the police service can operate efficiently and effectively in the 
area. That would plainly be the “consumer view” of the issue. The 
providers of the service (namely, the Claimant) have statutory 
responsibilities to carry out and, as the witness statement of the 
Chief Constable makes clear, that in itself can be a difficult 
objective to achieve in these financially difficult times. Although 
the sums at stake for the police contributions will be small in 
comparison to the huge sums that will be required to complete the 
development, the sums are large from the point of view of the 
police. 
 
 
62. I am inclined to the view that if a survey of local opinion was 
taken, concerns would be expressed if it were thought that the 
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developers were not going to provide the police with a sufficient 
contribution to its funding requirements to meet the demands of 
policing the new area.” 
 
The above conclusions echo those reached in an earlier appeal 
case of Land off Melton Road, Barrow-upon-Soar 
(APP/X2410/A/12/2173673), in which the Secretary of State 
endorsed the following findings of the Inspector: 
 
291… “the twelfth core planning principle of the Framework… can 
only be served if policing is adequate to the additional burdens 
imposed on it in the same way as any other local public service. 
The logic of this is inescapable. Section 8 of the Framework 
concerns the promotion of healthy communities and planning 
decisions, according to paragraph 69, should aim to achieve places 
which promote, inter alia, “safe and accessible environments 
where crime and disorder and the fear of crime do not undermine 
quality of life or community cohesion. 
 
There are other more recent appeal and court precedents, full 
details of which can be made available upon request. 
 
Nature of Contributions Sought 
 
The MPS are not yet seeking financial contributions as the 
methodology is still being worked up; however this is something 
the MPS expect to introduce sooA breakdown of non-property 
related infrastructure sought by the MPS in the future is detailed 
below. This list has been taken from other Police and Crime 
Commissioners who are already receiving financial contributions; 
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• Staff set up costs 
o Uniforms. 
o Radios. 
o Workstation/Office equipment. 
o Training. 
• Vehicles 
o Patrol vehicles. 
o Police community support officers (PCSO) vehicles. 
o Bicycles. 
• Mobile IT: The provision of mobile IT capacity to enable officers 
to undertake tasks whilst out of the office in order to maintain a 
visible presence. 
• CCTV technologies: Automatic Number Plate Recognition (ANPR) 
cameras to detect crime related vehicle 
movements. 
• Police National Database (PND): Telephony, licenses, IT, 
monitoring and the expansion of capacity to cater for additional 
calls 

Environment 
Agency  (Hannah 
Malyon ) 

We agree with these 3 visions, and are particularly pleased to see 
that the need to ‘put green issues and the environment at the 
heart of all development’ has been prioritised. 
 
In our response to the NLPR: Borough Issues consultation 
(November 2020), we identified three key areas that we believe 
should be incorporated as strategic policy through the NLPR, which 
fall within the green issues / environment priority. 
 
Climate change 
We strongly recommend the inclusion of climate change into the 

The Council is explicit that “green issues and the environment” 
must form a central part of the vision for the Local Plan.  Climate 
change is part of this.  Climate change is also at the heart of Green-
Blue Future Chapter of the Plan. Almost all policies in this chapter 
contribute towards reducing the impact of climate change from the 
Borough’s built environment; ensuring development is able to 
mitigate and adapt to the impacts of climate change; and increase 
resilience.  
 
Circular economy, whole life-cycle carbon, energy, and net zero 
carbon development policies all seek to significantly reduce carbon 
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vision and that consideration is to be given towards how it will 
influence many of the aspects within the new Local Plan. 
 
The London Plan (2021) has described climate change as an 
‘unprecedented challenge’, combined with the challenges of the 
increased levels of growth putting pressure on land, housing, 
infrastructure and the environment. It also states that a 
responsible city must limit its impact on climate change while 
adapting to the consequences of the environmental changes. 
 
A strategic priority for the new Local Plan vision should focus on 
reducing contributing to climate change, including a focus on 
becoming a zero carbon borough by 2050 in line with the London 
Plan (2021). It should also encourage the provision of high quality 
open spaces within land use decisions and the promotion and 
provision of cycling and walking infrastructure and greener 
transport. New buildings and infrastructure should utilise smart 
technologies and low carbon energy sources, make efficient use of 
water, reduce the impacts from natural hazards like flooding and 
heatwaves, while mitigating and avoiding contributing to the 
urban heat island effect. 
 
The new Local Plan vision should also prioritise adapting to the 
consequences of the environmental changes as result of climate 
change. Tidal flood risk management should be a priority for the 
borough, ensuring land use is resilient to current and future tidal 
flood risk. The borough is constrained by tidal flood zones and tidal 
breach flood risk. Therefore the new Local Plan vision should look 
to incorporate the latest policies based on climate change science, 
government advice and national policy. For example, the revised 

emissions and help the Council to meet its carbon neutral by 2040 
target.  
 
Under the energy policy we will support sustainable clean energy 
supply, renewable technology and energy efficient building 
methods and materials in accordance with the London Plan 2021.  
 
Air quality and construction policies all aim to control and reduce 
other harmful emissions.  
 
The overheating policy will aim to ensure development is adapted 
to and can mitigate the impact of overheating, and the urban heat 
island effect. 
 
The flood risk and related policies (water infrastructure and surface 
water) will continue to ensure that new development reduces flood 
risk as much as possible and is adapted to climate change.   
 
Finally, the transport chapter of the Plan will include policies 
requiring development to support and facilitate active and 
sustainable modes of travel – walking, cycling, public transport; 
support expansion of the EV charging infrastructure in the Borough; 
and reduce the reliance on and use of the private car, again in 
accordance with the London Plan 2021. 
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National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)(2021) requires all 
sleeping accommodation to be located at or above the modelled 
tidal breach flood level (unless it can be demonstrated that a 
permanent fixed barrier is in place to prevent floodwater from 
entering any sleeping accommodation that is located below the 
modelled breach flood level). The Thames Estuary 2100 Plan 
(TE2100) focuses on the maintenance and raising of tidal walls and 
embankments, which should be a key priority to ensure the 
protection of the borough from current and future tidal flood risk. 
 
Additionally, revised climate change allowances were produced in 
2021 based on improved climate science that reflect the 
catchment characteristics within each river basin district, and new 
tidal breach modelling was produced in 2019. You should 
therefore look to update your Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
(SFRA) to ensure that it incorporates the latest flood risk data as an 
evidence based document to support the strategic site allocations 
of your new local plan. 
 
Riverside strategies 
The concept is for local authorities to produce riverside strategies 
to improve flood risk management in the vicinity of the river, 
create better access to and along the riverside and improve the 
riverside environment. This includes ensuring the provision of the 
raising of tidal flood defences to adapt to future climate change, 
and the provision of access to the riverside to ensure connectivity 
with the River Thames. Therefore a strategic priority for the 
borough in the new Local Plan vision should be to ensure access to 
the riverside is protected, enhanced and adapts to the challenges 
of climate change and population growth. 



58 

 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

 
Biodiversity Net Gain 
The London Plan (2021) encourages maximising urban greening 
and creating green open spaces to provide attractive places for 
Londoners to relax and play, and helps make the city more resilient 
to the effects of climate change. Landscaping and urban greening 
should be designed to ecologically enhance and, where possible, 
physically connect, existing parks and open spaces. The NPPF 
(2021) states in paragraph 174 that “planning policies and 
decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 
environment by; … d) minimising impacts on and providing net 
gains for biodiversity…”. To reflect this, a strategic priority for the 
borough should be for land use proposals to achieve biodiversity 
net gain where it is feasible and proportionate to do so. 
 
Green recovery 
RBKC should seek to be a leader of the green recovery through the 
planning system. In a largely urban borough, green spaces and 
biodiversity are increasingly important for the health and 
wellbeing of people and the environment. Being a leader of the 
green recovery could include requirements such as 20% 
biodiversity net gain across developments, water efficient 
developments, SuDs that provide improvement to both drainage 
and habitat etc. 

Savills on behalf 
of COMMERCIAL 
ESTATES GROUP 
(Kirsty Turner) 

We write on behalf of Commercial Estates Group (UK) Limited. 
(hereby known as ‘CEG’). CEG is a UK developer and investor who 
manage a number of assets in the Royal Borough of Kensington 
and Chelsea including Plaza 535 Kings Road, London, SW10 0SZ 
and Sloane Square House, 1 Holbein Place, London, SW1W 8NS. 
CEG have a programme of ongoing investment in their estate 

Comments regarding potential site allocations of the Plaza 535 
Kings Road and Sloane Square House, 1 Holbein Place are addressed 
in the Sites Allocations Section.  
 
The Council recognises that support for the economy should be 
included as part of the vision for the Local Plan.  This contribution 
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across the UK and like to take the opportunity to work with Local 
Authority partners and other stakeholders to ensure that the 
contribution of each asset can be optimised. These 
representations are submitted in that vein and we look forward to 
developing a conversation, and extending existing pre-application 
discussions with you about how that objective is best achieved 
over the coming months. 
 
Thank you for consulting us on the New Local Plan Review Issues 
and Options Consultation (July 2021), referred to below as the 
‘NLPR’. Whilst a number of the principles and drivers of the plan to 
date are broadly supported, there are currently a number of 
sections we believe require re-consideration or amending to 
ensure the plan is sound. 
 
Our comments are set out below, and where the NLPR proposes 
policy wording this is set out in blue alongside any of our 
recommended changes which are shown in red for deletions and 
green for additions. 
 
Introduction 
We support the priorities of the NLPR as set out in Section 1, and 
in particular support the emphasis on the changing behaviour 
patterns brought about following the Covid-19 pandemic and the 
need for green ambitions. As a result, we propose that the need 
for safer and greener streets and the need to build new homes 
should be reflected within the NLPR visions as set out in paragraph 
1.18. In addition, we also believe the priorities of the Plan should 
also take into account the need to support businesses and 
economic growth following Covid- 19 by allowing flexibility, 

goes beyond providing employment opportunities for our residents, 
but in order to support the local and the wider economy.  The need 
for flexibility (within Class E) is central to the relevant chapter 
within the Local Plan. 
 
General support for vision and “key concepts" noted. 
 
The Council notes the importance of public transport accessibility, 
and the key role that town centres will have upon meeting the 
needs of both our residents and visitors. 
 
The Council is considering how best to increase the permeability/ 
accessibility of its town centres. 
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adaptability and encouraging future proofing of buildings. We 
therefore propose the following wording is also introduced to 
paragraph 1.18 ‘protect existing and future businesses by allowing 
flexibility and adaptability, so we can support the employment and 
enable increased opportunities for our residents.’ 
 
Key Concepts 
 
We support the ‘key concepts’ which underpin the NLPR for an 
inclusive borough, a connected borough, a green borough, and a 
beautiful borough. Development should be of the highest quality 
and create successful, inclusive and sustainable places. 
 
Paragraph 2.5 refers to a connected borough and states that the 
NLPR can assist in making the Borough even more suitable for 
active and sustainable travel by supporting accessible town centres 
as the hubs for town centre uses. It also outlines that the NLPR can 
improve the built environment to make walking and cycling more 
attractive to those who wish to do so. 
 
Whilst the principle of creating a connected borough is supported, 
with a drive for growth in the boroughs town centres, the policy is 
yet to establish how connections to transport infrastructure are 
going to be addressed. We therefore propose that in addition to 
the retail, office, playspace, culture and GP practice accessibility 
maps on figure 1.4 that there should also be a transport 
accessibility map. The introduction of this map will therefore 
identify key areas within the borough where particular investment 
or support is required, and allow RBKC to develop Action Plans of 
how these specific areas are going to improve over the Plan period 
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and the mechanisms required to do so. For example, transport 
hubs such as Sloane Square Station appear illegible, with 
pedestrian routes intersected by traffic congestion which acts as a 
physical barrier for pedestrian movement. A specific Action Plan 
for public realm improvements within Sloane Square could help 
increase permeability and legibility for those walking and cycling 
around the area, thus improve the long-term success of the area as 
a hub for activity. It will also help to increase Sloane Square’s 
connections to surrounding areas. These Action Plans would 
therefore act as a measure of success of how the vision for a 
connected borough has been achieved. 

Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water 
(Nicola Forster) 

Paragraph 1.18 includes suggestions for the vision. Including: 
“put green issues and the environment at the heart of all new 
development, so we can support the health and wellbeing or our 
residents, now and long into the future” 
We welcome the above comment and consider that as the plan 
progresses into more detail, text should be included which relates 
to the promotion of sustainable urban drainage systems (SuDs) 
and water management to destress the surface water and foul 
drainage network. 
 
 
The Thames Tideway Tunnel is being implemented under a 
Development Consent Order - The Thames Water Utilities Limited 
(Thames Tideway Tunnel) Order 2014 (“DCO”) – enacted on 3rd 
September 2014 and which came into force on 24th September 
2014. Work is now substantially advanced at 24 sites in London. 
Construction of the project is anticipated to be completed in 2025. 
 
With the above in mind, we also consider that text should be 

Support for reference to green issues and the environment being in 
the vision noted. 
 
Our current SuDS policy will be strengthened within the plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Regarding the Thames Tideway Tunnel, the current water 
infrastructure section of the policy will remain and a reference to 
operation of water projects, including the Thames Tideway Tunnel, 
will be included in the relevant chapter.  
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added which supports the operation of the Thames Tideway 
Tunnel over the plan period. 

Hammersmith 
and Fulham 
Council (David 
Woodward) 

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

Noted. The Council will continue to discuss cross boundary issues as 
and when arrive.   

Wardell 
Armstrong LLP 
for Tatton Group 
(Rachel 
Wilbraham  ) 

We are broadly supportive of the matters identified above as focal 
points within the emerging Local Plan, however we would urge the 
Council to remain conscious of the overarching tests of soundness 
which must be met identified within the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) at paragraph 35. Whilst the 3 issues noted are 
significant and require consideration through appropriate policy, 
there a multitude of wider issues which will both feed into meeting 
the 3 identified objectives as well as broader consideration, 

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

 
The Council recognises the need of a diverse mix of housing to meet 
the needs of our residents. This mix is identified within the 2021 
SHMA. 
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inclusion within policy of the important role that this 
accommodation type plays within the wider tourism economy, as 
well as specific policies which proactively facilitate its 
implementation. 

The 
Knightsbridge 
Association 
(Carol Seymour-
Newton) 

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

Noted. 

Norland 
Conservation 
Society (Vanessa 
Bartulovic) 

Greater care to listed asset and conservation areas, without the 
automatic assumption of development. 
 
Restrictions upon the loss of precious green space, within the 
Norland Conservation Area. It is loss of biodiversity and a flood 
issue, due to the loss of SUDS. It is not sustainable and against 
environmental ambitions. 
 
This by default would restrict the plethora of garden 
developments. Upon this matter, we would like to endorse the 
principles as set out by the Ladbrook Association’s response on 
Q6.8. pertaining to garden buildings. 

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

Historic England 
(David English) 

We note the reference to the outstanding townscape at 1.18. 
However, the heritage significance within the Borough goes well 
beyond townscape. With c.75% of the borough designated as 
conservation area and with c.4000 Listed buildings, we strongly 
encourage you to include a clear and specific commitment to the 
ongoing positive management of all elements of Kensington and 
Chelsea’s historic environment, including those elements most At 
Risk. Given the nature of development that is likely to come 

The Council explicitly recognises the importance of enhancing the 
borough’s outstanding townscape. 
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forward during the lifetime of the plan, and the high quality of the 
historic environment, it is important this given a suitably high 
profile in the Vision.  
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SECTION 2: KEY CONCEPTS 
 

Q.2.1. Please give us your views on the key concepts, should there be any others? 

 

Respondent Name Comments Council response 

The EARL'S COURT 
SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

• A more open, less crowded borough 
• A cultural and creative centre of excellence 
• A collection of lively, individual village and town centres with 
excellent local services for residents, visitors and businesses 

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

Sandra Yarwood Support these. 
Would like to see more attention paid to enforcement of planning 
breaches in conservation areas. 

Support noted.   
 
The nature of planning enforcement is not a matter for the Local 
Plan.  We do take the view that the enforcement team works 
closely with the community to ensure that a range of planning 
breaches are robustly enforced. 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

Two additional concepts should be: 
A Borough which values its heritage and is committed to 
conserving its unique character 
A healthy and productive Borough 

The “beautiful borough” concept includes the importance of 
conserving the borough’s heritage. 
 
The Council shares the view that the need for a “productive” 
borough, or one which has a vibrant economy. This has been 
drawn out in the amended vision, as well as in the need for “good 
growth”. 
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St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

The language of an ‘inclusive’ borough and of ‘narrowing the gap’ 
(as a theme in the Council Plan) cannot alter the reality that RBKC 
is an extreme example of a ‘rich/poor’ area within a city. And 
where the Gini coefficient (a measure of levels of inequality of 
income and wealth) is going up rather than down. 
 
RBKC has committed to using housing and planning policies to 
attempt to ’narrow the gap’. The New Homes programme is 
beginning to show results on the ground in the northern wards of 
the Borough, albeit with modest numbers of genuinely affordable 
housing units. 
 
We have concerns that making claims in a new Local Plan about 
an ‘inclusive’ borough may be greeted with cynicism by some 
sections of the community. The life prospects of most residents 
will not be changed by a set of planning policies – except perhaps 
for the 
worse should the Council find itself creating new homes at 
densities and with building typologies that offer poor quality of 
life. 
 
 
On the concept of a connected borough we ask for more 
recognition that the northern part of the Borough still has poor 
levels of access to the Overground and Underground networks. 
Plans for a Crossrail station at Kensal/Portobello North are now 
acknowledged as off the agenda for the foreseeable future. The 
same applies to proposals for an Overground station at Hythe 
Road in the OPDC area. Adding buses on already congested roads 
is not a solution. 
 

Support for, and comments on the ambition to reduce inequality, 
is noted. 
 
Support for, and comments on the ambition to green the borough, 
is noted. The Council does not underestimate the difficulties to 
achieving zero carbon, and that this will require behavioural 
changes as well as planning policy.  
 
The transport chapter of the NLP will contain policies requiring 
developers to support the public transport network. However, it 
should be noted that the Local Plan primarily influences new 
development and largely does not have the ability to directly 
influence resident activities such as car use.  
 
Regarding tall buildings, the Borough is required to meet its 
Housing target, which is set by the London Plan. The only way this 
can remotely be achieved is by permitted tall buildings in 
appropriate locations.   
 
Regarding the need for behavioural change, you correctly state 
that the Local Plan and its policies can do little to influence 
behavioural changes in residents. However, the Council’s 
enforcement team is proactive in enforcing against breaches of 
planning policy where needed. When the NLP is adopted, 
applicants will be required to adhere to its policies where relevant 
to their planning permission. If you are aware of cases where 
planning enforcement is necessary, please contact the Council’s 
enforcement team and notify them of the issue. It is worth 
highlighting that not all works, particularly householder type works 
require planning permission. We cannot control or influence 



68 

 

Respondent Name Comments Council response 

Hence the statement in the current NLPR document that The 
Borough’s central location and the quality of our streets enable it 
to be very well connected for walking, cycling, e- scooters and 
public transport does not ring true for the StQW neighbourhood. 
We do not see other European cities planning and building large 
swathes of new housing (potential development capacity of 5,000 
suggested for Kensal Canalside) without first installing the 
required public transport infrastructure. 
 
On a ‘green borough’ we welcome the aim in a new Local Plan of 
the borough becoming carbon-neutral by 2040. But it will prove 
hard to wean residents in the StQW era away from car use, with 
no improvements to the public transport network. Increased use 
of electric vehicles we see as only a gradual change. 
 
There is a growing body of evidence (Pomponi report and others) 
that tall buildings are much less sustainable than high-density 
low-rise development taking account of the full life-cycle 
greenhouse gas emissions1. Yet RBKC is allowing developers at 
Kensal Canalside to come forward with applications for a series of 
35 storey residential towers. 
 
As is widely recognised, meeting the challenges of climate change 
requires multiple incremental changes in citizen behaviour. Local 
authorities have a major role to play in achieving such change, 
through regulation and enforcement where necessary. But all 
layers of government in the UK in recent years have proved 
disappointingly unable to match the ‘civic behaviours’ of citizens 
in other global cities. 
 
The pandemic has exposed these shortcomings. London’s public 

development/works through the Local Plan and its policies where 
planning permission isn’t required.  
 
The Council is clear that the need for “beauty” will remain a central 
ambition/ concept within the Local Plan.  However, beauty is a 
subjective matter. 
 
 
Noted.  The site allocation no longer allocates the site for a 
forthcoming Elizbeth line station within the plan period.  However, 
the allocation does require a bridge that safeguards the potential 
for a future possible Elizabeth line station.   
 
Any application will need to ensure the necessary public transport 
improvements are made to ensure a development is well 
connected and accessible. 
 
As per the SPD, a transport strategy will be required with any 

forthcoming application for the site. 

The nature of the Kensal allocation is considered in detail in the 

relevant section.  
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are required to wear masks on public transport, not ride e-
scooters and cycles on the pavement, dispose of their waste 
responsibly, and are strongly encouraged to get vaccinated. But 
compared with our European neighbours such observance of 
‘civic behaviour’ in the interests of others is weak in the Borough 
and elsewhere in London. Double vaccination levels in RBKC are 
still barely above the halfway mark. 
 
While it may be hard for a Local Plan and a ‘Greening SPD’ to do 
much to change public behaviours, we suggest that this challenge 
will need to be confronted more explicitly in to achieve a carbon-
neutral borough. And backed up with more examples of 
enforcement. Our experience as a neighbourhood forum is that a 
culture of ‘rules do not apply to me or us’ has become 
increasingly pervasive. Despite frequent reminders in our 
newsletters, we are not succeeding in deterring house owners 
from installing impermeable surfaces in front gardens. So what 
hope for combatting the impact of climate change on all other 
fronts? 
 
On a beautiful borough, we support the Government’s efforts at 
national level to follow up the work of the Building Better, 
Building Beautiful Commission in the form of the new National 
Model Design Code and Office of Place. But in terms of new 
developments, we see little or no change in the workings of the 
London development market, nor in the ability of London 
planning authorities to take a robust view on what constitutes 
‘exemplary architecture’. 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

We agree generally with these concepts Support noted. 
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Lots Village, 
Chelsea 
Association of 
Residents and 
Businesses 
(Rosemary Baker) 

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

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

Greg Hammond The proposals seem fine. 
On a point of detail, the maps on page 13 on retail, offices, green 
spaces, play spaces, culture, and GP practices don't make sense. 

Figure 1.4 is intended to show those area which have better access 
to a range of particular services. This will be expanded if used in 
the emerging Local Plan. 

Friends of Holland 
Park (J Kettlewell) 

Green Borough. 
Parks should follow a long-term tree strategy that ensures future 
generations can enjoy tranquil green spaces. 

The protection/ provision of trees are part of our desire to support 
urban greening and to promote biodiversity. 

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

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

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

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

The Council does not share the stakeholders view with regard the 
concepts of an inclusive or a connected borough. 
 
The Council is of the view that “a light touch” will result in new 
developments which reflect maximum returns rather than high 
quality design, and proposals which meet the needs of the 
borough.  
 
 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

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

Noted.  The Council does recognise that the realities of the market 
is that we will be seeing more development, rather than less 
overtime.  We are very unlikely to receive any applications which 
creation additional open space.  
 
The value of the cultural offer form part of the Local Plan’s vision. 
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Linda Wade An Inclusive Borough 
• Kensington and Chelsea is made up of different villages and 
communities, with different backgrounds and wealth. Providing 
equality of access to good education, health, work, training, 
housing, services is of paramount importance. In certain areas of 
the borough there is little or no community space or open space, 
and what space has been provided in the past through 
development has not been meaningful or accessible. 
 
 
A Connected Borough 
• A comprehensive, coherent cycle pathway is essential to ensure 
that active travel is a safe choice for residents to make. With the 
change of retail buying habits there must be analysis of the needs 
of pedestrians, cyclists, deliveries both private and to 
supermarkets on our road network. 
• The bus routes do not connect throughout the borough, and 
more lobbying should be made for a tube station on the Elizabeth 
Line in the borough at Portobello and at Westway Circle for West 
London Line to increase connectivity in the north of the borough. 
• The emphasis of pavements is for pedestrians would help with 
making walking a part of active travel more pleasant. Our 
pavements are dominated by scooters, delivery bikes, and 
cyclists. Keep the pavements clean by conditioning the shops to 
clean their frontages, mandatory collections at the same time 
from businesses in one stretch to reduce clutter, enforcement of 
cyclists and scooters, and the cleaning of the borough waste bins 
and the areas at their base. 
 
Green Borough 
• Tree and hedge planting 

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



73 

 

Respondent Name Comments Council response 

to a wider area. 
• A borough that supports culture and creative industries as well 
as centres of excellence. 
• Help support the individuality of the different and characters of 
the borough 

 TfL Planning, 
Transport for 
London  (Richard 
Carr ) 

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

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

Mr (Andrew 
Jamieson) 

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

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

Kensington Society 
(Amanda Frame) 

Agree generally. However, we would like to see added “A more 
equal borough”. This is not quite the same as “An inclusive 
borough”. The local plan should in particular aim to implement 
the policies in Paragraph 93 0f the NPPF, so as both to strengthen 
our local communities and to overcome inequality of access to 
services. 
 
A. An Inclusive Borough: 
• Equality of access to services, social infrastructure and open 

General support noted. 
 
The Council is wary of diluting the key concepts, although does 
recognise the value in emphasising the ambition to strengthen our 
local communities and to try to overcome inequality of access to 
services.   
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space 
 
B. Connected borough should aim to: 
• Enable walking and cycling to meet everyday needs and 
underpin walkable communities. It must make walking and cycling 
more attractive and safer; 
• Promote active travel – and reduce dependence on car use; 
• Support town and local centres as focus for key activities; 
• Make the pedestrian environment more attractive. 
 
C. Green Borough 
 
• Role of electric vehicles – the take-up may be lower than 
replacement of existing cars, leading to reduction in the number 
of vehicles and of short- distance trips by car. 
 
• Electric Vehicle charging points – there needs to be consistency 
in the application of parking policy for new developments. To 
require additional off- street parking spaces, which would be 
contrary to London Plan residential parking standards. We are 
opposed to on-site residential parking in new developments and 
endorse permit-free development, but now is the time to activate 
the promise of car-free developments. On-street spaces for EV 
charging should be reserved for that purpose. 
 
• Tall buildings are much less sustainable than high-density low-
rise development taking account of the full life-cycle greenhouse 
gas emissions. 
 
D. A Beautiful Borough should aim to: 
 

Inclusive Borough.  This paragraph does specifically reference 
access to open space education and social and community 
facilities. 
 
Connected borough 
Reference to the walkable community has been added. The 
paragraph as drafted refers to  the promotion of active travel and 
making the pedestrian environment more attractive.  It refers to 
the valuable role that our existing centres have in this regard. 
 
Green borough. 
These are detailed issues which would be better considered within 
the relevant chapter rather than this “key concepts” section. 
 
Beautiful borough. 
These are detailed issues better considered within the relevant 
chapter rather than the key concept itself.  The concept does 
emphasise the need for design of the highest quality. 
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• Protect our heritage assets. In particular, we need to avoid the 
accumulation of small alterations leading to damaging change – 
something the planning system is bad at doing. 
 
• Not be too prescriptive on design, as beauty is in the eye of the 
beholder. In particular, we should avoid restricting innovation. 
 
• Avoid one-size fits all – given the differing character of the 
different parts of the borough. 
 
• Take account of local views. All views that have been identified 
for protection should be named in the plan, just as the London 
Plan does for strategic views. 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

TfL CD strongly supports recognition that there must be positive 
support for the economy, particularly post-pandemic, and that 
new homes and ‘good growth’ must be accommodated. 
 
We support the key concepts which must underpin the 
intensification and optimisation of site development potential and 
land uses, the delivery of more homes and jobs, and support for 
the post-pandemic economy. 

Support noted. 

Earl's Court Area 
Action Group 
(Bella Hardwick) 

A Transparent and Open Borough. 
The Council should commit to this concept on an ongoing basis, 
liaising with residents to arrive at a set of Transparency and 
Openness KPIs. 
For example, it should be mandatory that developers and 
architects reveal if they are past or current donors to any political 
parties when submitting a planning application as well as whether 
a developer/architect has made any past or current donations to 
individual MPs/Ministers of any political parties. 

The key concepts must relate to the Local Plan, and to matters 
which can be addressed through the planning process only.  
Matters such as transparency or political donation are not planning 
matters. 
 
The Council does recognise that the borough’s economy is a key 
driver. The vision for the Local Plan has been amended accordingly.  
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An Employment for All Borough. 
Job creation for all ages and abilities post COVID-19 and post 
Brexit. 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

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

The Council recognises the importance of the provision of sports 
facilities and the role they can have in reducing inequality. The 
vision will be amended accordingly. 
 
The vision for Kensington High Street will include the role of the 
creative and cultural sectors and the desire to promote flexible 
workspaces. 
 
 
 

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

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

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

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

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

Imperial College 
London  (Rory 
Newman) 

While Imperial is supportive of all the key concepts, we 
recommend that the following key concepts should be included 
within the Plan: 
 
• Flexible Borough - A Local Plan that acknowledges the 

Support for key concepts noted.  Whilst the need for flexibility is 
recognises, we do not share the view that it is a “key concept” in 
itself.   
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importance of flexibility within planning policy in line with 
government aspirations and manifesting through recent changes 
to the Use Classes Order and publication of the White Paper - 
Planning for the Future. The Local Plan should acknowledge 
changing ways of teaching, working and collaborating and 
establish policies which allow for a more flexible range of uses 
which review the contribution the use makes to the character, 
place-making, public realm and economy of the area. 
 
• Acknowledging the role Imperial plays with respect to the points 
in the National Model Design Code shown in figure 2.1, 
specifically, the importance of education’s contribution to mixed 
and integrated uses, local attractiveness and distinctiveness and 
therefore the creation of character and community. 

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

Please include: 
A healthy borough - where living, working, and environmental 
conditions optimise physical and mental health across the 
borough and where comprehensive healthcare is locally available. 
 
A borough of permanence - transience of residents and 
businesses must be reduced. We must foster longevity in local 
communities - generations must be able to grow up near one 
another and local businesses must be helped to flourish. We have 
too many empty homes, empty shops, and absentee landlords. 
This must be reversed, and quickly. People must have a genuine 
sense of local ownership, not only of our homes, but our streets, 
parks, facilities, and local services. We need to feel connected 
with our local cafes, shopkeepers, doctors, tradespeople, police, 
and, above all, one another. 
A flourishing borough - where everyone is encouraged and given 
the opportunity to thrive and live to their own full potential. 

The Council is the view that “a healthy borough”, a “borough of 
permanence” and a flourishing borough” are all worthy 
aspirations.   
 
A healthy borough, is in integral part of inclusivity.  However, 
specific reference will be made to the need to support the facilities 
needed in the relevant chapter.  
 
Transiency is something that the planning system can only address 
indirectly, through for example the provision of affordable homes.  
A requirement to fill empty shops or to discourage absentee 
landlords does go beyond the remit of planning. 
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Collette Wilkinson More green spaces, and build with a community aspect to it. The Council will support the provision of additional green space 
when possible.  However, the nature of development in the 
borough, the extraordinary land values and our stretching housing 
targets does need that it may be very difficult to require the 
provision of new greens spaces.  

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

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

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

Agree. Noted. 

Robert Dixon I agree with these concepts. Noted. 

NHS North West 
London CCG (Kate 
Brady) 

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

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

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

Support noted. 

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

ECDC welcomes the approach to ‘key concepts’ underpinning the 
Local Plan – and strongly supports the concepts of an Inclusive, 
Connected, Green and Beautiful Borough. ECDC recommends that 
these concepts should go further to support the optimum use of 
land, the delivery of more homes, support for the post-pandemic 
economy and the local levelling up agenda to enhance equality 
and opportunity. 
 
The plan should also recognise the significant and unique impact 
that the COVID-19 pandemic has had on London. London’s 
recovery from the pandemic is led by the London Recovery Board 
(LRB), chaired jointly by the Mayor of London, Sadiq Khan and the 

Support noted for key concepts noted. 
 
Whilst the Council recognises the need to optimise the uses on a 
site, we do not consider this to be one of our key concepts.  
 
The emerging policies do recognise the need to support the post 
covid recovery, with support for protection of the business sector, 
and of our town centres, but recognising the flexibility built in 
through the recent changes to planning regulations. 
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Chair of London Councils and the principles of recovery and 
resilience need to shine though the policies of the plan. 
 
The concepts contained within the Issues and Options, therefore, 
should promote the of the LRB to reverse the pattern of rising 
unemployment and lost economic growth caused by the 
economic scarring of COVID-19 and help young people to flourish 
with access to support and opportunities. Indeed, the LRB’s 
statement on levelling up dated 6 August 2021 stresses that in 
many respects, the pandemic has hit London’s economy 
proportionately more than other UK regions, in its employment 
and unemployment rates, the take up of the furlough and self-
employment assistance support schemes and the numbers now 
receiving Universal Credit – over one million Londoners. It is 
essential that all London local plans recognise the challenges 
faced and set out a coherent and determined response. 

Many initiates to support post covid recovery go beyond the 
planning system, with Covid recovery being one of the driving 
forces behind the wider Council Plan.   
 
 

Labour Group of 
Councillors (Emma 
Dent Coad) 

An Inclusive Borough must consider the needs of the many 
thousands of residents and visitors who may have physical 
limitations, poor or little sight, heavy shopping, babies and 
buggies, and of course disabled people and wheelchair users. This 
should not be an ‘add-on’ but should be considered as 
fundamental to every development or refurbishment. 
 
To be connected we must have a better local transport system. 
Getting from the north to south of the borough takes a ridiculous 
amount of time, we must lobby for this. Active travel is not 
suitable or attractive for many residents. Expecting everyone to 
magically find funds to buy an electric vehicle is not the answer, 
but will increase inequality and a two-tier transport system. It 
does not tackle heavy or stationery traffic that is a blight on the 
borough as well as being dangerous to cyclists. 
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Similarly we have declared a Climate Emergency and the 
emphasis on EVs and active travel is decidedly NOT ‘inclusive’. 
Many of our green policies are aspirational, impossible to 
implement, and in any event will never be monitored. The 
construction industry has carried out research which states that 
only 29% of completed homes live up to their carbon targets – we 
must carry out post-occupation evaluations or we are simply 
absorbing marketing spiel without evidence either way of 
effectiveness. 
 
We have a ‘beautiful borough’ and any developments should fit 
into their surroundings without simply imitating the white stucco 
estate agents’ fantasies. Our oldest building dates from 1605 and 
we have excellent examples of periods and styles throughout the 
20th century as well. Controlling mass, scale, height and 
relationship with surroundings and ensuring good quality 
construction is more important than creating a Victorian Disney 
version of K&C 

Envronment 
Agency  (Hannah 
Malyon ) 

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

Support noted. 

Savills on behalf of 
Thames Water  
(Nicola Forster ) 

Paragraph 2.6 relates to the Green Borough Key Concept. This 
includes a sentence relating to how the NLPR can achieve a Green 
Borough: 
“It can set high energy standards for new developments, help 
improve air quality, support urban greening, minimise flood risk 

Noted and agreed. 
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and promote biodiversity.” 
Whilst we support the above, we also consider that reference 
should be made to improve drainage and therefore we request 
the below: 
“It can set high energy standards for new developments, help 
improve air quality, support urban greening, minimise flood risk, 
encourage sustainable drainage and promote biodiversity.” 

Wardell Armstrong 
LLP for Tatton 
Group  (Rachel 
Wilbraham  ) 

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

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

Historic England 
(David English) 

Historic England welcomes the ‘key concepts’, notably where the 
references to Good Growth, as set out in the London Plan (2.1), 
and to a beautiful Borough (2.8).  
 
Paragraph 7.1.1 of the London Plan states that “London’s heritage 
assets and historic environment are irreplaceable and an essential 
part of what makes London a vibrant and successful city, and their 
effective management is a fundamental component of achieving 
good growth.” This is evident in the Good Growth policies which 
make several references to heritage. Historic England has also 

Support noted. 
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published a report illustrating and explaining how and why we see 
heritage is fundamental to Good Growth in London: 
https://historicengland.org.uk/content/docs/get-
involved/translating-good-growth-london-historic-environment-
120717-pdf/.  
 
Welcome identification at 2.8 that “Kensington and Chelsea is 
distinguished by a large number of historic buildings, townscapes, 
squares and public spaces. This rich architectural heritage is 
something unique, creating the strong sense of place which 
makes the borough a very special place to live, work and visit.” 
The aspiration to continue to improve the Borough’s built 
environment is positive. To deliver on this, the Council need a full 
understanding of the existing qualities and character of its diverse 
places, robust policies and a coherent spatial strategy to ensure 
that you do not plan in harm to the heritage which makes RBKC so 
rich, unique and special. 

 

SECTION 3: PLACES 

Q.3.1. PLACES 

Q.3.1. Please let us know your views on these areas of change. 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Earl’s Court needs to retain an international reputation for cultural 
events. We should build on the former exhibition centre’s site and 
reputation to create a new brand based on cultural events, local 
hotels and local restaurants. The cultural events and hospitality 
industries would synergise with each other supported by excellent 

Noted.  
 
Earl’s Court will remain as a site allocation with a clear vision that 
builds on its history.  
 

https://historicengland.org.uk/content/docs/get-involved/translating-good-growth-london-historic-environment-120717-pdf/
https://historicengland.org.uk/content/docs/get-involved/translating-good-growth-london-historic-environment-120717-pdf/
https://historicengland.org.uk/content/docs/get-involved/translating-good-growth-london-historic-environment-120717-pdf/
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transport connections – linking directly to both Heathrow and 
Gatwick, and with the borough’s only mainline station. 
Earl’s Court has too much low quality private rental housing (44%) 
and not enough owner-occupied (25%) – these percentages are 
reversed as a borough-wide average. 
Earl’s Court needs the creation of significant greening including 
meaningful, consolidated, open green spaces. 

 
 
 
 
The planning system is unable to control the rental market.  
 
Noted 

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

Noted. Earl’s Court will remain as a site allocation with a clear vision 
that builds on its history. 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

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

The Chelsea Farmers market is a long time meanwhile use.  It has 
been allocated for mixed uses in the draft NPPR.   
 
 
 
 
The Lots Road site allocation is for both residential and commercial 
and will ensure the optimisation of the employment floor space and 
the provision of extra care units.  Any application will be required to 
ensure that the necessary infrastructure is delivered to support it. 
The London Plan identifies that high-density, mixed-use places 
support the clustering effect of businesses known as 
‘agglomeration’, maximising job opportunities. 
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the tightly packed Power Station site at least 50% of the housing in 
the ward will be social housing. 

 
The Council supports the creation of mixed and inclusive places that 
optimise the use of brown field sites in line with the London Plan.  
 
 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

In commenting on the value of ‘Place’ chapters in a Local Plan, we 
understand that these will be much shortened in a new version. 
This seems sensible. The existing set does not cover all the 
Borough, and the ‘vision’ description for each ‘Place’ is often 
arguable. It remains open for any residents association or amenity 
body to apply for area designation and to prepare a 
neighbourhood plan as part of the statutory development plan, as 
has been the case for the Norland and StQW areas. 
In the NLPR document, Latimer Road is identified as the third in a 
set of five ‘areas of change’. Within these five areas a total of 10 
site allocations is shown. 
We have discussed within our management committee the 
appropriateness of Latimer Road being picked out in this way. The 
area is a single street, and not at all comparable to areas of change 
such as the Opportunity Areas at Earls Court and Kensal Canalside. 
The extent to which Government will introduce a ‘zoning’ system 
as floated in the 2020 White paper remains unknown at this time, 
On balance we have no problem at present with Latimer Road 
appearing in this way, but will take account of views from 
residents in the street and our wider membership when 
responding to the next iteration of the Local Plan. 
As a site allocation for a potential 75 new homes (over time, and 
above redeveloped light industrial/warehouse buildings at Units 1-
14 Latimer Road) this allocation is already built into the StQW 
Neighbourhood Plan and the 2019 RBKC Local Plan. 

 Noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Latimer Road has been identified as an area of change within the 
Latimer Road/Freston Employment Zone and notably defined as 
different to the areas of change found within the Opportunity 
Areas.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



87 

 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

There is risk of some public confusion with the Latimer ‘Place’ 
identified as Grenfell and its surroundings as a separate ‘Place’ for 
which an extensive process of planning co-design with the local 
community is in progress. 
The pace at which any redevelopment proposals for Units 1-14 
Latimer Road. are coming forward has proved to be slow. The 
mixed use development at Unit 1 is nearing completion. Market 
interest in warehouse premises from ‘e-fulfilment’ businesses has 
raise rental levels. The building are in different ownerships. 
 
 
Latimer Road Units 1-14 also appears in a list at Figure 3.1 headed 
Places with a particular national or international reputation. This 
must be an error, as Latimer Road in no way meets this description 
The wording in the NPLR mini-vision for Latimer Road is an 
assumption which may or may not happen, and in need of 
rephrasing (it currently reads The Latimer Road Employment Zone 
will become a hub for new creative industries. Units 1-14 will be 
optimised to provide new homes and modern workspaces on the 
ground floors and mezzanine. This will catalyse public realm 
improvements to make the area safer and more inviting). In the 
five years since the StQW policies came into force, allowing mixed 
use redevelopment of Units 1-14 and a wider range of uses at the 
southern end of the street, interest from building owners or 
potential developers has been limited. 
We comment further on Local Plan policies for Latimer Road under 
Section 9 below on Business and Culture. Latimer Road is already 
shared between an Employment Zone and a Conservation area. It 
also has a design code for part of it, and is covered by a 
Neighbourhood Plan and the Local Plan If it is now also being 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  These have been separated and the Lancaster West area.   
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Clarity provided.   
 
 
 
This is a vision rather than an expectation.   
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proposed as a ‘place’ with a special role for creatives, a 
comparatively short length of street will contain five special 
designations, sets of rules etc, which is surely absurd. 
 
On proposals for Kensal Canalside, our Forum has been tracking 
since 2013 the emergence of planning policies and site allocations 
for this Opportunity Area. We submitted detailed comments on 
the Draft Supplementary Planning Document (now adopted). We 
have attended consultation sessions with developers 
Sainsburys/Ballymore and St William, and continue to meet with 
them in the final stages of their preparation of planning 
applications. 
 
As set out in our response to the SPD 
• The 2013 RBKC Issues and Options exercise in 2013 set out three 
options for the regeneration of the area, with the highest density 
option delivering 3,500 new homes 
• This remains as an ‘indicative’ figure in the 2021 London Plan, 
with the term ‘indicative’ defined as requiting testing through 
masterplanning of the site. 
• The 2021 RBKC now refers to development capacity above this 
figure being supported, up to 5,000 housing units. 
• No justification for this change has been explained, other than 
that RBKC has failed to meet its housing trajectory for several 
years and is now subject to the ‘tilted balance’ that favours 
developer aspirations should applications be refused and 
appealed. 
• The 2013 options assumed a new Crossrail station at Kensal 
Canalside and hence much improved access to public transport - 
making high densities more acceptable. Plans for such station are 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  Clarity has been given to ensure it reads as an employment 
zone that is an area of change.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The site allocation will remain the same at 3500 homes to meet the 
identified need in the borough.   
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now off the agenda. 
 
We will therefore be opposing strongly the imminent applications 
at Kensal Canalside. These proposals do not reflect the aspirations 
for ‘green’ and ‘well connected’ places as envisaged in NPLR and, if 
built out, will (in our view) prove to be an unsuccessful and 
unsustainable example of large-scale urban renewal likely to haunt 
the Council for decades to come. 

 
Initial high level capacity testing of the site was undertaken as part 
of the SPD process.  Whilst the SPD undertook work to understand 
high level capacity scenarios, the site allocation with regards to the 
number of homes remains the same.  
 
 
There has been no change to the minimum site allocation.  
Developers are expected to optimise brownfield sites, in 
particularly opportunity areas.  
 
 
 
Site allocation amended to safeguard for a potential future 
Elizabeth Line station.   
 
 
 
Noted.  The vision remains to deliver a high quality canalside 
development.  
 
 
 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

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

Noted 
 
 
Noted.  Conservation area management plans are being developed 
by the council as well as other tools such as town centre toolkits 
and site specific SPD’s.  
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Easily amendable design codes and conservation area 
management plans (with input from the local community) are 
more appropriate. 
 
We are concerned that no recognition is given to “places” outside 
town centres. The residential conservation areas with historical 
buildings such as (most of) the Ladbroke area (with its 16 
communal gardens) should be recognised as having their own 
character and importance. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted, the places chapter now focuses on the designated areas of 
change and town centre hierarchy.  The character area appraisal 
and future SPD’s may focus on specific opportunities outside of 
these.  

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

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
The Lots Road south site allocation is for both residential and 
commercial and will ensure the optimisation of the employment 
floor space and the provision of extra care units.  Any application 
will be required to ensure that the necessary infrastructure is 
delivered to support it. The London Plan identifies that high-
density, mixed-use places support the clustering effect of 
businesses known as ‘agglomeration’, maximising job opportunities. 
 

Greg Hammond They seem broadly right. However, Site 7 – Harrington Road, is 
also at the junction of Queen’s Gate, and therefore partly 
mislabelled as it has an almost equal frontage on Queen's Gate; 
development would be welcome, but it needs to be in keeping 

Support for development of Harrington Road site is noted.  Any 
redevelopment will have to accord with the other policies within 
the Local Plan, including those concerned with design. 
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with Queen’s Gate, which is possibly the only French boulevard-
style street in London with most - if not all - of the buildings listed 
and part of the Queen's Gate conservation area. 

Kerry Davis-Head AREAS THAT CAN ACCOMMODATE GROWTH 
Why do you think that Lots Road can accommodate growth? 
“These are the areas where significant new development can take 
place”. Really? Lots Road and Lots Village is already over saturated, 
it has suffered enough with the destruction, the dust, the dirt, the 
noise, the traffic and pavement blocking, and you want more? The 
parks are already over full, surfaces worn out by the increased 
numbers. You also allow weekend noisy working by the largest 
development, why is that continuing whilst most COVID 
restrictions have ceased. 
 
Why not renovate the existing buildings and repurpose them. You 
are destroying history and character - it is likely they’ll be replaced 
with anonymous bland painting by numbers architecture. Or, if the 
Cheyne Nursery proposals are anything to go by, something ugly 
awkward dark and oppressive. 
Renovate the old and convert the land to green space. 
 
Housing is of course shown to be in need of expanding, but at 
what cost to existing residents and their housing? The more that is 
provided, the more becomes needed. It’s a vicious circle. The more 
people who need servicing by others, deliveries, cleaning, 
tradespeople, plumbers, care etc. With new housing the 
maintenance won’t appear at first, then after a while they too will 
have the “we don’t come to that area, it’s too hard to park, the 
traffic is too great”. The more key workers who are needed too, for 
increased hospital usage, more schools, more food shops. They 

Lots Road area currently has two sites that are already allocated for 
development in existing Local Plan and the Council is determined to 
carry them forward.  
   
The housing need in our borough means that simply renovating and 
repurposing existing buildings will not be enough to address the 
needs and therefore other sites must come forward for 
redevelopment and land be optimised.  
   
The Plaza, 535 King’s Road: 
The Plaza site on King’s Road was suggested as a potentially suitable 
site for development during Issues Consultation.  
 
Cremorne Wharf: 
As Cremorne Wharf is the only future opportunity for additional 
waste management capacity to contribute to meeting the London 
Plan waste apportionment target, the Council identified the 
safeguarding of the Wharf among the main options for strategic 
waste management policy. 
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mostly travel in from out of borough. This means increased 
transport needs, more cycle parking, more scooters. 
 
KINGS ROAD 
what does consolidated mean in that context? Will you be 
consolidating the southern part of the Kings Road too, this is a 
much forgotten area. We can’t even get hanging baskets extended 
to the lower SW10 part. 
 
LOCATIONS FOR FUTURE REDEVELOPMENT 
The Plaza Kings Road. Why is this mentioned. 
 
CREMORNE WHARF 
This should not be waste management. Green open space should 
be the priority 

Old Oak & Park 
Royal 
Development 
Corporation (Old 
Oak & Park Royal 
Developmen... 

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

Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted – included as employment zone area of change 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
Noted 
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relevant to coordinating the development of the North Pole Depot. 
6. OPDC suggests that figure 8.1 is amended to illustrate the 
proposed Kensal Canalside neighbourhood town centre as stated 
in the Kensal Canalside SPD. 
7. OPDC supports the aspirations to increase active travel. In 
response to question 11.1, we suggest that Option 1 is amended to 
enable the delivery of new bus routes along new streets as well as 
active travel routes. This will enable future residents in the Kensal 
Canalside Opportunity Area to reach destinations in the OPDC area 
through the new street network along the North Pole Depot. 
8. OPDC supports the identification of the Kensal Canalside 
Opportunity Area as a location where tall buildings may be an 
appropriate form of development. 
 
 
OPDC looks forward to the continued joint working with 
yourselves in developing both OPDC’s planning guidance and the 
NLPR to help facilitate the coordinated delivery of high quality new 
neighbourhoods and connections. 

 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
 

Exhibition Road 
Cultural Group 
(Emily Candler) 

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

Noted 

Natural History 
Museum (Adam 
Donovan) 

Places 
 
Similar to the previous Issues Consultation, the NHM supports the 
principle of the inclusion of the two additional types of places 
groupings suggested by the Council. However, it still has a number 
of comments on these two groupings: 
 

 
 
 
Noted 
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Areas of Change 
As noted in the previous Issues consultation, the NHM considers 
that the use of the proposed grouping, 
“Areas of Change”, could be restrictive if it is not specifically 
defined or used inappropriately. 
 
Whilst the NHM does not disagree with the areas suggested in 
principle, it requests that at the next stage of the Local Plan 
process, the Council is clear in its definition of what “significant 
new development.” It should be clear what this grouping 
comprises and that, whilst certain areas are included within the 
“Areas of Change” it does not prevent other developments 
elsewhere in the Borough from coming forward. For example, as 
part of the Harwell project, there may be opportunity for limited 
development at the NHM which meet the objectives of the Local 
Plan and therefore the policies should not be overly restrictive. 
 
For example, if, as part of the process, the back of house facilities 
at the NHM became surplus to the current requirements of the 
NHM, the NHM may need to explore potential new development 
opportunities for this part of the Site. This could be considered 
“significant new development” depending on what is suggested 
and the definition of the plan. The current approach could prevent 
the Site from coming forward for new supportive development, 
potentially leaving a part empty site in the heart of RBKC which 
could otherwise provide a positive contribution to the area as well 
as the Local Plan objectives. This would go against the aims of the 
NPPF and the Intend to Publish London Plan. It is therefore 
requested that the Local Plan retains and permits a degree of 
appropriate flexibility. 

 
Noted – further clarity has been given on the areas of change and 
why.  
 
 
 
These areas do not preclude development coming forward in other 
areas.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  The current approach does not preclude opportunities 
where in conformity with the rest of the development plan.  
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Places with a Particular National or International Reputation 
 
The NHM is still strongly supportive of the South Kensington 
Cultural Area being listed as a place with a particular national or 
international reputation. It welcomes the update to the supporting 
text for South Kensington Cultural Area which states that the 
centre must be ‘able to thrive’ whilst the concerns of those who 
live in the residential hinterland cannot be discounted. However, 
the NHM requests that it is made clear how making the area 
‘thrive’ can be achieved as it is not currently explicit. 
 
As stated in the previous representations to the Issues 
Consultation, the NHM reiterates the point that there seems to be 
a discrepancy between the aims of this grouping and the 
suggestions set out for the area The aims of the grouping state 
that thought should be given to how these areas and sites can re-
invent themselves to become places which people will want to visit 
again following COVID. 
 
Whilst the long term impacts of COVID on town centres and 
footfall are unknown at this stage, the Council must acknowledge 
that there could be potential fundamental changes and therefore 
allow greater flexibility for these areas to develop accordingly. The 
current suggestions of public realm improvements for the South 
Kensington Cultural Area may, for example, not be sufficient to 
attract visitors again. More significant changes may be required, 
such as new uses, ancillary development or change of uses which 
may require some redevelopment. The Council should encourage 
new development in the area where appropriate to allow for 

 
 
 
Noted this has been clarified further with the focus on the centre.  
Priorities have been provided to help guide how the area may come 
to continue to thrive.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
As an area with some potential for change opportunities and 
flexibility is given to allow for growth following covid.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted and this is not precluded with the vision and priorities for the 
area. 
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businesses and institutions such as the NHM to better adapt to 
changing needs, where necessary. 
 
Zonal Planning System 
 
As set in the representations for the previous Issues consultation, 
the NHM commends the pro activeness of the Council in terms of 
identifying Growth, Renewal and Protect Areas. It is understood 
that the NHM would be allocated as a Protect Area and the Council 
states that ‘limited development’ would be appropriate in these 
areas. The NHM suggests a word of caution over this approach 
given that it is not yet clear what the Government’s intentions are, 
particularly following recent government announcements. There is 
concern that Protect Areas could be used to completely protect 
areas and not allow any development to come forward. Under 
such a scenario, the possible White Paper Planning Zoning set out 
under figure 2.3 
would be very restrictive to development within RBKC and for any 
future development plans of the NHM. It is acknowledged that 
there are current restrictions in South Kensington such as 
Conservation Areas and it is important that the Local Plan does not 
provide additional restrictions unnecessarily. 
 
With specific reference to the Museum site, whilst the NHM 
respects that it is located within a sensitive area in terms of its 
historic value, the Council should recognise that not all the NHM is 
Grade 1 listed and that there are pockets of the Site which would 
be suitable for redevelopment subject to sensitive and appropriate 
design. Depending on the outcome of the White Paper, the Council 

 
 
 
 
 
This has not been carried through 
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should be prepared to alter its zoning to better reflect sites with 
the potential for redevelopment. 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Notting Hill Gate is ugly and redevelopment should be encouraged Noted and acknowledged within the town centre section 

Elizabeth Ashley Harrington Road should be residential, in sympathy in both 
appearance and scale of the surrounding houses. Definitely should 
not overbear/over shadow the adjoining church. 

This site has been allocated as a mixed use site, with a commercial 
frontage contributing to the nearby centre, with residential above.  
Any development will have to reflect the sites context and its 
proximity to the church. 

Port of London 
Authority 
(Michael Atkins) 

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

The Council recognises the safeguarded wharf designation. 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

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

Earl’s Court will remain as a site allocation with a clear vision that 
builds on its history, with a cultural use at the centre of the vision.  
 
 
 
 
 
The Local Housing Needs Assessment informs the draft policy 
requirements for mix and tenure of new housing; this will be 
applicable to Earl’s Court. 

Linda Wade There is a growing concern that Earl’s Court is a ward that is 
greeted with some intrepidation by those in a position of authority 
and power, a ward that people drive through on the Earl’s Court 

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

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



99 

 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

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

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

Noted. The site allocation will include requirements for 
sustainability and open green space. 
 
 
This is outside the scope of the local plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

TfL Planning, 
Transport for 
London (Richard 
Carr) 

Section 3 - Places 
 
Kensal Canalside 
 
We note the aspirations for this Opportunity Area. The residential 
and office developments should be car free (apart from Blue Badge 
parking) and car parking for other uses should be minimised in line 
with the approach to car parking set out in Policy T6 of the London 

Noted.  In line with SPD.  
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Plan 2021. We support new pedestrian and cycle bridge 
connections over the railway and canal, but we would have 
concerns if the design of an improved vehicular access at Ladbroke 
Grove facilitated increased car use. Any improvements should be 
designed according to the Healthy Streets Approach and should 
prioritise access by active travel and public transport rather than 
by car. 
 
Kensington High Street 
 
Streetscape improvements should be designed according to the 
Healthy Streets Approach and should prioritise access by active 
travel and public transport. 

Avison Young 
(Agent National 
Grid) (Matt 
Verlander) 

Following a review of the above Development Plan Document, we 
have identified one or more 
National Grid assets within the Plan area. 
Details of National Grid assets are provided below. 
 
Guidance on development near National Grid assets 
National Grid is able to provide advice and guidance to the Council 
concerning their networks 
and encourages high quality and well-planned development in the 
vicinity of its assets. 
Electricity assets 
Developers of sites crossed or in close proximity to National Grid 
assets should be aware that it is National Grid policy to retain 
existing overhead lines in-situ, though it recognises that there 
may be exceptional circumstances that would justify the request 
where, for example, the proposal is of regional or national 
importance. 

Noted 
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National Grid’s ‘Guidelines for Development near pylons and high 
voltage overhead power lines’ promote the successful 
development of sites crossed by existing overhead lines and the 
creation of well-designed places. The guidelines demonstrate that 
a creative design approach can minimise the impact of overhead 
lines whilst promoting a quality environment. The guidelines 
can be downloaded here: 
https://www.nationalgridet.com/document/130626/download 
The statutory safety clearances between overhead lines, the 
ground, and built structures must not be infringed. Where changes 
are proposed to ground levels beneath an existing line then it is 
important that changes in ground levels do not result in safety 
clearances being infringed. 
National Grid can, on request, provide to developers detailed line 
profile drawings that detail the height of conductors, above 
ordnance datum, at a specific site. 
National Grid’s statutory safety clearances are detailed in their 
‘Guidelines when working near National Grid Electricity 
Transmission assets’, which can be downloaded 
here:www.nationalgridet.com/network-and-assets/working-near-
our-assets 
Gas assets 
High-Pressure Gas Pipelines form an essential part of the national 
gas transmission system and National Grid’s approach is always to 
seek to leave their existing transmission pipelines in situ. 
Contact should be made with the Health and Safety Executive 
(HSE) in respect of sites affected by High-Pressure Gas Pipelines. 
National Grid have land rights for each asset which prevents the 
erection of permanent/ temporary buildings, or structures, 
changes to existing ground levels, storage of materials etc. 
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Additionally, written permission will be required before any works 
commence within the National Grid’s 12.2m building proximity 
distance, and a deed of consent is required for any 
crossing of the easement. 
National Grid’s ‘Guidelines when working near National Grid Gas 
assets’ can be downloaded here: 
www.nationalgridgas.com/land-and-assets/working-near-our-
assets 

Mr (Andrew 
Jamieson) 

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

Noted.  This consultation was specific to issues and options 
identified.  

The Pembridge 
Association 
(Fiona Fleming-
Brown) 

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

Noted.  Notting Hill Gate is identified as an important town centre 
with priorities named to aid this context.  

http://www.nationalgridgas.com/land-and-assets/working-near-our-assets
http://www.nationalgridgas.com/land-and-assets/working-near-our-assets
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And yet NHG is: 
• Well connected for bus and major underground interchange, 
major road network 
• Surrounded by very affluent residential areas, embassies, 
destination venues etc 
• The start and finish point between the Royal Parks and 
attractions of Portobello 
• Has a strong independent entertainment offer (Coronet, The 
Gate Theatre, The Gate Cinema, NH Arts Club) 
• A paradox: “A wall of money walks through NHG every day but 
there is nothing to tempt anyone to spend time or money there. 
The desire is there, the shops aren’t” 

Tom Bennett Attractive and sensitive development of the car park on Harrington 
Rd would significantly improve the immediate area. Ideally retail 
on the ground floor with residential above, going up to a height 
typical for the area (c. 6 stories). 

The plan will not preclude the redevelopment of this site.  

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

We think that the text given to detailed plans for places should be 
shorter in the new Plan and should focus on the key priorities. The 
current Place chapters are often out of date and restrictive in that 
they can discourage new and better ideas. 
 
We would be concerned if too much weight was given to the 
Characterisation Study. Prepared by consultants, its content lacks 
deep local knowledge. We have no idea what it will say and how it 
might be used. There is no clarity on this issue. 
 
We support distinct places, but “places” are as much about the 
cluster of uses and activity not just about “character” or 
townscape. 

Agreed, the text is more concise with key priorities.  
 
 
 
 
The characterisation study is one evidence base document to be 
balanced against other priorities.  
 
 
 
Noted and agreed.   
 
 



105 

 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

 
Places should not be limited to town centres. Other “places”, such 
as the Chelsea Riverside, the Royal Parks, Kensington Palace, 
Holland Park and Brompton and Kensal Cemeteries, which are also 
places with a national reputation, deserve recognition, especially 
in terms of their sensitivity to and need to protect views and the 
skyline from harmful development, such as tall buildings. 
 
There are parts of the Boroughs which have never been picked out 
as ‘Places’. In particular, residential areas with historical buildings 
should also be recognised as places, as they are a very large part of 
what gives the borough its character. The Plan should encourage 
local people to be pro-active and influence development in these 
areas through 
e.g. neighbourhood plans and community-led design codes. 
 
We support the area around Grenfell Tower and Lancaster West 
being subject to co- design with the local community. (Paras 3.4 to 
3.8) Other “places”, such as town centres, will also need co-design. 
 
 
Figure 3.1: Places with a particular national or international 
reputation 
 
This is the wrong title – these are two areas of major change, one 
site that will soon be complete and seven site allocations 
 
These are primarily existing site allocations, although the green 
“shading” would appear to be more extensive and include number 
of completed developments. 

 
Whilst these are notable places of interest in the borough the 
places chapter focusses on key areas of change to varying degrees.  
 
 
 
 
 
As above.  A particular section on neighbourhood centres is 
included and other policies apply to areas whereby greater change 
is not being planned for.   
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  Other places will require a joint effort between 
communities, landowners and the council amongst other parties to 
bring about change.  
 
 
 
 
 
Distinction has been given to the various places and site allocation 
have been clarified.  
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1. Kensal Canalside: 
We dispute the numbers of home and jobs proposed, especially 
since these have not been revisited since a Crossrail station (see 
Transport) is unlikely to be built and the capacity of the sites and 
the feasibility of creating 2,000 jobs/20,000sqm of offices has not 
been established. The 2013 consultation on Kensal Canalside 
identified 3,500 new homes as a maximum of three options and 
this remains the 2021 London Plan ‘indicative’ figure. No rationale 
has been provided for increasing this to a 5,000 minimum in the 
recently adopted SPD, when public transport prospects have 
shrunk rather than increase. 
 
We strongly oppose tall buildings on grounds of unsustainability 
due to lifecycle emissions of greenhouse gases and the choice of 
locations with poor public transport accessibility levels, such as 
Kensal Canalside. 
 
It is Important to mention the amount/proportion of community 
housing. 
2. Edenham Way: 
We are opposed the scale of the 14-storey building immediately 
next to Grade II*-listed Trellick Tower which appears insensitive to 
the context and importance of the tower. The map refers to this 
‘area of change’ as No.2 Golborne, which is confusing. There ought 
to be a mention of community housing and the need to confirm 
the protection of Meanwhile Gardens, through designation by the 
Council as a Local Green Space. 
 
3. Wornington Green: 

 
 
The SPD undertook a number of studies to understand the impacts 
of 3500 homes.  The DIFS (Development Infrastructure Funding 
Study) set out the required infrastructure to support such a 
development and new work has been undertaken to understand 
the transport impact and the townscape analysis to satisfy the 
allocation.   
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  The townscape analysis undertaken has provided an 
appropriate height limit for this area to ensure development is 
optimised.  
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  Edenham way is a site allocation with a varying height range 
between 2 and 14 storeys.  Affordable housing policies are 
elsewhere in the plan. Meanwhile gardens is mentioned within the 
site information table as a planning constraint.  
 
 
 
 
Support noted 
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We agree that this should be removed as a site allocation as it will 
have been completed before the Plan is issued. 
 
4. 1-14 Latimer Road: 
The StQW Neighbourhood Plan in 2016 identified the potential of 
this location as a mixed- use area which could attract cultural 
businesses. New policies were introduced on permissible uses. The 
pace of change has since proved to be slow. The new RBKC Design 
Code should provide greater certainty on development potential, 
but development viability in the area remains marginal due to 
poor public transport access. 
 
5. Warwick Road sites: 
These are nearly complete, but we still await the delivery of the 
green corridor included in the SPD. 
 
6. Earl’s Court: 
This is essentially the existing site allocation. We would be very 
concerned if this scheme were to be replaced with much 
larger/taller buildings. 
 
7. Harrington Road: 
This site allocation is not part of “proposes for SDistrict Centre. 
 
8. Lots Road: 
To avoid confusion, the terminology should be not “Extra care 
homes” but “Extra-care homes”. 

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

Rolf Judd on 
behalf of 
Ballymore Group 

Page 18 of the Issues and Options Paper summarises what 
redevelopment of Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area could 
deliver, noting the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD and the 

Noted 
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Limited and 
Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets L... 

specific requirements from this SPD the site would need to deliver, 
such as minimum of 3,500 new homes, new superstore, 2,000 new 
jobs and two new pedestrian and cycle bridges. We welcome this 
alignment with the adopted SPD. 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

TfL CD has interests in one of the areas of change, Earls Court, 
which is owned by Earls Court Partnership Limited (ECPL) – a joint 
venture (JV) between Delancey / DV4, APG, and TfL). The Earls 
Court site straddles both RBKC and LBHF; our responses below 
relate to the part of the Earls Court site that is within the RBKC. 
 
TfL CD supports the identification of Earls Court as an ‘Area for 
Change’ (Site Allocation 6) in Figure 3.1 and an area that can 
accommodate growth. We also strongly support the identification 
of Earls Court as an area where significant new development can 
take place to provide much needed new homes and jobs (para 
3.2). 
 
To ensure that the full benefits of developing the site and the 
wider Opportunity Area are realised for the Borough and this part 
of west London, it will be essential for there to be collaboration 
between the RBKC, the LBHF and the Greater London Authority 
(GLA). For example, a site wide approach will identify the optimal 
locations for particular land uses and social infrastructure across 
the site, rather than duplicating provision to meet local 
requirements within both RBKC and LBHF boundaries. 
 
We note the description in Table 3.1, but consider that something 
much more comprehensive and ambitious is required. This should 
reflect its status as part of the Earls Court / West Kensington 
Opportunity Area and a major brownfield site capable of making a 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Council supports such collaborative discussions, noting that the 
Local Plan can only deal with matters within the RBKC 
administrative boundary. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The summary for the site in Table 3.1 is to be expanded upon in the 
forthcoming draft plan. This will take account of the status the site 
has as part of the Opportunity Area. 
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significant contribution to both London-wide and borough 
development needs. 
 
We note that Table 2.1 of the London Plan identifies an indicative 
capacity for 6,500 new homes and 5,000 new jobs in the Earls 
Court / West Kensington Opportunity Area across both RBKC and 
the LBHF. It also states that when developing policies for 
Development Plan allocations and frameworks, boroughs should 
use the indicative capacity figures as a starting point, to be tested 
through the assessment process. 
 
Table 3.1 identifies Earls Court as being capable of 
accommodating, a minimum of 1,000 new homes including 
community housing. This does not seem to be ambitious enough in 
the context of the London Plan, the intention for “ambitious” 
aspirations as identified in paragraph 1.16 (relating to the 
overarching NLPR vision) and paragraph 3.2 which recognises that 
“areas of growth” are where significant new development can take 
place. We suggest that the Opportunity Area indicative figures for 
growth as set out in Table 2.1. of the London Plan should form the 
starting point for establishing the true potential for the site to 
deliver growth. 
 
National and London Plan policies direct that the delivery of homes 
to meet identified need is a strategic priority. As a brownfield 
cleared site with excellent public transport accessibility, all levels 
of planning policy require development at Earls Court to be 
optimised. 
 

 
 
 
The site is to be examined in more detail to ascertain an 
appropriate number of homes and employment space, guided by 
the London Plan indicative figures. 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. The Council is seeking to optimise the Earl’s Court site and 
acknowledges the requirements of the London Plan in this respect. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. The Council is reviewing the site allocation with respect to 
the matters raised here.  
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Earls Court is one of only two Opportunity Areas in RBKC. The CA4 
Earls Court Site Allocation (RBKC Local Plan, September 2019) was 
largely carried over from the previous version of the Plan 
(modified to reflect the extant consents). New Local Plan policies 
for Earls Court will need to take into account updated national and 
London Plan policy requirements, including: 
 
▪ Housing (including affordable) –the London Plan requires RBKC to 
deliver 448 new homes each year. 
 
▪ Building Heights – Policy D9 of the London Plan says boroughs 
should determine locations for tall buildings including the 
maximum heights that could be acceptable and identify these 
locations on a map. 
 
▪ Good Growth – a key theme of the London Plan, with a much 
greater emphasis on inclusivity and environments which promote 
health and wellbeing. Car fee and Healthy Streets are just some of 
the design requirements. 
 
▪ Climate Change – a key policy imperative at all levels of 

policies, with statutory targets set at a national level. 
 
▪ Transport and Car parking – with car-free development now 
being the starting point for all development proposals in places 
that are (or are planned to be) well-connected by public transport. 
 
Against this background, the new Local Plan will need to optimise 
the development at Earls Court and ensure that it meets key policy 
themes on a range of issues, including strategic housing and 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. The Council is seeking to optimise the site. 
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employment requirements. The Earls Court Area of Change 
description should therefore include: 
 
▪ Optimising housing delivery on-site through a range of housing 
products and tenures to meet a range of housing needs and create 
a mixed and inclusive community; 
 
▪ Growth of a new workplace and cultural centre supported by 
retail, leisure and other town centre uses; 
 
▪ New and enhanced public realm and open spaces both within the 
site and connecting to surrounding areas; and 
 
▪ Encouraging active modes of travel and public transport through 
car-free development and improvements to local transport 
infrastructure. 
 
ECDC has undertaken some preliminary work on the masterplan 
framework for Earls Court. Currently, this indicates that there is 
potential for significantly more than 1,000 new homes within RBKC 
and a greater amount of floorspace and associated jobs than 
initially indicated for the Opportunity Area in the London Plan. 
 
In our JV capacity as ECPL we would welcome further engagement 
to discuss the true capacity of the site, adopting the design-led 
approach. 
 
We also look forward to working with the Council to promote a 
positive planning policy framework for Earls Court which reflects 
all the important national, strategic and local planning policy 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. The Council is undertaking further work to establish an 
appropriate quantum of development to inform site capacity in 
relation to homes and employment space as well as other uses 
 
 
 
Noted.  
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objectives in tandem with the emerging masterplan framework 
proposals and both the Council and ECPL / ECDC’s vision and 
aspirations for the site. 
 
Please also see the representations on this question prepared by 
Quod on behalf of ECDC. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Earl's Court Area 
Action Group 
(Bella Hardwick) 

Earl's Court is an area that can accommodate growth AND still has 
a particular national and international reputation/name 
recognition despite the demolition of the Earls Court Exhibition 
Centres. Having just a cultural/arts centre or providing cultural 
activities in various pop-up forms would not reflect the Olympic 
legacy nor the area’s history of mass entertainment, trade shows 
and international events which are synonymous with Earl's Court. 
We are also concerned that an arts centre/cultural facility would 
reflect merely a narrow view of what culture is e.g. opera, when 
Earls Court had something for everyone. Adding another single use 
building without having undertaken an audit of what there is 
currently on offer nearby and further afield shows a lack of 
commercial awareness. That is why ECAAG is calling for a 
significant temporary and permanent world-class multi-purpose 
venue – “the world’s greenest venue” - for sport, music, culture, 
exhibitions and events to be on the Earls Court Masterplan site. 

Noted. The Council recognises the importance of a replacement 
cultural facility in this location and notes the points regarding the 
need to understand existing arts and cultural offers in the area, the 
wide-ranging nature of the Exhibition Centre, and the need to build 
in flexibility to any facility. We also note and support the emphasis 
on green/sustainable development. 
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The variety of uses would maximise revenue generation which we 
would like to see used for the common good. We are in touch with 
The Association of Event Organisers which represents the Events 
and Exhibition Industry as to the size of an event space which 
could provide what we are looking for and the size of this building 
is happily not excessive. The venue should have in-built flexibility 
in its design so it can easily be configured inside and out for 
various types of events. PLEASE NOTE: Our proposed venue and 
housing are not mutually exclusive. Provision for more exhibition 
space is in the Mayor's London Plan 2021; Olympia is not 
extending its exhibition space and is not to be used as an excuse to 
avoid revisiting this provision on the Earls Court Masterplan site. 
RBKC Council has watered down its plans for the area which we do 
not agree with as the 2015 Local Plan included a significant 
exhibition/convention centre for Earl's Court which is not 
proposed in this new plan. 

Mozafar Amiri Please see response to 3.3 Noted 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

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

Noted.  The allocation provides greater clarity. 
 
The allocation includes both employment and residential floorspace 
with principles that clarify the importance of the employment uses.  

Imperial College 
London (Rory 
Newman) 

No option for 4- Given the number of areas of change identified in 
Section 3, the College are surprised that this is not reflected in 
larger areas of land being provisionally identified as growth areas. 

Noted and agreed.  Opportunities for growth outside of those 
shown are not precluded from developing.  
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Opportunities for growth are key in providing flexibility and are 
necessary if RBKC is to meet its challenging targets for residential 
and commercial development. There are contradictory and 
conflicting policies found between the areas identified in Sections 
3 and 4. 
 
The College acknowledge the recent Cabinet reshuffle and the 
appointment of the Rt Hon Michael Gove MP as Secretary of State 
(SoS), which is likely to have significant implications for the 
Governments planning reforms as set out in the White Paper 2020. 
However, on the basis, that the Government White Paper 
proposals are advanced as they currently stand, the College would 
comment as follows: 
 
• Current legislation should be followed. 
 
• The College welcome the identification of Chelsea and 
Westminster and Old Brompton as a Renewal Area. 
 
• The Colleges South Kensington Campus should be designated as 
a Renewal Area and not as a protected area. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Greater clarity has been provided on the areas of change and 
current legislation will be followed.  
 
The college is not afforded any greater protection in this plan.  
 
 

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

1. Kensal Canalside. The plans that have so far been shown for 
Kensal Canalside represent everything that has gone badly wrong 
with late 20th century planning and architecture. This 
development will introduce somewhere between 8,750 - 12,500 
residents, more than doubling the current population of Dalgarno 
ward (current pop. 6,903) with little thought given to increasing 
inclusivity, reducing inequality, increasing connectivity, positive 
environmental impact, greening and contribution to the Urban 
Forest, beauty, enhancing the townscape, building community, or 

The SPD, vision and site allocation are clear in the objectives for 
development at this site including the importance of connections, 
environmental sustainability and design.  
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longevity. 
 
Housing: Whilst housing is much needed in RBKC, our greatest and 
most pressing need is for permanent and truly affordable housing 
that allows people to put down roots, bring up their children, and 
build communities. Provision for housing for social rent must be, at 
minimum, 50%. 
 
Amenities and services: Kensal Canalside will effectively be a new 
town hence all necessary services and amenities must be provided. 
These would include (but are not limited to): schools for all ages, 
adult education facilities, a hospital, a care home, a nursery, GPs, 
dentists, pharmacies and other healthcare provision, policing, 
locally owned and diverse small shops and services (the idea of a 
whole town being dependent on one superstore is grotesque), a 
substantial park, a nature reserve, other smaller green spaces, 
additional publicly accessible leisure facilities (e.g. an outdoor lido, 
playing fields, tennis courts, rock climbing, boating facilities), 
locally owned cafes and restaurants, creative workspace for local 
people, community meeting space, community kitchens, cultural 
and performance spaces, many hundreds of trees, and more. 
Dalgarno ward is already underprovided with many of these 
essential services, thus it seems obvious that increased strain will 
be placed on existing services in the neighbouring and already 
deprived and overpopulated Golborne ward. 
 
Transport: Transport provision is woefully inadequate for such a 
large population increase. Even if car ownership is minimised, the 
inevitable increase in delivery vehicles, taxis, and other vehicles 
will overburden local roads that are permanently constrained by 

 
 
The affordable housing policies are borough wide and set out the 
expectation for all developers based on viability in line with national 
legislation. 
 
 
 
Noted and supported.  Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area site 
allocation sets out the minimum expectation including a 
neighbourhood centre.  The SPD and associated Development 
Infrastructure Study set out the requirements of social 
infrastructure such as GP’s and schools etc. 
 
The SPD and site allocation principles further stipulates the 
importance of environmental sustainability, connections and open 
space.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Council have undertaken transport studies to ensure that 
sufficient transport is delivered at Kensal Canalside.  Any application 
will be expected to ensure this is the case at application stage and 



116 

 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

'pinch points' at the canal and railway bridges on Ladbroke Grove. 
Access times for emergency vehicles is a real concern. Vastly 
increased passenger numbers on local buses and tubes will 
overwhelm existing services. Quite simply, without provision of a 
new station on the Queen Elizabeth line this development is not 
viable. Also concerning is the likelihood of large numbers of people 
commuting on bikes and scooters via the canal towpath, 
effectively turning it into a commuter superhighway that is 
dangerous for children, the disabled, pedestrians, and dogs. 
 
Amenity green space and the Urban Forest: Any new development 
of such density must be designed around an expansive public 
amenity green space, rather than trying to fit so-called 
‘landscaping’ around building and street layouts. Greening must 
include a large park, accessible to all in perpetuity and a 
substantial number of large trees that will survive and grow to full 
maturity. Also important are food growing areas and sufficient 
wild areas to meaningfully establish biodiversity. 
 
Community and permanence: We must not permit Kensal 
Canalside to become a ‘transient town’ where people live for a few 
years and then move on. The plan as currently presented has 
transience baked in. It is clearly designed to be a dormitory 
commuter town with no facilities for people to bring up families 
and establish communities that will grow together and last for 
generations. 
 
Urban Forest: New development must take a ‘forest first’ 
approach. Trees must be at the heart of any master plan, not 
treated as ‘icing on the cake’. 

use the transport model agreed with the Council and TFL to ensure 
this.  
Similarly any application will need to comply with the London Plan 
requirements for submission of a fire statement and emergency 
vehicle access.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The importance of publicly accessible green open space and trees is 
contained within the existing SPD and the environmental 
sustainability within the allocation and SPD.  
 
 
 
 
 
The site is allocated to deliver permanent residential homes and 
jobs for people to live work and visit the area.  We are unable to 
control how long people choose to live in an area.  
 
 
 
 
 
The priority is to ensure that the optimum number of homes and 
affordable homes can be delivered on the site.  
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2. Golborne. New housing is much needed, and the former care 
home site (currently a van park) is an obvious place to build. 
However, the plans presented so far are simply not good enough. 
This world-renowned site presents an opportunity to showcase 
RBKC as a home for innovative, forward-looking, and remarkable 
social architecture and urban planning. The Grenfell Tower Inquiry 
has highlighted RBKC’s failure to consult meaningfully with local 
residents about the appointment of architects. This must not 
happen again. Golborne ward is already deprived and 
overpopulated; any increase in homes must be accompanied by 
increased local healthcare facilities, school places, transport 
provision and locally owned essential shops and services. The 
market provides many local essentials (fresh food and other 
necessities) as well as opportunities for local people to build 
businesses. Please protect, improve and extend provision of the 
market. 
 
3. Wornington Green. This development has gone badly wrong. 
The loss of the park and hundreds of mature trees has had a 
catastrophic negative affect on people’s physical and mental 
health, air quality, biodiversity and so much more, not to mention 
community relations. This negative impact is felt across the whole 
of Golborne ward. Poor planning and build quality means that the 
development is already becoming unsustainable. The development 
has provided no increase in Social Housing. Please reinclude this 
‘place’ to ensure that this catastrophe can at least be mitigated in 
phase three of the development. 
 
 

 
 
Noted.  Any application will be required to ensure the necessary 
infrastructure is planned for.  The allocation sets out the minimum 
expectations.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Any applicant will need to ensure they work in collaboration with 
the council to understand the local need for infrastructure 
provision.  
 
The Council is committed to the continued running of the market.  
 
 
 
Phase 2a is under construction with a planning application expected 
for phase 3 and so is sufficiently through the planning process and 
as such this has been removed from the site allocations specifically. 
 Any application will use the other relevant policies to enable 
determination.  
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We have run out of time to address further places other aspects of 
the Local Plan. More time would be appreciated. 

 
Further consultation will be undertaken with the draft policies.  
 

Collette 
Wilkinson 

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

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

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

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

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

Agree. Noted 

Robert Dixon I agree with these areas. Noted 

NHS North West 
London CCG 
(Kate Brady) 

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

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

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

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

ECDC support the identification of Earls Court as an ‘Area for 
Change’ (Site Allocation 6) in Figure 3.1 and an area that can 
accommodate growth. ECDC strongly supports the identification of 
Earls Court as an area where significant new development can take 
place to provide much needed new homes and jobs (para 3.2). To 
ensure that the full benefits of the Site are realised the relevant 
Earls Court Site Allocation and the Area of Change will need to 
consider the following key matters. 
 
Collaboration 
Collaboration will be important between the RBKC, the London 
Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham (LBHF) and the Greater 
London Authority (GLA) to ensure that the full benefits of the 
future Earls Court masterplan are realised across the entire Site 
and Opportunity Area. For example, a sitewide approach can 
identify the optimal locations for particular land uses and social 
infrastructure across the Site, rather than duplicating provision to 
meet local requirements in both RBKC and LBHF boundaries. 
 
Ambition 
Whilst ECDC notes the description at Table 3.1, it queries whether 
this is sufficiently comprehensive, ambitious and imaginative given 
(i) the status of the Site as forming part of the Earls Court/West 
Kensington Opportunity Area; and (ii) the scale and status of the 
Site as one of the very few major brownfield sites capable of 
making a significant contribution to both London wide and 
Borough development needs. 
 
ECDC notes that Table 2.1 of the London Plan identifies an 
indicative capacity for 6,500 new homes and 5,000 new jobs in the 

Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Council supports such collaborative discussions, noting that the 
Local Plan can only deal with matters within the RBKC 
administrative boundary. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The summary for the site in Table 3.1 is to be expanded upon in the 
forthcoming draft plan. This will take account of the status the site 
has as part of the Opportunity Area. 
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Earls Court/West Kensington Opportunity Area across both RBKC 
and LBHF. It also states that when developing policies for 
Development Plan site allocations and frameworks, Boroughs 
should use the indicative capacity figures as a starting point, to be 
tested through the assessment process. 
 
National and London Plan policies direct that the delivery of homes 
to meet identified need is a strategic priority. As a brownfield 
cleared site with excellent public transport accessibility (PTAL 6a 
and 6), all levels of planning policy require development at Earls 
Court to be optimised: 
 
§ Policy SD1 (Opportunity Areas) of the London Plan requires 
Boroughs amongst other matters to: (1) clearly set out how they 
will encourage and deliver the growth potential of Opportunity 
Areas (criterion B1) and establish the capacity for growth in 
Opportunity Areas, taking account of the indicative capacity for 
homes and jobs in Table 2.1 (criterion B5); and 
§ Policy H1 of the London Plan requires boroughs to respond to 
housing targets by optimising the potential for housing delivery on 
all suitable and available brownfield sites especially on sites with 
high public transport accessibility (criterion 2a). 
Importantly, planning policies must be positively prepared. It is 
particularly important in the case of complex regeneration sites 
that polices must ensure that site allocations are viable and 
deliverable. 
 
Earls Court is one of only two Opportunity Areas in RBKC. The 2019 
CA4 Earls Court Site Allocation (RBKC Local Plan September 2019) 
was largely carried over from the previous version of the plan 

The site is to be examined in more detail to ascertain an 
appropriate number of homes and employment space, guided by 
the London Plan indicative figures. 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. The Council is seeking to optimise the Earl’s Court site and 
acknowledges the requirements of the London Plan in this respect. 
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(modified to reflect the extant planning permissions). New 
planning policy, particularly the newly adopted London Plan 
(March 2021), means that any new proposals for Earls Court will 
need to take into account updated policy requirements, including 
(but not limited to) those in respect of: 
 
§ Building Heights – Policy D9 of the London Plan requires 
Boroughs to determine locations for tall buildings including the 
maximum heights that could be acceptable and identify these 
locations on a map. 
§ Good Growth – a key theme of the London Plan, with a much 
greater emphasis on inclusivity and environments which promote 
health and wellbeing. Good Growth objectives include: making the 
best use of land, creating a healthy city, delivering the homes that 
Londoners need and growing a good economy. 
§ Climate Change – a key policy imperative at all levels of planning 
policies, with statutory targets set at a national level. 
§ Transport and Car parking – with car-free development now 
being the starting point for all development proposals in places 
that are (or are planned to be) well-connected by public transport , 
and application of the Healthy Streets Approach.. 
In this regard, ECDC considers that the current wording contained 
within Table 3.1 for Earls Court should be more ambitious to 
reflect the “ambitious” aspirations identified in paragraph 1.16 
(relating to the overarching NLPR vision) and paragraph 3.2 which 
recognise that Areas of Change are the appropriate locations for 
significant new development. 
 
As set out above, the London Plan identifies Opportunity Areas as 
a key location for meeting London’s housing and employments 

Noted. The Council is reviewing the site allocation with respect to 
the matters raised here.  
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needs, as well as key drivers of regeneration due to their ability to 
accommodate large scale coordinated development. Therefore, 
the Earls Court Area of Change description should set out an 
ambitious approach to optimise the development opportunities at 
Earls Court, including: 
 
§ Optimising housing delivery on-site through a range of housing 
products and tenures to meet a range of housing needs and create 
a mixed and inclusive community; 
§ Growth of a new employment and cultural centre supported by 
retail, leisure and other town centre uses; 
§ New and enhanced public realm and open spaces both within 
the Site and connecting to surrounding areas; and 
§ Encouraging active and healthy modes of travel and public 
transport through car-free residential development and 
improvements to local transport infrastructure. 
 
ECDC’s vision for Earls Court is summarised below and aims to 
deliver the full potential of the Site to meet the regenerative aims 
of the London Plan. 
 
Earls Court Vision 
The redevelopment of the Site provides a generational and 
exciting opportunity to re-imagine a new chapter in this part of 
London. ECDC are preparing a masterplan framework for the 
redevelopment of Earls Court, that will form the basis for any 
future planning application. ECDC recognises the importance of 
delivering on this opportunity. ECDC are fully aware of the Site’s 
constraints and sensitivities but equally very excited by the 
challenge and the opportunity this creates. Using constraints as 

 
Noted. The Council is seeking to optimise the site. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. The Council is undertaking further work to establish an 
appropriate quantum of development to inform site capacity in 
relation to homes and employment space as well as other uses.  
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opportunities ECDC can build in long-term resilience from the 
start. 
 
ECDC has undertaken preliminary testing on the masterplan 
framework for Earls Court. This indicates the potential to deliver 
significantly more homes in RBKC than the 1,000 new homes 
referenced in the NLPR Earls Court Area of Change description and 
a greater number of jobs than the indicative ECWKOA targets set 
in the London Plan. ECDC look forward to discussing the 
opportunities for increasing jobs at Earls Court and other benefits 
from the emerging masterplan for Earls Court with the Council 

Brent Council 
(Paul Lewin) 

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

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. The Council will work closely with Brent to ensure that the 
necessary transport is in place for the development planned.  
 
 
 
 
Support for collaboration noted.  
 
 
 

Avison Young on 
behalf of 
Department for 
Transport (Neil 
Lawrence) 

The Department strongly supports the identification of the Kensal 
Canalside as an ‘area of change’ which will accommodate a 
significant quantum of new housing and commercial development, 
in accordance with the policy objectives for Opportunity Areas as 
set out in Policy SD1 of the London Plan and the objectives 
identified in the KCOA SPD. The sustainable redevelopment of this 
brownfield land, including Secretary of State for Transport’s 

Support noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed 
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landholding, has significant potential to integrate with the 
surrounding area and to support wider regeneration. 
 
As part of the overall mix and balance of uses, in line with the 
principles of good growth set out in the London Plan, it is 
considered that a range of residential accommodation would be 
appropriate to deliver a mixed and balanced community. This 
could include student, co-living and build to rent, alongside 
traditional residential tenures. In order to deliver the identified 
employment target, the redevelopment of the KCOA should allow 
for a flexible range of commercial uses, including those within the 
new Class E (Commercial, Business & Service). 
 
The need for new housing in the borough is significant and is 
projected to increase. The latest 2020 Housing Delivery Test 
(January 2021) demonstrates that over the last three years the 
borough has delivered 49% of the total number of homes required, 
based on the current Local Plan housing need of 733 dwellings per 
annum. The Local Housing Needs Assessment (2021) prepared in 
support of the Issues and Options Consultation, identifies an 
overall housing requirement of 1,622 homes per annum (arising 
from both new and backlog need). 
 
This Opportunity Area is the largest remaining area of brownfield 
land within the Borough and has significant potential to make a 
major contribution to meeting identified housing need. 
Development potential across the entirety of the KCOA should be 
optimised, to deliver a high quality, high density, new 
neighbourhood that provides new homes and jobs, in accordance 
with the London Plan principles of Good Growth and the principles 

 
 
 
Noted.  The allocation does not restrict the uses within the new 
Class E.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted and agreed 
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set out in the KCOA SPD. 
 
The Department is already engaging with key stakeholders in the 
KCOA SPD area with a view to bringing this key site forward. The 
viability of redeveloping the site will be a key consideration and 
must take account of substantial infrastructure costs including 
demolition, land remediation, services and transport infrastructure 
including the bridging of the railway, alongside the need to deliver 
affordable housing. It will be important that, in conjunction with 
the flexibility built into the KCOA SPD, Local Plan policies also allow 
for flexibility to assist in the delivery of this key brownfield site. 

 
 
Noted and agreed.  
 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

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

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

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

As part of the Local Plan Review and a review more widely of the 
Borough’s present and future housing and economic growth 
needs, further sites will be reviewed with regards to their potential 
provision. Paragraph 5.5 of the Issues and Options Consultation 
Document (July 2021) requests that available sites within the Plan 
period should be submitted for consideration as part of the Local 
Plan process. The Local Plan categorises sites submitted via the 

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

 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  The Council have looked at the Hospital site in the form of 
an SPD for Royal Brompton Hospital however are open to future 
discussions with the Trust to further understand the hospital site.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Further details will be necessary to understand potential for site 
allocation away from the hospital use and currently it does not 
meet the criteria set out.  
 
 
 
Noted.  No further evidence suggests a different position for the 
Council at this site to that within the SPD.  
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made representations in response to its publication. With the New 
Local Plan under review and requesting site allocations, the 
opportunity to consider the evolving Royal Brompton Hospital site 
is significant. It provides a platform within which to undertake a 
robust assessment of land that may be available, in co- ordination 
with other sites put forward, which will then be tested through 
Independent Examination. Given the Hospital site is so large and 
the need to ensure that a coherent masterplan is retained that 
considers the remaining healthcare uses, the review and potential 
allocation through the Local Plan process is the most suitable, 
where it can be considered as part of the strategic spatial strategy 
and needs across the Borough. Any future allocation can then set 
the basis for future development proposals or documents, 
providing a high level guide to future development through 
allocation. 

Savills on behalf 
of COMMERCIAL 
ESTATES GROUP 
(Kirsty Turner) 

Places 
 
 
Section 3 identifies 10 areas of change in the borough with a 
proposal to group these into either areas that can accommodate 
growth, and areas with a particular national or international 
reputation. We support the identification of areas for growth 
within the borough. 
 
Lots Road is an area identified as a key area of change and sets out 
a vision for the area and aspirations for development at two sites; 
Lots Road and Lots Road Power station. However, in our view, the 
success of Lots Road as a key area of change should not be limited 
to these two development opportunities and extends across a 
much wider area. There should be a presumption in favour of 

 
 
 
Noted further clarification on these areas has now been provided 
also.  
 
 
 
Applications for development on all sites  will be assessed against 
the emerging policies in the NLPR, as well as London Plan policies. 
This will include requirements to optimise use of land. 
 
A character study of the borough has been undertaken to 
understand opportunities for growth in the borough. 
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sustainable development for sites in this key area of change that 
are suitable to deliver these much-needed homes and jobs within 
the area. This should align with the London Plan’s objectives to 
make best use of land by promoting higher density development, 
particularly in locations that are well-connected to jobs, services, 
infrastructure and amenities by public transport, walking and 
cycling. The policy should therefore set a framework for identifying 
suitable and specific development sites and opportunities that can 
contribute to the visions being achieved. For Lots Road, we 
propose Plaza 535 Kings Road is identified a specific site that can 
accommodate growth. The site already benefits from an existing 
planning permission for remodelling and extension to the building 
to provide high quality office accommodation, but also presents an 
immediate opportunity to optimise given it is previously developed 
land in an accessible, town centre location. CEG would welcome 
discussions with RBKC of how the site can enhance the Lots Road 
business function whilst complementing the emerging proposals 
on Lots Road and the Power Station. 
 
Section 3 also sets out areas of national significance of which Kings 
Road/Sloane Square is identified as an area of cultural and retail 
significance, and there is an ambition to consolidate this role of 
the area within the borough. However, despite Kings Road/Sloane 
Square being an area of national significance, it is not identified as 
an area which can accommodate significant growth within the 
draft Plan. It is our view that the Kings Road/Sloane Square place 
could accommodate significant growth at the same time as 
consolidating its retail and cultural offer. This would be in line with 
the NPPF and London Plan, which seek to optimise the delivery of 
Brownfield Sites with good transport accessibility. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The site benefits from planning permission currently and the 
Council would support further discussions to ensure the site is 
optimised.   
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
Kings Road East and West which includes Sloane Street is set out as 
a town centre and area of some change.  The council sets out the 
vision of the area embracing change including the maintaining and 
strengthening the existing offer.  
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Therefore, in response to question 3.3 we support the principle of 
areas of change, however we propose they should be revisited to 
introduce a framework for each character area, describing how the 
visions are going to be achieved on a wider scale. This would allow 
the maximisation of development opportunities blending both 
sites with permission and future development opportunities. 

Support noted.  The town centre toolkits as committed to will 
provide further opportunities for local communities to engage in 
change.  

Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water 
(Nicola Forster) 

The main Thames Tideway Tunnel site within RBKCs Areas of 
Change includes Cremorne Wharf, which is located in Lots Road. 
The Cremorne Wharf site is located within the Lots Road Area of 
Change and in close proximity to the Lots Road Power Station site 
(Site 10) and Site at Lots Road (Site 9). 
We recognise the Vision for the ‘Lots Road’ area to become “a 
vibrant place to work and live” and an area which supports large 
scale redevelopment and tall buildings. 
The Cremorne Wharf site should be recognised in this zone to be a 
consideration for the future operation of the Thames Tideway 
Tunnel and the protected Wharf. 
 
Areas within the site will be retained by Thames Water as 
operational land for access and operation and maintenance 
throughout the lifetime of the infrastructure. This land will 
continue to be subject to Article 52 of the DCO, which puts a duty 
onto RBKC to consider and consult with Thames Water to ensure 
that any proposed development in the area will not affect the 
Tideway assets and infrastructure. 

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

Hammersmith 
and Fulham 

Places 
The London Plan 2021 has resulted in a reduction in RBKCs annual 
housing delivery target, with a new target of 448 homes per 

Noted. The Council is seeking to optimise development on 
development sites, including on the RBKC side of the Earls’ Court 
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Council (David 
Woodward) 

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

and West Kensington Opportunity Area. This will be reflected in the 
site allocation. 

Wardell 
Armstrong LLP 
for Tatton Group  
(Rachel 
Wilbraham  ) 

We are broadly supportive of the areas identified to accommodate 
growth within the emerging Local Plan, however we would urge 
the Council to consider potentially expanding these areas to 
include broader locations which are also demonstrably suitable for 
growth. 

A character study of the borough is in progress and will give high-
level recommendations for suitable areas for growth. 
 

Knightsbridge 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (KNF)  
(Simon Birkett) 

Distinctive Places/Knightsbridge 
 
Please distinguish further between national/international 
shopping destinations and residential areas (such as Cheval Place 
that is predominantly residential in character). 

Whilst the “places” are based on our existing town centres, we do 
recognise that each centre is bounded by a residential hinterland.  
What may be appropriate in the centre will be different from that 
outside the centre in a residential area.  

The 
Knightsbridge 
Association 
(Carol Seymour-
Newton) 

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

Whilst the “places” are based on our existing town centres, we do 
recognise that each centre is bounded by a residential hinterland.  
What may be appropriate in the centre will be different from that 
outside the centre in a residential area. 
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Historic England 
(David English) 

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

Noted.  Heritage is a key element within the NLPR rather than 
mentioned specifically in the vision.  However it is a key element of 
the site allocation key information as well as the SPD for Kensal.   

Turley (Laurence 
Brooker) 

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

Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
The visions for Kensal Canalside and Kensal Employment Zone 
reflect these aspirations.  
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• Community and cultural facilities 
• Improved public realm, open space and access to the canal.” 
 
This general approach to the vision of Kensal Canalside is 
supported. The wider Kensal area, including the currently allocated 
Employment Zone is one that has undergone and will continue to 
undergo change – as such it may also benefit from allocation as an 
area of change – considering the wider potential impact of the 
delivery of the Canalside Opportunity Area, and opportunities to 
the eastern side of Ladbroke Grove. 

 
 
 
 Support noted.  
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The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

NO – we said Earl’s Court is a distinct place with a 
national/international reputation and it is missing from the list. 
Earl’s Court has its own distinct character and is an important 
urban village in its own right. 
 
Not defining Earl’s Court as a “Place” perpetuates mistaken 
notions about Earl’s Court formed on brief journeys on the one-
way red route system. These misconceptions lead to poor decision 
making and urban planning for this important gateway to the 
Royal Borough and Central London. 
 
Earl’s Court has a unique international reputation, having hosted 2 
Olympic Games among other important events. If the NLP is to be 
forward looking it should reflect the importance of this history as 
well as the new cultural venue which will be built on the Exhibition 
Centre site. 
 
Notting Hill however relies on one film for its reputation, and 
should be a part of Portobello Road, where it belongs. 

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

Sandra Yarwood NO. You've ignored Earls Court which has a distinct identity and 
reputation. Notting Hill is part of Portobello and doesn't need a 
separate marker. Even the film is set mainly on Portobello rd. 
 
If you don't recognise and celebrate Earls Court's history you will 
be missing a great opportunity to regenerate an area that has 
many beautiful features with its architecture and garden squares, 
and a fascinating cultural history which attracts visitors, but needs 
support to rebuild itself and regain its vibrant vibe. 

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



136 

 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

The King’s Road is indeed a place with a particular national and 
international reputation. So too is the Royal Hospital. The Thames 
in Chelsea has an international reputation bordered as it is by 
Ranelagh Gardens, the Royal Hospital, the National Army Museum, 
the Chelsea Physic Garden and Cremorne Gardens, and famous as 
the inspiration for world class artists. 

Noted. Many of these places are recognised in other national 
designations, relevant to planning. 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

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

Latimer Road is identified as potentially an area that can 
accommodate growth as an Employment zone. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
There is no limit to designations for any one area; applications are 
assessed against multiple policies and clarity as to the vision for the 
employment zone has been provided.  
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since 2013 the emergence of planning policies and site allocations 
for this Opportunity Area. We submitted detailed comments on 
the Draft Supplementary Planning Document (now adopted). We 
have attended consultation sessions with developers 
Sainsburys/Ballymore and St William, and continue to meet with 
them in the final stages of their preparation of planning 
applications. 
 
As set out in our response to the SPD 
• The 2013 RBKC Issues and Options exercise in 2013 set out three 
options for the regeneration of the area, with the highest density 
option delivering 3,500 new homes 
• This remains as an ‘indicative’ figure in the 2021 London Plan, 
with the term ‘indicative’ defined as requiting testing through 
masterplanning of the site. 
• The 2021 RBKC now refers to development capacity above this 
figure being supported, up to 5,000 housing units. 
• No justification for this change has been explained, other than 
that RBKC has failed to meet its housing trajectory for several 
years and is now subject to the ‘tilted balance’ that favours 
developer aspirations should applications be refused and 
appealed. 
• The 2013 options assumed a new Crossrail station at Kensal 
Canalside and hence much improved access to public transport - 
making high densities more acceptable. Plans for such station are 
now off the agenda. 
 
We will therefore be opposing strongly the imminent applications 
at Kensal Canalside. These proposals do not reflect the aspirations 
for ‘green’ and ‘well connected’ places as envisaged in NPLR and, if 

Noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The SPD undertook a number of studies to understand the impacts 
of 3500 homes.  The DIFS (Development Infrastructure Funding 
Study) set out the required infrastructure to support such a 
development and new work has been undertaken to understand 
the transport impact and the townscape analysis which when given 
the housing need in the borough justifies the allocation.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. The Council maintain its agenda to deliver the vision as set 
out in the SPD and site allocation.  Any application will be 
determined in line with development plan policies.  
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built out, will (in our view) prove to be an unsuccessful and 
unsustainable example of large-scale urban renewal likely to haunt 
the Council for decades to come. 

 
 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

Some of the boundaries in Figure 3.2 “Places with a particular 
national or international reputation” need to be redrawn. 
 
• Portobello Road and Notting Hill Gate should be treated 
separately as they are geographically separated by a significant 
residential area and have quite different characters and needs. 
There should be a gap on the map between the two areas. 
 
• Portobello Road and Golborne Road should be a single seamless 
place as they are now a continuous market area. 
 
• Notting Hill Gate should also include the northern part of 
Kensington Church Street, which is still important as a centre of 
high-end antique dealers. 

 
 
 
Noted. These are indeed treated as two separate places.  
 
 
 
 
 
Noted, they are treated as a single place. 
 
 
 
Noted.  

Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

Knightsbridge Vision – Cadogan supports the broad vision although 
considers Sloane Street to be a critical part of this vision that 
requires specific reference in the title due to its international 
status and reputation. 
 
Kings Road/Sloane Square – Cadogan supports the broad vision 
although there needs to be more specific reference to the 
objectives of Sloane Square within the vision statement. 
 
“Sloane square should continue provide a vibrant and welcoming 
environment for visitors coming to the area, particularly those 

Sloane Street has been included within the priorities for the 
Knightsbridge place vision.  
 
 
 
Noted.  Sloane Square is mentioned specifically within the priorities 
in Kings Road (East) 
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using public transport and by foot and be a focal point for the 
community” 

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

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

Noted and agreed.  

Greg Hammond Yes. noted 

Kerry Davis-Head AREAS THAT CAN ACCOMMODATE GROWTH 
Why do you think that Lots Road can accommodate growth? 
“These are the areas where significant new development can take 
place”. Really? Lots Road and Lots Village is already over saturated, 
it has suffered enough with the destruction, the dust, the dirt, the 
noise, the traffic and pavement blocking, and you want more? The 
parks are already over full, surfaces worn out by the increased 
numbers. You also allow weekend noisy working by the largest 
development, why is that continuing whilst most COVID 
restrictions have ceased. 
 
Why not renovate the existing buildings and repurpose them. You 
are destroying history and character - it is likely they’ll be replaced 
with anonymous bland painting by numbers architecture. Or, if the 
Cheyne Nursery proposals are anything to go by, something ugly 
awkward dark and oppressive. 
Renovate the old and convert the land to green space. 
 
Housing is of course shown to be in need of expanding, but at 

Lots Road area currently has two sites that are already allocated for 
development in existing Local Plan and the Council is determined to 
carry them forward.  
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The housing need in our borough means that simply renovating and 
repurposing existing buildings will not be enough to address the 
needs and therefore other sites must come forward for 
redevelopment and land be optimised.  
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what cost to existing residents and their housing? The more that is 
provided, the more becomes needed. It’s a vicious circle. The more 
people who need servicing by others, deliveries, cleaning, 
tradespeople, plumbers, care etc. With new housing the 
maintenance won’t appear at first, then after a while they too will 
have the “we don’t come to that area, it’s too hard to park, the 
traffic is too great”. The more key workers who are needed too, for 
increased hospital usage, more schools, more food shops. They 
mostly travel in from out of borough. This means increased 
transport needs, more cycle parking, more scooters. 
 
KINGS ROAD 
what does consolidated mean in that context? Will you be 
consolidating the southern part of the Kings Road too, this is a 
much forgotten area. We can’t even get hanging baskets extended 
to the lower SW10 part. 
 
LOCATIONS FOR FUTURE REDEVELOPMENT 
The Plaza Kings Road. Why is this mentioned. 
 
CREMORNE WHARF 
This should not be waste management. Green open space should 
be the priority 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Kings Road has been split into Kings Road East and West for clarity.  
Consolidated includes strengthening the existing offer and 
establishing it’s existing role as a high street in any change.  
 
The Plaza, 535 King’s Road: 
The Plaza site on King’s Road was suggested as a potentially suitable 
site for development during Issues Consultation.  
 
Cremorne Wharf: 
As Cremorne Wharf is the only future opportunity for additional 
waste management capacity to contribute to meeting the London 
Plan waste apportionment target, the Council identified the 
safeguarding of the Wharf among the main options for strategic 
waste management policy.  

Exhibition Road 
Cultural Group 
(Emily Candler) 

Yes Noted 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Other than my comment on Notting Hill Gate your list is 
reasonably comprehensive. 

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

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

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

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

Earl’s Court has been included within the areas for change, town 
centres as well as the opportunity area.   
 
Notting Hill is a distinct town centre and area of change within the 
borough and further detail has been provided to the distinct 
priorities for each area.    

Linda Wade Earl’s Court is like an island defined by roads, it is a distinct area 
and has a distinct character. As an area with a world-known 
reputation, it is essential that we build on that branding. 
 
The cultural venue is one of the key elements in making the new 
development work, the cultural venue and the strategy must be 
well worked through and relate to the other cultural and creative 
industries and venues in the borough. 

Noted and it has been included within the places chapter as both a 
town centre and opportunity area.  
 
 
Specific reference has been made to a cultural venue and the 
historic cultural offer.  

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

No. Earl’s Court should continue to be recognised as a distinct 
place with a national/international reputation based on the former 
Exhibition Centre. It is true that the Exhibition Centre no longer 
exists but this should not mean that the Council should have no 
ambition for Earl’s Court. The area continues to have name 
recognition and will benefit from the major redevelopment of the 
Exhibition Centre site—done right, this could put the area back on 
the map gain in terms of cultural events and other activities. Local 
independent restaurants also add to the area’s distinct character 
and can be an important part of its reputation. 

Noted and agreed.  The cultural offer is specifically mentioned 
within the vision for the Earl’s Court Opportunity Area.  
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Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

We agree that these are the right places subject to the comments 
below. 
 
The mini vision for Latimer Road overplays the potential for 
change in this street, where existing light industrial/warehouse 
units are in multiple ownerships and redevelopment potential 
remains marginal as explained above. Much is dependent on 
individual building owners coming forward to redevelop their 
industrial units/warehouses. While the StQW Neighbourhood Plan 
promotes the street as a ‘creative hub’ and RBKC has prepared a 
Design Code, the pace of redevelopment will depend on market 
conditions. 
 
Figure 3.2 Places with a particular national or international 
reputation: 
 
The supporting text at 3.2 implies that the attractive features of 
these areas are for tourists and visitors and not for residents. This 
sets up policy tensions as at South Kensington station and 
Portobello as to whether a ‘place’ works well for visitors or for 
residents who live there 24/7. 
Some of these areas are overgenerously or wrongly drawn, 
especially: 
• Portobello Road and Notting Hill Gate: there is a significant gap 
(a residential area) between Notting Hill Gate and Portobello Road 
(see Fig. 8.1: RBKC Town Centres Page 91) They are not connected 
and there should be a gap on the map between the two areas. 
• Portobello Road and Golborne Road should be a single seamless 
place as they are now a continuous market area. 
• Notting Hill Gate should also include the northern part of 

Support noted.  
 
 
Noted, this area has been clarified as an employment area that as 
with all areas is subject to landownership and market conditions.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The NLPR sets out places that work for residents businesses and 
visitors.   
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  Nottinghill gate and portobello road are distinct places in 
the chapter.  
 
 
The places have been centered around areas for change in town 
centres 
Noted.  It does include the northern end.  
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Kensington Church Street, which is still important as a centre of 
high-end antique dealers. 
• South Kensington cultural area – this is only north of Cromwell 
Road, the area to the south is/should be a district town centre. 
• King’s Road/Sloane Square: This embraces large tracts of 
residential streets. 
 
The Thames Policy Area from the London Plan should be shown. 
(See also Building Heights in chapter 13) See also draft Thames 
CAMP. 

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

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

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

344-350 Old Brompton Road was not included within the Earl’s 
Court site allocation in the 2019 Local Plan and since the planning 
permission has been granted in October 2021 for a development on 
this site the Council expects it to be delivered in the next couple of 
years. Therefore, there is no need to include this site within the 
Earl’s Court Site Allocation boundary. 

 
However, this will not prevent the Council from developing a 
comprehensive vision for Earl’s Court site allocation and the extant 
permission will be taken into account when creating a principal 
access point to the site, close to public transport. 

Earl's Court Area 
Action Group 
(Bella Hardwick) 

No, Earl's Court is a distinct place in its own right. Moreover, Earl's 
Court must also be seen as BOTH an area of change and as having 

Noted, both the town centre and opportunity area have been 
included in the places chapter. 
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a particular national or international reputation. Earl's Court is still 
a global brand. 

ESSA (Barry 
Munday) 

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

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

 
3.2 Notting Hill Gate’s “Outdated buildings” should be restored or 
redeveloped without increasing massing or roof heights so as to 

There are many recognisable places within the borough.  Some 
clarity has been provided on the distinct areas and type of change 
expected.  This does not preclude change nor reputation growth for 
other places.  
 
 
 
Noted the plan promotes future town centre toolkits as a method 
whereby local communities can influence change in specific areas.  
 
Noted 
 
 
 
Noted this has been included with a range of heights from 2-14 
storeys.  
 
 
 
 
 
Noted clarity has been provided on building height at the Earls 
Court Opportunity Area 
 
 
 
Noted, this is indicated as a town centre with potential for some 
change 



145 

 

Respondent 
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maintain the character of this historic area. 
St Quentin Neighbourhood Plan promotes the street as a “creative 
hub” this should be strongly supported. 

 
Growth areas. Automatic outline approval? What would be 
included in an outline approval? 
Renewal Areas. What does “gentle densification” mean? The 
relatively few renewal areas shown on the map are generally 
cheek by jowl with one or more conservation areas so the 
opportunity for densification will need to be related to the 
context. It should not be allowed if at the expense of open green 
space. 

 
Noted 
 
 
No further detail was provided.  
 
Development will be contextual with greater clarity being given to 
areas of change.   

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

Noted and included where relevant.  

Imperial College 
London  (Rory 
Newman) 

Q 3.2 and 3.3. Please let us know your views on these areas of 
change? 
 
Imperial agrees with the identification of South Kensington as an 
area of national and international interest. 
 
However, the area needs to be recognised not just for its cultural 
influence but additionally as an educational research and 
innovation hub, attracting many students, workers, STEM 
researchers, visitors and residents engendering a strong sense of 
place and local distinctiveness. 
 
Paragraph 3.2 of the consultation document acknowledges that 

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

key areas of the Borough, which benefit from a particular national 
or international reputation need to evolve and adapt if they are to 
continue to remain world leading places of quality and the plan 
should recognise the importance of flexibility within policy making 
if this objective is to be achieved. The College requires flexibility to 
ensure it can remain an international leader in education and to 
enable the College to adapt and reinforce its appeal as a place to 
visit. The College makes a substantial contribution to place and 
positive placemaking and culture within RBKC both in its own right 
and as part of the collaboration the College provides to other key 
local institutions also of national and international importance, 
including the Science Museum. 

Noted.  The NLPR does not preclude flexibility, growth and change 
in areas outside of those demarked.  
 
 
 

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

Noted. 

Collette 
Wilkinson 

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

Noted 

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

Yes. Noted 

Robert Dixon Yes. Noted 

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

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

344-350 Old Brompton Road was not included within the Earl’s 
Court site allocation in the 2019 Local Plan and since the planning 
permission has been granted in October 2021 for a development on 
this site the Council expects it to be delivered in the next couple of 
years. Therefore, there is no need to include this site within the 
Earl’s Court Site Allocation boundary. 

 
However, this will not prevent the Council from developing a 
comprehensive vision for Earl’s Court site allocation and the extant 
permission will be taken into account when creating a principal 
access point to the site, close to public transport. 
 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

The utterly bizarre and unsustainable plans coming forward for 
Kensal Gasworks must be withdrawn and totally reviewed. There is 
to be no Crossrail station. The western part of the site has a PTAL 
of 0. Ladbroke Grove is already gridlocked many times a week and 
the proposal for buses to ‘loop’ through the development will not 
serve the 8,000 new residents currently proposed for the whole 
site. We recently heard that ‘only’ three in five homes will have 
access to car parking and that EVs will be encouraged. The 
combination of potentially 3,000 cars, gridlocked traffic and new 
residents stuck in buses is frankly poor place planning and poor 
transport planning. It is the antithesis of ‘sustainable’ Planning. 
 
The height of proposed buildings will be discussed elsewhere, but 
proposals for up to 30 storeys for residential are inappropriate in 
North Kensington as they are elsewhere. We strongly recommend 
an acknowledgment of low- to mid-rise high density, and more 
modest targets for this site. Ballymore have a very poor record of 
profit extraction and not maintaining their buildings or caring for 

A formal planning application has not yet been received by the 
council .  
 
Any application will have to ensure that the transport on the site is 
capable of moving the new residents effectively and any applicant 
will be expected to test proposals using the model developed with 
the Council and TFL.  
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  The NLPR sets a maximum height limit for the site of 26 
storeys and must include a range of building heights.  
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Name 
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their residents; we cannot let the current plans pass. 
 
There is no need for a 14 storey building in front on Trellick Tower 
and we should not pursue this option. We hear the proposals are 
based on ‘old fire safety guidelines’ not incoming stricter 
guidelines and regulations. This is an obscenity in the Grenfell 
borough. 
 
We look forward to plans for Lots Road, where the Council owns 
several sites for development. The same rules should apply. The 
needs and concerns of existing residents should always be 
canvassed before any proposals are offered. 

 
 
Noted the NLPR allocates the site for a range of building heights 
between 2 and 14 storeys.  
 
 
 
 
Noted.  Ongoing work is developing a Planning design brief for the 
site for consultation following a number of resident/business 
workshops 

Envronment 
Agency  (Hannah 
Malyon ) 

We have no specific comments to make on the places identified. 
We would ask that the strategic areas of focus as identified above 
(Q1.1) be applied when identifying the places in your new Local 
Plan. Please also refer to the answer to Q5.1 that details specific 
considerations for new site allocations. 

Noted 

Savills on behalf 
of COMMERCIAL 
ESTATES GROUP 
(Kirsty Turner) 

A Zonal System 
 
 
Section 4 sets out the introduction of growth and renewal areas in 
the borough, initially driven by the planning reforms set out in the 
White Paper Planning for the Future. However, whilst early 
revisions considered the designation of land into protected, 
renewal and growth zones, it is understood that there may be 
proposals to amend the approach to land zoning as originally set 
out within the White Paper. As such, we consider that section 3 of 
the NLPR is out of date and the drafting of any policies should 

Noted and confirmed.  
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Comments Council response 

reflect the most up to date versions of planning guidance as they 
come forward. 

Hammersmith 
and Fulham 
Council (David 
Woodward) 

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. Further work will be presented at the next stage of the local 
plan that give evidence for the quantum of development to be 
included in the draft site allocation. The Council would welcome 
working collaboratively with LBHF in this regard. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted and supported. 
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formation of a sound and effective policy for this area with 
considerably more detail still required, and we are keen to work 
alongside RBKC to help formulate a successful policy. 
 
Latimer Road, Warwick Road, and Lots Road sites 
These sites are close to the borough boundary and the Council is 
therefore interested in the development of these sites. The 
Council awaits further detail of the plans before submitting 
detailed comments regarding these sites. We welcome discussion 
regarding these sites in further Duty to Cooperate meetings. 

 
 
 
 
Noted.  The Council looks forward to working with LBHF 

Wardell 
Armstrong LLP 
for Tatton Group 
(Rachel 
Wilbraham  ) 

In addition to the identified growth locations we would suggest 
that the following areas are also suitable for appropriate growth. 
• Collingham Gardens 
• Kensington Gate 
 
These areas are within proximity of several of the existing growth 
areas identified and as such we would suggest that given the 
relatively compact nature of the authority, these areas be 
broadened to include the suggested areas, in addition to possible 
additional areas as appropriate. For example, Collingham Road 
could facilitate a ‘development belt’ between the already 
identified Earls Court Urban Quarter and Harrington Road, 
enabling the creation of a proactive, policy-based growth strategy 
over a broader area thereby enhancing growth options. 

Noted.  Further clarification was given to areas of change and areas 
with some potential for change, specifically predominantly in 
opportunity areas, employment zones and town centres.  
 
 
Noted.  The places identified do not preclude other areas from 
embracing change or growth within their context.  

Turley (Laurence 
Brooker) 

Our Client is supportive of Portobello Road being identified as a 
place with a particular national or international reputation, and its 
description as a ‘World famous street market’. 
 

Support noted.  
 
 
 



151 

 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The description of the vision for Portobello Road is generally 
supported. However, in the context of the description “Golborne 
and Portobello Road Market will continue to be vibrant with 
distinctive street markets serving the day-today needs of local 
residents and attracting visitors from across the world. The area 
will maintain a rich variety of small independent shops offering 
‘something different.’”, it is considered that there should be an 
acknowledgement of the variety of uses that add to this character, 
and that this is not only ‘shops’ which contribute, but a range of 
commercial space. 
 
The impact of the Covid crisis on commercial uses should also be 
borne in mind in relation to this designation, and in relation to 
policies around commercial uses – in that flexibility is needed to 
ensure resilience and the ongoing viability and vitality of 
commercial/retail areas. The reform of the use classes order has 
gone some way to delivering this, however it will be important to 
allow a wider estate management view to be taken into account. 

Further support given to additional uses in the supporting text and 
priorities for the area.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  
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Q3.3. The Council will look again at the existing visions for these Places and consider whether they remain appropriate. Do you have any views on the 
shortened visions for the Places as drafted in the table above? Is there anything else we should include? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Reposition Notting Hill as part of Portobello. Use the slot to include 
Earl’s Court. 

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

Sandra Yarwood Reposition Notting Hill as part of Portobello. Use the slot for Earl’s 
Court. 

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

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

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

Support noted.  Noted support of pubs.   
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  Key priorities have been included to support appropriate 
growth of this area.  

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

As explained above, the mini-vision for Latimer Road overplays the 
potential for change in this street, where existing light 
industrial/warehouse units are in multiple ownerships and 
redevelopment potential remains marginal – for residential as well 
as commercial floorspace. 
 
4: ZONAL PLANNING- We provided input to the Kensington Society 

Noted.  Clarity has been provided on Latimer Road employment 
area and changes to the employment zone policy.  
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response to the 2020 White Paper Planning for the Future and to 
the Government’s proposals at that time to introduce the concept 
of planning zones. Until the Government reveals the content of a 
Planning Bill, we suggest that the Borough ‘zoning’ map at Section 
4 is not used in future RBKC publications on the Draft Local Plan 

Noted 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

The vision for Notting Hill Gate is all a bit “motherhood and apple 
pie”. We sympathise, as there has long been debate about what 
we should be aiming for. Until we know whether the new owner of 
the Newcombe House site intends to implement the existing 
planning permission, we do not see much point in trying to 
develop a detailed vision. Any vision, however, should include a 
plaza for use by the farmers’ market and cultural events; and as 
much step-free access at Notting Hill Gate Underground as can be 
achieved through the planning system. 

Noted, the priorities includes reference to specific elements for a 
toolkit to focus on.  

Greg Hammond They seem fine. Noted 

Exhibition Road 
Cultural Group 
(Emily Candler) 

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

Noted, residents are of key importance to the success of the centre 
alongside businesses and visitors and as such priorities have been 
included and further detail will be provided in any toolkit.  The 
vision specifically accounts for the balance that must be struck 
when planning for change.  
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The cultural district is a place where exceptional public benefit is 
delivered through pioneering research and cross-disciplinary 
collaboration, enabling debate and experimentation, and 
promoting public engagement with the issues and challenges that 
will define our world, as well as place for relaxation, rejuvenation 
and inspiration. To thrive South Kensington needs to be an 
attractive, welcoming and accessible place to visit, work, study and 
live, providing an excellent experience for all users, for generations 
to come. 

Noted and agreed. 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Reposition Notting Hill as part of Portobello. Use the slot to include 
Earl’s Court. 

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

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

The mini-visions in Table 3.2 will need expansion to elaborate the 
character, role and activities. To create a stronger vision and 
reflect the work being done on town centres. We would wish to be 
involved in articulating the new visions, and the involvement of 
residents is also important. 
 
Notting Hill Gate – we are not entirely sure that it is correct to say 
that Notting Hill Gate has a ‘long-standing reputation for arts and 
culture’. It was a useful local shopping centre with a mix of small 
independent shops and branches of chain stores. There has long 
been argument about what it should now be. A plaza to 
accommodate the farmers market and other events should be in 
the vision, along with maximum step-free access at the 
Underground station. The district’s status as a transport hub 
should also be built upon. 
Otherwise, any vision needs to be put on hold until it is known 

Noted.  The visions for the town centres have been clarified for 
further consultation.  Toolkits will also enable another opportunity 
to engage with practical actions for these centres.  
 
 
 
Noted.  The area does have a history of arts and cultural locations 
whilst potentially not as strong as in other areas of the borough.  
 
 
 
Noted, public realm investments have been included as a priority 
 
Noted, active travel infrastructure has been highlighted as a key 
principle and commentary on its notoriety as very well connected 
transport hub has been given. 
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whether the new owner of the Newcombe Tower site intends to 
implement the existing planning permission. 
 
Kensington High Street: we believe that the sentence The High 
Street will capitalise upon its traditional role as the civic heart of 
the Royal Borough overstates the importance of the civic facilities 
to Kensington High Street, although the Central Library is borough- 
wide facility. Fewer and fewer people visit the Town Hall as 
transactions are done increasingly online. This trend will we 
suspect have been increased due to the pandemic, especially as 
the Town Hall has been largely empty for the last 18 months. 
Kensington High Street should be treated above all as a shopping 
and services centre and (to a lesser extent) cultural centre. 
 
Figure 4.1: We strongly question this whole map and its 
designations There is in particular a crude assumption that 
anything that is conservation area or Council housing is protected 
and anything else is “suitable” for redevelopment, including Trust 
housing. 
There are probably grey areas, suitable for small-scale 
development, housing. 

The NLPR cannot wait for specific landowners to decide on 
development opportunities.  
 
Noted, however it plays a function still in relation to the other 
centres within the borough as the civic centre and both shopping 
and cultural uses have been embraced here as well.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted and agreed.  

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

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

Earl’s Court 
 
Noted and supported. 
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TfL CD supports the Quod / ECDC representations on this matter 
and also believes that the site has the very real potential to 
establish its own identity and destination in its own right, and that 
it should meet the characteristics set out in paragraph 3.2 for 
“Areas with a particular national or international reputation”. This 
would strongly establish the ambitious vision for the site. 
 
Portobello Road 
 
The road contains sites which are vacant and underused. We 
would suggest that the shortened vision also makes it clear that 
growth which is sensitive to context and the character of the area 
would be appropriate. In particular, the infill of vacant sites, and 
redevelopment of underutilised sites and existing buildings. TfL CD 
is very keen to attract and nurture small independent traders 
within our estate which includes land on Portobello Road. 
 
South Kensington 
 
The underground station is critical to the area’s accessibility and 
attraction. However, its setting does not currently befit this 
important location, containing, as it does, vacant and underused 
land and tired buildings which no longer meet the needs of 
modern businesses. The positive placemaking / design, housing 
delivery, economic and social benefits accruing from redeveloping 
this vacant and under-used land and outmoded buildings should 
be recognised. It might also recognise that improvement of the TfL 
land and buildings around the station can help to deliver step-free-
access to the Circle and District Lines at the station. 

Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Portobello Rd 
 
Noted and agreed.  The town centre is highlighted as an area with 
the potential for some change with a focus on the key priorities.  
 
 
 
 
 
South Kensington 
 
Noted. The Council is committed to delivering step free access at 
South Kensington Station.   
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Earl's Court Area 
Action Group 
(Bella Hardwick) 

There was no Area Action Plan (AAP) for the Earls Court 
Masterplan, which was a major omission for such a large, centrally 
located and complex site, leading to concerns about the impact on 
the road and tube station capacities and long-term damage to 
local businesses. The Council now has an opportunity to ensure 
that there is one not just for Earl's Court but for other parts of the 
borough undergoing significant change. The area also requires its 
own SPD to include, but not limited to, the climate emergency we 
are living in, building height, scale, massing, materials as well as 
the character and context of the existing townscape which 
includes conservation areas such as Eardley Crescent, Philbeach 
Gardens and the Grade I and Grade II listed Brompton Cemetery. 

The question of any planning guidance to supplement the site 
allocation and vision will be considered by the Council. This would 
certainly involve resident participation. 

 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Areas of Change. 3.3 Sports facilities have scant reference. We 
propose, as described in 12, for parity of mental and physical 
health sports facilities should be integral to any large development 
especially the “Areas of Change” particularly for the wellbeing of 
children of those areas. 
High Street Kensington should be treated as a shopping, cultural 
and sporting centre. Holland Park has good provision of public 
tennis courts, a cricket pitch and there is potential for more as 
described in 12 below. For example, running tracks and other 
innovative small “nuggets” of sporting infrastructure or 
equipment. There are two private tennis clubs within a 15-minute 
walk north of the high street and Westway to the north west. A 
sports shop on the high street provides equipment and services for 
many sports, there is a skiing shop, and mountaineering and 
camping stores provide equipment for rock climbing, hiking and 
other sports. 
The renewed interest in health both mental and physical after the 
pandemic should be taken advantage of to encourage healthy 

Noted.  Sports facilities will be dependant upon context and 
community facilities need in the area.  An assessment of this will be 
expected to come forward with any application within the 
opportunity area sites.  
 
Noted.  High Street Kensington place is centred around the town 
centre function and does not preclude other important provision of 
uses in the wider area playing a role in this.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted and specific mention is included in the social infrastructure 
chapter of its importance and role.  
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sporting activities, with events, classes, programmes, and most of 
all to encourage spontaneous use of and individual access to a new 
sporting infrastructure. 
 
The cultural and artistic heritage of Kensington should not be 
underestimated or forgotten. It’s Tube Station is the nearest to the 
Royal College of Art, it has a heritage of fashion design that is not 
entirely dead and a rich history of studios that is manifested in the 
Design Museum today as well as Leighton House and Sambourne 
House. This can be further developed, for example holding an art 
market where markets have been held by the town hall, pop up 
studios in vacant premises and perhaps a coffee shop in the 
forecourt of the Design Museum. 

 
 
 
 
Noted.  Actions will be developed within the toollkits following the 
priorities for the centre.  The role of Kensington high street is clear 
as a civic heart with important cultural destinations.   

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

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

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

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

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

Further time is given for consultation of the draft NLPR 
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Collette 
Wilkinson 

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

Noted 

David Lloyd-Davis The existing Lots Road Employment Zone has a thriving occupancy 
of 98.8% 
(Employment Land Study. July 2021). Respect its energy and help 
provide sustainable local employment. 

Noted and embraced in the places chapter.  

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

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

Noted. The Council is seeking to optimise the opportunity areas. It 
is anticipated that Earl’s Court opportunity area development will 
support the existing district centre at Earl’s Court Road. 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. The vision for Earl’s Court will guide the character of the 
development. 
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reputation”, namely, “town centres, sites or areas which have 
traditionally attracted many visitors and have driven the Borough’s 
economy”. Fittingly for Earls Court, paragraph 3.2 goes on to 
explain that “Thought must be given to how these areas and sites 
can re-invent themselves and become places which people want to 
visit again.” 
 
Therefore, the NLPR should identify and support the re-invention 
of Earls Court as a new centre with a national and international 
reputation. 

The 
Knightsbridge 
Association 
(Carol Seymour-
Newton) 

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

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

Historic England 
(David English) 

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

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

Comments Council response 

Given the sensitivity and historic character of these places, there 
needs to be explicit reference to the historic environment and 
requirements to apply the results of the Character Study referred 
to at 3.9 and other relevant evidence such as conservation area 
appraisals when setting out what will happen.  

Turley (Laurence 
Brooker) 

Our Client is supportive of Portobello Road being identified as a 
place with a particular national or international reputation, and its 
description as a ‘World famous street market’. 
 
The description of the vision for Portobello Road is generally 
supported. However, in the context of the description “Golborne 
and Portobello Road Market will continue to be vibrant with 
distinctive street markets serving the day-today needs of local 
residents and attracting visitors from across the world. The area 
will maintain a rich variety of small independent shops offering 
‘something different.’”, it is considered that there should be an 
acknowledgement of the variety of uses that add to this character, 
and that this is not only ‘shops’ which contribute, but a range of 
commercial space. 
 
The impact of the Covid crisis on commercial uses should also be 
borne in mind in relation to this designation, and in relation to 
policies around commercial uses – in that flexibility is needed to 
ensure resilience and the ongoing viability and vitality of 
commercial/retail areas. The reform of the use classes order has 
gone some way to delivering this, however it will be important to 
allow a wider estate management view to be taken into account. 

Support noted.  
 
 
 
The broad range of uses is specifically mentioned in the broader 
supporting text and priorities.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted and agreed.  
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SECTION 5: LOCATION FOR FUTURE SITES 
 

Q.5.1. Are you aware of any sites that might be suitable for new development?  

 
The Council is preparing a detailed “Sites Allocations Paper” which is considering whether the sites should be included as allocation, and where relevant the 
nature/scale of uses which will be appropriate on the site.   
 
As such the comments received have been divided into two types, those which have been addressed in abovementioned Sites Allocations Paper and those 
of a more general nature. General comments have been addressed here, but the more specific comments in the separate Sites Allocations Paper. 
 
General Comments 
 

Respondent name Comments  Council response 

The EARL'S COURT 
SOCIETY (SPALDING)  

• All rail stations and open tube lines.  
• Above West Cromwell Road  
• Above the West London Line  
• Under the Westway  
• Set-back Mansard roofs.  

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

Sandra Yarwood  Kenway Rd used to have a safer neighbourhood office which is now 
being used for delivery mopeds which causes endless problems in 
the village. This site is perfect for small units for independent 
businesses and craftspeople.  

Comment is noted, although as the exact location is 
unclear no further testing of the site can be done.   

Kerry Davis-Head  AREAS THAT CAN ACCOMMODATE GROWTH  
Why do you think that Lots Road can accommodate growth? “These 
are the areas where significant new development can take place”. 
Really? Lots Road and Lots Village is already over saturated, it has 
suffered enough with the destruction, the dust, the dirt, the noise, 
the traffic and pavement blocking, and you want more? The parks 
are already over full, surfaces worn out by the increased numbers. 
You also allow weekend noisy working by the largest development, 
why is that continuing whilst most COVID restrictions have ceased.  
  

Lots Road area currently has two sites that are already 
allocated for development in existing Local Plan and 
the Council is determined to carry them forward.    
     
The housing need in our borough means that simply 
renovating and repurposing existing buildings will not 
be enough to address the needs and therefore other 
sites must come forward for redevelopment and land 
be optimised.    
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Why not renovate the existing buildings and repurpose them. You 
are destroying history and character - it is likely they’ll be replaced 
with anonymous bland painting by numbers architecture. Or, if the 
Cheyne Nursery proposals are anything to go by, something ugly 
awkward dark and oppressive.  
 
Renovate the old and convert the land to green space.  
  
Housing is of course shown to be in need of expanding, but at what 
cost to existing residents and their housing? The more that is 
provided, the more becomes needed. It’s a vicious circle. The more 
people who need servicing by others, deliveries, cleaning, 
tradespeople, plumbers, care etc. With new housing the 
maintenance won’t appear at first, then after a while they too will 
have the “we don’t come to that area, it’s too hard to park, the 
traffic is too great”. The more key workers who are needed too, for 
increased hospital usage, more schools, more food shops. They 
mostly travel in from out of borough. This means increased transport 
needs, more cycle parking, more scooters.  
  
KINGS ROAD  
what does consolidated mean in that context? Will you be 
consolidating the southern part of the Kings Road too, this is a much 
forgotten area. We can’t even get hanging baskets extended to the 
lower SW10 part.  
  
LOCATIONS FOR FUTURE REDEVELOPMENT  
The Plaza Kings Road. Why is this mentioned.  
  
CREMORNE WHARF  
This should not be waste management. Green open space should be 
the priority.  

The Plaza, 535 King’s Road has been considered in 
detail and undergone stages assessment as a result of 
which it was decided not to allocate this site. The 
details of this assessment can be found in the Sites 
Allocations Paper. 
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Grove and Company 
(Roger Grove)  

No  Noted.  

RBKC Earl's Court Ward 
(Malcolm SPALDING)  

• All rail stations and open tube lines.  
• Above West Cromwell Road  
• Above the West London Line  
• Under the Westway  
• Mansard roofs.  

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

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish Adourian)  

- All rail stations and open Tube lines  
- Mansard roofs (i.e. adding an extra storey)  

As above.  

The Pembridge 
Association (Fiona 
Fleming-Brown)  

NHG faces a very difficult context for neighbourhood retail as it 
confronts the challenges of:  
• The post-pandemic era (loss of retail, loss of office confidence, 
safety concerns)  
• The pivot to e-commerce  
• The competition from Westfield (more choice) and smaller 
independent retail centres (better quality)  
• A dilapidated public domain: windy, poor build quality, tired & 
dated appearance, street clutter  
• The predominance of current clone retail and takeaway food 
unattractive to new retailers & residents  
• NGH is a busy, polluted and drab strip which has never been fully 
commercially tenanted above its ground and first floor retail levels 
since the 60’s  
• If retail in NHG declines much further it will reach the critical hard 
to regenerate point  
• Vox Pop “NHG-the shopping area of last resort” “hostile and 
depressing atmosphere” “has nothing which you can’t buy 
elsewhere with better choice”  
  
And yet NHG is:  
• Well connected for bus and major underground interchange, major 
road network  
• Surrounded by very affluent residential areas, embassies, 

Comments regarding Notting Hill Gate are noted, but 
those rather will be relevant for the development of 
town centres vision within the NLPR and specific 
policies that would assist with ensuring vitality of our 
town centres.   
Suggestions to improve public domain and streetscape 
are noted and this is something that can be potentially 
addressed through planning contributions from future 
development in the area. The Council recognises the 
challenges and the opportunities associated with 
Notting Hill Gate. It, like many other centres, may have 
to reinvent itself as historic patterns rapid 
change.  The Council reinforces the town centre first 
approach to try to support our centres, but also 
explicitly recognises the need for diversification if 
centres are to remain relevant.  
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destination venues etc  
• The start and finish point between the Royal Parks and attractions 
of Portobello  
• Has a strong independent entertainment offer (Coronet, The Gate 
Theatre, The Gate Cinema, NH Arts Club)  
  
• A paradox: “A wall of money walks through NHG every day but 
there is nothing to tempt anyone to spend time or money there. The 
desire is there, the shops aren’t”  

TfL (Brendan Hodges)  No.  Noted.  

ESSA (Barry Munday)  Has RBKC carried out an audit of its own sites? Is there space that 
could be used differently or more effectively, for example, the 
current Town Hall site. With more and more functions going online 
or outsourced and staff working from home there must be surplus 
office space. Could the Town Hall, couple with the be re-imagined as 
a modern civic centre with sports centre including a pool. This would 
attract more people to the High Street  

Comment is noted. The Council is not considering at 
the moment redevelopment of the Town Hall.   

Mozafar Amiri  Egerton Garden Mews has excellent potential as a local 
neighbourhood hub. The streets are continually used by local 
residents who want to avoid the crowds on the main Brompton 
Road. It has already organically established a number of community 
services including a gym, cafes, and estate agents. The mews can be 
modelled on the Sloane Street end of Pavilion Road.  

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

Collette Wilkinson  Chelsea is one of the most densely populated Boroughs in London, 
with already a huge proportion of social housing. The only 
development needed is more care homes for the elderly, and shame 

Comment is noted.   
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on the Council for closing an existing one (Thamesbrook) that was 
desperately needed.  

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

No.  Noted.  

Robert Dixon  I am not aware of any such sites.  Noted.  

Alex Mackay  No specific sites but the Plan must be flexible to allow sites to come 
forward in the future as a result of changing circumstances.  

Comment noted.  

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

No comment. Noted.  

Labour Group of 
Councillors (Emma Dent 
Coad)  

The Council Planning department should have access to the Land 
Registry where the ownership and current use of sites are 
catalogued.  
 
Lots Road has several sites as mentioned above.  

Comment is noted.  

Environment Agency 
(Hannah Malyon)  

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

Noted and thank you for the supporting information 
on drinking water abstractions locations. The locations 
for future development will have an assessment of 
different sources of flood risk through the Strategic 
Flood Risk Assessment. The Council will prepare a 
Sequential Test for the final site allocations/strategic 
sites.  
  
Our basement policy requires all development with 
basement to be protected from sewer flooding, please 
refer to our current policy CL7.  
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Surface water flooding  
London is at particular risk from surface water flooding, mainly due 
to the large extent of impermeable surfaces. In your current Local 
Plan, you have identified a need for Sustainable Drainage Systems 
(SuDS) to be commonplace throughout the borough to help reduce 
surface water flooding. Your LLFA should identify through your Local 
Flood Risk Management Strategies and Surface Water Management 
Plans areas where there are particular surface water management 
issues and aim to reduce these risks. This evidence based should 
help to inform if sites are appropriate for development.  
Additionally, we recommend the inclusion of sewer flooding 
hotspots as a part of the surface water flooding considerations when 
looking at developments in specific at risk areas.  
 
Proximity to tidal River Thames tidal defences and embankments  
The TE2100 plan focuses on the maintenance and raising of the River 
Thames tidal walls and embankments to protect the borough from 
current and future tidal flood risk. Any sites that are recommended 
suitable for development within 16m of the River Thames tidal walls 
and embankments must comply with the TE2100 policy. It will need 
to be demonstrated that proposals adjacent to flood defences will 
not have a detrimental impact on the integrity of the existing flood 
defences and should aim to be set back from the banks of the River 
Thames and those defences to allow their management, 
maintenance and raising to protect against current and future flood 
risk. The Riverside Strategies plan also compliments the TE2100 plan, 
to improve flood risk management in the vicinity of the river, create 
better access to and along the riverside, and improve the riverside 
environment.  
Proposed contaminative uses and Source Protect Zones (SPZ)  
We note that your borough has an area of SPZs 1 to 3 near 
Knightsbridge. Please use maps to understand where these SPZs are 
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located http://apps.environment- agency.gov.uk/wiyby/37833.aspx 
.  
SPZs indicate areas designated for drinking water abstraction from 
groundwater and therefore the bedrock and groundwater are 
vulnerable to mobilised contaminants. In the interest in the 
protection of controlled waters, certain development is not 
permitted in SPZ1, including petrol stations, the storage of 
hazardous substances, new landfills and cemeteries. Therefore, you 
should consider the proposed development in these areas when 
determining your call for sites. Also, in line with the NPPF, any 
development site proposed on land known to be contaminated will 
need to ensure risks to controlled waters are suitably managed 
through the provision of the preliminary risk assessment, where land 
remediation works may also be required.  
 
Wastewater  
It is also important to consider provisions for wastewater, as well as 
risk from back up from wastewater pipes during high rainfall events. 
This constraint should be considered as basement development will 
always be at risk from this and interventions can cause flooding into 
neighbouring basements/ properties as well.  

 
 
Specific comments: Call for sites 
 

Respondent Name  Comments  

Chelsea Society (Paul Lever)  None in Chelsea except perhaps for the Fire Station and its surrounding premises.  

St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum (Henry 
Peterson)  

The sites allocated for new housing in the StQW Neighbourhood Plan are already included in the NLPR. These are 
142a Highlever Road (Highlever Garage), airspace above Units 1- 14 Latimer Road, and 3-5 Crowthorne Road. A mixed 
use scheme for the latter was granted planning consent in 2015 but not subsequently implemented. This suggests that 
financial viability for either residential or office/commercial development in the StQW neighbourhood remains marginal.  
The Council owns Unit 12 Latimer Road and hence has the opportunity to include this site in its New Homes Programme and 
to deliver an exemplar redevelopment that meets the new Design Code for Units 1-14.  
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Ladbroke Association (Sophia 
Lambert)  

Not in the Ladbroke area, in which almost every square metre has already been developed. The exception is the Notting Hill 
Police Station, which we would like to see developed for community use (including a mini-police station) as per Policy CK1.  

DP9 (Craig Tabb)  Proposed Future Site Allocation:  
Emmanuel Kaye Building, Manresa Road, London SW3 6LR  
On behalf of both the Trustees of the Thrombosis Research Institute and the Trustees of the National Heart and Lung 
Foundation (‘the Trustees’), DP9 Limited (‘DP9’) propose the Emmanuel Kaye Building (‘EKB’) as a site within the Royal 
Borough that is suitable for redevelopment and should be recognised as such within the New Local Plan.  
EKB is situated on the corner of Manresa Road and Kings Road, adjacent to Chelsea Fire Station and Henry Moore Court. It 
has been occupied by the Thrombosis Research Institute and National Heart and Lung Institute since 1989. The work of both 
Institutes is pioneering and of national and international public benefit.  
The existing EKB building is not fit for purpose in the 21st century, as work is constrained by the exhausted facilities. 
Comprehensive new facilities are required to deliver ambitious world-class programmes of thrombosis, heart, and lung 
research.  
With an objective to remain within the Royal Borough and adjacent to the Royal Brompton Hospital, we are at the early 
stages of investigating the potential redevelopment of EKB to provide new office, laboratory and other academic and 
research facilities alongside residential use. The residential use would facilitate the provision of these important research 
endeavours into common illnesses.  
A preliminary design study has been undertaken and will be presented to planning officers shortly. The study identifies the 
potential for a mixed-use building of around 9,500 sqm GEA, stepping in height up to 7 storeys. The design study 
demonstrates a well-considered building form that is sensitive to local context, including neighbouring conservation areas 
and listed buildings, and presents the opportunity to create an exceptional building at a prominent location in the Royal 
Borough.  
The EKB redevelopment stands to provide a development of very significant public benefit and is an opportunity to be 
considered as part of the New Local Plan Review.  

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

Leaving aside Conservation Areas and the crucially important Employment Zones there must be locations suitable for 
development amongst the well over 400 sites owned by the Council. These include the low level shops on the Kings Road 
closest to the Worlds End Plaza, backing on to Ann Lane, which are lower in height than the row of houses opposite. There is 
the large Chelsea Fire Station site and its immediately surrounding buildings. There is also a substantial corner site in South 
Kensington (at the junction of Harrington Gardens and Queens Gate) which has been used for some years as a temporary 
car park. And of course the extensive area including the Harefield and Brompton Hospital, soon to move, along with its car 
park, the adjacent “farmers’ market” and the large car park behind the building on the King’s Road there.  

Greg Hammond  Q5.2 continued:  
Site 5, South Kensington station - agree that there is potential for development (c/f the 2016 development brief), but this 
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should not allow the destruction of 23 existing homes + commercial premises in Thurloe Street, which should instead be 
refurbished iaw the best practice of the circular economy set out in the Greening SPD; the whole site is in the middle of 
the Thurloe and Smith's Charity Conservation Area and the design should therefore be appropriate.  

Old Oak & Park Royal 
Development Corporation  

OPDC has the following comments which we hope are useful in shaping the document:  
  
1. OPDC supports the identification of Kensal Canalside as a site allocation for development and an area of change. The 
Kensal Canalside Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) and OPDC’s Local Plan align in relation to guidance for the North 
Pole Depot regarding development capacity, phasing, land uses, indicative building heights, transport infrastructure and 
viewing points.  
  
2. OPDC looks forward to working with RBKC and landowners to help to create a mixed and balanced community along the 
North Pole Depot that meets housing needs and delivers the Mayor’s preferred affordable housing products 
(social/affordable rent, London Living Rent and London Shared Ownership).  
  
3. OPDC supports the identification of Latimer Road as a site allocation for development and area of change which will 
support the local economy and provide a point of activation between White City and Scrubs Lane.  
  
4. OPDC looks forward to continuing to engage with RBKC and other London boroughs within the Western Riverside Waste 
Authority (WRWA) in respect of waste apportionment capacity.  
  
5. In response to question 7.1, OPDC supports Option 1 in optimising sites using a design led approach. This reflects OPDC’s 
approach in supporting housing delivery and will be particularly relevant to coordinating the development of the North Pole 
Depot.  
  
6. OPDC suggests that figure 8.1 is amended to illustrate the proposed Kensal Canalside neighbourhood town centre as 
stated in the Kensal Canalside SPD.  
  
7. OPDC supports the aspirations to increase active travel. In response to question 11.1, we suggest that Option 1 is 
amended to enable the delivery of new bus routes along new streets as well as active travel routes. This will enable future 
residents in the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area to reach destinations in the OPDC area through the new street network 
along the North Pole Depot.  
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8. OPDC supports the identification of the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area as a location where tall buildings may be an 
appropriate form of development.  
  
OPDC looks forward to the continued joint working with yourselves in developing both OPDC’s planning guidance and the 
NLPR to help facilitate the coordinated delivery of high quality new neighbourhoods and connections.  

Natural History Museum 
(Adam Donovan)  

Locations for Future Development. A Call for Sites  
  
The Council is continuing to seek details of sites which are considered suitable for new development. The NHM is a large Site 
which is made up of the historic Grade I Waterhouse Building, the Grade I Earth Galleries Building, the Darwin Centre, the 
Palaeontology Building, the Grounds and the Grade I railings, and a series of back of house buildings that have no historic 
significance. As mentioned above, at some point over the next 5 to 10 years, there is the potential for these buildings to be 
repurposed/redeveloped. Whilst the NHM is not yet at the stage of identifying potential uses, redevelopment could take 
place within the Council’s new plan period. As such, the NHM requests that the Council considers this part of the NHM as a 
potential site which is suitable for redevelopment in the Local Plan process. We would welcome the opportunity to discuss 
this in further detail with you in terms of how this could be accommodated within the Plan.  

Kensington Society (Amanda 
Frame)  

We have no additional sites to propose but have the following comments.  
Table 5.1: Sites proposed in issues consultation as suitable for development  
The RBKC New Homes Programme has identified a series of sites in North Kensington for the ‘600 new homes’ committed 
by RBKC after Grenfell. Construction is underway on several. We are not confident that RBKC housing staff and the planners 
liaise sufficiently closely on this programme, and we also wonder why the sites in progress are not listed as allocated sites? 
This would prevent them being suggested all over again.  
  
Allocated Sites:  
3. Atlantic House: This has been in educational use since the 1880s, most recently as part of the Richmond University 
Campus. Its proposed use should be education. Its description as having a development capacity of 40-50 homes would be 
excessive in relation to the 3-4 storey character and context of Kensington New Town.  
4. Newcombe House: Extend uses to include proposed GP Group Practice, public square and step-free access to one side of 
the District/Circle Lines.  
5. South Kensington Station: This should identify step-free access as requirement. The current planning application is highly 
controversial.  
11. Unit 12 Latimer Road in RBKC ownership for community use. The Council has the opportunity to include this site in its 
New Homes programme and to deliver an exemplar redevelopment that meets the new Design Code for Units 1-14.  
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15. Holiday Inn, Cromwell Road: This is not supported by residents, let alone the Kensington Society. This site should be 
deleted.  

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

Section 5 – Call for Sites  
  
Following the first stage review in September 2020, the ASD site was promoted as part of the ‘Call for Sites’ and is now 
identified as one of the 13 potential development sites in Table 5.1 of the Review Document. The Council have sought to 
categorise the ‘potential’ of the sites as High, Medium or Low, and in the case of the ASD, they have applied 
a Medium category. Paragraph 5.6 explains that such sites are identified as having the capacity for development, but further 
information is needed to understand site capacity or whether a planning constraint can be overcome.  
It is disappointing that given the current application, the extent of consultation and the pressing need to deliver 
improvements to the station that are linked with the ASD, that the Council consider that outstanding matters over capacity 
and planning constraints remain.  
While the site constraints are matters that need to be considered when looking to redevelop the Site, they should not 
fundamentally affect the delivery of an appropriately scaled development across the ASD site. As demonstrated in the ASD 
proposal that is currently submitted for planning approval, providing residential development and commercial floor space 
can be provided while respecting the character and setting of the listed buildings and the conservation area. The proposed 
ASD provides significant heritage benefits through the restoration of the listed elements of the Station, as well as the non-
listed elements of the building along Thurloe Street, which is identified to have a positive contribution to the character of 
the conservation area.  
  
The ASD outlines how it is possible to create new space for development over and around the Station to deliver new homes 
and commercial floor space without causing substantial harm to the listed elements of the Station.  
Based on the matters listed above, the Site should be considered as having High potential within the New Local Plan given 
the significant benefits the redevelopment of this Site can bring to the Borough, including increasing housing supply.  

DP9 Limited (Luke Thrumble)  Colebrook Court, 75 Sloane Avenue, LONDON, SW3 3DH (‘the Site’).  
  
The Site is located in a northern part of a small urban block located between Sloane Avenue to the north and Lucan Place to 
the south. A Site Location Plan is attached at Appendix 1 of these representations.  
  
The Site comprises a single storey Sainsbury’s retail store with three levels of private residential accommodation 
(comprising 12 units) situated above.  
  
Redevelopment to optimise the use of the Site has been discussed with RBKC planning and design officers along with 
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Greater London Authority (‘GLA’) planning officers at pre- application stage.  
  
Both RBKC and GLA officers have agreed that this Site is suitable for redevelopment. The site is not listed and is outside any 
conservation area.  
  
The pre-application proposals demonstrate the Site’s capacity to accommodate an optimised development comprising new 
market and affordable homes and re-provided retail use. This would be of a higher quality and more attractive appearance.  
  
As discussed at pre-application stage, it is considered that a Single storey retail unit with 12 storeys of residential 
accommodation above represents a suitable scale of redevelopment for this Site.  
 
The new residential element would comprise circa 44 residential units which would be delivered as a split of private and 
affordable units.  
 
The quantum and scale of redevelopment has been carefully considered in the context of the Site and its surroundings. It is 
important to note that the Site falls within one of the few areas within the Royal Borough that is not designated as a 
conservation area. This absence of heritage constraints coupled with the Site’s excellent public transport links (Public 
Transport Accessibility Level (‘PTAL’) rating of 6A) makes this Site ideal for redevelopment.  
 
Redevelopment of the Site would provide much needed additional housing (including affordable housing) along with 
enhancing the street scene in this part of the Royal Borough.  
 
Following lengthy discussions between the Freeholder of the site and tenants it should be confirmed that Vacant Possession 
of the site can be delivered very quickly in order to facilitate the future redevelopment of the site.  

Imperial College London (Rory 
Newman)  

The college have no specific comments in relation to the sites identified. In relation to site 5, the college broadly support the 
redevelopment of South Kensington Station but note that the council are identifying many sites within the allocations which 
are already significantly advanced in the planning process and which in a number of cases already benefit from full planning 
permission.  
  
One approach which may assist the Borough in this respect would be to have more flexibility policies in place in relation to 
the development of existing buildings, enabling them to evolve and adapt to maximise their potential and thus significantly 
broadening the potential pool of available ‘sites’ for development while also presenting ‘windfall’ opportunities as opposed 
to larger scale demolition and replacement where it is harder to find suitable sites.  
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Brent Council (Paul Lewin)  The Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area is clearly a significant development site for RBKC. This is in terms of it bringing a 
major piece of underutilised brownfield land that can add positively to the townscape in this area, but which also has some 
high quality and sensitive heritage as well as other environmental assets. The site clearly will play a substantial role in 
addressing RBKC’s general and affordable housing needs, whilst creating a new mixed use community that can stitch into 
the wider urban environment.  
 
Whilst understanding the need for optimisation of the site, the Council considers that the local plan should provide greater 
clarity on what the likely development capacity of the site will be. Currently within the recently adopted Supplementary 
Planning Document (SPD) for the Opportunity Area there is a broad range from the policy defined minimum 3,500 dwellings 
up to potentially 5,000 dwellings as identified in the SPD. In addition, whilst it understands the difficulties of being able to 
provide a precise indication of acceptable heights in the Opportunity Area, the Council considers that consistent with 
London Plan Policy D9, greater clarity is also necessary on this aspect of the site’s development in advance of more detailed 
testing through the application process.  
 
In the response to the Opportunity Areas SPD, the Council gave particular emphasis to addressing the likely potential 
transportation impacts for adjoining wards and associated infrastructure in LB Brent. The Council understands that 
modelling indicates impacts on local junctions will not be significant. It also understands that in terms of public transport, 
RBKC’s focus is bus services along Ladbroke Grove and improving Ladbroke Grove underground station. Nevertheless, given 
the proximity of Kensal Green station, it is considered that this will potentially provide a strong draw for the development’s 
residents. As such, the Council would like to ensure that it and RBKC can work together to identify the potential for 
improvements as a result of mitigating the impacts of the development to the quality of the public realm and space within 
the adopted highway on the Harrow Road to encourage walking a cycling between the site and Kensal Green station, as well 
as using improvements to the accessibility of the station, including lifts to platforms.  
 
The Council seeks to work collaboratively in addressing the above and will also positively engage as necessary in the 
Statement of Common Ground between RBKC and its surrounding local planning authorities.  

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

Chapter 5 – Location for Future Development  
  
NLPV - Q 5.2 How do you feel about the sites that were identified in the first round of call for sites? Do you find them 
suitable for development? Do you agree with their current categorisation?  
  
Table 5.1 of the NLPR categorises the sites that have been previously put forward through RBKC’s Call for Sites process. This 
sets out that 136-142 Bramley Road has “low” suitability for an allocation with the reason stating the following:  
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“Office uses are currently protected under Policy CF5 as Business Use and initial findings of employment needs study 
suggest a need for business floorspace over the lifetime of the NLPR.  
  
With the retention of the office floorspace and consideration of the surrounding context, the site does not seem to have 
capacity for further optimisation”.  
  
We do not agree with the current categorisation of 136-142 Bramley Road set out in Table 5.1. The Site has been extensively 
marketed for occupation in its current or refurbished state as office accommodation, either in part or full. It has also been 
marketed as a redevelopment opportunity, with the benefit of a planning permission for an enlarged office scheme and no 
meaningful interest in any of these options has come forward over a period of 6 years (and counting). As such, we consider 
there is no real prospect of the continued use of the Site for employment uses and alternative development proposals 
should be explored, which could comprise a mixed use development comprising some form of living accommodation 
alongside other uses such as community facilities or a much reduced quantum of employment space.  
  
We request that RBKC reassesses 136-142 Bramley Road based on current employment needs (including in light of Covid-19) 
and considers allocating the Site for alternative uses, such as for a mixed-use redevelopment of the Site to include a living 
accommodation of some form and potentially other supporting uses such as community uses or some limited employment 
space.  
  
We consider the comprehensive redevelopment of the Site could better meet the need for other uses, and it would make 
efficient and effective use of a highly sustainable previously developed brownfield site, in line with the National Planning 
Policy Framework (2021) and London Plan (2021).  

Savills on behalf of 
COMMERCIAL ESTATES 
GROUP (Kirsty Turner)  

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

Savills on behalf of 
Thames Water 
(Nicola Forster)  

Cremorne Wharf  
  
Cremorne Wharf (below) is located to the south of Lots Road and to the west of the River Thames.   
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Areas within the site will be retained by Thames Water as operational land for access and operation and maintenance 
throughout the lifetime of the infrastructure. This land will continue to be subject to Article 52 of the DCO as set out above. 
The current local plan includes a designation as a Thames Tideway Tunnel Site. We would request that this designation is 
taken forward into the NLPR, ensuring continued protection of the operation and maintenance of the Thames Tideway 
Tunnel infrastructure on site.  
  
The current local plan safeguards the site for waste management, water transport and cargo handling purposes. This 
appears to be taken forward by this Issues and Options Document (Issue 7).  
  
Whilst we recognise this future aspiration for the site, it should not jeopardise the operation and maintenance of the 
Thames Tideway Tunnel infrastructure on-site as approved by the Thames Tideway Tunnel Development Consent Order in 
2014.  
  
Nor should it impact the sites designation as a safeguarded wharf, as protected by London Plan Policy SI15 and the 
Safeguarded Wharves Direction (March 2021).  
  
Foreshore Site Chelsea Embankment (near Chelsea Royal Hospital)  
  
The Foreshore Chelsea Embankment (below) site is located to the south of Chelsea Royal Hospital and to the north of the 
River Thames.  
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Areas within the site will be retained by Thames Water as operational land for access and operation and maintenance 
throughout the lifetime of the infrastructure. This land will continue to be subject to the safeguarding included in the Article 
52 of the DCO. The current local plan includes a designation as a Thames Tideway Tunnel Site. We would request that this 
designation is taken forward into the NLPR, ensuring continued protection of the operation and maintenance of the Thames 
Tideway Tunnel infrastructure on site.  
  
The foreshore site will create an area of public realm and is considered to enhance this section of Chelsea Embankment. It is 
considered that the public realm will provide an attractive environment for recreational use and for hosting events, to 
benefit the local community and to attract visitors.  
  
Once completed, Thames Water would seek to provide events on this area of public realm. Specifically, this could be related 
to the Chelsea Flower Show or the Antiques Market that operate across the road.  

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

Respondent Name  Comments  Council response  

The EARL'S COURT 
SOCIETY (SPALDING)  

We need a new SPD for the Earl’s Court site, including its place in 
the surrounding conservation areas.  
  
This SPD should include design guidelines and development 
codes, including required infrastructure, devised with residents’ 
input as central, collaborative, realistic and achievable and fully 
supported by Council Officers.  
  
Any s106, CIL and NCIL must be fully consulted on and agreed 
with residents.  

 Noted. 

Chelsea Society (Paul 
Lever)  

See comments above. Whether they are suitable for 
development depends on the type of development proposed. 
Schemes that are based exclusively, or mainly, on the provision 
of luxury accommodation for absentee landlords do not enhance 
Chelsea’s character.  

Comment is noted.  

Ladbroke Association 
(Sophia Lambert)  

The land along Westway between Portobello Road and Ladbroke 
Grove has a large number of mature trees and is highly valued by 
local residents as a green lung. As it is so close to the noise and 
pollution of Westway, we also doubt whether it would be 
suitable for residential development.  

Noted. Following detailed assessment, it was decided not to 
allocate this site for development due to the fact that the site is 
Grade II listed as a Site of Nature Conservation Importance 
(SNCI) and that there is little scope for the site to accommodate 
growth and also meet Biodiversity Net Gain Policy targets.   

Thames Water Utilities 
Ltd (Sir/ Madam)  

Text capacity too small - see attached (below).   
  
For all sites it will be important for development to be aligned 
with any necessary infrastructure required to support growth. 
Initial comments from Thames Water on the proposed sites are 
appended although the impacts will depend on a variety of 
factors including the scale and location of development, timing 

Initial comments from Thames Water on the proposed sites 
are noted.  
 
Any new development will be required to reduce surface water 
runoff into the combined sewer network in line with the 
requirements of the London Plan.  
The encouragement to engage developers with Thames 
Water ahead of the submission of any applications is noted.   
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and phasing of delivery and points of connection to the existing 
water and wastewater networks.  
New development should seek to reduce surface water runoff 
into the combined sewer network in line with the requirements 
of the London Plan.   
Thames Water would welcome the support of the council in 
encouraging developers to engage with them ahead of the 
submission of any applications so that the  
proposed scale of development and timing of delivery can be 
understood. This will assist with planning any necessary 
infrastructure upgrades. Where necessary  
phasing conditions may be needed to ensure that the relevant 
phase of development is not occupied until any necessary 
upgrades have been delivered.  

Sport England (Mark 
Furnish)  

• Q5.2 – As noted in preceding commentary to the potential 
allocations, Sport England would seek that any sport facilities 
that fall within the designations would need to be replaced if 
they are not identified as surplus in any emerging Sports Pitch 
Strategy and/or an Indoor/Built Sports Facility Strategy. That 
said, given the built up nature of the borough it would be 
difficult to replace any facility therefore any replacement 
provision would need to be considered at an early stage.  

Comment is noted. Sport facilities are currently protected under 
the Policy CK1 of the Local Plan and the Council is determined to 
save this policy and continue the safeguarding of sport facilities 
whenever possible.   

Elizabeth Ashley  p.26 map indicates the area of Rosary Gardens/Brechin Place as 
marked as 'Area suitable for some smaller development.' These 
streets should not be considered in this category. The area is 
already congested, tightly packed and densely populated. Any 
further development should be restricted in high to the present 
buildings and be sympathetic to the adjoining conservation area.  

Assuming the comment refers to the page 27 map 2.3 which 
shows the possible White Paper planning zones. The map was 
produced in response to the government’s White Paper which 
proposed that Local Plans should identify land under three 
categories: 1) Growth areas suitable for substantial 
development; 2) Renewal Areas suitable for 
development; and, 3) areas that are protected. Under the 
government’s proposals, Renewal Areas would cover existing 
built areas which do not fall under conservation areas nor 
Opportunity areas. It is envisaged that smaller scale 
development will be appropriate in these locations. Figure 2.3 
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provides an indicative illustration of where these areas may be 
across the Borough, yet if those proposals are not taken forward 
by the Government they will not come into effect. These 
proposals are outside of the Council’s control.  
  

RBKC Earl's Court Ward 
(Malcolm SPALDING)  

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

 Noted. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish Adourian)  

There should be new SPD for the Earl’s Court Development site, 
which should provide clear design guidelines and development 
codes devised with resident input.  

Noted. 

Robert Dixon  I agree with the identification. Yes. Yes.  Noted.  

Alex Mackay  Broadly yes  Noted.  

Historic England (David 
English)  

At present there is limited information available on some of the 
potential sites identified in this consultation document. 
However, we note that some have been allocated elsewhere or 
have been subject to planning applications.   
  
When considering allocating sites you should include heritage 
considerations in any assumptions/methodology for indicative 
capacities and design parameters. We have published an advice 
note on site allocations that may be helpful: The Historic 
Environment and Site Allocations and Local Plans - Advice Note 
3 https://historicengland.org.uk/images-
books/publications/historic-environment-and-site-allocations-in-
local-plans/   
  
All potential sites will need to be appraised against potential 
historic environment impacts. It is imperative to have this robust 
evidence base in place to ensure the soundness of the Plan. 

The first sifting round was a high-level assessment and other 
detailed work such as on heritage impacts will be undertaken as 
the NLPR progresses. As we have received additional calls for 
sites throughout this round of consultation, the Council will now 
undertake further, more detailed site capacity studies of all sites 
proposed including the testing of massing in relation to 
townscape, environmental and infrastructure considerations, as 
well as cumulative effects of site options on the historic 
environment. The referred Advice Note will be taken into 
account when assessing the sites.   
  
  
Support for measures to cut carbon and energy is noted.  
As outlined in the Greening SPD Chapter 9 on Retrofitting the 
existing buildings, the Council suggest different approaches to be 
taken when retrofitting buildings depending 

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-site-allocations-in-local-plans/
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-site-allocations-in-local-plans/
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-site-allocations-in-local-plans/
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Cumulative effects of site options on the historic environment 
should be considered too. When considering site allocations it is 
important to take a design-led approach to determine site 
capacities in line with London Plan policies GG2, D1, D3 and 
D9).    
  
Historic England broadly supported the approach set out in the 
Council’s 2021 Greening Supplementary Planning Document and 
strongly supports measures to cut carbon and energy. Notably 
we welcomed that the guidance focuses on understanding 
sustainability over the long term.  Historic England advocates the 
reuse, repair, upgrade, and retrofit of existing buildings rather 
than demolishing and rebuilding, and we were pleased to see 
that this was reflected in the Council’s approach. It is important 
that heritage assets are not seen a constraining factor, but as a 
valuable aid to achieving sustainable development.  
  
In addition to this we note that many of the Green spaces in the 
Borough are also designated landscapes and/or key features in 
conservation areas and within the setting of listed buildings. This 
explains, perhaps, why respondents to Q2 (p.41) identified the 
preservation of heritage as their highest priority for new 
developments in the borough.  
  
When considering the options we consider that caring for and 
reusing historic buildings and heritage assets can save energy 
and carbon dioxide through better maintenance, management 
and energy efficiency measures; and avoid the carbon dioxide of 
constructing new buildings and places. Policies that support the 
positive role that historic buildings play in addressing carbon 
costs and which treat historic fabric differently to modern fabric 
would in our view be a positive strengthening of the position 
taken in the SPD. Blanket policies that apply to all buildings are 

on their architectural or historic interest (listed buildings) or 
their special character  
and appearance (conservation areas). The Council advocates 
for sensitive retrofitting of historic and other traditionally 
constructed buildings.  
  
Suggestion to further strengthen our policies that support the 
positive role that historic buildings play in addressing carbon 
costs and which treat historic fabric differently to modern 
fabric is noted.  
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likely to lead to inappropriate alterations to listed buildings that 
may not only harm their significance but could also lead to 
maladaptation.  
  
We also welcome the reference to overheating in the options, 
and would encourage you to ensure that policies mention and 
actively avoid the risks posed by maladaptation, which can result 
in historic buildings becoming less thermally efficient, or increase 
risks of damp and overheating, if inappropriate retrofit measures 
are installed.  
  
Historic England has produced a number of documents that are 
likely to support your work in this area. Please see our response 
to the Draft Greening Supplementary Planning Document for 
reference.  

 
 
 
 
Specific comments 
 

Respondent Name  Comments  

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

Atlantic House, St Alban’s Grove  
This building has been in continuous educational use since the early 1880s – nearly 140 years, most recently as part of the 
Kensington campus of Richmond University. As part of their response to Covid, the owners of the buildings decided to market 
Atlantic House.  
The NLPR shows the site as residential for 40-50 units.  
Local Plan Policy CK1 seeks to protect “schools and educational establishments” as a social and community use and to protect 
them from high-value uses such as housing.  
VRARA strongly supports its continued educational use, for which there is considerable demand.  
VRARA is opposed to its designation as a housing site for 40-50 units, which is excessive and would result in a development that 
would be too dense and too tall, especially once its relationship to neighbouring residential uses has been considered. If this 
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option were to be pursued, we are concerned about the possible height and bulk in relation to its surroundings. We would insist 
on a design code being prepared co-designed with local residents.  

Greg Hammond  Site 15, the existing Forum Hotel (Holiday Inn), 97 Cromwell Road. Agree that the site does have potential for development and 
the solution should include housing as well as hotel, but the opportunity should be taken to at least partially correct the historic 
mistake of its original construction: a new building should be allowed to take up more floor area, as the compensation for being 
significantly less tall.  
Site 5 - this box has a character limit, so answered under 5.1  

Exhibition Road Cultural 
Group (Emily Candler)  

Agree that South Kensington Station is an appropriate site for some development.  

Grove and Company 
(Roger Grove)  

The South Kensington Station development as proposed is too large a scheme for the location.  
The Holiday Inn in Cromwell Road should be redeveloped for residential use in keeping with the scale of its location.  

Kensington Society 
(Amanda Frame)  

Atlantic House – housing capacity is too high – likely to stay in education use.  
Newcombe House – identify the major public benefits, eg partial step-free, public square, GP group practice, public realm 
improvements  
Holiday Inn, Cromwell Road – this should be omitted as redevelopment is unlikely to happen within 10 years  
Edenham Way – should be a site allocation.  
Notting Hill Police Station – an allocated site for community use.  

TfL (Brendan Hodges)  5. South Kensington Wider Site  
  
This site is owned by TfL. Its ‘suitability for allocation’ should be ‘High’ (not ‘Medium’) as it clearly meets the criteria set out in 
para 5.6. Some of the site is vacant, unused land; and other parts are old, tired, outmoded buildings with low quality floorspace 
which does not meet the needs of modern occupiers. It clearly has the capacity to accommodate more development. 
Redevelopment of the site has the potential to deliver important public benefits including housing delivery (with a high 
proportion of affordable housing – 35% measured by habitable room), new jobs, new architecture sensitive to context and 
environmental improvements, improved public realm, refurbishment of the listed arcade and delivery of step free access to the 
Circle and District Lines at the station.  
  
Together with our partner Native Land, we have submitted planning and listed building consent applications for the mixed-use 
development of this site and the Council’s consideration of the proposals is advanced, with the expectation that the application 
will be reported to Committee next month. One does not need to prejudge the outcome of the specific application proposals to 
see that it enables the Council to understand the site’s capacity and that site constraints can be overcome.  
  
The site’s ‘suitability for allocation’ should therefore be elevated from ‘Medium’ to ‘High’.  
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6. Holland Road (The triangle site next to the Holland Park Roundabout).  
  
This site is owned by TfL. We have been discussing the redevelopment of this site with the Council for a couple of years. Pre-
application meetings and other discussions with Council officers have confirmed the suitability of the site for the development 
of approximately 45-50 new homes. We expect these discussions to continue to proceed positively and as they do so we would 
anticipate that this would be elevated from ‘Medium’ to ‘High’ ‘suitability for allocation by the time of the Reg 18 version of the 
draft Local Plan.  
  
7. Land Between Ladbroke Grove and Portobello Road  
  
This site is owned by TfL and forms part of the Mayor’s Small Sites Programme which, together with public landowners, aims to 
help contribute towards London’s housing pipeline. In 2020, TfL invited proposals to redevelop the site and select a delivery 
partner. The site represents a unique opportunity to deliver sensitive housing development, provide public access, improve 
linkages from Ladbroke Grove station to Portobello Road and restore a gap in the townscape whilst delivering 50% affordable 
housing as required under the Small Sites Programme. The site is expected to come forward for redevelopment early in the 
lifespan of the forthcoming Local Plan.  
  
On the above basis, TfL CD considers that the ‘suitability for allocation’ should be revised to ‘High’ in order to appropriately 
reflect the current status of discussions underway to bring forward the site for new homes, which is considered highly 
appropriate in this location.”  
  
14. Darfield Way (Southeast of Westway Roundabout)  
  
We understand that the Council has a long lease on this TfL freehold land. It is a site where Council officers have recently asked 
us to consider the feasibility of residential-led development. TfL CD would be happy to engage further with the Council to help 
deliver new homes; however, given the Council’s leasehold interests we expect this to the led by the Council.  

ESSA (Barry Munday)  The sports pitches by Westway should be retained and not included in any list of sites suitable for development.  
Atlantic House has been in educational use since the 1880s and we support that this should continue to the case. It does not 
have the capacity for 40-50 homes in the context of the surrounding area.  

David Campbell  The latest proposal to develop the area around South Kensington station is NOT an appropriate scale of development – it would 
change the present scale and appearance of the area and destroy its individual nature, making it similar to many other areas of 
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London.  
I consider Option 1 - Circular Economy to be the most important.  

Labour Group of 
Councillors (Emma Dent 
Coad)  

Text capacity too small- see attached (below).  
  
Where Kensal Gasworks and Earl’s Court are concerned, we must be aware that these areas will set the tone for development in 
the borough for generations to come. Design must be of the highest quality, we cannot simply warehouse people in high-rise 
because of decades of failure to provide housing. This is a huge concern for the proposed developments at Kensal Gasworks as 
mentioned above.  
Latimer Road must not be simply ‘scaled up’. There are all kinds of employment there for which there is local need, we should 
not push these businesses out of the borough to create private housing for incomers. This goes against the Neighbourhood Plan 
that was agreed following extensive consultation with local residents that emphasised the importance of creative businesses 
that thrive in the area. We must protect our Employment Zones.  

Savills on behalf of 
Thames Water 
(Nicola Forster)  

New development should seek to reduce surface water runoff into the combined sewer network in line with the requirements 
of the London Plan.  
Thames Water would welcome the support of the council in encouraging developers to engage with them ahead of the 
submission of any applications so that the proposed scale of development and timing of delivery can be understood. This will 
assist with planning any necessary infrastructure upgrades. Where necessary phasing conditions may be needed to ensure that 
the relevant phase of development is not occupied until any necessary upgrades have been delivered.  
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SECTION 6: GREEN-BLUE FUTURE 
 

Issue 1: Climate change and building design 

Q.6.1. Which of these options do you support? 

 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

ALL OPTIONS SUPPORTED 
 
 
 

Support for all options noted.  
 
 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

All seem sensible, but it is unclear how they will be enforced. For 
example, how will “minimising the potential for reliance on air 
conditioning” be achieved? Will the Council refuse to grant 
planning permission for the installation of air conditioning units on 
new developments or their retrofitting on existing ones? 

Noted.  
 
Planning policies are enforced through the development 
management process. All applications are assessed against all 
relevant development plan policies. Where an application is 
deemed to be contrary to the objectives of a certain policy this 
could be a reason contributing towards a refusal to grant planning 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

permission. However, the benefits and drawbacks of every 
application is weighed against all relevant development plan policy. 
Therefore, just because an application is contrary to a single policy 
does not necessarily mean it will be refused. For example, the case 
officer may take the view that there are considerable benefits 
associated with another aspect of the application that outweigh the 
disbenefits associated with the installation of an air conditioning 
unit and decide to grant planning permission. This is how planning 
application must be determined in accordance with planning 
legislation. 
 
It is worth highlighting that if certain works do not require planning 
permission the Council cannot enforce planning policy.  

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

The diagram at page 41 is helpful in giving a brief explanation of 
the terms ‘zero and net zero carbon’, the ‘circular economy’ and 
‘whole life carbon footprint’. But it must be recognised that this 
language, when used in the context, of spatial plans is only 
gradually becoming comprehensible to the public. 
 
The way in which the options on Issue 1 are presented is heavy on 
jargon and we find these difficult to understand and comment on. 
 
The image at 6.5 and ‘Q2’ showing poll results on prioritisation of 
potentially conflicting demands is confusing? What are the small 
figures shown? These seem to conflict with the highest/lowest 
scores? 
 
On option 1 there would seem to be sense in combining the 
various existing requirements for applications to be accompanied 
by energy statements, flood prevention statements into a single 

Noted re the use of jargon and technical language. Climate change 
and sustainability are technical subject areas and we have tried to 
simplify the language used in the issues and options consultation as 
much as possible. We will look at the language used in this section 
again with the aim to further simplify it and to remove the use of 
jargon where possible. 
 
The poll results shown on pg. 41 of the issues and option document 
are the results of the GiveMyView poll we ran during the Borough 
Issues consultation. The question asked respondents to prioritise 
the 4 objectives (sustainable building and design, preservation of 
heritage, etc.). Preservation of heritage was given the highest 
priority by respondents, followed by sustainable building and 
design. We note that the list includes potential conflicting demands, 
address conflicting demands is often very much part of planning. 
The small figures are a reference to the question number.  
 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

composite climate change statement. But unless there are 
sufficient staff with expertise to assess these, and some form of 
monitoring and follow up, there are high risks of simply adding to 
documentation sought from and provided by a myriad of 
consultants, to no substantive effect. 
 
Whole Life Cycle Carbon 
A whole life cycle approach must surely make sense, but may well 
not be in the interests of commercial developers who have little or 
no financial interest in the long term performance of what they 
build. 
 
Energy hierarchy – Be Lean: 
Option 1 seems an obvious starting point. We do not have the 
technical knowledge to distinguish between or comment on 
Options 2 and 3. Overheating of extensively glazed residential 
towers seems an obvious example of where developers design 
buildings on the basis of marketing considerations, with significant 
long-term costs to users in subsequently paying for energy 
consumption on cooling measures that were not needed in the 
first place, given adequate design, 

The suggestion of combining the requirements of an energy 
statement, flood prevention statement etc. into a single climate 
change statement is noted. However, this is not something we can 
influence at the Local Plan level. We must be in general conformity 
with the London Plan which sets out requirements for energy 
strategies and flood prevention strategies. In addition, combining 
statements into one would not change the fact that different 
Council officers would have to review different sections of the 
statement – e.g. flooding, energy, etc. Therefore, it would not 
improve the efficiency of their review. 
 
Support for whole lifecycle carbon noted.  
 
Support for option 1 noted under Energy hierarchy – Be Lean noted. 
 
Comment regarding overheating caused by poor building design is 
noted. The aim of an overheating policy in the New Local Plan will 
be to encourage developers, particularly for major development, to 
reduce internal overheating risk through design by considering 
glazing ratio, materials etc to avoid exactly this problem. This is the 
purpose of London Plan Policy SI 4 and is expanded upon in the 
RBKC Greening SPD (see chapter 5). 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

Circular economy: option 1: 
Agree generally. However, the option’s reference to ‘circular 
economy principles’ seems to apply chiefly to large developments. 
The vast majority of planning applications are for small 
developments, usually involving alterations or extensions to 
existing buildings.. Some way needs to be found of ensuring the 
principles are applied to the proposals which do not qualify as 
“major”. 

Circular economy: 
General support for circular economy option 1 noted.  
 
We will be going a step further than the London Plan 2021 by 
requiring all major development to submit a circular economy 
statement. The London Plan only requires major referable 
development to do so.  
 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Whole life-cycle carbon: option 1 
It is important that all aspects are taken into account, e.g. the 
materials which are used (material sourced in China may be 
cheaper but is globally more polluting); the amount of heat the 
building generates and/or reflects; and minimising air pollution. 
There will also be a need for monitoring and enforcement. 
Increasingly, planning conditions may be insufficient as they tend 
to be forgotten when owners change; we need to look to ways - 
e.g. through Section 106 agreements – whereby covenants are 
entered on the deeds (unless this itself can be achieved through a 
planning condition). 
Energy hierarchy – Be Lean: 
Option 1: We agree that all development proposals should follow 
the principles of the whole life-cycle carbon approach 
Option 2: We would like to be more ambitious and aim for an 
improvement rather than simply no reduction in carbon 
emissions.. 
Option 3: This needs to include energy consumption resulting from 
a system or process in the building on which the Building 
Regulations do not impose a requirement, e.g. For example, this 
may include energy consumption from systems integral to the 
building and its operation, e.g. lifts, escalators, refrigeration 
systems and lighting systems (where there may need to be 
planning conditions restricting the hours when external lights can 
be used, or e.g. mandating movement-sensitive lights - although 
these have their problems where there is vegetation nearby) . 
Again there will need to be a system of enforcement. 
 
Energy hierarchy – Be Clean: Option 1: 
Agree in principle, but for smaller buildings there is still no really 

We will not be extending the requirement for a circular economy 
statement to minor schemes as this would be too onerous and 
prohibitive for small scale schemes. However, we are encouraging 
all development schemes to consider and incorporate circular 
economy principles in accordance with the guidance set out in the 
RBKC Greening SPD (see chapter 3). We are already seeing 
applications come in where the applicant has set out how they have 
incorporated circular economy principles into the design of their 
proposals within their planning and/or design and access 
statements in response to the Greening SPD. This indicates that 
even though they are not required to submit a circular economy 
statement applicants for minor development schemes are 
voluntarily considering these principles within their designs.  
 
Whole life-cycle carbon: 
General support for whole lifecycle carbon option 1 noted.  
 
It is important to note that the requirement to submit a whole 
lifecycle carbon assessment does not include a requirement to 
reduce whole lifecycle emissions. It simply asks applicants to 
document emissions and compare them against established 
benchmarks. That said, we are already seeing applications come in 
where applicants are implementing identifying alternative designs 
to reduce their whole lifecycle emissions based on the results on the 
benchmarking within the whole lifecycle assessment.  
 
Comment noted regarding monitoring. The Council will secure post-
construction requirements through a s106 agreement. There is no 
other way of doing so through the current planning system and 
regulations.  
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good way of effective heating to replace gas central heating at an 
affordable cost, and we will need to await better technology for 
the replacement of gas central heating. As regards cooling, the 
main way forward in the immediate future for small building 
should be to persuade owners that air conditioners are not 
needed in our climate given that, even with global heating, the 
number of weeks when there is a real need for air conditioning is 
strictly limited. Other cooling methods should be encouraged – 
natural ventilation and/ mechanical ventilation with heat 
recovery, blinds and shutters, avoiding windows facing the sun 
etc. 
 
Energy hierarchy – Be Green: Option 1: 
We agree that all development should maximise opportunities for 
renewable energy sources, such as solar PV and air source heat 
pumps, on-site. However, as noted above, heat pumps in the 
present state of technology are unlikely to be suited for 
retrofitting to residential properties other than large houses. 
There could also be a conflict with conservation policy where a 
large external structure is required. 
 
Energy hierarchy – Be Seen: Option 1: 
We agree in principle that all development should build in energy 
monitoring and report systems, but we are not clear how this will 
apply to smaller projects. 
 
Third-Party Standards: Option 1: 
We agree that major non-residential development should meet 
BREEAM ‘excellent’ standard. We have some concern about using 
the passivhaus certification, as it seems to cause over-heating 

 
Energy hierarchy – Be Lean: 
Comments noted. Be Green option 2 does not refer to no increase 
in carbon emissions. It refers to a requirement for all major 
development to be net zero + to achieve a percentage on-site 
reduction in carbon emissions beyond Building Regulations. This 
would result in a reduction in carbon emissions.  
 
Support for option 3 noted. It is important to note that building 
regulations 2013 Part L, does include certain operational emissions 
such as those from fixed building services. It may be too onerous to 
set requirements for unregulated emissions in planning policy as the 
developer typically has no influence over these.  
 
Energy hierarchy – Be Clean: 
General support for Be Clean option 1 noted. We agree regarding 
the need for technology to catch up so that an effective and 
affordable method of heating is available to the average 
householder that can replace gas central heating systems.  
 
Suggestion noted regarding cooling and persuading homeowners 
not to use air conditioning systems. We aim to introduce an 
overheating policy in the New Local Plan in conformity with Policy SI 
4 of the London Plan 2021. This will encourage all applicants to 
reduce reliance on air conditioning by suggesting they adhere to the 
London Plan cooling hierarchy, which prioritises other cooling 
methods, placing air conditioning at the bottom of the list. This was 
outlined in the Overheating section of the Issues and Options 
consultation.  
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problems which are yet to be resolved. It also only works well if 
windows are kept closed, which is not desirable in the post-covid 
era. 
 
Overheating: Option 1: 
We agree strongly that all new development should minimise the 
potential for internal overheating and reliance on air conditioning 
systems. 

Energy hierarchy – Be Green: 
Support for Be Green option 1 noted. As mentioned above, we 
agree that technology needs to catch up so that a cost-effective 
alternative to gas central heating is available.  
 
Comment re heat pumps in conservation areas noted. This will be 
considered when drafting the policy. 
 
Energy Hierarchy – Be Seen: 
General support for Be Seen option 1 noted. In minor development 
we encourage applicants to incorporate smart energy and water 
meters so that owners can monitor their consumption. However, 
there will not be a reporting element for minor development as this 
would be too onerous for small scale homeowner development for 
example.  
 
Third-party standards: 
Support for requiring major non-residential development to meet 
BREEAM ‘excellent’ standard noted.  
 
Concern regarding overheating associated with Passivhaus 
certification noted. The Council does not intend to set Passivhaus as 
a requirement. 
 
Overheating: 
Strong support for overheating option 1 noted.  

Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

Circular Economy Option 1 
Whole Life Cycle Carbon Option 1 
Energy Hierarchy – Be Lean Option 2 
See Q6.2 

Support for circular economy and whole lifecycle carbon options 
noted. We have provided a response on your comments on Q6.2.  
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Energy Hierarchy – Be Clean Option 1 See Q6.2 
 
Energy Hierarchy – Be Green Option 1 See Q6.2 
Energy Hierarchy – Be Seen Option 1 
See Q6.2 
 
Third Party Standards Option 1 
See Q6.2 
 
Overheating Option 1 
See Q6.2 

Greg Hammond I strongly support the principles of the Circular Economy and 
Whole Life Cycle Carbon, which takes into account the carbon 
costs of construction, operation and dismantling; these militate 
strongly towards medium rise, high-density development such as 
most of the conservation areas of RBKC. 
On the Energy Hierarchy: 
Be Lean - Option 1 seems the most reasonable/achievable; 
Be Clean - is probably only achievable for the largest 
developments realistically; 
Be Green – strongly support: Net Zero is not just about reducing 
the energy consumption of existing buildings, which is difficult, but 
also about energy generation; 
Be Seen – is this an unnecessary cost? 
On Third Party Standards, it is interesting that this idea from the 
HCSC's Housing Safety and Healthy Homes working group report is 
picked up. 
On Overheating I support the principle, but note that medium rise 

Support for circular economy and whole life cycle carbon noted.  
 
Support for Be Lean option 1 noted.  
 
Comment re Be Clean option 1 noted. Yes, likely only larger scale 
developments will be able to deliver heat networks, but option 1 
seeks to require all major development to be designed with the 
ability to connect to a future heat network or distribution system. 
 
Strong support for Be Green option 1 noted.  
 
Comment regarding Be Seen option 1 noted. This option is largely 
already in place through Policy SI 2 of the London Plan. We are 
required under the planning regulations to ensure our Local Plan is 
in general conformity with the London Plan. 
 
Comment re third party standards is noted.  
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traditional buildings (as per 75% of the borough) are less 
vulnerable than modern, glass-and-steel construction. 

General support for overheating option 1 noted. 

Fernando Chueca Replacement of old boilers 
Reduction of usage of private cars 

Comments noted. However, the replacement of boilers is not 
something we can influence through Local Plan policy.  
 
Section 11 of the Issues and Options consultation considers options 
for Transport policy in the New Local Plan. This includes 
encouraging development to support and incentivise active 
transport, such as walking and cycling, as well as the use of public 
transport. In addition, the Council no longer allows development to 
provide off-street parking provision. The hope is that this will over 
time lead to a reduction in private car ownership and usage within 
the Borough.  

Exhibition Road 
Cultural Group 
(Emily Candler) 

I support RBKC in pushing for the highest environmental 
standards. 

Support noted.  

Natural History 
Museum (Adam 
Donovan) 

As set out in the NHM’s response to the previous Issues 
consultation, the NHM is actively engaged in educating the public 
about climate change and is going above and beyond by 
dedicating its Grounds to the UNP for scientific research and to 
educate visitors. It understands the challenges faced and is an 
advocate for actively tackling climate change. The NHM is, 
however, an historic asset within a Conservation Area. Whilst it is 
aiming to be net zero carbon by 2035, the NHM recognises that 
there is a difficult balance between bringing historic assets up to 
high sustainability standards whilst also preserving the special 
architectural interest. The NHM encourages the Council to 
recognise this within the new Local Plan. New materials and 
technologies are emerging and the NHM encourages the Council 

NHM’s comments are noted.  
 
The Council agrees that whilst we should require and actively 
encourage new development to meet the highest possible 
environmental and sustainability standards. We must also ensure 
the Borough’s heritage and architecture is protected from harm. 
The New Local Plan will include a policy specific to retrofit of 
existing buildings, including Listed Buildings and those within 
Conservation Areas. The policy will acknowledge that by their 
nature historic buildings may not be able to meet the same 
standards as those that are being newly constructed. We will only 
encourage and support appropriate and sensitive retrofit of existing 
buildings.    
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to accept that these do not necessarily have to have a negative 
effect on the character of historic assets. 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Energy Hierarchy - Be Green but Third Party carbon offsets should 
not be persuade. 

Support for energy hierarchy Be Green noted. 
 
The option for carbon offsets will be a last result. New Local Plan 
Policy will seek the maximum amount of on-site intervention and 
reduction of carbon emissions in all instances.  
 

Elizabeth Ashley Support all options. 
 
Circular Economy. Upgrade existing buildings. External noise from 
heating and cooling plants must be monitored and controlled with 
strict council limits set. 

Support for all options noted.  
 
Comment regarding external noise generated by heating and 
cooling plants noted. The Council carefully controls the impact of 
noise and vibration generating sources which affect residential 
amenity both during the construction and operational phases of 
development through Policy CE6 of the existing Local Plan. This 
includes external noise from plant and building services. We aim to 
maintain and enhance this policy approach in the New Local Plan. 

Port of London 
Authority 
(Michael Atkins) 

The PLA in principle supports the objectives presented in this 
section including the requirement for developments to be net 
zero. For information in November 2020 the PLA announced plans 
to more than halve its carbon emissions within five years and 
achieve Net Zero by 2040, or sooner. Furthermore the PLA would 
be supportive of the use of innovative materials, techniques and 
technology to assist in the retrofitting of existing buildings to 
ensure greater sustainability. Currently for any works proposed in 
the Tidal Thames itself, it is must be shown that consideration has 
been given to the use of green technologies as part of any 
proposals, see the below link for further information: 
http://www.pla.co.uk/Environment/Green-Technologies-on-River-

The PLAs support in principle for all proposed options is noted.  
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Thames-Structures 
 
As part of the whole life cycle of development, the PLA considers 
that the promotion and use of the boroughs only Safeguarded 
Wharf at Cremorne Wharf for waterborne freight must continue 
to be supported, particularly with regard to promoting the use of 
the river for freight transport and this must be highlighted as part 
of the new Local Plan. 

 
 
Comment regarding Cremorne Wharf is noted. The New Local Plan 
will continue to safeguard Cremorne Wharf for waste management, 
water transport and cargo handling purposes. 
 
 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

ALL OPTIONS SUPPORTED 
 

Support for all options noted.  

Linda Wade Circular Economy: Option 1 
 
• Agree 
 
Whole Life-Cycle Carbon: Option 1 
 
• Agree 
 
Energy hierarchy – Be Lean: Option 1 
 
• Agree 
 
Option 2: 
 
• Disagree: There should be a standard and not relate to the 
previous building 
 
Option 3: 

Support for circular economy option 1 noted.  
 
Support for whole lifecycle carbon option 1 noted.  
 
Support for energy hierarchy - Be Lean option 1 noted.  
 
Comment re Be Lean option 2 noted. To clarify, this does not relate 
to a previous building. It refers to a reduction beyond Building 
Regulations which is a standard all buildings must adhere to. 
 
Comment noted re Be Clean option 1. We will consider the most 
appropriate and effective wording for this policy when drafting the 
policy for the New Local Plan. It is worth highlighting that the 
Government is consulting on a heat network zoning strategy which 
may add weight to the aims of this option and allow the Council to 
be more prescriptive in the New Local Plan.   
 
Support for Be Green option 1 noted.  
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• 
Energy hierarchy – Be Clean: Option 1: 
 
• In principle agree but “explore” is a totally ineffective word. 
 
Energy hierarchy – Be Green: 
Option 1: 
 
• Agree 
 
Energy hierarchy – Be Seen: 
 
Option 1: 
 
• Agree 
 
Third-Party Standards: 
 
Option 1: 
 
• Agree 
 
Overheating: Option 1: 
 
• Agree 

 
Support for Be Seen option 1 noted.  
 
Support for Third Party standards option 1 noted.  
 
Support for Overheating option 1 noted.  
 
 

TfL Planning, 
Transport for 
London (Richard 
Carr) 

Section 6 – Green-Blue Future 
 
We note the importance of road transport and would welcome 
stronger policies on reducing its impact on air quality which can be 
achieved through measures to reduce vehicle use. As well as 

TfL’s comments are noted, and we agree that a reduction in road 
traffic will help to deliver the objectives of this section of the Issues 
and Options consultation whilst also contributing to improving local 
air quality and reducing noise and vibration.  
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improving air quality, measures to reduce the impacts of road 
transport have an important role in tackling climate change and 
reducing noise and vibration. A reduction in travel by car will help 
to contribute to the aims and objectives set out here. 
 
Routes that are designed for active travel can be successfully 
integrated with green infrastructure. TfL has produced guidance 
on how green infrastructure can contribute to the Healthy Streets 
Approach: 
 
http://content.tfl.gov.uk/contributions-of-gi-to-healthy-streets-
approach.pdf. 

Section 11 of the Issues and Options consultation considers options 
for Transport policy in the New Local Plan. This includes 
encouraging development to support and incentivise active 
transport, such as walking and cycling, as well as the use of public 
transport.  
 
In addition, the Council no longer allows development to provide 
off-street parking provision. The hope is that this will over time lead 
to a reduction in private car ownership and usage within the 
Borough. 
 
Under Issue 3 – Pollution of Section 11 of the Issues and Options 
consultation we also set out options for requiring development to 
contribute towards significantly expanding elective vehicle charging 
infrastructure across the Borough, with the aim to incentivise the 
uptake of EVs, which will in turn improve local air quality. 
 
Issue 6 – green infrastructure of section 6 of the Issues and Options 
consultation considers options for green infrastructure policy in the 
New Local Plan. Guidance on how green infrastructure can 
contribute to healthy streets approach noted. We will certainly 
review this and consider it when drafting the green infrastructure 
policy. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Circular economy – option 1 
Whole life-cycle carbon – option 1 
Energy hierarchy – Be Lean – option 2 
Energy hierarchy – Be Clean – option 1 
Energy hierarchy – Be Green – option 1 
Energy hierarchy – Be Seen – option 1 

Supported options noted.  
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Third-party Standards – option 1 
Overheating – option 1 

Mr (Andrew 
Jamieson) 

Balance between heritage restrictions and energy efficiency, 
example double glazing on listed buildings. 
Avoid costly and impractical (for urban ares) schemes like heat 
pumps. 
Avoid elimination of gas boilers: use hydrogen. 

Comments noted. 
 
We agree that whilst we should require and actively encourage new 
development to meet the highest possible environmental and 
sustainability standards. We must also ensure the Borough’s 
heritage and architecture is protected from harm. The New Local 
Plan will include a policy specific to retrofit of existing buildings, 
including Listed Buildings and those within Conservation Areas. The 
policy will acknowledge that by their nature historic buildings may 
not be able to meet the same standards as those that are being 
newly constructed. We will only encourage and support appropriate 
and sensitive retrofit of existing buildings. 
 
Lack of support for heat pumps noted. However, alongside solar 
technology, heat pumps are the only renewable technologies 
appropriate for use in the Borough, and we are required through 
London Plan Policy SI 2 to support development in maximising on 
site renewable energy generation. We agree that technology needs 
to catch up so that a cost-effective alternative to gas central heating 
is available.  
 
Elimination of gas boilers is not something we can influence through 
planning policy.  

Tom Bennett I support 'Energy Hierarchy - Be Green', and 'Be Clean'. Support for energy hierarchy Be Green and Be Clean options noted.  

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

COMMENT: NICE has produced guidance in ‘plan making’ for the 
LAs. It is important that the issued addressed by NICE be 
incorporated into the revised plan and translated into clear, 

Suggested NICE guidance is noted. We will certainly review this 
guidance and use it inform the drafting of New Local Plan policy 
where possible.  



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

implementable policies. See 
https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/ng149/chapter/Recommendati
ons#prioritising-indoor-air- quality-in-local-strategy-or-plans 
 
Circular Economy: Option 1: 
Agree generally, but for this to work there would need to be active 
implementation, ongoing monitoring and enforcement. This will 
need to be designed in, and practicality and cost could both be 
problems. 
 
The option refers to ‘circular economy principles. As stated in the 
justification section, much of the borough's development will be 
smaller than the limited major sites available. If smaller sites are 
not controlled, we may see more smaller sites. Although it may be 
over the top to require all development proposals to have a 
circular economy statement, some way needs to be found of 
ensuring the principles are applied to many of the proposals which 
do not qualify as “major”, e.g. residential refurbishments. 
Whole Life-Cycle Carbon: Option 1: 
Agree. But it is important that all aspects are taken into account: 
the materials which are used (material sourced in China may be 
cheaper but is globally more polluting), the amount of heat the 
building generates and/or reflects and more. 
 
Energy hierarchy – Be Lean: Option 1: Agree 
 
Option 2: 
Disagree: We disagree with the benchmark as a "reduction". If the 
existing building uses a load of energy, then the replacement 
building could have the same and there is no reduction. A 45% 

 
Circular economy: 
General support for option 1 noted.  
 
Planning policies are enforced through the development 
management process. All applications are assessed against all 
relevant development plan policies. Where an application is 
deemed to be contrary to the objectives of a certain policy this 
could be a reason contributing towards a refusal to grant planning 
permission. However, the benefits and drawbacks of every 
application is weighed against all relevant development plan policy. 
Therefore, just because an application is contrary to a single policy 
does not necessarily mean it will be refused. For example, the case 
officer may take the view that there are considerable benefits 
associated with another aspect of the application that outweigh the 
fact that the application does not incorporate circular economy 
principles for example and decide to grant planning permission. This 
is how planning applications must be determined in accordance 
with planning legislation. 
 
Viability and technical feasibility are key considerations within the 
circular economy strategic approach decision tree set out in the GLA 
Circular Economy Statement Guidance. An applicant may 
demonstrate that cost and practicality are prohibitive to retaining 
an existing building as evidence to support an amount of demolition 
and new build. This approach is supported by London Plan Policy SI 
7 and the GLA Circular Economy Statement Guidance, which we are 
required to be in general conformity with under planning legislation. 
The  
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reduction may be insignificant. We should be going for all new 
development to be carbon neutral regardless of the existing. 
 
Option 3: 
We must address both the energy required for interior fit out to 
Cat A set out as well as addressing the energy consumption which 
is presently unregulated. Unregulated energy is building energy 
consumption resulting from a system or process that is not 
‘controlled’, i.e. energy consumption from systems in the building 
on which the Building Regulations do not impose a requirement. 
For example, this may include energy consumption from systems 
integral to the building and its operation, e.g. IT equipment, lifts, 
escalators, refrigeration systems, external lighting, ducted-fume 
cupboards, servers, printers, photocopiers, laptops, cooking, 
audio-visual equipment and other appliances. 
Some buildings can have unregulated energy accounting for 50% 
of total energy use. 
Unlike regulated energy use, unregulated energy consumption is 
usually only determined very late in the design process; it can also 
vary throughout the building lifecycle. This is because buildings 
may have different occupants or uses. 
It is possible to set the unregulated emission through lease 
restrictions on energy consumption. 
 
Again, there is a problem of monitoring and enforcement. 
 
Energy hierarchy – Be Clean: Option 1: 
In principle agree but “explore” is a totally ineffective word. 
 
Energy hierarchy – Be Green: Option 1: 

We will be going a step further than the London Plan 2021 by 
requiring all major development to submit a circular economy 
statement. The London Plan only requires major referable 
development to do so.  
 
We will not be extending the requirement for a circular economy 
statement to minor schemes as this would be too onerous and 
prohibitive for small scale schemes. However, we are encouraging 
all development schemes to consider and incorporate circular 
economy principles in accordance with the guidance set out in the 
RBKC Greening SPD (see chapter 3). We are already seeing 
applications come in where the applicant has set out how they have 
incorporated circular economy principles into the design of their 
proposals within their planning and/or design and access 
statements in response to the Greening SPD. This indicates that 
even though they are not required to submit a circular economy 
statement applicants for minor development schemes are 
voluntarily considering these principles within their designs.  
 
Whole life-cycle carbon: 
Support for whole lifecycle carbon option 1 noted. The whole 
lifecycle carbon assessment does take all emissions sourcing into 
account, including those associated with material sourcing and 
transportation as well as an estimate of in use operational 
emissions.  
 
Energy hierarchy – Be Lean: 
Support for option 1 noted.  
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Agree. There is a need for clear policy as well as guidance on solar 
panels and solar tiles on listed buildings and on buildings in 
conservation areas. 
 
Energy hierarchy – Be Seen: Option 1: 
Agree but this will only work if the systems are monitored to 
“ensure” the targets are met; and there need to be consequences 
if they are not. Powers would probably be needed for the council 
have to impose fines or requirements for installation of improved 
system. 
 
Third-Party Standards: Option 1: 
Agree but the criteria for the "certain residential development 
schemes" should be widely drawn (including for instance any 
significant extension) and viability more restrictively accepted as a 
block. 
 
Overheating: Option 1: 
Agree. The new Building Regulations Part L and F also apply and 
should be mentioned. 

Comment re option 2 noted. To clarify, option 2 does not refer to 
requiring a reduction against the emissions produced by an existing 
building. It refers to a requirement for a percentage reduction 
beyond the standards set out in Building Regulations 2013 Part L.  
 
Support for option 3 noted. It is important to note that building 
regulations 2013 Part L, does include certain operational emissions 
such as those from fixed building services. It may be too onerous to 
set requirements for unregulated emissions in planning policy as the 
developer typically has no influence over these.  
 
Energy hierarchy – Be Clean: 
Comment noted re Be Clean option 1. We will consider the most 
appropriate and effective wording for this policy when drafting the 
policy for the New Local Plan. It is worth highlighting that the 
Government is consulting on a heat network zoning strategy which 
may add weight to the aims of this option and allow the Council to 
be more prescriptive in the New Local Plan.   
 
Energy hierarchy – Be Green: 
Support for Be Green option 1 noted. The RBKC Greening SPD 
contains guidance on solar panels (see chapter 7 and chapter 9 for 
guidance specific to existing properties, listed buildings and those in 
conservation areas). Due to the unique nature of Listed Buildings 
the appropriateness of solar panels can typically only be considered 
on an individual site by site basis.  
 
Energy hierarchy – Be Seen: 
Support and comment noted. The Council will require post-
construction monitoring and reporting requirements to be secured 
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through a s106 agreement. There is no other way of doing so 
through the current planning system and regulations.  
 
Third Party Standards: 
Support and comment noted. However, it should be noted that the 
cost of third-party certification is likely to be prohibitive, particularly 
in the case of small-scale development. We are required under 
planning regulations to ensure that our Local Plan policies do not 
undermine the viability and deliverability of development in the 
Borough.  
 
Overheating:  
Support for option 1 noted. We will ensure building Regulations are 
referenced where appropriate.  

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

Green and Blue Infrastructure 
 
Within this section, we are supportive of the suggested aspirations 
for the Circular Economy and Whole Life-Cycle Carbon as this 
aligns with London Plan policy requirements. However, in terms of 
the suggested options considered for the ‘Energy hierarchy – Be 
Lean’, option 2 suggests that major development will be required 
to achieve an on-site reduction of 45% beyond Building 
Regulations, 
with minor development to achieve 31% reduction. It should be 
recognised that the current GLA 2020 Energy Assessment 
Guidance requires a 35% on-site reduction beyond Part L 2013, 
with 15% achieved through energy efficiency measures. 
 
Whilst we understand RBKC’s ambitions to be carbon neutral by 
2040, the requirement of a minimum of 45% for major 

Support for the circular economy and whole lifecycle carbon options 
noted.  
 
Comments regarding energy hierarchy – Be Lean option 2 noted. 
We note that the proposed requirements would exceed those set 
out in London Plan Policy SI 2. However, our evidence study on 
greening issues, published alongside the Issues and Options 
consultation, indicates that this is an appropriate approach in the 
RBKC context due to the densely developed and highlight 
constrained nature of the Borough, which provides limited 
opportunity for carbon emission reductions through new 
development, as well as the opportunity for greater carbon 
reduction due to decarbonisation of grid electricity.  
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developments goes above London Plan Policy targets. Such 
minimum requirements are likely to have a significant impact on 
development proposals coming forward. It is therefore requested 
that these targets are amended to be in line with the London Plan. 
These comments also apply to Option 3. It should further be 
recognised that unregulated emissions will be captured by the 
Whole Life-Cycle Carbon, which is captured within London Plan 
policy. 

The options requiring minor development to achieve a 31% 
reduction beyond building regulations is targeted by the future 
homes standard. 
 
Comments noted regarding Energy hierarchy – Be Lean option 3. 
We agree that setting requirements for applicants to meet 
unregulated emissions targets are likely to be too onerous as the 
developer has no influence over these. We will however look to 
encourage development schemes to target best practise guidance.  

Earl's Court Area 
Action Group 
(Bella Hardwick) 

We believe that the Council should bring its carbon neutral target 
forward from 2040 and benchmark with other UK Councils and 
international equivalents on how to do this. Section 6.26 says: 
"For our borough with a largely built-up character this could mean 
looking for other solutions where there is not sufficient land on 
the ground. This could include provision of green roofs, green 
walls, creating bee superhighways providing a link for pollinators. 
For our largest sites such as Kensal Canalside and Earl’s Court we 
would be looking at maximising these opportunities". Given that 
the owners of the Earls Court Masterplan site APG Group, 
Transport for London and Delancey do have sufficient land on the 
ground in Earl's Court, the Council should suggest implementing a 
meanwhile use garden at their proposed portal building at 344-
350 Old Brompton Road. Brompton Cemetery is not a park, it is a 
working cemetery managed by the Royal Parks and it is not an 
alternative to the developer providing green outside space for 
residents at 344-350 Old Brompton Road. 

Comment regarding the Council 2040 carbon neutral target noted. 
The 2040 target is 10 years ahead of the Government’s 2050 target. 
However, this is not something we can influence through the New 
Local Plan as it is a Council executive team decision.  
 
Although we have the 2040 target for the Borough, the Council itself 
has a target of 2030 for its own operations.  
 
It is worth highlighting that in the RBKC context it is extremely 
challenging to meet the carbon neutral 2040 target due to the 
densely developed nature of the Borough.  
 
Suggestion re a meanwhile use garden at 344-350 Old Brompton 
Road noted. However, the Council does not own this site and 
therefore we can only make this happen if the owner puts in an 
application for this meanwhile use.  

ESSA (Barry 
Munday) 

We need some expert advice on which of the various options in 
Q6 would be best. 
The targets need to be ambitious but the emphasis on major 

Comments noted, particularly in relation to the issue of 
decarbonising the Borough’s existing building stock. 
 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

projects will not make huge differences to the overall picture. 
Most of the stock is existing and subject conservation area or 
listed status. More emphasis needed on improvement at small 
scale. 
Yes to going for BREEAM Excellent for non-residential 
development. 
Passivhaus and EnerPHit standards are hard to achieve and 
expensive. Difficult to make them a requirement but how can they 
be encouraged or incentivised? For the existing stock the lower 
EnerPHit standard would be more realistic. 
Circular economy principles should be for small as well as large 
developments 

We cannot influence this through the New Local Plan unless 
development requiring planning permission comes forward.  
 
The options typically only set out requirements for major 
development as it would be too onerous and likely prohibitive for 
small scale development to meet these requirements. However, we 
encourage all development to implement the principles as far as 
possible. This is set out in detail in the RBKC Greening SPD.   
 
Support for BREEAM excellent as a requirement for non-residential 
development noted.   
 
Comments re third party standards noted. We agree that a 
requirement to achieve certification is likely too onerous and will 
likely only encourage their uptake in the New Local Plan. We have 
provided detailed guidance on these in the RBKC Greening SPD. 
 
Comment regarding circular economy principles noted. We will be 
going a step further than the London Plan 2021 by requiring all 
major development to submit a circular economy statement. The 
London Plan only requires major referable development to do so.  
 
We will not be extending the requirement for a circular economy 
statement to minor schemes as this would be too onerous and 
prohibitive for small scale schemes. However, we are encouraging 
all development schemes to consider and incorporate circular 
economy principles in accordance with the guidance set out in the 
RBKC Greening SPD (see chapter 3). We are already seeing 
applications come in where the applicant has set out how they have 
incorporated circular economy principles into the design of their 
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proposals within their planning and/or design and access 
statements in response to the Greening SPD. This indicates that 
even though they are not required to submit a circular economy 
statement applicants for minor development schemes are 
voluntarily considering these principles within their designs. 

David Campbell Developments should be designed to minimise energy use and to 
avoid air conditioning. 
Option 1 – consider dust during construction, impact of the design 
(and location) on wind effects and air movement when complete. 
Also road traffic pollution generated by the development as well 
as fumes and smells from the operation (eg kitchens). 

Support for the option 1 under energy hierarchy – Be Lean noted.  
 
Dust during construction is considered in the options presented 
under issue 2 – air pollution of Section 6 of the Issues and Options 
consultation. This includes the option for major development to be 
required to submit a Dust Risk Assessment. 
The impact of building location on wind effects and air movement is 
considered from a design perspective, when necessary, largely only 
in the case of tall buildings. 
 
Road traffic pollution is again considered under issue 2 – air 
pollution of Section 6 of the Issues and Options consultation. This 
includes the option that developments must ensure that 
construction vehicles comply with the Low Emission Zone (LEZ) and 
Ultra Low Emissions Zone (ULEZ) and meet European Emission 
Standards. 
 
Suggestion re smells and fumes produced by certain uses noted. We 
are looking to including a policy on ‘odours’ in the New Local Plan. 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

I am not qualified to comment on the options presented, but 
agree that achieving a 
carbon neutral borough is an aim to be supported 

Support noted.  
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Imperial College 
London (Rory 
Newman) 

Option supported by Imperial College Comments 
Energy Hierarchy – be lean – Option 1 
Energy Hierarchy – be lean – Option 2 Suggest that the policy is 
reworded to “all development should seek to become net-zero 
carbon by following the principles of the London Plan energy 
hierarchy to reduce carbon emissions.” 
 
 
Energy Hierarchy – be lean – Option 3 this suggestion would be 
beyond the fair and reasonable remit of the planning system at 
this early-stage policy consultation. It is also suggested that this 
could restrict and curtail innovation of occupiers when it comes to 
the preparation and evolution of their own ESG policies. The 
College would suggest that more evidence is required for a policy 
like this to be imposed. Unregulated carbon is of course an issue 
which must be tackled. The targets suggested are valid but should 
be aspirational in the absence of other information. 
Energy Hierarchy – be clean – Option 1 
Energy Hierarchy – be green – Option 1 
Energy Hierarchy – be seen – Option 1 
 
 
Third Party Standards 
 
Option 1 - Imperial supports a BREEAM excellent rating in relation 
to new major development, provided it is an entirely new building. 
Given the council’s strategic approach to sustainability which 
seeks retention and renewal of existing buildings in accordance 
with the circular economy and embodied energy principles, we 
would recommend that alternative standards are proposed 

Support and comments noted.  
 
Support for energy hierarchy option 1 noted.  
 
Suggestion for wording of option 2 under energy hierarchy – Be 
Lean noted. However, we aim to require all major development to 
be net-zero carbon, this is supported by our evidence study on 
greening issues. Requiring all minor development such as extensions 
to be net zero would be too onerous a requirement.  
 
Comment re energy hierarchy – Be Lean option 3 noted. We agree 
that this option would likely be too onerous and prohibitive. We will 
likely scale this back to encouraging development to follow best 
practise guidance for publication of draft policies.  
 
Support for energy hierarchy be clean, be green and be seen 
options noted.  
 
Third party standards: 
Support for BREEAM excellent rating noted.  
 
We agree that requirements for passivhaus certification are likely 
too onerous and aim to only encourage development to achieve 
certification as suggested.  
 
Overheating: 
Suggested wording noted. This will be considered when drafting the 
overheating policy. 
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retaining the existing ‘very good’ BREEAM targets for mixed 
retained and new building development, for example, commercial 
building(s) with a new roof extension. Additionally, the Passivhaus 
certification should not be a prescriptive standard but instead be 
used as an aspiration. 
 
The College’s sustainable strategy is that all construction and 
refurbishment projects will be measured against ambitious 
external environmental performance certifications, such as 
BREEAM. Further details of the College’s plans can be read here: 
https://www.imperial.ac.uk/sustainable- imperial/resource-
management/sustainable-construction-and-refurbishment/ 
 
Overheating 
 
Option 1 – suggested changing within the wording to “all new 
build development should minimise the potential for internal 
overheating and reliance on air conditioning systems in 
accordance with the London Plan 2021 cooling hierarchy.” This 
would ensure compliance with the London Plan and ensure that 
alterations and extensions to existing buildings are not overtly 
affected 

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

Noted.  

Collette 
Wilkinson 

The plans seem laudable, but I think the time frame is unrealistic 
to achieve these aims and should be much longer. 

Noted.  
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David Lloyd-Davis Circular Economy Option 1. 
Whole Life Cycle Carbon Option 1. 
Energy Hierarchy Be Lean Options 2&3. 
Be Clean Option1. 
Be Green Option 1. ( with the exception of Listed Buildings) 
Be Seen Option1. 
Third Party Standard Option 1. 
Overheating Option1. 

Support noted.  
 
Regarding incorporation of renewable technology (Be Green option 
1). In the case of listed buildings this would need to be considered 
acceptable through an application of listed building consent. 

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

All. Support for all options noted.  

Robert Dixon I support all of the options and my preference on Energy hierarchy 
would be option 3. 

Support for all options noted.  

NHS North West 
London CCG 
(Kate Brady) 

We note that the London Plan Policy SI2 requires major 
development to be net zero carbon which now applies to 
residential development and non-residential development. It 
should be noted that for the redevelopment of NHS sites this 
requirement can add significant costs. New health estate projects 
and major refurbishment projects are assessed by the BREEAM 
rating system. We note that London Plan paragraph 9.2.7 helpfully 
states that the BREEAM system can be used to can help 
demonstrate that energy efficiency targets have been met and 
Boroughs are encouraged to include BREEAM targets in their Local 
Plans. 

Comments noted.  
 
The New Local Plan will be in general conformity with the London 
Plan 2021, including the requirements of Policy SI 2, as is required 
under planning legislation. 
 
We will be including a policy requiring non-residential development 
to meet BREEAM excellent standard as set out in the Issues and 
Options consultation.   
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Alex Mackay Within the next few years, possibly before the new Plan is even 
adopted, the Government is likely to bring forward a new 
framework for addressing all these issues. We should seek 
compliance with national policies in a measured and 
proportionate way. 

Comments noted, we are required under the planning regulations 
to ensure that Local Plans and policies are in conformity with 
national policy and guidance set by central Government.  

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

Overall, ECDC supports the Council’s target to be a carbon neutral 
Borough by 2040 and promoting the whole life-cycle approach as 
set out in the London Plan (March 2021) to help achieve this aim. 
ECDC recognises that large scale developments have a 
responsibility to contribute to meeting this aim. Consequently, the 
emerging masterplan framework for Earls Court is looking to 
incorporate principles to ensure proposals provide a decisively 
green and sustainable environment shaped by circular economy 
principles. 
 
However, ECDC considers that any proposed policies should allow 
flexibility for proposals (i) to respond to the substantially built-up 
nature of the Borough; and (ii) to meet any enhanced 
requirements beyond the London Plan on all sites. ECDC welcomes 
some recognition of these challenges at paragraph 6.9 and the 
potential options that the Council may pursue to strike the right 
balance. Commentary on the proposed Options is set out below. 
 
Regarding Energy Hierarchy – Be Lean 
§ Option 2 – ECDC recommends that policy requirements are 
consistent with London Plan Policy SI2, where major 
developments are required to provide 35% reduction on-site. If 
further enhancements in reductions are to be sought in RBKC 
policies then these should not be requirements but ‘aims’ or 
‘targets’. This would ensure that policies are consistent with the 

General support and comments noted.  
 
Energy hierarchy – Be Lean: 
Suggestions noted. We note that the proposed requirements would 
exceed those set out in London Plan Policy SI 2. However, our 
evidence study on greening issues, published alongside the Issues 
and Options consultation, indicates that this is an appropriate 
approach in the RBKC context due to the densely developed and 
highlight constrained nature of the Borough, which provides limited 
opportunity for carbon emission reductions through new 
development, as well as opportunities for greater on-site carbon 
reductions due to grid electricity decarbonisation.  
 
Energy hierarchy – Be Clean: 
Comments noted. However, this is already a requirement through 
London Plan Policy SI 3 as the entire Borough is in a heat network 
priority area.  
 
Overheating: 
Suggestions noted. The overheating policy will be in general 
conformity with London Plan policy SI 4, which requires major 
development to demonstrate how they have reduced overheating 
risk and reduced reliance on air conditioning, not removed air 
conditioning completely.  
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London Plan, whilst also challenging major developments to look 
for further reductions; 
§ Option 3 – ECDC supports the objectives behind setting targets 
for un-regulated emissions to help meet the net-zero carbon 
targets. However, there is a concern as to where the responsibility 
for the reduction of unregulated emissions lies and whether there 
is a suitable method for estimating demands that can provide 
realistic ranges or comparable information. 
Energy Hierarchy – Be Clean 
§ Option 1 - ECDC supports the intention of this policy for large 
scale development schemes to explore opportunities for heat 
networks and district heating but is concerned with the proposed 
expectation for major development to deliver low temperature 
communal distribution systems served by heat pumps, as this will 
not always be appropriate on all sites. Therefore, should this 
option evolve into policy wording in any future NLPR then such 
wording should not make this an absolute requirement, and 
should crucially include sufficient flexibility for proposals to be 
agreed on their own merits taking into account wider 
considerations and site specific challenges. Overheating 
§ Option 1 – ECDC considers it to be right that buildings are 
designed to be resilient and minimise overhearing risk by a 
combination of passive and active measures. Whilst ECDC 
recognises that full air conditioning may be inappropriate, the 
provision of a background level of cooling to guard against 
extremes of temperature is a sensible approach. ECDC also notes 
that overheating should not be considered in isolation, with a 
number of other competing factors needed to be considered in 
the design of a building(s) such as, but not limited to, noise. 
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DP9 on behalf of 
WELCOME 
TRUST (Zoe 
Smythe) 

Issue 1: Energy Hierarchy (Be Lean) Welcome Trust’s preferred 
option would be Option 1 to encourage major development to 
improve energy efficiency and reduce demand for and use of 
energy in buildings. Options 2 and 3 could potentially impacting on 
the 
viability of development moving forward. Particularly Option 3, 
which at an early stage of design development may be difficult to 
achieve, but may be useful as a post-consent condition. 

Suggestions noted. However, our evidence study on greening issues, 
published alongside the Issues and Options consultation, indicates 
that this is an appropriate approach in the RBKC context due to the 
densely developed and highlight constrained nature of the Borough, 
which provides limited opportunity for carbon emission reductions 
through new development.  
 
We agree that option 3 is likely to be too onerous and prohibitive. 
As such we will likely scale this option back to encouraging all 
development to follow best practise guidance.  

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

Materials must be tried and tested – no more Grenfells! Modern 
methods of construction such as off-site modular construction are 
still fraught with problems, and cross-laminated timber, used as a 
material or for modular units, is under investigation with fire 
safety experts. Let’s wait until they have been ‘snagged’ and 
concerns resolved by others. 
 
One of the ways should be looked at to improve our existing 
buildings is the internal insulation in ceiling and walls (using non-
flammable materials) to save energy and keep the home warm 
using the existing technologies instead of covering buildings 
externally with hazardous flammable materials. 
 
Also, to consider the use of solar panels or wind turbines on 
existing high rise buildings to generate enough power for heating 
and lighting in common areas in the building and lifts. 
We should be lobbying for 0% VAT on retrofit and materials. It 
cannot be right that buildings are demolished and rebuilt simply to 
avoid VAT while ignoring whole-life carbon costs. THEN let’s work 
on insulating older building stock. 

The Council notes the comments and suggestions of the Labour 
Group of Councillors. 
 
We understand that there may be concern over the use of new 
materials, techniques and technologies. Policy D12 of the New 
London Plan sets high standards for the fire safety of new 
development that the Council is required to follow. This includes a 
requirement for major development to submit a fire statement. 
 
Following the Grenfell tragedy, the Building Regulations were 
amended to only allow non-combustible external materials to be 
used on residential buildings over 18m. From a regulatory 
perspective we have now returned to the former Greater London 
Council standards that were repealed in 1987. Regarding materials 
with limited combustibility, it is no longer permissible to use 
‘desktop studies’ to justify their inclusion in the design and build. All 
materials must have undergone a third party (Body must be suitably 
accredited with UCAS) testing regime, to determine their fire 
resistance properties. The Council have also welcomed the 
introduction of a new Building Safety Regulator, as well as new 
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Building Regulations requiring the provision of sprinklers and 
wayfinding in residential buildings over 11m. 
 
We support appropriate and sensitive sustainable retrofit of existing 
buildings, including incorporation of renewable technology. 
However, we can only influence this through planning policy where 
development requiring planning permission comes forward. We 
have set out detailed guidance for retrofitting existing building in 
the RBKC Greening SPD (see chapter 9) published in June 2021. 

Environment 
Agency (Hannah 
Malyon) 

We support all options presented, especially the options around 
third party standards. Holding developers to a higher account 
where its certification that the LPA does not regulate specifically 
increases confidence, but means enforcement/compliance is net 
zero for the LPA. This could be explored for other types of 
certification for new buildings / development, where the LPA need 
reference to the standard/certification being met. 

Support for all options noted.  

Savills on behalf 
of COMMERCIAL 
ESTATES GROUP 
(Kirsty Turner) 

Green-Blue Future 
 
 
Section 6 discusses a Green-Blue future for RBKC and highlights 
that the NLPR will place environment at the centre of 
consideration for new development proposals. Ensuring that we 
work with rather than against the environment is also a core value 
of CEG as a developer. However, it should be acknowledged that 
some environmental measures come at a capital cost and the plan 
must recognise that where a priority is placed on environmental 
performance, other planning benefits may need to be re-
appraised if a development is to remain viable. It is welcomed that 
this is taken into consideration in paragraph 6.8. 

Comments noted. We are required under planning legislation to 
ensure all policies within the New Local Plan do not undermine 
development viability and deliverability. Our evidence base, 
including the draft viability study published alongside the Issues and 
Options consultation found that the policy options presented were 
typically all viable across all sites in the Borough.  
 
Comment regarding setting a requirement for all development to be 
net zero carbon is noted. Net zero will only be a requirement for 
major development.   
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Paragraph 6.9 sets out options of how the NLPR will apply 
environmental measures to development proposals relating to 
Circular Economy, the energy hierarchy, and overheating. Option 2 
for energy hierarchy be-lean sets out that ‘all development should 
be required to be net-zero carbon and follow the principles of the 
London Plan energy hierarchy to reduce carbon emissions. In 
addition, major development will be required to achieve an on-
site reduction of 45% beyond Building Regulations with minor 
development required to achieve a 31% reduction.’ We 
understand that development proposals should consider their 
carbon footprint where possible. However, we are of the view that 
it is onerous to expect all development - regardless of scale - to be 
net carbon zero, and this is contrary to the London Plan (2021) 
which only requires major development to be net carbon zero. 
This could heavily increase the development costs thus the 
deliverability of schemes, particularly those of a small scale. 
Should option 2 be progressed, the applicant would suggest that 
wording is altered to outline that development ‘all development 
should be required explore opportunities to be net carbon zero in 
accordance with the energy hierarchy’. 
 
Option 1 for energy hierarchy ‘be-clean' also sets out that ‘major 
development is expected to deliver low temperature communal 
distribution systems served by heat pumps.’ As stated above, such 
a system could come at a capital cost on a scheme which may 
already be financially constrained by other factors. The un- 
delivery of a development should therefore not be at the cost of 
the planning benefits it seeks to offer. As such, amended wording 
is suggested that ‘major development, where viable should 

We agree that option 3 is likely to be too onerous and prohibitive. 
As such we will likely scale this option back to encouraging all 
development to follow best practise guidance. 
 
Comments and suggestions re option 1 under Be Clean noted. 
However, this is already a requirement under London Plan Policy SI 
3 as the entire Borough is within a heat network priority area. 
 
Support for option 1 under Issue 2 - air quality noted.  
 
Suggestion re option 2 noted. Planning applications are reviewed on 
an individual basis and Dust Risk Assessments (DRA) are 
automatically requested for Major Developments. Often the DRA is 
included within the Air Quality Assessments as part of the appraisal. 
However, it can form part of the Demolition or Construction 
Environmental Management Plans or be a separate document.  
DRA’s are also requested for developments that do not meet the 
‘Major Development’ criteria but have the potential to include dusty 
works i.e., basement excavations.  The risk of dust release from 
development sites is a significant concern among residents and has 
a real and detrimental impact on the amenity of everyone in the 
Borough. Undertaking a DRA is not considered to be an onerous 
requirement for major development and in the next stage of policy 
development we intend to consider whether to require these for 
smaller developments that have the potential to cause dust. It is 
important to take a precautionary approach to protecting our 
residents.  
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consider low temperature communal distribution systems served 
by heat pumps’. 
 
Paragraph 6.14 considers aspirations for reducing air quality 
across the borough over the plan period. Option 1 considers that 
air quality should be considered at all stages of a developments 
life and this is supported to ensure that any impact is identified 
and mitigated. However, Option 2 requires major development to 
submit a Dust Risk Assessment (DRA) alongside a planning 
application. Matters of air quality in major developments are 
assessed through an Air Quality Assessment and this is considered 
an appropriate mechanism to deal with any impacts of air quality 
that may arise from a development. It is therefore proposed that a 
Dust Risk Assessment is submitted where it is considered 
absolutely necessary, and does not form a validation requirement, 
rather a policy requirement within schemes that post significant 
impacts to the surrounding environs. 
 
Environmental flood risk measures and options are set out in the 
table beneath paragraph 6.23. Green and blue roofs are 
considered an appropriate alleviation of flood risk and surface run-
off and CEG support this measure. However, option 7 requires 
green/blue roofs in all flat roofs including extensions. Whilst in 
some instances, this measure can be implemented effectively, in 
some instances there are constraints including the structure of 
buildings, the cost implications, and the appearance of green/blue 
roofs on design proposals, particularly for listed buildings and sites 
located in conservation areas. It is therefore suggested that the 
wording is more flexible to ‘to explore a range of mitigation 

Comment re environmental flood risk noted. The policies will 
account for site constraints, as all policies currently do. Planning 
applications are assessed individually, on their own merits. 
 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

measures and, where appropriate, explore opportunities for 
green/blue roofs in flat roofs including extensions.’ 

Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water 
(Nicola Forster) 

All of the Climate change and building design options are 
supported. 

Support for all options noted. 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

TfL CD supports the Council’s target to be a carbon neutral 
borough by 2040. 
 
It should not be necessary to repeat policies in the London Plan 
with respect to the circular economy, whole life-cycle carbon, the 
energy hierarchy and overheating; however, if the Council needs 
bespoke policies, these should be in general conformity with the 
London Plan. 
 
TfL CD promotes very high standards of sustainability within its 
projects (including large scale joint venture developments such as 
earls Court) and its Sustainable Development Framework (SDF) is 
applied to all its development sites. 

Support for the Council’s 2040 carbon neutral target. 
 
Comments noted. The Council does not aim to repeat London Plan 
2021 policies. We are aiming to go beyond the London Plan 
requirements where appropriate as supported by our evidence 
base.  

Turely (Laurence 
Brooker) 

It is noted that most of the sustainability options go beyond the 
minimum standards set out in the London Plan. This is generally 
supported as a principle by our Client, in the context of the 
Borough’s Climate Emergency. 
 
However, it is considered that a number of the options are 
potentially overly onerous and prescriptive and could have the 
effect of reducing development viability and overly restricting 
development within the Borough. Specifically, in relation to the 
options for the ‘Energy hierarchy- Be Lean’, Option 2 suggests that 
all development should be net-zero carbon, and sets targets of 

General support for the options presented is noted.  
 
Comments regarding energy hierarchy – Be Lean noted.  Net zero 
will only be a requirement for major development.  
 
Comment regarding the viability study and applicability to existing 
buildings noted. The options presented under issue 1 or section 6 
are largely applicable to new build development. The New Local 
Plan will include a policy specific to retrofit of existing buildings, 
including Listed Buildings and those within Conservation Areas. The 
policy will acknowledge that by their nature historic buildings may 
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45% on site carbon reduction beyond Building Regulations for 
major development, and 31% for minor development. 
 
RBKC is a Borough rich with heritage assets, with a high 
percentage of land in Conservation Area, and numerous listed 
buildings. Whilst aims to address Climate Change are supported, 
we query whether the targets should note that proposals involving 
heritage assets will need to maximise carbon reductions, but are 
not required to hit such targets. It is considered that heritage 
proposals which are unable to substantially upgrade building 
fabric or install a significant amount of green technologies, would 
struggle to meet such requirements, particularly the 31% for 
minor development requirement. Not only could this affect a large 
number of proposals within the Borough, but it is noted this could 
also have knock-on effects to scheme viability and design, 
potentially resulting in undeliverable schemes or a reduction in 
other elements of planning benefit such as affordable housing. As 
such, some flexibility within the policy around achieving what is 
the optimum deliverable solution for individual sites could be 
considered for appropriate scenarios or types of sites. 
 
It is noted that the Issues and Options document notes that ‘the 
interim viability study demonstrates that zero carbon 
development is viable in the borough’ , however we question 
whether this has included assessment of the high proportion of 
heritage assets within the Borough and request that this is 
considered and evidenced in subsequent stages of the New Local 
Plan preparation. 

not be able to meet the same standards as those that are being 
newly constructed. We will only encourage and support appropriate 
and sensitive retrofit of existing buildings.  
 
 

 



Q.6.2. Do you have any other options to suggest? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Ground-source DISTRICT HEAT PUMPS. (Uneconomic for 
individuals) 
Borough planners require in larger developments. In existing stock, 
borough supplies, distributes and recommends installers. 
Applied technology for air cleansing 
Surface tunnels for red routes 
No carbon HGVs or coaches allowed in borough 
All electric vehicles – domestic, trade, deliveries, waste etc. 
Independent checking of energy calculations 

Comments noted. We would only require major development to 
deliver communal distribution systems served by heat pumps. This 
is set out in more detail in the RBKC Greening SPD. 
 
The Issues and Options consultation included options for controlling 
construction vehicle pollution under issue 2 – air quality. We also 
included options for improving the EV charging infrastructure across 
the borough under section 11 – Transport. 
 
The Council’s in-house Climate Change team quality check 
submitted energy strategies. They have the training and expertise 
to do so.    

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

Insistence on redevelopment behind existing facades, rather than 
demolition. Victorian and Edwardian houses and mansion blocks 
represent a great deal of embedded energy which should not be 
squandered: refurbishment should not lead to whole interiors 
being extensively stripped out and made to look like 21st century 
interiors through costly replacement of floors, walls, doors etc. 

Comment noted. As set out in the issues and options consultation 
we aim to introduce a circular economy policy in the New Local 
Plan. This will require applicants for major development to 
demonstrate how they have considered and incorporated circular 
economy principles in the design of the development through a 
circular economy statement. Key to the principles of the circular 
economy is reducing waste which translated to the built 
environment would mean retention of existing building where 
possible and appropriate. Detailed guidance on how applicants 
should do this is set out in the RBKC Greening SPD (see chapter 3).  
 
We are already seeing a number of applications where applicants 
are demonstrating consideration and incorporation of circular 
economy principles within the design of their developments in 
response to the Greening SPD. However, it is important to note that 
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it is not always technically feasible to retain 100% of an existing 
building.  

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

1. There needs to be a clear policy on minimising the use of 
lighting. We need, for instance to discourage the waste of 
electricity through unnecessary lighting both inside and outside 
commercial buildings when they are empty or closed (e.g. on 
hanging signs and fascias). When applications are made for new 
shopfront signage, there should be a condition that lighting on 
external signage to be turned off when the establishment is closed. 
Inside lighting is more difficult, but it would help if shopfront 
guidance could recommend light visible through shopfronts when 
the shops are closed to be only at a level that is needed for 
security. For residential property, external lighting needs to be 
discouraged, not least as it has other negative effects in the form 
of disturbance to neighbours and wildlife. 
 
2. The nettle of patio heaters and other outside heating devices 
needs to be grasped. These have the advantage of making it 
possible for people to eat and drink outside over a longer season 
(particularly important during the pandemic) and allowing food 
and drink establishments to seat more customers throughout the 
year. However, there is no doubt that they are massively wasteful 
of energy. The Ladbroke Committee his discussed this and decided 
on balance that we should press for a ban, given the climate 
emergency. We shall be routinely objecting to them in licensing 
applications and would like to see the planning regime being used 
where possible to achieve the same end. 
 

Comments noted.  
 
1. We will introduce a new light pollution policy in the New Local 

Plan. 
2. Where the use of outside/patio heaters on commercial 

premises requires planning permission the Council will weigh 
the impact of these on our carbon neutral objectives and the 
benefits they may have in supporting the operation and success 
of the business. We would not want to introduce a wholesale 
ban. 

3. Noted. The re-use of grey water and water efficiency measures 
is supported and will be included in the Surface Water Run-off 
and Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) policy. Maintenance 
of green walls will also be accounted for when assessing 
applications. The Greening SPD includes reference to 
maintenance of green walls. 

4. Comment noted. We will include a specific sustainable retrofit 
policy in the draft policies which will address listed buildings 
and conservation areas. We also included detailed guidance on 
the application of these proposed policies to such properties in 
the RBKC Greening SPD (see chapter 9). 

5. Comment noted.  
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3. Wherever possible, re-use of grey water should be built into 
new developments.. Water consumption also needs to be factored 
into the assessment of the benefits of green walls. 
 
4. We are concerned that so little is said on the application of 
these policies to listed buildings and buildings in conservation 
areas, since they cover the majority of the borough and account 
for the majority of planning applications. There should be a 
“conservation-proofing” of the document to ensure that the 
reasoned justification for all these policies explains how they apply 
to heritage assets.  
 
5. It is also important that, in considering household planning 
applications, the environmental effect is treated as a material 
consideration and discussed in the officer’s report. As an example, 
in a recent planning case (PP/20/04821) involving a roof extension 
which was deliberately designed to make the property (a two-
storey maisonette) carbon neutral, the application was refused 
(and the refusal upheld on appeal), despite local support, because 
of what would be minor harm to a roofline in the conservation 
area. Whether that decision was right or wrong, neither the 
officer’s report nor the inspector mentioned the environmental 
benefits or attempted to weigh them against the conservation 
disbenefits. Indeed, the inspector’s comment was that “The harm 
that the proposed development would cause to the significance of 
the CA would be less than substantial. However, there would be no 
public benefits that would outweigh that harm”. This is not 
acceptable given the clear public benefit of buildings being carbon 
neutral. 
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Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

Energy Hierarchy – Be Lean 
 
More information is needed by what RBKC mean by net zero, and 
if renewable energy isn’t allowed because of historic building 
limitations, how they will balance this against energy reduction 
targets and offsetting 
 
Energy Hierarchy – Be Clean 
 
Cadogan would support policies which require the exploration of 
connecting into heat network systems as well as future proofing 
for this event; maximising opportunities for renewable energy and 
building in energy monitoring and report systems. However, it is 
not considered this is possible on ‘all development’ as currently 
specified e.g it would not be appropriate to require this for a 
simple change of use.  It is important that both the Council and 
developers are clear on matters that are required and are 
necessary to assess during the course of considering a planning 
application and to avoid unnecessary analysis or policy which 
creates ambiguity of what is required or needed. It is suggested 
that the term ‘all development’ needs to be refined to only those 
developments where these approaches would be applicable. 
 
Energy Hierarchy – Be Green 
 
Maximising renewables is supported but needs to be considered 
alongside historic building, conservation area and listed building 
conditions. 
 
Energy Hierarchy – Be Seen 

Comments noted.  
 
Energy hierarchy - Be Lean 
As explained in the image on pg. 40 of the issues and options 
consultation. Net zero carbon refers to balancing emissions with no 
reliance on fossil fuel.  
 
We understand that in the case of historic buildings applicants may 
not be able to achieve the same carbon emissions reductions as 
new build development. However, the applicant will be required to 
demonstrate what is achievable through an energy strategy. 
 
Energy hierarchy - Be Clean 
Noted. The draft policy will be clear what are requirements and to 
what type of development they apply.   
 
Energy Hierarchy – Be Green 
 
Noted. As mentioned above, we understand that in the case of 
historic buildings applicants may not be able to achieve the same 
carbon emissions reductions as new build development. However, 
the applicant will be required to demonstrate what is achievable 
through an energy strategy. 
 
Energy Hierarchy – Be Seen 
Noted.  
 
Third Party Standards 
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Agree with the principle of monitoring & reporting but more 
information is needed to make sure this does not become resource 
intensive, is valuable, information is shared etc. Also is it time-
limited / will tenants be required to report? What about 
residential dwellings as opposed to commercial spaces? Harder to 
get operational residential data because of GDPR. 
 
Third Party Standards 
 
BREEAM Excellent should be encouraged for schemes where it’s 
possible (major developments only) – but its not always possible 
where not enough works are being done. Passivhaus should be 
encouraged but not required as it involves very specific standards 
that cannot be replicated on every site. 
 
Overheating 
 
Agree that design should minimise need for air conditioning but 
also needs tying in with historic building consideration, limitations 
of fabric improvements and climate change making overheating 
more likely.  Practical considerations need to be brought into play. 

Noted. BREEAM excellent would only be a requirement for major 
non-residential development as stated in the issues and options 
consultation.  
 
We will only encourage applicants to achieve other third-party 
certification, not require it.  
 
Overheating 
Noted. Again, as mentioned above we acknowledge that in the case 
of historic buildings applicants may not be able to achieve the same 
cooling requirements as new build development. However, the 
applicant will be required to demonstrate what is achievable 
through an energy strategy. 
 

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

Victorian and Edwardian houses and mansion blocks already 
represent a good deal of embedded energy which should in 
principle not be squandered i.e. interiors should not be extensively 
stripped out and made to look like new buildings at considerable 
cost in new floors,walls, doors etc causing many months of noise, 
vibration and party wall damage to adjoining properties. This 
increasing trend is not only very disruptive but is driving up the 
price of buying homes in the Borough. 

Comment noted. As set out in the issues and options consultation 
we aim to introduce a circular economy policy in the New Local 
Plan. This will require applicants for major development to 
demonstrate how they have considered and incorporated circular 
economy principles in the design of the development through a 
circular economy statement. Key to the principles of the circular 
economy is reducing waste which translated to the built 
environment would mean retention of existing building where 
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possible and appropriate. Detailed guidance on how applicants 
should do this is set out in the RBKC Greening SPD (see chapter 3).  
 
We are already seeing a number of applications coming in where 
applicants are demonstrating consideration and incorporation of 
circular economy principles within the design of their developments 
in response to the Greening SPD. However, it is important to note 
that it is not always technically feasible to retain 100% of an existing 
building.  

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Saving should be measurable and real without excessive cost. Comment noted. All New Local Plan policies must not undermine 
development viability and deliverability. This is a requirement under 
the planning regulations. The cumulative impact of all policies is 
tested through a Local Plan viability assessment. A draft of which 
was published alongside the issues and options consultation. This 
establishes that all proposed policies would largely not impact 
development viability across the Borough.  

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Ground-source DISTRICT HEAT PUMPS. (Uneconomic for 
individuals) 
Borough planners require in larger developments. In existing stock, 
borough supplies, distributes and recommends installers. 
Applied technology for air cleansing 
Surface tunnels for red routes 
No carbon HGVs or coaches allowed in borough 
All electric vehicles – domestic, trade, deliveries, waste etc. 

As outlined above. We would only require major development to 
deliver communal distribution systems served by heat pumps. This 
is set out in more detail in the RBKC Greening SPD. 
 
The Issues and Options consultation included options for controlling 
construction vehicle pollution under issue 2 – air quality. We also 
included options for improving the EV charging infrastructure across 
the borough under section 11 – Transport. 
 
The Council’s in-house Climate Change team quality check 
submitted energy strategies. They have the training and expertise 
to do so.    
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Linda Wade Flooding 
• Given the recent flooding that occurred that it is essential that 
there is a review of flood risk assessments. 
• Thames Water must come back with a revised implementation 
plan for the super sewer to relieve the Counters’ Creek catchment 
area. 
Water reuse 
• Use of grey water for planting 
Carbon Neutral 
• All new build should be carbon neutral compliant and not pay off 
set 
Waste disposal 
• Recycling and waste compactors and a more modern approach 
to disposal has to be considered 

Flooding: 
Noted and agreed. Flood risk assessments are currently required 
depending on the flood risk zone of the development. However, the 
new draft policy will now require all basement development to be 
supported by a Flood Risk assessment, regardless of their location. 
Furthermore, the supporting text for the flood risk policy will 
explain that these assessments should ensure that development 
(including basement development) is protected against flood risk 
and will not lead to offsite flooding.   
 
Thames Water is undertaking an Independent Review of the 
flooding. The Council will continue to scrutinise their work and work 
with them and Ofwat to reduce flood risk in the borough in the 
short and long-term.  
 
Carbon neutral: 
Support for carbon neutral development noted. In all instances the 
Council will seek on-site carbon emissions reduction. Carbon offset 
is only there as a last resort where it is just not possible to achieve 
the carbon emissions reductions target on-site so that the Council 
can still secure benefits for the Borough from development.  
 
Waste disposal: 
Noted. However, waste collection and disposal in the Borough is 
not influenced through the planning system and the Local Plan. 
Your comment has been passed on to the Council waste 
management team.  

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

- Ground-source district/street heat pumps 
- Technology for air cleansing 
- Surface tunnels for red routes 

As outlined above. We would only require major development to 
deliver communal distribution systems served by heat pumps. This 
is set out in more detail in the RBKC Greening SPD. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

- No high-carbon HGVs or coaches allowed in Borough 
- All electric vehicles – domestic, trade, deliveries, waste etc. 

 
The Issues and Options consultation included options for controlling 
construction vehicle pollution under issue 2 – air quality. We also 
included options for improving the EV charging infrastructure across 
the borough under section 11 – Transport.  

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

Water consumption: There is no mention of water consumption. 
There is much non-essential use of water that cannot be controlled 
by planning – e.g. use of sprinkling systems. But thought should be 
given to possible ways that the planning system can be used to 
design out unnecessary usage of water.  
Whole life carbon use: The assessment of whole life carbon use of 
buildings should be made compulsory part of all planning 
applications which involve alterations to building systems. 
 
Listed buildings and buildings in conservation areas: We are 
concerned that so little is said on the application of these policies 
to listed buildings and buildings in conservation areas, since they 
cover most of the borough and account for the majority of 
planning applications. There should be a “conservation-proofing” 
of the document to ensure that the reasoned justification for all 
these policies covers their application to all these policies to 
heritage assets. There may also need to be more guidance for 
owners. It is also important that, in considering household 
planning applications, the environmental effect is treated as a 
material consideration and discussed in the officer’s report. There 
may well be cases where a minor harm in conservation terms 
could be outweighed by environmental benefits. 
 
The recent NICE recommendations include planning guidelines on 
building materials and products which should be incorporated into 

Comment noted.  
 
Water consumption: 
Noted. London Plan 2021 policy SI 5 “water infrastructure” includes 
requirements for operational water consumption in development. 
The London Plan forms part of RBKC’s development plan and as 
such its policies will all be used to determine relevant applications. 
The Council should not repeat policies that are in the London Plan. 
We will consider if it would be appropriate to have a specific Local 
Plan policy for water consumption in drafting the next stage of the 
New Local Plan Review.  
 
Whole life carbon use: 
We will only be requiring major applications to submit a whole 
lifecycle carbon assessment as it would be too onerous and 
prohibitive to require the same for all small-scale development. This 
is going a step further than the London Plan which only requires 
assessments for referable schemes. However, we encourage all 
schemes to consider in incorporate whole lifecycle carbon 
principles in the design of the development in the RBKC Greening 
SPD (see chapter 4). We are already seeing applications come in 
where applicants are demonstrating consideration and 
incorporation whole lifecycle carbon principles in response to the 
Greening SPD guidance, even for smaller scale development where 
this is not required. 
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the local plan, e.g. specifying materials and products that emit low 
levels of formaldehyde and volatile organic compounds (VOCs). 
should be specified.  
 
Lighting in and outside empty buildings: A policy is needed to 
discourage the waste of electricity through lighting both inside and 
outside buildings when they are empty (e.g. on hanging signs). This 
is difficult, but it would help if shopfront policy could include a 
provision requiring light visible through shopfronts when the shops 
are closed to be only at a level that is needed for security, and 
lighting on external signage to be turned off when the 
establishment is closed. 

 
Listed building and buildings in conservation areas: 
Noted. The New Local Plan will include a policy specifically for 
retrofit of existing buildings including listed buildings and those in 
conservation areas.  
 
The issue of retrofitting historic buildings is covered at some length 
in the Greening SPD, and we are preparing further, more detailed 
guidance on the treatment of windows in historic buildings to 
achieve better energy efficiency.  We will ensure through training 
and updated practice notes that conservation, design and planning 
officers give sustainability measures due weight in planning 
decisions involving heritage buildings. 
 
Again, as mentioned in our response to your comment to Q6.1. We 
note the suggested NICE guidance. We will certainly review this 
guidance and use it inform the drafting of New Local Plan policy 
where possible.  
 
Lighting in and outside empty buildings: 
Noted. We will introduce a light pollution policy in the New Local 
Plan. 
  

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

No. Noted.  

Earl's Court Area 
Action Group 
(Bella Hardwick) 

How will you ensure that developers not only demonstrate but 
commit to ensuring their new builds will be able to deal with new 
technological advances which may arise regarding climate change 
resilience and mitigation over the plan period and beyond? ALL 

Comments noted.  
 
We acknowledge that technology will advance, and development 
must adapt to changing circumstances. However, this is not 
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new builds including those on the Earls Court Masterplan must be 
carbon neutral compliant and not pay off set. The Council should 
ensure that new builds in the Borough attain Outstanding BREEAM 
certifications. 

something we can predict and account for in the New Local Plan. 
That said, the Council undertakes regular reviews of its Local Plan 
through which we determine if policies are still up to date and fit 
for purpose. If we conclude that a certain policy is not we will 
amend and update it. 
 
Support for carbon neutral development at Earls Court noted. In all 
instances the Council will seek on-site carbon emissions reduction. 
Carbon offset is only there as a last resort where it is just not 
possible to achieve the carbon emissions reductions target on-site 
so that the Council can still secure benefits for the Borough from 
development. In the case of Earls Court, as one of the Council’s 2 
large scale opportunity area sites, we will be seeking exemplary 
standards from any development on the site.  
 
The Council will require non-residential major development to meet 
BREEAM excellent rating, this is supported by our evidence study on 
Greening Issues. However, our evidence does not support setting 
BREEAM outstanding as a requirement for all new development. 

ESSA (Barry 
Munday) 

Overheating. V important. Maximise passive measures and 

minimise aircon. Reduce south facing glazing areas unless the 

applicant incorporate shading in the planning application and air 

conditioning units are prohibited. New build projects need to 

demonstrate how overheating will be overcome. 

Refurbishment applications need to demonstrate how insulation 

will be improved. On the flip side of summertime overheating, 

which happens on the top floors of many older buildings, in winter 

there is significant heat loss which can be addressed by higher 

Comments noted.  
 
Agree with your comments re overheating. This is the objective of 
the overheating policy and is the aim of London Plan Policy SI 4. 
 
Noted. Option 1 is clear that all development should be designed to 
reduce energy demand. This includes refurbishment schemes. 
Option 2 sets out requirements for percentage improvements over 
building regulations as you suggest.  
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levels of insulation. This should be a planning requirement when 

refurbishing rooves. Building regulations will no doubt increase in 

stringency due to the climate emergency, but perhaps there can 

be a planning requirement to increase u values to be better than 

those required by building regs. 

Mansion blocks are not mentioned in this document but there are 

plenty in the borough that are often heated by a communal boiler 

but without sophisticated building management systems.  This 

means that there are open windows in communal areas or in some 

flats whilst others (eg top floor flats) feel cooler so the boilers are 

kept going and keep pumping out heat to the great outdoors.  

These and other communally heated buildings are not addressed 

in this NLPR, but they should be highlighted and required to 

upgrade, for example when a roof is replaced. Pipework in large 

blocks is often not insulated nor are service openings in walls. 

There is plenty of scope to reduce energy demand and carbon 

emissions for all communally heated buildings. 

Solar panels are often not installed in the UK because of their 

position but even north facing panels are useful in summer. 

Conservation areas currently do not encourage them but new 

technology might enable inclusion e,g  solar cells that look like roof 

tiles  

Offset payments. This policy is counterproductive, changing 

policies are part of doing business and the current status grossly 

inflates property prices, passing the buck onto residents and the 

council to provide affordable housing and suffer other 

Comment regarding communal heating systems noted. The policy 
options presented apply to all types of buildings, including mansion 
blocks. However, we can only require energy efficiency 
improvements through planning policy where planning permission 
is required, and it would not be appropriate or fair to require an 
applicant to upgrade the heating system as a condition to planning 
permission for works that are not of a scope to include such an 
upgrade.  
 
Comment re solar panels noted. We support solar panels where 
appropriate and these can be installed in Conservation Areas in 
some circumstances. Detailed guidance on this is set out in chapters 
7 and 9 of the RBKC Greening SPD. Although our carbon neutral 
aims are of course an important objective, we also have a statutory 
duty to protect the Borough’s built heritage and conservation areas. 
As such we cannot allow solar panels to be installed everywhere 
without considering their impact on the character of conservation 
areas.  
 
Comment regarding offsetting noted. Offset payments are a last 
resort, in all instances the Council will seek on-site carbon 
reduction. However, in scenarios where this is just not possible, we 
need the offsetting policy to ensure the Council can secure benefits 
from development that can be used towards meeting our carbon 
neutral target.   
 
We are required under planning legislation to ensure that our Local 
Plan policies do not undermine the viability and deliverability of 
development. This is a requirement for all Local Plans.  
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consequences of over development. This should include where a 

building is to be radically redeveloped eg where the façade is 

retained and the innards demolished and rebuilt or where it is 

stripped back to brick. 

Rather than that ensure that no additional carbon is generated, it 

should be ensured that significantly less carbon is generated and 

that the urban heat island effect is reduced.  

The word “viable” does not seem to be relevant or appropriate 

and should be removed as the higher cost of insulating and other 

technologies reduces future heating costs to future occupiers and 

also reduces the cost of environmental damage caused by paying 

off carbon reduction rather than implementing it.  

Water Consumption needs to be addressed. Eg recycling 

rainwater for use on planting and gardens, and in new 

developments or larger refurbishments, for flushing loos. 

Comment re water consumption noted. London Plan 2021 policy SI 
5 “water infrastructure” includes requirements for operational 
water consumption in development. The London Plan forms part of 
RBKC’s development plan and as such its policies will all be used to 
determine relevant applications. The Council should not repeat 
policies that are in the London Plan. We will consider if it would be 
appropriate to have a specific Local Plan policy for water 
consumption in drafting the next stage of the New Local Plan 
Review. 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

No comment Noted.  

Imperial College 
London (Rory 
Newman) 

Imperial works extensively within the fields of sustainability and 
energy efficiency which is a cauldron  
of current innovation. With regard to policies concerning 
sustainability, flexibility to apply these would  
be considered highly advantageous, rather than prescriptive 
standards as suggested previously.  

Suggestion re flexibility within our sustainability policy noted. The 
Council is pragmatic in its decision making and will not insist on 
policy requirements where it is simply not possible to meet them. 
However, there is an overwhelming need to be ambitious in our 
carbon reduction targets and this is supported by the London Plan 
and our evidence base. 
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Imperial supports a number of businesses in their bids to tackle 
world issues relating to climate change.  
It is a core partner of the EIT Climate-KIC initiative, which seeks to 
accelerate the transition to a zero-carbon, climate resilient society 
and has considerable exposure to innovative techniques for  
Construction. 

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

Noted.  

David Lloyd-Davis More emphasis should be made on repurposing existing buildings, 
rather than wholesale redevelopment. 

Comment noted. Most development in the Borough constitutes 
change of use of existing buildings. The Council supports 
redevelopment where appropriate. 

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

No. Noted.  

Robert Dixon No. Noted.  

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

We must work on whole-life carbon assessments on every single 
development. 
 
Having been told that the currently proposed Edenham 
development was ‘carbon neutral’ we had to point out that 
demolishing the vestiges of the Trellick Tower garage block could 
never be regarded as ‘neutral’, and the demolition 11 years ago of 
the Edenham Residential Care Home should also be taken into 
account. It is disingenuous to state that developments are ‘carbon 

Comment noted. 
 
We will only be requiring major applications to submit a whole 
lifecycle carbon assessment as it would be too onerous and 
prohibitive to require the same for all small-scale development. This 
is going a step further than the London Plan which only requires 
assessments for referable schemes. However, we encourage all 
schemes to consider in incorporate whole lifecycle carbon 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

neutral’ when they are clearly not. We must be precise with our 
terminology. 

principles in the design of the development in the RBKC Greening 
SPD (see chapter 4).  
 
We are already seeing applications come in where applicants are 
demonstrating consideration and incorporation whole lifecycle 
carbon principles in response to the Greening SPD guidance, even 
for smaller scale development where this is not required. 
 
With regards to the Edenham development. We agree that 
development should not be called carbon neutral if it is not. 
However, it is important to note that there are circumstances 
where demolition of an existing building would lead to a greater 
reduction in carbon emissions over the life of the development 
(typically 60 – 100 years) as it allows for the use of more efficient 
materials, construction methods etc.  
 
In addition, the GLA circular economy statement guidance is clear 
that viability and technical feasibility are key considerations when 
exploring options for retention of existing building or demolition 
and rebuild. Under planning legislation, we must be in general 
conformity with the London Plan. However, applicants for major 
development that would have to submit a circular economy 
statement under the proposed New Local Plan policy would be 
required to demonstrate why retention of existing buildings on a 
site is not viable or technically feasible. 

Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water 
(Nicola Forster) 

We consider that an additional option should be added which 
relates to flood risk and drainage. 
Specifically, this relates to the promotion of sustainable urban 
drainage systems (SuDs) and water management to destress the 
surface water and foul drainage network. 

Noted. The implementation of SuDS for all planning applications at 
ground and below ground level is already required by policies CE2g 
and CL7i. This requirement will be maintained in the new draft 
policy (refer to Policy G12: Surface Water Run-off and Sustainable 
Drainage Systems (SuDS)  



 

  



Issue 2: Air quality 

Q.6.3. Which of these options do you support? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

OPTION 1,2 & 3 all agreed 
 
 

Support for all options noted.  

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

None of them address the key issue of pollution from traffic 
congestion especially in the King’s Road, on the Embankment and 
in the Earl’s Court one way system. 

Noted. Section 11 of the Issues and Options consultation considers 
options for Transport policy in the New Local Plan. This includes 
encouraging development to support and incentivise active 
transport, such as walking and cycling, as well as the use of public 
transport. In addition, the Council no longer allows development to 
provide off-street parking provision. The hope is that this will over 
time lead to a reduction in private car ownership and usage within 
the Borough. 
 
Through the planning system we can only influence outcomes 
through a development. Therefore, typically we cannot directly 
influence road traffic conditions.  

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

We concur with the poll results shown, giving Air Quality the 
highest priority of current environmental issues facing local 
residents. As a result of actions by the Mayor of London, 
improvements are being made. This is an example of where public 
behaviours are being changed, through the introduction of 
financial penalties on ownership of older vehicles. 
The NLPR document does not explain the practical implications of 
the Borough being an Air Quality Management Zone? Does this 
give the Council increased powers of enforcement? 
Options 1, 2 and 3 all seem to make sense, 

Support for all options noted.  
 
Noted, we will ensure the New Local Plan is clear on what the 
implications of being in an air quality management zone are for new 
development.  



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

Option 1: We agree that air quality should be considered at all 
stages of a development's life (from initial design and construction 
through to operation) to ensure that any impact is identified and 
assessed. This applies particularly to the construction stage, where 
we continue to have many complaints about dust and 
co0nstruction vehicles running their engines while stationary. 
Option 2: there should be a Dust Risk Assessment for all basement 
excavations and significant demolitions, not just for ‘major 
developments’. 
Option 3: we agree to the application of the stricter standards for 
construction vehicles. We would also support measures to 
encourage contractors to reduce their vehicle mileage as far as 
possible. 

Support for option 1 noted.  
 
Suggestion for expanding option 2 noted. Planning applications are 
reviewed on an individual basis and Dust Risk Assessments (DRA) 
are automatically requested for Major Developments. Often the 
DRA is included within the Air Quality Assessments as part of the 
appraisal. However, it can form part of the Demolition or 
Construction Environmental Management Plans or be a separate 
document.  DRA’s are also requested for developments that do not 
meet the ‘Major Development’ criteria but have the potential to 
include dusty works i.e., basement excavations. In the next stage of 
policy development we intend to consider whether to require these 
for smaller developments that have the potential to cause dust.  
 
Support for option 3 noted.  

Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

Cadogan supports the principle of Options 1, 2 and 3 subject to the 
comments in Q6.4 

Support for all options noted.  

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

All these options need pursuing but none will really tackle the key 
concern which is pollution from in the main commercial vehicles, 
especially on the Embankment/A3220/ECOWS/Kings Road, in 
particular the long distance coaches. 

Noted. Section 11 of the Issues and Options consultation considers 
options for Transport policy in the New Local Plan. This includes 
encouraging development to support and incentivise active 
transport, such as walking and cycling, as well as the use of public 
transport. In addition, the Council no longer allows development to 
provide off-street parking provision. The hope is that this will over 
time lead to a reduction in private car ownership and usage within 
the Borough. 
 
Through the planning system we can only influence outcomes 
through a development. Therefore, typically we cannot directly 
influence road traffic conditions and use of vehicle. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Greg Hammond I support all three options, despite the extra costs they will incur, 
at least initially. 
Retention, and enforcement of, the Code of Construction Practice 
are also critically important. 
Traditionally built, medium rise buildings are quieter than tall, 
modern buildings that often require extensive, noisy plant and air 
conditioning. 

Support noted.  
 
The RBKC code of construction practise will be retained. 

Friends of 
Holland Park (J 
Kettlewell) 

N/A Noted. 

Fernando Chueca Ban diesel vehicles 
Expand congestion charging to the entire borough 
Promote usage of bicycles 

Noted. However, it is not within our power as a local planning 
authority to ban diesel vehicles and it is the Mayor of London who 
makes decisions re the congestion zone.  
 
Section 11 of the Issues and Options consultation considers options 
for Transport policy in the New Local Plan. This includes 
encouraging development to support and incentivise active 
transport, such as walking and cycling, as well as the use of public 
transport. 

Exhibition Road 
Cultural Group 
(Emily Candler) 

I support RBKC in the strongest measures to improve air quality in 
the Borough. This is essential if it is to remain an attractive, safe 
and accessible place to work, study, live and visit. 

Support noted.  

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

options 2 and 3 as option 2 effects discrete groups of people whilst 
option 3 effects the whole Borough 

Support for option 2 and 3 noted.  

Elizabeth Ashley All options will only work with council monitoring/policing works 
carried out. 

Noted.  



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Port of London 
Authority 
(Michael Atkins) 

The PLA in principle support all options presented as part of this 
consultation. In addition it is considered that by giving more 
emphasis in the Local Plan to the use of the Tidal Thames for both 
passengers and freight, particularly through the maximisation of 
use of the borough’s Safeguarded Wharf, progress can be made in 
addressing carbon emissions in the borough. 
Furthermore it is considered that reference should be included in 
the proposed Local Plan to the potential use of existing piers and 
structures in the borough as part of the delivery of small scale 
freight over the plan period of the Local Plan. This could further 
help to achieve the Borough’s sustainable travel goals with regard 
to improving air quality as well as decreasing road congestion for 
local communities. 

The PLA’s support in principle is noted.  
 
Comment regarding Cremorne Wharf is noted. The New Local Plan 
will continue to safeguard Cremorne Wharf for waste management, 
water transport and cargo handling purposes. 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

OPTION 1,2 & 3 all agreed 
 
Option 1 
Air quality should be considered at all stages of a development's 
life (from initial design and construction through to operation) to 
ensure that any impact is identified and assessed. 
All development is required to be ‘Air Quality Neutral’ as a 
minimum which means not worsening existing poor air quality. 
With masterplans and large-scale development proposals subject 
to an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) considering air 
quality improvements as part of an air quality positive approach. 
 
Option 2 
Major developments are required to submit a Dust Risk 
Assessment (DRA) alongside the planning application. Sites 
determined to have a Medium Risk of dust release or higher are 
required to have air quality monitoring. 

Support for all options noted.  



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

This will ensure that the developments impact on the surrounding 
local air quality and surrounding sensitive receptors is reduced as 
far as practically possible. 
 
Option 3 
Developments must ensure that construction vehicles comply with 
the Low Emission Zone (LEZ) and Ultra Low Emissions Zone (ULEZ) 
and meet European Emission Standards pursuant to the EC 
Directive 98/69/EC of Euro 4 for petrol vehicles and Euro 6 for 
diesel vehicles and Euro VI for all lorries and specialist heavy goods 
vehicles 

Linda Wade Option 1 
• Prioritising indoor air quality in local strategy or plans for new 
housing, older resident accommodation, and schools with routine 
monitoring 
• Importance of ventilation solutions in high polluted air quality 
area to prevent mould and other environmental health hazards 
where windows cannot be opened 
“• Design ventilation systems to reduce or avoid exposure to 
outdoor pollution 
• Ensure windows that open face away from sources of outdoor air 
pollution, such as busy roads” 1.7.5 NICE 
 
Option 2 
Construction Traffic Management Schemes and Construction 
Management Plan: the environmental planning and enforcement 
over demolition of the Earl’s Court Exhibition Centre demonstrated 
a failure to protect residents. The developer failed to secure the 
site from dust dispersal, any complaints ranging from noise, 
vibration and dust went to the developer’s demolition company 

Option 1: 
There are currently no regulations, standards, or requirements 
specifically for non-occupational indoor air quality in the UK 
regarding nitrogen oxides, nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter, or 
VOCs. However, the Council is aware that indoor air quality is of 
major concern and in response to this, the new Air Quality Action 
Plan, which will be out for consultation in December 2021 will 
include actions to focus on indoor air quality. 
 
Developments are reviewed on an individual basis and if the Air 
Quality Assessment determines the receptors of the development 
are to be exposed to concentrations of pollutants above the Air 
Quality Standards 2010 mechanical ventilation can be used to 
mitigate the situation. However, the ventilation strategy must be 
carefully considered prior to implementation to ensure that 
additional burdens such as maintenance and running costs are not 
passed to the occupant.  Developments requiring ventilation are 
also conditioned to ensure they provide evidence that inlets are 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

first for reporting purposes, the promised Environmental Health 
Officer was part-time paid for by the developer. 
The enforcement was shabby and was not proactive and was a 
poor exemplary for other large sites. This methodology should not 
be repeated and demonstrated a lack of rigour by the Council in 
protecting residents and their right to enjoy their homes. 
 
Option 3 
We will see whether the promised reduction in emissions from the 
introduction of ULEZ* will deliver the promised benefits, but 
unless there is a delivery strategy from TfL on their strategy road 
network and there is enforcement there and on construction sites, 
there will be no improvement. 
 
*In the Imperial College research, it indicates that the traffic on the 
Red Routes would have to reduce by 2/3rds before there was 
substantial improvement in air quality. 

positioned in locations of good air quality and away from emission 
sources through additional monitoring and modelling assessments.  
 
Development design is reviewed by various teams as part of the 
planning process and the location of habitable rooms that have 
opening windows in correlation to pollution sources is considered. 
 
Option 2: 
The Council acknowledges that the demolition of the Exhibition 
Centre did lead to some impacts beyond the site boundary. Overall 
officers worked effectively to monitor the site and limit external 
impacts and on-site monitoring of noise and dust was undertaken. 
The demolition works are complete and the developer that carried 
them out has left the site. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Option 1 Support for option 1 noted.  

Mr (Andrew 
Jamieson) 

I would have liked to comment but there is no direct link to the 
material. 
There are other forms of pollution that are being neglected in the 
indecent haste to ban vehicles: noise, litter, overall cleanliness of 
streets and pavements. 

Noted.  
 
Noise and vibration are considered under issue 3 of section 6 of the 
issues and options consultation.  
 
General cleanliness of streets and pavements is not something the 
planning team can influence.  

Tom Bennett I support all three options for improving air quality. Options 2 and 
3 in particular are practical, enforceable, and reasonable 

Support for all options noted.  



Respondent 
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Comments Council response 

requirements, that would make a real difference to local air 
quality. 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

Comment: 
Again there are new NICE recommendations on designing heating 
and ventilation systems that need to be incorporated in the local 
plan: 
 
Option 1: We disagree with the “not worsening” position. If the 
carbon factor is high this implies that making a bit better is 
acceptable. That will not reach the 2030 target and ‘Air Quality 
Neutral’. We expect major new developments (1,000sqm or 10 
homes) to be air quality positive – achieving an improvement in air 
quality. This may be something for the Environmental Impact 
Assessment for large buildings. 
 
Option 2: the demolition of Earl’s Court should have taught us that 
“air quality monitoring” does not control the dust release. The 
policy needs to be strengthened with conditions and enforcement 
to control immediately and not delayed for assessment time. 
There is also a particular problem with basement excavations, so 
they need to be covered even if they would not normally count as 
“major”. 
 
Option 3: controlling the emission is a first step. Just as we are all 
being called on to reduce our use of cars, so the construction 
industry needs to improve the deliveries and reduce the distances. 
We oppose the use of ineffective terms as "as far as practically 
possible". 

NICE guidance noted, we will ensure this is reviewed and used to 
inform policy formulation where appropriate.  
 
Suggestion regarding option 1 noted. However, it would be too 
onerous to require all major development to achieve measurable 
air quality improvement as typically the source of air pollution is not 
something a development scheme can directly influence, such as 
road traffic for example. The Council will explore if it would be 
appropriate to go beyond a carbon neutral policy requirement.  
 
Comments regarding option 2 noted.  The Council is considering 
whether it can develop a policy to require Dust Risk Assessments 
for basement developments. 
 
Comment regarding option 3 noted. However, we must ensure that 
all Local Plan policies are not prohibitive and do not undermine 
development viability and deliverability. This is a requirement under 
planning legislation. By using terms like ‘as far as practically 
possible’ we ensure that requirements are not too onerous. That, 
said we will carefully consider all policy wording to ensure the best 
possible outcomes can be sought through the New Local Plan, 
whilst ensuring we meet are in conformity with the national and 
regional policy framework.  



Respondent 
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GLA (Hassan 
Ahmed) 

Air Quality 
The draft Plan options reflect the approach set out in Policy SI 1 of 
the LP2021. This includes that all development proposals should 
be at least air quality neutral and that masterplans/development 
briefs and large-scale development proposals which are subject to 
Environment Impact Assessment should plan to be air quality 
positive. 
The approach should recognise that the borough is home to three 
Air Quality Focus Areas (AQFAs) as illustrated in Figure 9.1 of the 
LP2021. As such, development proposals in AQFAs should 
demonstrate that design measures have been incorporated to 
minimise exposure to poor air quality in accordance with Policy SI 
1 of the LP2021. 

Comments noted.  
 
`  

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

TfL CD strongly supports policies to improve air quality in London 
and this is central to all of our projects which, appropriate to 
particular site and development characteristics, remove or reduce 
commuter car parking, are ‘car free’ for residents, improve public 
transport access and interchange, employ the Healthy Streets 
Approach, and encourage active and healthy travel and use of 
public transport. 
 
We do not consider these to be options and they should all be 
employed by the Council. Again it may not be necessary to repeat 
policies in the London Plan but any bespoke policies should be in 
general conformity. 

Support for all options noted. 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Air quality 
.All options should be adopted 

Support for all options noted. 

Mozafar Amiri I support all the options. Support for all options noted. 
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Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

I support all the options for construction sites to avoid polluting 
the atmosphere, but scrutiny of contractors to ensure compliance 
is necessary. In the area of which I have knowledge (Lots Road) this 
has not been effective enough. 

Support for all options noted. 
 
The Council’s Construction Management and Noise & Nuisance 
Teams are responsible for scrutinising construction sites and all 
construction sites must follow the RBKC Code of Construction 
Practice. 

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

Noted. 

Collette 
Wilkinson 

We need better public transport in place, which I see the Mayor of 
London has already made cuts to in the Borough. 
 
Increase, power points for electric cars in the Borough. 

Comments noted.  
 
Section 11 of the Issues and Options consultation considers options 
for Transport policy in the New Local Plan. This includes 
encouraging development to support and incentivise active 
transport, such as walking and cycling, as well as the use of public 
transport. Options for ensuring development supports and actively 
contributes toward growing the EV charging infrastructure across 
the Borough are presented under issue 3 – pollution. 

David Lloyd-Davis Options 1,2&3. Support for all options noted. 

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

All. Support for all options noted.  

Robert Dixon I support all of these options. Support for all options noted.  
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Quod on behalf 
of Earls Court 
Development 
Company 
(Steffan Rees) 

ECDC supports the proposed options and approach for proposals 
to be Air Quality Neutral, which are consistent with London Plan 
Policy SI1. Furthermore, as new proposals for Earls Court are 
progressed ECDC will be developing a new air quality strategy, 
consistent with national and London Plan policy. 
 
However, it should be noted that outdoor air quality is beyond the 
control of any one stakeholder. Improving this on a Borough / city 
level requires a high level of multi-stakeholder collaboration and 
participation that sits outside of any single landowner’s control. 

Support and comment noted.  
 

DP9 on behalf of 
WELCOME 
TRUST (Zoe 
Smythe) 

Welcome Trust support policies to protect and improve air quality 
within the Borough. Welcome Trust suggests Option 2 is presented 
as a post- consent requirement. It is more feasible for Dust Risk 
Assessment’s to be prepared once a detailed construction 
programme is known, this is difficult to finalise prior to submission 
of the planning application. 

Support noted.  
 
Comment re option 2 noted. However, for the Council as a LPA to 
ensure this requirement is complied with, we will need it to be a 
requirement at planning application stage. 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

Let us remember that the emphasis on electric cars excludes 
people on lower incomes. Electric cars are still very expensive, and 
batteries are not long-lasting like petrol car engines; this makes no 
sense in relation to whole-life carbon costs. 
While we would like to discourage wood-burning, the types of 
extraction/flues for wood-burning stoves, wood-burning pizza 
ovens and solid fuel fires should be tightly controlled; some are 
very much more efficient than others. External heaters for outdoor 
seating areas must also be controlled as they use fossil fuel to heat 
air. 

Comments noted.  
 
We acknowledge and agree with you that EVs are not accessible to 
everyone. Although we support EVs we also encouraging 
development to support and incentivise active transport, such as 
walking and cycling, as well as the use of public transport. This is set 
out in Section 11 of the Issues and Options consultation.  
 
We cannot control the use of ovens through the planning regime, 
this is beyond the powers of a local planning authority. 
 
Where the use of outside/patio heaters on commercial premises 
requires planning permission the Council will weigh the impact of 
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these on our carbon neutral objectives and the benefits they may 
have in supporting the operation and success of the business. 

Environment 
Agency (Hannah 
Malyon) 

We would support all three options presented, as these are in line 
with London Plan (2021) Policy SI1 Air Quality. 

Support for all options noted.  

Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water 
(Nicola Forster) 

N/A Noted.  

Norland 
Conservation 
Society (Vanessa 
Bartulovic) 

The restriction on the loss of trees across London will assist in the 
absorption of harmful toxins. Is there an argument to add a TPO 
similar status to all trees across the London Boroughs. Any removal 
of these trees would require replacement planting and ‘fines’ to 
assist with greening elsewhere. 

Noted, we agree that trees are an extremely important asset in 
terms of air quality.  
 
It is not possible to TPO all trees – the rules on what we can TPO 
limit us to protecting only trees whose removal would have a 
significant negative impact on the local environment and its 
enjoyment by the public. The purpose of TPOs is not to give blanket 
protection to all trees. 

Turley (Laurence 
Brooker) 

In terms of Issue 2, option 1 is supported. Support for option 1 noted. 

 

  



Q.6.4. Do you have any other options to suggest? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Some air-cleansing pilot installations and experimental studies to 
be introduced on Earl’s Court Road. 
 
Roadside planting along A3220 TfL Red Routes Earl’s Court Road 
and Warwick Road, according to guidance form GLA Mayor. 
 
Watering systems and maintenance for sustainability of planting 
schemes devised, supported installed and maintained by RBKC. 
 
Targets for increasing tree planting, green screens, green walls, 
green roofs and roadside planting. Two-for-one replacements of all 
trees. 

Comments noted. New air cleansing technologies are emerging all 
the time and we continue to review what is available and their 
suggested effectiveness.  We have yet to identify one which would 
be appropriate for Earl’s Court Road.  
 
The right tree should be planted in the right place and to force the 
planting of two trees where only one may be appropriate is not 
good practice. The majority of applications we receive to fell trees 
are due to overplanting or not planting the appropriate species for 
the location. 
 
Installation of green infrastructure and green roofs, where 
appropriate are measures which will be included in the Council’s 
new Biodiversity Action Plan, Climate Emergency Action Plan and 
Air Quality Action Plan and urban greening is referred to in the 
Greening SPD.  

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

The Council needs to take action to address the problem of traffic 
congestion in the King’s Road, which is a major cause of air 
pollution in Chelsea. Loading and unloading rules are too lax and 
are inadequately enforced. The Chelsea Society has in the past 
made suggestions for tightening the rules, but the Council has not 
been receptive to them. 
The Council also needs to add many more Air Quality Monitoring 
Stations (funded from the Parking surplus) and to regularly publish 
air quality results on the roads listed at Q6.3 above. 

Comments noted.  
 
Noted. Section 11 of the Issues and Options consultation considers 
options for Transport policy in the New Local Plan. This includes 
encouraging development to support and incentivise active 
transport, such as walking and cycling, as well as the use of public 
transport. In addition, the Council no longer allows development to 
provide off-street parking provision. The hope is that this will over 
time lead to a reduction in private car ownership and usage within 
the Borough. 
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Through the planning system we can only influence outcomes 
through a development. Therefore, typically we cannot directly 
influence road traffic conditions. 
 
Again, the planning regime cannot control loading and unloading 
rules. 
 
The Council has five fixed air quality monitoring stations, and three 
mobile sensors that real-time levels of pollution.  Data from these is 
available to view on the Air Quality England Website.  In addition, 
we also have 80 passive diffusion tubes that monitor monthly 
average levels of nitrogen dioxide.  We do however continue to 
review our network and continue to invest and enhance it. This year 
the Council upgraded the existing monitors at three of the fixed 
sites and installed a new cabin and new PM2.5 monitor at one of 
these. 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

We support the views of the Kensington Society on stronger 
controls on construction traffic. At present the financial 
disincentives to a property owner undertaking e.g. a basement 
project are very limited. No compensation to neighbours is 
required for a year of noise and nuisance. Some minor costs are 
incurred on suspension of parking bays. Would a local authority 
have powers to levy a ‘construction traffic charge’ on individual 
projects based on the content of a CTMP, i.e. number and nature 
of HGV journeys? 

Noted.  
 
The Council seeks to positively influence the form of development 
proposals through our planning policies. We have no powers to levy 
“financial disincentives” on development. Our policies seek to 
preclude harmful development such as multi-storey basements. The 
Council through its Code of Construction Practice can recover the 
cost of the monitoring of development sites by our Construction 
Management Team where it is reasonable and necessary to do so. 
We require basement developments to adhere to the Council’s 
Code of Construction Practice. 
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Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

We would suggest a policy to resist the permanent installation of 
outdoor fIre-places, permanently fixed barbeques and fire-pits. 
Even with authorised fuel, all open fires are polluting and should 
be discouraged in the present climate change emergency. We 
appreciate that planning policy can do nothing about portable 
barbeques, but it should be used to resist external fireplaces and 
fire-pits, which not only cause pollution but can cause loss of 
amenity for neighbours. We recognise that an Article 4 direction 
on gardens would be needed to resist fire-pits, but we believe this 
would of benefit not just in this context (see below on paving). 

Comments and suggestions noted. However, typically fire pits and 
bbqs do not require planning permission. 
 
In instances where they are part of a larger garden development 
and do require planning permission the case officer will make a 
determination and weigh the impact of the fire pit on the amenity 
of neighbours. It would be too prescriptive to introduce an article 4 
direction on all fire-pits.   

Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

Option 1 
The NLPR should set a target for air quality neutral to be achieved 
but this may be challenging in many circumstances due to the 
nature of the scheme. Consideration of whether air quality neutral 
is possible will need to be weighed against the potential of 
discouraging investment and securing wider planning benefits that 
would otherwise not be achieved. The potential to achieve air 
quality neutral may improve during the life of the plan as 
technology and construction techniques evolve but flexibility to 
ensure that failure to comply is not seen as a departure from the 
plan, needs to be built in. In addition, it is not considered that air 
quality neutral will be possible on ‘all development’ e.g it would 
not be appropriate to require this for a simple change of use. It is 
suggested that the term ‘all development’ needs to be refined to 
only those developments where these approaches would be 
applicable. 

General support for option 1 is noted.  

Lots Village, 
Chelsea 
Association of 

The Council needs to install many more Air Quality Monitoring 
Stations and to regularly publicise the levels of pollution on major 
roads. Permanent metal “no idling” signs should also be widely 

The Council has five fixed air quality monitoring stations, and three 
mobile sensors that real-time levels of pollution.  Data from these is 
available to view on the Air Quality England Website.  In addition, 
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Residents and 
Businesses 
(Rosemary 
Baker) 

installed drawing on plentiful funds available in the annual Parking 
Surplus. 

we also have 80 passive diffusion tubes that monitor monthly 
average levels of nitrogen dioxide.  Diffusion Tube data is published 
on an annual basis within our Annual Status Reports. However, we 
understand this is not entirely accessible and are looking on how to 
improve the dissemination of this.   
 
We also continue to review our network and invest in its 
enhancement. This year the Council upgraded the existing monitors 
at three of the fixed sites and installed a new cabin and new PM2.5 
monitor at one of these. 
 
At present the polyboard signs are the only ones permitted for use 
by the Department for Transport (DfT). London Councils have 
lobbied the DfT for new permanent signage, however it has not yet 
been provided.  The polyboard signs will be replaced once the DfT 
has granted approval. 
 

Friends of 
Holland Park (J 
Kettlewell) 

N/A Noted 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

No Noted 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Some air-cleansing pilot installations and experimental studies to 
be introduced on Earl’s Court Road. 
 
Roadside planting along A3220 TfL Red Routes Earl’s Court Road 
and Warwick Road, according to guidance form GLA Mayor. 
 

New air cleansing technologies continue to emerge and we 
continue to review what is available and their suggested 
effectiveness.  We have yet to identify one which would be 
appropriate for Earl’s Court Road.  
 



Respondent 
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Watering systems for sustainability of planting schemes devised, 
supported and installed by RBKC. 

Installation of green infrastructure and green roofs, where 
appropriate are measures which will be included in the Council’s 
new Biodiversity Action Plan, Climate Emergency Action Plan and 
Air Quality Action Plan and urban greening is referred to in the 
Greening SPD. 

Linda Wade Construction Traffic Management Plans should be seen within the 
context of other developments within the same area. They cannot 
be seen as independent when siting the same routes within their 
CTMPs. There is an accumulative impact on local traffic and air 
quality which should be taken in consideration. 
 
More use of rail to remove waste where available should be 
considered. 
 
Increased tree, hedge planting along strategy routes. Green 
screens in high air quality problem areas. 

Comments noted. 
 
There is no power for the Council to prevent the development of a 
given site on the basis that other sites are already being developed 
nearby. If building projects were to be rationed in area, who would 
have priority? Such powers would be laden with impossible value 
judgements and decisions.   
 
What the Council can do – and does relatively successfully – is to 
manage developments so that they do not conflict with each other 
and can operate independently. We do this by approving 
Construction Traffic Management Plans through the planning 
process and by employing a Construction Management Team to 
monitor active sites to ensure that they adhere to the approved 
plans.   
 
We ask developers to coordinate with one another to minimise 
impacts, but we cannot insist that they do. 
 
Sustainable disposal of construction waste is a key element of the 
principles of the circular economy and whole life cycle carbon 
approach. Detailed guidance on this element of the two concepts is 
provided in the RBKC Greening SPD (see chapters 3 and 4). 
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The Council’s planting of trees is not limited by lack of resources but 
by lack of places to put trees. The principal impediment is the 
presence of underground obstructions and services such as gas 
pipes and cellars. 
 
Green screens can reduce exposure to poor air quality by disrupting 
its flow. However, their placement has to be carefully considered in 
relation to wind direction and the presence of other buildings to 
ensure it does not cause the pollution to become trapped and cause 
concentrations to build up locally.  Green infrastructure does still 
have an important role and will be referred to in three new Council 
plans – the Climate Emergency Action Plan, the Biodiversity Action 
Plan and the Air Quality Action Plan, which are due out for public 
consultation at the end of the year.  

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

- Some air-cleansing pilot installations and experimental studies to 
be introduced on Earl’s Court Road. 
- Roadside planting along A3220 TfL Red Routes Earl’s Court Road 
and Warwick Road, according to guidance form GLA Mayor. 
- Watering systems for sustainability of planting schemes devised, 
supported and installed by RBKC. 

New air cleansing technologies continue to emerge and we 
continue to review what is available and their suggested 
effectiveness.  We have yet to identify one which would be 
appropriate for Earl’s Court Road.  
 
Installation of green infrastructure and green roofs, where 
appropriate are measures which will be included in the Council’s 
new Biodiversity Action Plan, Climate Emergency Action Plan and 
Air Quality Action Plan and urban greening is referred to in the 
Greening SPD. 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

Construction traffic. There needs to be stronger controls over 
construction traffic. When KS commented on the 80 HGV 
movements in and out for over many months for Dukes Lodge, the 
reply was that since Dukes Lodge was on the edge of the borough 
it was quickly not the borough’s problem. That type of attitude 

Comments noted.  
 
The volume of construction traffic is a function of the scale of the 
development.  For larger sites it would be reasonable to require the 
approval of a construction logistics plan that would look at the 
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must stop. 
More needs to be done to control the quantity of construction 
HGV going to and leaving a site. There should be a requirement to 
confirm where the HGV is coming from and set limits for journey 
distances. 
Disposal of Construction waste. Both basement soil removal and 
general material for building demolition is a major cause of site 
traffic. There should be a requirement that the materials removed 
from site are environmental disposed of and not merely landfill. 

impact of the supply chair on road conditions and air quality. (It is 
true the construction traffic management plans we approve have a 
local focus - that is appropriate for most scales of development). 
 
Please note the sustainable disposal of construction waste is a key 
element of the principles of the circular economy and whole life 
cycle carbon approach. Detailed guidance on this element of the 
two concepts is provided in the RBKC Greening SPD (see chapters 3 
and 4). 

GLA (Hassan 
Ahmed) 

Climate Change 
It is noted and welcomed that a key priority of the draft Plan is to 
tackle climate change. The borough has committed to becoming 
carbon neutral by 2040 and the draft Plan will play a critical role in 
achieving that ambition. 
At paragraph 6.9 one option tabled is that all major development 
proposals should provide Circular Economy Statements. This 
approach could be welcome, and it is noted that if implemented it 
would go beyond the LP2021 which only makes it a requirement 
for those applications that are referred to the Mayor. This is set 
out clearly in Policy SI7 of the LP2021. 
 
The draft Plan also promotes options for the use of whole-life 
carbon assessments and the 
Mayor’s energy hierarchy. 
To help boroughs’ plan more effectively to reduce carbon 
emissions and reduce waste through Local Plan approaches the 
Mayor has published a range of draft London Plan guidance5 
which RBKC should be aware of. This includes draft guidance on: 
 
• Circular Economy Statements 

Support noted.  
 
We are aware of the GLA’s guidance and have used them to inform 
the options presented in the issues and option consultation and will 
continue to do so when drafting the policies for the next stage of 
the new local plan review.  
 
Comment re viability is noted. 
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• Whole-life Carbon Assessments, and 
• ‘Be Seen’ Energy Monitoring 
 
RBKC should take note of Policy DF1 of the LP2012 which makes it 
clear that where viability is called into question on planning 
proposals priority should be given to affordable housing and 
transport improvements before considering other aspects of 
development. 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

Yes. 
 
Petrol and diesel vehicles are a significant contributor to poor air 
quality on our streets. To reduce the number of vehicles on our 
streets and the number of journeys in petrol and diesel vehicles, 
Local Plan policies should: encourage active and healthy travel and 
the use of public transport, ensure the Healthy Streets Approach is 
used; remove or reduce public and commuter car parking; and 
require new developments to be ‘car free’. 

Comment noted.  
 
Section 11 of the Issues and Options consultation considers options 
for Transport policy in the New Local Plan. This includes 
encouraging development to support and incentivise active 
transport, such as walking and cycling, as well as the use of public 
transport. In addition, the Council no longer allows development to 
provide off-street parking provision. The hope is that this will over 
time lead to a reduction in private car ownership and usage within 
the Borough. 

Earl's Court Area 
Action Group 
(Bella Hardwick) 

Section 6.24 states "For a borough with the lowest amount of 
open space per resident" - it is therefore inexplicable that despite 
this knowledge the barren wasteland which is the Earls Court 
Masterplan site has not been greened during a time of climate 
emergency. We are disappointed in both LBHF and RBKC Councils 
as well as the Mayor of London. This very serious oversight must 
be corrected as soon as possible and the Council should lead on 
ensuring that a coalition of horticultural organisations, charities 
and local community groups work together to help mitigate the 
appalling air quality in Earl's Court - which has been identified by 
Friends of the Earth as the worst in the country - by greening the 

Comments noted.  
 
We agree that it would be beneficial to have Earl Court as a 
meanwhile open green space. However, the Council does not own 
the site and therefore we cannot make this happen unless the site 
owners apply to do so.  
 
The Council has an Air Quality and Climate Change Action Plan and 
will soon embark on public consultation on a new Air Quality Action 
Plan and Climate Emergency Action Plan.  These set out proposed 
action to be taken over the next five years to improve air quality 
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site. Please note that significant greenery and 
business/cultural/sporting meanwhile use are not mutually 
exclusive and given that it will be some time before works start, 
there is still the opportunity to address this issue. There should be 
living walls on the apron opposite the Warwick Road exit of the 
Earl's Court tube. This could have an arch so that visitors to 
activities currently being undertaken like the Pleasure Garden art 
installation would still be accessible. There is currently greening at 
the Warwick Road exit as you turn right coming out of the tube. 
The current planting could be increased to a living wall. 
Air Quality KPIs 
We believe that further work is need to ensure that there are 
robust KPIs when it comes to the Council's work on improving air 
quality. 
Not only should air quality monitoring take place for individual 
sites, there should also be monitoring of the cumulative impact of 
demolition and construction where there is more than one 
development taking place at the same time in an area. Despite 
claims by developers that they will be carbon neutral within the 
confines of their development areas, without mitigation for their 
residents, they will, or have contributed to pollution and poor air 
quality for the wider area. 

and respond to the Climate Emergency.  Whilst there are no specific 
KPIs, with the Air Quality Action Plan, the Council has a statutory 
duty to report annually on progress with implementing this plan 
and this is submitted to the GLA for review.  In addition, the Council 
reports annually on progress with meeting the National Air Quality 
Objectives. 
 
The NPPF recognises that a number of individual development 
proposals within close proximity of each other require planning 
policies and decisions to consider the cumulative impact of them.  
Air Quality Assessments must include a review of local planning 
applications that have been granted planning permission to 
understand the cumulative effect of the developments on the local 
air quality. Where other granted schemes have been identified the 
contractor must demonstrate awareness and joined working 
practices with the other to ensure cumulative impacts are 
mitigated.   

ESSA (Barry 
Munday) 

Similar to above, some expert advice is needed to address the 
great concern about nitrogen dioxide and particulate matter 
especially from Cromwell Road. The bar should be set higher, ie 
the position should be to improve to specific standards or specific 
steps that improve efficiency to reduce deliveries/ HGV 
movements 

The IAQM guidance states ‘developments that increase the Annual 
Average Daily Traffic (AADT) of 25 HGV movement would be 
required to assess any impacts using dispersion modelling’. 
Construction traffic numbers that fall below these criteria are not 
required to be assessed further. It is requested that the estimated 
number of construction vehicles stated in any Air Quality 
Assessment is cross referenced with those provided in the 
Construction Traffic Management Plan to ensure consistency.  
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The Council’s Code of Construction Practice (2019) sets out 
requirements for how construction sites are managed to reduce 
their impact on residents. These include requirements for 
construction vehicles to comply with the Low Emission Zone (LEZ) 
and Ultra Low Emission Zone (ULEZ) and meet European Emission 
Standards pursuant to the EC Directive 98/69/EC of Euro 4 for 
petrol vehicles and Euro 6 for diesel vehicles and Euro VI for all 
lorries and specialist heavy goods vehicles (see P48 for example).  
 
This is in-line with the GLA’s Non-Road Mobile Machinery (NRMM) 
requirements.  Plant used on construction sites in the borough is 
audited by Pan-London NRMM Officers who will provide assistance 
and / or enforcement to sites not meeting the requirements.  Upon 
commencement of any works the NRMM Officers are notified to 
ensure that sites remain complaint with the policies throughout 
their life cycle. 

Mozafar Amiri I would also like to see a tree planting scheme be brought into 
place alongside major thoroughfares such as Brompton Road and 
the surrounding streets. I feel this would work towards improving 
the air quality, image, and atmosphere of the borough. 

The Council’s planting of trees is not limited by lack of resources but 
by lack of places to put trees. The principal impediment is the 
presence of underground obstructions and services such as gas 
pipes and cellars. Several of the major routes such as the Cromwell 
Road and the Earl’s Court one-way system are the responsibility of 
TfL. 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

More scrutiny and control of contractors. The Council’s Construction Management Team is responsible for 
scrutinising construction sites in the Borough. All construction sites 
must follow the RBKC code of construction practise. 

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 

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

Noted.  
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Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

Collette 
Wilkinson 

Invest more money in Public transport. Section 11 of the Issues and Options consultation considers options 
for Transport policy in the New Local Plan. This includes 
encouraging development to support and incentivise active 
transport, such as walking and cycling, as well as the use of public 
transport.  
 
That said, invest in the public transport network is largely controlled 
by TfL.  

David Lloyd-Davis Active monitoring of construction vehicles, particularly those 
queuing to enter a site. Double parking, engines running and the 
sheer volume in constricted areas. 

Noted. 
 
The Council seeks to positively influence the form of development 
proposals through our planning policies. Our policies seek to 
preclude harmful development such as multi-storey basements. The 
Council through its Code of Construction Practice can recover the 
cost of the monitoring of development sites by our Construction 
Management Team where it is reasonable and necessary to do so. 
We require basement developments to adhere to the Council’s 
Code of Construction Practice. The idling of engines is not permitted 
under the Code and site traffic must be managed under a Council 
approved Construction Traffic Management Plan. Invariably these 
preclude double parking and the stacking of vehicles on approach 
to sites. We acknowledge that poor site management does arise 
from time to time. Problems should be reported the Council’s 
Construction Management Team. 

Swifts Local 
Network: Swifts 
& Planning 

No. Noted. 
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Group (Mike 
Priaulx) 

Robert Dixon No. Noted. 

Environment 
Agency (Hannah 
Malyon) 

In reference to Option 3, it is not clear whether this includes Non-
Road Mobile Machinery (NRMM) at construction sites. If so, this 
should be clarified. We suggest the inclusion of a policy in line with 
the Mayor’s position regarding NRMMs, see 
https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/environment/pollution-
and-air-quality/nrmm 

Suggestion noted.  
The Council’s Code of Construction Practice (2019) sets out 
requirements for how construction sites are managed to reduce their 
impact on residents. These include requirements for construction 
vehicles to comply with the Low Emission Zone (LEZ) and Ultra Low 
Emission Zone (ULEZ) and meet European Emission Standards 
pursuant to the EC Directive 98/69/EC of Euro 4 for petrol vehicles 
and Euro 6 for diesel vehicles and Euro VI for all lorries and specialist 
heavy goods vehicles (see pg. 48 for example).  
 
This is in-line with the GLA’s Non-Road Mobile Machinery (NRMM) 
requirements.  Plant used on construction sites in the borough is 
audited by Pan-London NRMM Officers who will provide assistance 
and / or enforcement to sites not meeting the requirements.  Upon 
commencement of any works the NRMM Officers are notified to 
ensure that sites remain complaint with the policies throughout 
their life cycle. 
 
This therefore does include NRMM, this will be made clear in the 
draft policy. 

 

  



Issue 3: Noise and vibration 

Q.6.5. Which of these options do you support? 
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Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

ALL OPTIONS SUPPORTED 
Option 1 
To maintain and enhance the borough’s existing policies on the 
control of noise and vibration from building services plant and 
equipment. 
Noise impacts will be mitigated by planning requirements and use 
of conditions as at present. 
Option 2 
To include requirements to consider suitable ventilation and 
thermal comfort on new residential developments when designing 
schemes of sound insulation. 
Developers will need to consider providing appropriate ventilation 
schemes for new residential properties in a cohesive way. 
Option 3 
To develop a specific policy for controlling noise and vibration 
from new gyms and fitness centres and ensure the protection of 
adjoining residents. 
Developers will need to consider the noise and vibration 
implications design mitigation measures that meets stringent 
industry-based standards to protect existing residential uses. 
Option 4 
To develop a specific policy for controlling smells/odours from new 
commercial kitchen ventilation and extraction systems with a 
presumption that, for most situations/uses, a high level discharge 
will be required in order to minimise 
We do not currently have a policy on odour control. It is important 
that this gap in policy is addressed. 

Support for all options.  
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Developers will need to consider the smell/odour implications of 
all commercial premises where significant cooking takes place, and 
should explore at the earliest stages in a proposals development 
how a kitchen ventilation/extract system, discharging at a high-
level, can be implemented. 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

Noise and vibration from construction sites, particularly but not 
exclusively the construction of basements, is a major concern to 
our members, many of whose lives have been made a misery over 
long periods as a result of it. The Council’s current policies are 
woefully inadequate in dealing with this problem as they prioritise 
the rights of developers over those of neighbouring residents. The 
Code of Construction Practice is not fit for purpose. The assertion 
that “our existing policies remain robust and effective” is simply 
not true as far as noise and vibration from construction sites is 
concerned. 
None of the options listed address this issue. This is, as far as 
Chelsea is concerned, the principal problem. 

Comments and concerns regarding construction noise, particularly 
associated with basement development are noted.  
 
RBKC have one of the most restrictive policies governing basement 
developments in the UK, having been the first in the country to 
introduce a policy restricting the extent of basement development. 
We produced an SPD on this in 2016. We are not looking to update 
the basement policy in the New Local Plan as there is no chance we 
can expect to make the policy even more restrictive on basement 
development within the current planning regime.  
 
The Council does not share the view that the current code of 
construction practice is not fit for purpose.  To the contrary it is 
perhaps the most stringent in the county.  
The current Code restricts noisy construction working hours to 8am 
– 6pm (Monday to Friday), with no working allow on Saturday, 
Sunday or Bank Holidays. As far as we are aware these are the most 
restrictive hours of any local authority in the UK; we are the only 
local authority that does not allow noisy works at any time at the 
weekend.  We also enforce additional working hours restrictions for 
‘high impact works’ (demolition and concrete-breaking), to ensure 
residents and businesses have respite from these works before 
9am, and between 12-noon and 2pm, and after 5:30pm.  We are 
the only local authority with this as a mandatory requirement. 
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St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

The Code of Construction Practice has been of some help. But the 
major (and seemingly permanent) shift to increased working from 
home has increased the need for stronger measures to control or 
limit noise from construction. 
An alternative option would be to create financial costs and 
disincentives to projects that involving high and continuous noise 
levels over a long period of time, basements being an obvious 
example. Is there scope within the CIL regime for applying an 
additional levy to this form of development? 
Option 1: Agree, 
Option 2: Agree. 
Option 3: We do not understand what is said about the specific 
noise impact of gyms and fitness centres? What about recording 
studios, late night venues, restaurants, bars? Noise nuisance from 
‘e-fulfilment’ and delivery firms using scooters and motorbikes is a 
growing issue even if some of these businesses use electric bikes 
and scooters. Why special measures for gyms only? 
Option 4: Agree. The growing use of ‘dark kitchens’ in warehouse 
premises or premises with no ventilation systems is a new issue. 
Lack of an ‘odour policy is a gap in the Council’s armoury. Light 
pollution, from commercial buildings leaving lights on all night and 
from domestic security lighting is also a subject on which policies 
need strengthening. 

Comments noted.  
 
We already restrict construction hours to Mon-Fri (8am-6pm) 
through the RBKC code of construction practise; these are the most 
restrictive noisy working hours in the UK. There is no scope to 
restrict these further without impact the deliverability of 
development projects in the Borough.  
 
Unfortunately, the CIL Regulations, which all local planning 
authority must adhere to, do not allow us to add an additional 
charge for noise generating development. We can only have 
charging rates for different types of development – such as office or 
residential.  
 
Support for option 1 and 2 noted.  
 
Comment re option 3 noted. Gyms developed within existing 
mixed-use buildings (containing residential units), or developed in 
buildings adjoining existing residential properties,   have been 
previously raised by residents (and have also generated a number 
of complaints for the Noise & Nuisance Team) as a use of particular 
concern in terms of noise and vibration, hence why we have 
specifically mentioned these in the issues and options consultation. 
Noise and vibration from gyms needs to be addressed pre-
emptively at the planning stage as it requires significant 
consideration in terms of the building structures and materials used 
to ensure appropriate mitigation is built-in; retrospectively 
resolving issues once a gym is operational is extremely challenging.  
The noise and vibration policy will be applicable to any noise 
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generating use located in proximity to residents. This is in 
accordance with the London Plan agent of change principle.  
 
Support for option 4 noted. The Council will introduce a new light 
pollution and odour policy in the New Local Plan. 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

Option 1: We would like to see the borough enhancing its existing 
policies on the control of noise and vibration from building services 
plant and equipment. This is particularly important now that so 
many more people are working from home. The current regime is 
not doing the trick – although we suspect enforcement may be the 
chief problem. 
Option 2: we agree that the borough should include requirements 
to consider suitable ventilation and thermal comfort on new 
residential developments when designing schemes of sound 
insulation. 
Option 3: We agree that the borough should develop a specific 
policy for controlling noise and vibration from new gyms and 
fitness centres and ensure the protection of adjoining residents. 
This should, however, also apply to new hospitality venues insofar 
as this is possible under current planning rules (this may be 
another reason for an Article 4 direction excluding food and drink 
establishments from Class E). 
Option 4: We agree that the borough should develop a specific 
policy for controlling smells/odours from new commercial kitchen 
ventilation and extraction systems. There may be a case for 
applying the policy also to residential developments with 
communal kitchens (there have been complaints in the Ladbroke 
area about a residential block occupied by a religious grouping 
with a communal kitchen, and this could also be an issue with e.g. 
care homes). 

Comments noted.  
 
Comments noted. It is important to highlight that the New Local 
Plan policies will only be able to influence new development that 
comes forward after its adoption, we cannot influence existing 
buildings unless an application comes forward.  
 
Support for option 2, 3 and 4 noted.  
 
We will introduce a new policy on odour and light pollution in the 
New Local Plan. 
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Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

Cadogan supports Options 1, 2, 3 and 4 in principle. Support for all options in principles noted.  

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

None of the options listed really address the major ongoing 
problem of excessive noise and vibration. The Code of 
Construction Practice is not productive unless it is properly 
enforced, which it is not for development sites in Chelsea. Self 
regulation by developers is a dead letter as is the case for 
infringements of CTMPs. Some form of financial penalty for 
persistent infringements needs to be a reality. 

Comments noted.  
 
All construction sites are required to follow the rules of the RBKC 
construction code of practise. If you are aware of a breach of these 
rules on a particular development site, please contact our 
construction management team at 
environmentalhealth@rbkc.gov.uk or tel: 020 7361 3002. 

Greg Hammond Support all the options Support for all options noted.  

Kerry Davis-Head NUISANCE from odour, vibration etc 
Measures should be taken to minimise or eliminate the nuisance 
that both domestic and commercial air conditioning causes to 
residents. Also, the policy that allows “sandwich” places located 
within residential areas to become hot cooked food premises, with 
all the cooking smells night, day and weekends that ensues. 

Comments noted.  
 
We will introduce a new policy on odour and light pollution in the 
New Local Plan.  
 
Regarding air conditioning units. We can only control these where 
planning permission is required; we have (and will maintain) 
stringent controls on both noise and vibration from these sources. 
London Plan Policy SI 4 and chapter 5 of the RBKC Greening SPD 
encourage applicants to avoid using air conditioning units where 
possible. This is something that we will include in the relevant 
policy of the New Local Plan. 

Friends of 
Holland Park (J 
Kettlewell) 

N/A Noted.  

Fernando Chueca Install noise cameras and fine people making excessive noise. This 
can come both from engines and from people playing very loud 
music on their cars 

Comments noted. The borough has recently expanded the Public 
Space Protection Order (PSPO) for anti-social vehicles to cover the 
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whole borough.  Enforcement via acoustic cameras is being used to 
tackle noisy from excessively noisy driving behaviour.  
 
However, planning is a system that primarily influences new 
development we cannot directly influence existing traffic. 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Option 4 Support for option 4 noted.  

Sport England 
(Mark Furnish) 

• Q6.5 - Sport England has concerns if Option 3 were to be 
pursued at this stage as this could restrict sport/fitness centres, 
thereby providing less opportunities for the whole local 
community to engage in physical activity which could have 
detrimental implications to individual’s health and wellbeing. Sport 
England questions why these facilities in particular require extra 
restriction when other more noisy uses do not. There are already 
safeguards in National Policy, i.e. the agent of change principle, 
that should adequately provide protection rather that singling out, 
and potentially discourage, a specific use. 

Concerns noted. 
Gyms developed within existing mixed-use buildings (containing 
residential units), or developed in buildings adjoining existing 
residential properties, have been previously raised by residents 
(and have also generated a number of complaints for the Noise & 
Nuisance Team) as a use of particular concern in terms of noise and 
vibration, hence why we have specifically mentioned these in the 
issues and options consultation. Noise and vibration from gyms 
needs to be addressed pre-emptively at the planning stage as it 
requires significant consideration in terms of the building structures 
and materials used to ensure appropriate mitigation is built-in; 
retrospectively resolving issues once a gym is operational is 
extremely challenging.   
 
The Council will ensure that any policy on noise generating uses is in 
general conformity with national policy and the London Plan, as 
required by planning legislation. We do not seek to unduly restrict 
sport/fitness centres but ensure residential amenity is not harmed.  
 
The IIA process of the new local plan review will clearly 
demonstrate if there is a negative impact from this proposed policy 
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on the health and wellbeing of residents. In this event the Council 
will amend the policy to ensure this doesn’t occur.  

Elizabeth Ashley Support Option 3 - noise and vibration 
Support Option 4 - smells from kitchens 

Support for options 3 and 4 noted.  

Port of London 
Authority 
(Michael Atkins) 

As part of the noise and vibration matter, within the Local Plan the 
Agent of Change principle must be specifically be referred to, 
particularly in relation to the boroughs safeguarded Cremorne 
Wharf. The Agent of Change principle, referenced in paragraph 
187 of the 2021 NPPF and policies D12 and SI15 of the London Plan 
(2021) highlights the need for development proposals, including 
residential development adjacent to or opposite safeguarded 
wharves (including vacant wharves) to be designed to minimise 
the potential for conflicts of use and disturbance, in line with the 
Agent of Change principle and also confirms that it is the 
applicants responsibility to ensure that suitable mitigation (such as 
appropriately designed glazing and balconies) is in place. 

Comments noted.  
 
We will ensure to refer to the agent of change principle in the noise 
and vibration policy of the New Local Plan.  
 
As stated above the New Local Plan will continue to safeguard 
Cremorne Wharf. 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

ALL OPTIONS SUPPORTED 
Option 1 
To maintain and enhance the borough’s existing policies on the 
control of noise and vibration from building services plant and 
equipment. 
Noise impacts will be mitigated by planning requirements and use 
of conditions as at present. 
Option 2 
To include requirements to consider suitable ventilation and 
thermal comfort on new residential developments when designing 
schemes of sound insulation. 
Developers will need to consider providing appropriate ventilation 
schemes for new residential properties in a cohesive way. 

Support for all options noted. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Option 3 
To develop a specific policy for controlling noise and vibration 
from new gyms and fitness centres and ensure the protection of 
adjoining residents. 
Developers will need to consider the noise and vibration 
implications design mitigation measures that meets stringent 
industry-based standards to protect existing residential uses. 
Option 4 
To develop a specific policy for controlling smells/odours from new 
commercial kitchen ventilation and extraction systems with a 
presumption that, for most situations/uses, a high level discharge 
will be required in order to minimise 
We do not currently have a policy on odour control. It is important 
that this gap in policy is addressed. 
Developers will need to consider the smell/odour implications of 
all commercial premises where significant cooking takes place, and 
should explore at the earliest stages in a proposals development 
how a kitchen ventilation/extract system, discharging at a high-
level, can be implemented. 

Linda Wade Option 1 
• Agree 
Option 2 
• Agree 
Option 3 
• Agree 
Option 4 
This is a discussion that must be developed, how it can be 
implemented and be enforced effectively. 
The borough has concentrations of food outlets. With the turnover 
of businesses many either continue with the existing units despite 

Support for all options noted.  We have existing policies to control 
noise from building services plant. We will introduce a new policy 
on odour in the New Local Plan.  
 
Comments noted. However, it should be highlighted that the 
Council can only influence development through its powers as a 
local planning authority when an application for planning 
permission is required. The Government introduced new permitted 
development right in the summer of 2021 that now allow the 
change of use of many town centre uses such as shops, restaurants, 
offices etc that fall within Use Class E. This means that such a 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

their age, or advances in technology, and others just add-on 
elements. Many fail to apply for planning permission and 
enforcement can be slow and lead to many years of frustration 
from affective residents. 
There needs to be a policy developed which controls noise from 
plant, as well as smell. Also, to be taken into consideration the 
proximity of residential units and the overall accumulative impact 
of multiple units leading to an overall increase in noise levels. 
This should be widely advertised and that all businesses on 
transfer or application for a new licence should be made aware of 
the policy, their equipment checked, their filter cleaning schedules 
monitored. This could also be promoted by the Food Hygiene 
Officers. 

change of use no longer requires planning permission. In this 
situation we cannot control or influence these businesses through 
our powers as a local planning authority.   

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Options 2 and 4 Support for option 2 and 4 noted.  

Mr (Andrew 
Jamieson) 

Probably most of them especially motor cycles. Get noise 
"cameras" in situ. 

Planning is a system that primarily influences new development, we 
cannot directly influence the use of vehicles or existing traffic.   
However, the borough has recently expanded the Public Space 
Protection Order (PSPO) for anti-social vehicles to cover the whole 
borough.  Enforcement via acoustic cameras is being used to tackle 
noisy from excessively noisy driving behaviour. 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

Option 1: Agree, but “maintain” is not sufficient. Need to change 
existing policies to reflect the Covid and most likely the future 
working practices. 
 
Option 2: Agree. This is an increasing problem especially with the 
increase/uncontrollable reliance on air conditioning. Air condition 
is massive energy greedy and contrary to the direction of greening. 

Comments on option 1 noted. We will explore if this policy can be 
enhanced within the context of the current planning regime. 
However, it is important to highlight that the New Local Plan 
policies will only be able to influence new development that comes 
forward after its adoption, we cannot influence existing buildings 
unless an application comes forward. 
 



Respondent 
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Comments Council response 

We should be promoting increases in central fans and natural 
ventilation. Ventilation must be addressed in basements in 
particular. 
 
Option 3: Agree, but this should not apply just to gyms and fitness 
centres. All sorts of uses can cause nuisance. Late-night venues 
such as nightclubs or restaurants/pubs with late evening licences 
are a particular problem, as is increased noise from delivery motor 
bikes/push bikes congregating outside a restaurant for late night 
delivery. 
 
Option 4: Agree, but more is needed. There is a particular problem 
with the increase in food court type service: each food area has its 
own needs which increase the requirement for more and more 
commercial kitchen ventilation and extraction systems. There 
needs to be limits set on the level of ventilation and above that 
level not allowed. 

Support for option 2 noted. Regarding air conditioning units. We 
can only control these where planning permission is required. 
London Plan Policy SI 4 and chapter 5 of the RBKC Greening SPD 
encourage applicants to avoid using air conditioning units where 
possible. This is something that we will include in the relevant 
policy of the New Local Plan. 
 
Support for option 3 noted. The noise and vibration policy will be 
applicable to any noise generating use located in proximity to 
residents. This is in accordance with the London Plan agent of 
change principle. 
 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

TfL CD supports the aim to ensure acceptable levels of residential 
amenity. Our response to Q6.4 is also relevant to noise and 
vibration. 
 
It will be important for the Local Plan to have regard to ‘agent of 
change’ principles in order to protect existing business, food and 
drink, cultural and entertainment etc activities which are so 
important to the local character, identity and attraction of many 
parts of the borough. 

TfL’s support in principle is noted.  
 
The Council will ensure to have regard to the agent of change 
principle in our noise policies in the New Local Plan. 

ESSA (Barry 
Munday) 

Q 6.5 All these options seem relevant and desirable. Support for all options noted.  

David Campbell Options 1, 3 and especially 4. Support for all options, especially 1, 3, and 4. 



Respondent 
Name 
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Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

I support the option but more rigorous enforcement is required 
(see 6.3 ). 

Noted.  

Collette 
Wilkinson 

Residents lives in Lots Road have been blighted by the huge 
building projects that have been going on for at least three years 
with no immediate end in sight, with the prospect of even more 
building works in the future proposed by the Council. The noise 
and vibration has been unbearable at times, and the pollution 
from a constant stream of large lorries going into the Thames 
Tideway Project as well as the former Lots Road Power Station 
development, does nothing positive for the health of the residents. 

Comments noted.  
 
Under current planning legislation the Council and our Local Plan 
must help to bring sites forward for development and support 
growth and development in the Borough. This is a statutory 
requirement. 
 
The RBKC construction code of practise places a range of 
restrictions on construction sites including restricting construction 
hours to 8am – 6pm Mon-Fri. All construction sites must follow the 
rules of the construction code of practise. 
 
The Thames Tideway Project is outside of our control as a local 
planning authority, but is regulated (in terms of construction noise 
and vibration) by the Noise and Nuisance Team  

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

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

All. Support for all options noted.  

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

Alex Mackay Option 1 Support for option 1 noted.  
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Quod on behalf 
of Earls Court 
Development 
Company 
(Steffan Rees) 

ECDC supports the aims of the proposed options to ensure 
acceptable levels of residential amenity are provided and 
maintained for residents. 

Support for all options noted. 

DP9 on behalf of 
WELCOME 
TRUST (Zoe 
Smythe) 

Welcome Trust agree that residential amenity must be protected 
when bringing forward new developments. Welcome Trust note 
Option 4 seeks to develop a policy for controlling smells/odours 
from new commercial kitchen ventilation/extraction systems, 
whilst it is appreciated that this can be an issue for residents, it is 
often difficult to factor these issues in during an early stage of 
design development. 

Support for options 1 to 3 noted and comments regarding option 4 
noted.  

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

The reputation of the borough as a night-time attraction has made 
many residents’ lives miserable. 
Delivery services from hot food providers – even if transport is 
electric – entails drivers hanging around for hours, often causing 
noise nuisance and even anti-social behaviour. 
Vibration and humming can drive residents distracted. There must 
be better enforcement by the Council of the rule that ‘if you can 
hear it, it isn’t compliant’. 

Comments noted.  
 
However, it should be highlighted that the Council can only 
influence development through its powers as a local planning 
authority when an application for planning permission is required. 
The Government introduced new permitted development right in 
the summer of 2021 that now allow the change of use of many 
town centre uses such as shops, restaurants, offices etc that fall 
within Use Class E. This means that such a change of use no longer 
requires planning permission. In this situation we cannot control or 
influence these businesses through our powers as a local planning 
authority.   
 
All construction sites must follow the RBKC code of construction 
practise 
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Environment 
Agency (Hannah 
Malyon) 

We have no comments within our remit. Noted. 

Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water 
(Nicola Forster) 

N/A Noted. 

Norland 
Conservation 
Society (Vanessa 
Bartulovic) 

The contractors do not stick to the designated CTMPS. I have seen 
a number of instances of non application development, 
particularly relating to flood. In these instances there is far less 
control to neighbouring residents and indeed the Council. Licences 
for ALL works, particularly in Conservation Areas, should be a pre-
requisite to any Works. 

Comments noted.  
 
All construction sites must follow the RBKC code of construction 
practise. 

Turley (Laurence 
Brooker) 

For issue 3, Option 1 is also supported. Support for option 1 noted. 

 

  



Q.6.6. Do you have any other options to suggest? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Ambient measurements, before and after, to ensure compliance as 
a PLANNING CONDITION (not just subjective EHO enforcement) 
including 2021 baseline readings to prevent overall noise level 
from continually rising. 
 
On the Earl’s Court site, removal of the portal beams has reduced 
mass damping, and has therefore created new permanent tube 
train noise and vibration, where none existed before. 
 
Air conditioning units, extraction and ventilation plant need better 
control, monitoring and enforcement in mixed commercial and 
residential areas, with cumulative impacts. 

Comments noted.  Planning applications for new building services 
plant already require a noise survey to be carried out, along with a 
report demonstrating how compliance with our criteria will be 
achieved. In certain circumstances a post-installation compliance 
report is also required.  
 
We will explore if it would be appropriate and beneficial for post-
installation noise measurements  to be introduced as a planning 
condition in certain circumstances. 
  
Regarding air conditioning units. We can only control these where 
planning permission is required. London Plan Policy SI 4 and chapter 
5 of the RBKC Greening SPD encourage applicants to avoid using air 
conditioning units where possible. This is something that we will 
include in the relevant policy of the New Local Plan. 
 
The Council’s noise and nuisance team are responsible to 
monitoring and enforcing noise and nuisance complaints.  

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

The use of noisy drilling machinery should be banned if it disrupts 
the lives of neighbours and developers should be required to use 
hand tools only. 
 
All building sites, if their duration exceeds a certain time period, 
should be required to be enclosed and insulated from noise. 
 
If excessive noise is prevalent for more than a certain number of 
days, then the constructors should be forced to pay compensation 
to neighbouring residents within earshot 

Comments noted.  
 
We can only rarely, in the context of listed buildings where works 
are required in the context of delicate historic fabric can we require 
that developers use hand tools instead of modern industry standard 
equipment.   
 
Contractors are required to employ the ‘best practicable means’ to 
keep noise to a minimum – this includes the use of modern, quiet 
and well-maintained equipment, as well as the use of noise barriers 



Respondent 
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and screens where practical.  This, along with the Council’s 
permitted hours for noise construction work (the most restrictive in 
the UK), are the principal means by which the impact of noise and 
vibration of residents is minimised.  
 
We cannot require constructors or developers to implement such 
insulation measures or pay such a fine. This would certainly 
undermine development viability and deliverability. Under current 
planning legislation the Councill and the Local Plan must support 
development and growth in the Borough. This is a statutory 
requirement. 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

With the trend towards more outside living, there is an increasing 
problem with noise from roof terraces and balconies. attention 
needs to be given to this in the policy on living conditions (we are 
not sure that Policy CE6 is adequate). 
 
This is a comment rather than an option, but the avoidance of 
retro-fitted air conditioning would obviate the need for bulky 
acoustic enclosures, which are often problematic, especially in 
conservation areas. 

Comment noted.  
 
Regarding air conditioning units. We can only control these where 
planning permission is required. London Plan Policy SI 4 and chapter 
5 of the RBKC Greening SPD encourage applicants to avoid using air 
conditioning units where possible. This is something that we will 
include in the relevant policy of the New Local Plan. 
 

Friends of 
Holland Park (J 
Kettlewell) 

N/A Noted.  

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

The weakness of these kind of measure is that there is insufficient 
funding for checking compliance. 

The Council’s construction management team is responsible for 
checking compliance. If you are aware of a breach of the RBKC code 
of construction practise, please contact the Council’s construction 
management team at environmentalhealth@rbkc.gov.uk or tel: 020 
7361 3002. 



Respondent 
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RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Ambient measurements, before and after, to ensure compliance as 
a PLANNING CONDITION (not just subjective EHO enforcement) 
 
On the Earl’s Court site, removal of the portal beams has reduced 
mass damping, and has therefore created new permanent tube 
train noise and vibration, where none existed before. 

Comments noted. Planning applications for new building services 
plant already require a noise survey to be carried out, along with a 
report demonstrating how compliance with our criteria will be 
achieved. In certain circumstances a post-installation compliance 
report is also required.  
We will explore if it would be appropriate and beneficial for post-
installation noise measurements to be introduced as a planning 
condition in certain circumstances. 
  
Regarding air conditioning units. We can only control these where 
planning permission is required. London Plan Policy SI 4 and chapter 
5 of the RBKC Greening SPD encourage applicants to avoid using air 
conditioning units where possible. This is something that we will 
include in the relevant policy of the New Local Plan. 
 
The Council’s noise and nuisance team are responsible to 
monitoring and enforcing noise and nuisance complaints. If you are 
aware of a particular noise issue, please contact the noise and 
nuisance team on 020 7361 3002 or 
environmentalhealth@rbkc.gov.uk. 

Linda Wade Since the removal of the portal beams on the Earl’s Court 
Exhibition Centre site, residents are commenting about the 
increased train noise. This should be considered when it comes to 
planning permissions. 
 
Air conditioning units, extraction and ventilation plant need better 
control, monitoring and enforcement in mixed commercial and 
residential areas, with cumulative impacts. 

Comments noted. 
 
We will explore if it would be appropriate and beneficial for 
ambient measurements before and after can be introduced as a 
planning condition. 
 
Regarding air conditioning units. We can only control these where 
planning permission is required. London Plan Policy SI 4 and chapter 
5 of the RBKC Greening SPD encourage applicants to avoid using air 
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Noise from construction work over the weekends has been limited 
but requires more effective enforcement. 

conditioning units where possible. This is something that we will 
include in the relevant policy of the New Local Plan. 
 
Regarding construction works at the weekend. The Council’s Noise 
and Nuisance Team is responsible for checking compliance.  

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Strict ambient measurements, before and after, to ensure 
compliance as a planning condition and not a subjective 
enforcement by Environmental Health. 

Comment noted. Enforcement of planning conditions that control 
noise from building services plant can only be carried out through 
empirical measurement, not subjective assessments (which, 
conversely, is how a statutory noise nuisance is assessed). We will 
explore if it would be appropriate and beneficial for ambient 
measurements before and after can be introduced as a planning 
condition. 
 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

The new Code of Construction Practice which addresses 
construction issues was adopted in April 2019. Since then, the 
world has faced the Covid pandemic and home working has almost 
become the norm. Previously most homes were empty during the 
day or, at least, most of the day. Now they are workplaces and the 
level of noise from construction is such that many people found it 
impossible to work from home. We need to revisit the Code and 
question how we can reflect this change. The Code of Construction 
Practice and enforcement of S.60/S.61 agreements is not good 
enough or not effective and this needs review. 

Comments noted. However, we already restrict construction works 
to 8am – 6pm Mon. – Fri; which are the most rigorous working 
hours in the UK for noisy construction activity. We cannot restrict 
construction hours even further without impact development 
viability and deliverability. Under current planning legislation the 
Councill and the Local Plan must support development and growth 
in the Borough. This is a statutory requirement. 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

No Noted. 

Earl's Court Area 
Action Group 
(Bella Hardwick) 

There should be 24/7 provision of Council Environmental Health 
Services with full time Officers, including at weekends and 
residents should be able to log complaints with the Council for full 

Comments noted.  
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transparency and accountability, not with the developer and their 
contractors. 

The Council’s environmental health services are outside of the 
remit of the Local Plan and the planning department to control.   

ESSA (Barry 
Munday) 

Also RBKC’s SPD on Noise needs to be revisited as officers do not 
seem to be applying it rigorously. Will amalgamation with 
Westminster mean different standards? 
 
We would like that location and all other settings and projections 
of plant are clearly specified at planning application stage and 
there will be automatic penalties if these are found to have been 
changed afterwards without a new planning application. 
 
Restaurants, supermarkets, hotels, nightclubs and grocery stores 
should be included for noise nuisance from plant regulations as 
they particularly use air conditioning units and other plant which 
often if not inevitably give rise to noise and vibration. It is certainly 
not just gyms and fitness centres. 
 
Commercial kitchen ventilation and extraction systems are often 
unsightly as well as noisy and smelly. There needs to be limits set 
on the level of ventilation that is not natural ventilation with a ban 
on new large vent pipes and a ban on their replacement where 
they are already existing even if at the back of high streets. With 
time to plan restaurants can incrementally or otherwise redesign 
their kitchen areas so that natural ventilation becomes a larger 
component of kitchen ventilation. There could be a section 106 
against air conditioning when a basement is approved. 
 
Ventilation: we are also concerned about noise from air source 
heat pumps. Noise creep will be inevitable so it is important that 
the existing Noise SPD is maintained or strengthened. Natural 

Comments noted.  
 
The Council plans to update our noise SPD. This work will be 
primarily carried by our noise team rather than the planning team.  
 
The Council’s construction management team is responsible for 
checking compliance with the RBKC code of construction practise.  
 
The New Local Plan noise and vibration policy will be applicable to 
all noise generating premises, not just gyms. This is also the case for 
the current policy. Regarding air conditioning units. We can only 
control these where planning permission is required. London Plan 
Policy SI 4 and chapter 5 of the RBKC Greening SPD encourage 
applicants to avoid using air conditioning units where possible. This 
is something that we will include in the relevant policy of the New 
Local Plan. 
 
With regards to commercial kitchen, ventilation and extraction 
systems. It should be highlighted that the Council can only influence 
development through its powers as a local planning authority when 
an application for planning permission is required. The Government 
introduced new permitted development right in the summer of 
2021 that now allow the change of use of many town centre uses 
such as shops, restaurants, offices etc that fall within Use Class E. 
This means that such a change of use no longer requires planning 
permission. In this situation we cannot control or influence these 
premises through our powers as a local planning authority. In 
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ventilation should always be required for new build. Overheating 
to be avoided through design. This is a green issue not just 
planning Issue 4: Flood risk There is no doubt that increasing global 
temperatures will lead to more intense rainfall and severe 
weather. Therefore, we need to plan for more surface water (rain) 
and sewer water flooding, the main types of flooding that we 
expect across our borough. 
A series of options for addressing flooding and flood risk in the 
Borough are set out under Issue 4 of Section 6 of the Issues and 
Options paper. 

addition, the new local plan cannot influence existing properties 
only new development that comes forward after its adoption.  
 
Ventilation: As mentioned above the Council will be updating its 
noise SPD. The RBKC Greening SPD sets out that where an air 
source heat pump requires planning permission, we will require a 
noise assessment. However, it should be noted that heat pumps 
don’t typically require planning permission. Where this is the case, 
we cannot control such works through the planning system. 
 
Options for overheating policy are presented under issue 1 of 
section 6 of the issues and options consultation. In conformity with 
London Plan Policy SI 4 and the associated cooling hierarchy, we are 
aiming to introduce an overheating policy that encourages all 
development to prioritises natural ventilation. 

David Campbell Limit the noise and vibration from ventilation fans. Restrict the size 
of kitchens rather than simply opting for high-level discharge 
affecting a wider area. 

Comment noted. However, it should be highlighted that the Council 
can only influence development through its powers as a local 
planning authority when an application for planning permission is 
required. The Government introduced new permitted development 
right in the summer of 2021 that now allow the change of use of 
many town centre uses such as shops, restaurants, offices etc that 
fall within Use Class E. This means that such a change of use no 
longer requires planning permission. In this situation we cannot 
control or influence these premises through our powers as a local 
planning authority. In addition, the new local plan cannot influence 
existing properties only new development that comes forward after 
its adoption. 
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Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

No further comments Noted. 

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

Noted.  

Collette 
Wilkinson 

Stop large high rise building projects in the future in the Borough. Noted. Options for the Council’s policy approach to tall buildings is 
set out under section 13 of the issues and options paper. It is 
important to note that we cannot simply ban all tall buildings in the 
borough as this would be contrary to the London Plan and national 
policy.  

David Lloyd-Davis Concrete breaking during demolitions is a major source of noise 
and vibration that require independent monitoring. 

Concrete breaking and demolition are defined as ‘high impact’ work 
within the Council’s Code of Construction Practice, and restrictions 
are placed on contractors to limit the times during which they can 
take place within the over-arching permitted hours for construction 
work that creates noise. These activities are not permitted before 
9am, between 12-noon and 2pm, or after 5:30pm.   The Council 
does not have the resources to independently monitor every site 
but will respond to complaints from residents. 
 
The Council’s construction management team is responsible for 
checking compliance with the RBKC code of construction practise. 
The code includes a range of restriction on demolition and 
construction works and development sites. If you are aware of the 
code, please contact the Council’s construction management team 
at environmentalhealth@rbkc.gov.uk or tel: 020 7361 3002. 
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Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

Many of these issues have new importance now with the 
increasing number of people working from home. Hybrid working 
may mean this is an ongoing issue. We cannot expect residents to 
be away from home all day so that construction and other noisy 
works will not disturb them. 

Comments noted. However, we already restrict construction works 
to 8am – 6pm Mon. – Fri, which are the most restrictive hours 
within the UK. We cannot restrict construction hours even further 
without impact development viability and deliverability. Under 
current planning legislation the Councill and the Local Plan must 
support development and growth in the Borough. This is a statutory 
requirement. 

 

  



Issue 4: Flood risk 

Q.6.7. Which of these options do you support? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

ALL OPTIONS SUPPORTED 
 
 

Support noted. The wording of the comment has been copied from 
the Issues and Options document, so no response required. 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

All seem sensible. Support noted. 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

We await the independent report by Thames Water on the causes 
of the flash flooding in the north of the Borough on July 12th 2021. 
As we have raised in the past, we question whether RBKC should 
continue to grant planning consents to basements within Critical 
Drainage Areas until such time as TW can provide assurances that 
its systems can cope with what are no longer 1 in a 100 year 
events. We anticipate that the insurance industry will react to such 
weather events by making basements almost uninsurable in 
commercial and domestic properties at risk of flash flooding. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Option 1: As we understand, ‘breach level’ relates to risks of fluvial 
flooding should e.g. the Thames Barrier fail? Flash flooding from 
excessive rainfall appears to be a much more likely risk in the 
StQW neighbourhood. 

Thames Water will not provide the assurance suggested as their 
sewer system has not been designed to cope with very intense 
storms. The current sewer system capacity design standard varies 
from of 1 in 5 years (storm intensity) to 1 in 30 years. The Council is 
lobbying for these standards to change but it is for central 
government and Ofwat to decide the adequate standards and to 
make water companies comply with them. 
The new draft policy will now require all basement development to 
be supported by a Flood Risk assessment. 
 
Insurance companies have their own modelling for surface water 
and, even when insurance premiums for the flooded properties 
may have increased, we do not have any evidence to support the 
claim that insurance companies will not insure basement 
properties. This is something we cannot control through Planning. 
 
Breach levels refer to fluvial flood risk were the embankment wall 
(rather than the Thames Barrier) to fail. The draft flood risk policy 
will restrict sleeping accommodation below the breach level. 
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More resilient design of basements could be ensured through 
planning requirements and Building Regulations. Restrictions on 
use of basements as sleeping accommodation should be 
introduced, in Critical Drainage Areas, through planning conditions 
and legal agreements, except where adequate preventative 
measures are in place. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We support Options 2, 4, 6 and 8. On Policy CE2 and resisting 
impermeable surfaces we need more help from RBKC in enforcing 
breaches that are reported. Plus clarity over whether this policy 
applies to rear as well as front gardens. The new demand for 
‘garden offices’ to enable ‘working from home’ is an issue, and PD 
rights means that permeable areas in rear gardens are increasingly 
at threat. The efficacy of green roofs on outbuildings, as a 
substitute for garden area seems questionable. 
 
 

We already require basements to be properly protected from flood 
risk through policies CL7 and CE2. Furthermore, the supporting text 
for the flood risk policy will explain that these assessments should 
ensure that development (including basement development) is 
protected against flood risk and will not lead to offsite flooding.    
 
Support noted. The current policy CE2i refers to landscaped areas 
to ensure any front or rear garden is covered. 
 
Concerns about garden offices and PD rights noted. 
Green roofs are not considered substitutes for garden areas. If an 
outbuilding is implemented in the garden (and it needs planning 
permission), a 50% betterment in surface water run-off is required 
as per policy CE2g. 
 
 
The Council will scrutinise Thames Water independent review and is 
lobbying for short-term and long-term measures to reduce flood 
risk in the borough. 
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Given that the Thames Water report is being commissioned by TW, 
can it really be said to be independent? 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

Option 1: We agree with the introduction of a policy to reflect the 
EA criteria to restrict sleeping accommodation in basements to 
below the breach level. This would need to be achieved, however, 
in such a way that the requirement is incorporated in the deeds of 
the building so that it is a lasting legal requirement and is drawn to 
the attention of future owners. 
Option 2: We agree with supporting natural flood 
management/green infrastructure to reduce flood risk. 
Option 3: We agree that the policy should be linked to the latest 
standards. 
Options 4 and 5: we agree that tanks, especially when associated 
with pumps, have the potential to cause problems. We agree with 
option 5. 
Option 6: we strongly support water efficiency measures, reuse of 
greywater and water harvesting measures. It should be a 
requirement for all new build to include such measures unless 
really impractical; and use of greywater should also be encouraged 
as part of garden landscaping schemes. 
Option 7: we agree that green/blue roofs should be required in all 
flat roofs, including extensions. 
Option 8: we agree that the policy should be clarified to make 
clear that calculations should take into account the whole site 
rather than the area to be developed. 

Support for Option 1 noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Support for Options 2, 3, 4,5, 7 and 8 noted. 
 
Option 6: support noted. The re-use of grey water and water 
efficiency measures is supported and will be included in the Surface 
Water Run-off and Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) policy. 
 

Thames Water 
Utilities Ltd (Sir/ 
Madam) 

Thames Water support all proposals to reduce the use of potable 
water and minimise the discharge of water to the combined sewer 
network. The use of integrated water management strategies to 

Support for the reduction of the use in potable water and the need 
to implement suitable pumped devices in basements noted.  
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look at the use of water holistically are also supported. It is also 
important that any new Local Plan continues the existing policy 
requirement in Policy CL7 of the existing Local Plan for new 
basement development to be fitted with suitable pumped devices 
in order to protect the development from the risk of sewer 
flooding. 

We note that Thames Water also supports the use of integrated 
water management strategies. 

Greg Hammond I'm not so sure about Option 1 if it impacts existing basement 
dwellings, because this could add too much cost and potentially 
take out of legal use a huge proportion of existing stock; this 
should only be applied for new builds. I have no opinion of the rest 
of it, which was too technical for a lay person to understand, but 
flood defences are critical going forward. 

Noted. 
Option 1 is for new development, extension to existing basement 
dwellings or the creation of a basement in an existing building. This 
has been introduced by the Environment Agency for safety reasons 
as basement development are more vulnerable to flooding. 
  

Friends of 
Holland Park (J 
Kettlewell) 

N/A N/A 

Fernando Chueca Increase capacity of the sewers Noted. The Council will scrutinise Thames Water independent 
review and is lobbying for short-term and long-term measures to 
reduce flood risk in the borough. 
 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Option 2 and option 6 Support for options 2 and 6 noted. 

Port of London 
Authority 
(Michael Atkins) 

With regard to option 2 which states that the borough will support 
natural flood management/green infrastructure to reduce flood 
risk. This is in principle supported. As part of this the PLA considers 
that for riverside developments, reference should be given in the 
Local Plan to the estuary edges guidance, which provides 
information on ecological design for softening the riverside ‘edges’ 

Support for option 2 noted.  
Reference will be included in the Local Plan to the Estuary Edges 
guidance for riverside developments. 
https://www.estuaryedges.co.uk/ 
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to encourage wildlife into urban estuaries. This guidance was co-
ordinated by the Thames Estuary Partnership with input from the 
Environment Agency and the PLA, and a link guidance can be 
found at: https://www.estuaryedges.co.uk/ 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

ALL OPTIONS SUPPORTED 
 
 

Support for all options supported. 

Linda Wade Option 1 
• Agree 
Option 2 
• Agree This should include the maintenance of the West 
Brompton Wetlands and the stream to the Thames. 
Option 3 
• Agree 
Option 4 
• Agree 
Option 5 
• Agree 
Option 6 
• Agree 
Option 7 
• Agree 
Option 8 
• Agree 
 
 
Q6.8: Do you have any other options to suggest? 
 
That Thames Water revisit the plans to complete the super-sewer 

Agreement noted.  
The West Brompton Wetlands are not within the borough. We 
cannot, therefore, reference their maintenance in our policy. 
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to protect the Counter’s Creek catchment area. It is not credible 
with the evident change in weather patterns that what we saw in 
July this year is a 1-1000 incident. There is increased density in 
building and use, reduced permeability, overloading an aging 
infrastructure leaving much of south of the borough close to the 
Thames vulnerable. 

Noted. The Local Plan already contains a policy (CE2l) that supports 
new water and sewer infrastructure development when needed. 
This policy will be maintained in the NLPR. The Council will 
scrutinise Thames Water independent review and is lobbying for 
short-term and long-term measures to reduce flood risk in the 
borough. 
 
 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Options 2,5,7 Support for options 2.5 and 7 noted. 

Mr (Andrew 
Jamieson) 

Clean the drains. The road gullies are cleaned regularly by our SUEZ contractors. TfL 
also cleans the strategic network route. Thames Water maintains 
the main sewer system. 

Marine 
Management 
Organisation 
(Lucinda 
Robinson) 

Minerals and Waste Local Plans and Local Aggregate Assessments 
If you are consulting on a minerals and waste local plan or local 
aggregate assessment, the MMO recommends reference to 
marine aggregates, and to the documents below, to be included: 
• The Marine Policy Statement (MPS), Section 3.5 which highlights 
the importance of marine aggregates and its supply to England’s 
(and the UK’s) construction industry. 
• The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), which sets out 
policies for national (England) construction mineral supply. 
• The minerals planning practice guidance which includes specific 
references to the role of marine aggregates in the wider portfolio 
of supply. 
• The national and regional guidelines for aggregates provision in 
England 2005-2020 predict likely aggregate demand over this 
period, including marine supply. 

Comments noted. the Issues and Options consultation does not 
relate to a Minerals and Waste Local Plan or a Local Aggregate 
Assessment.   
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The minerals planning practice guidance requires local mineral 
planning authorities to prepare Local Aggregate Assessments. 
These assessments must consider the opportunities and 
constraints of all mineral supplies into their planning regions – 
including marine sources. This means that even land-locked 
counties may have to consider the role that marine-sourced 
supplies (delivered by rail or river) have – particularly where land-
based resources are becoming increasingly constrained. 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

Option 1: Agree, subject to definition of the “breach level” and 
more understanding of how “permanent barriers” would work. 
There is also an enforcement problem. The "gym" in basements 
almost always has a full bathroom and easily becomes the 
bedroom as soon as built. A planning condition requiring new 
consent for changes may be part of the answer, but there needs to 
be a legal requirement that appears on the deeds. There needs 
more industry pressure here so that such rooms become 
uninsurable if uses as bedrooms. 
 
Floods cannot be avoided completely, so the planning system 
should be used as far as possible to ensure that basements are 
resilient to flooding and can quickly be returned to use. Pumps are 
only part of the answer. The drainage levels for everything in 
basements (including toilets) should be high, as should electrical 
fittings. Tiling should be used and floodgates installed where 
appropriate. 
 
 
 
 

Support for option 1 is noted. Breach level and permanent barriers 
will be explained in the Local Plan. 
 
 
 
 
Lobbying insurance companies is outside the scope of the Local 
Plan. 
 
Noted. Appropriate flood risk protection and resilience measures 
should be implemented. The new draft policy will now require all 
basement development to be supported by a Flood Risk 
assessment, regardless of their location. Furthermore, the 
supporting text for the flood risk policy will explain that these 
assessments should ensure that development (including basement 
development) is protected against flood risk and will not lead to 
offsite flooding.   
 
It is not clear why it is considered in the comment that drainage 
levels should be high as the function of the pumps is to take the 
flows to the ground floor and from there discharge them into the 
sewer by gravity.  
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Option 2: Agree, but this will need to be defined and enshrined in a 
Local Plan Policy if such policies are to come forward. 
 
Option 3: Agree 
Option 4: We oppose any run-off. Developments should be 
designed to retain and re-use any surface water run-off – on which 
see below on other options. We would support a policy of zero site 
water run-off. 
Option 5: Disagree with allowing flexibility. What exact is a flexible 
solution? Sounds like a trade-off: more water run-off if there is a 
green infrastructure. If green infrastructure, then it should absorb 
the water and not run in it the sewers. This sounds very tricky. 
Option 6: Agree. Ties into Option 4. 

 
 
Support for option 2 noted and it will be part of the Local Plan 
Policy.  
 
 
Support for option 3 noted. 
 
Zero run-off policy noted. However, it is not possible to stop run-off 
completely due to site constraints and soil composition. Policies 
should be implementable. 
 
Option 5 means that the provision of green infrastructure is 
favoured over pipes and tanks which do not provide further 
benefits apart from water attenuation. 
 
Support for option 6 agreed. 
 
 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

TfL CD generally supports measures to reduce run-off rates 
through green infrastructure and SuDS, as well as supporting water 
efficiency measures. Again it may not be necessary to repeat 
policies in the London Plan but any bespoke policies should be in 
general conformity. 
 
Particularly relevant to TfL, utilities and other infrastructure 
providers, any detailed policy must recognise that there may be 
physical constraints on the use of SuDS above and around sub-
surface infrastructure and it should support a flexible approach to 
achieving objectives. Where sites have constraints such as rail and 

Support for policies to achieve run-off reduction is noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. The draft policies will allow for flexibility and recognise that 
each site and its constrains should be considered on their merits. 
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underground lines for which impact must be negated, there is a 
clear need for flexibility. 
 
Option 7 
 
The ‘requirement’ for green / blue roofs in all flat roofs should be 
relaxed to allow their provision to be optimised and balanced with 
other competing requirements for roof space, such as PV’s and 
amenity space. 

 
 
 
 
 
Noted. The supporting text will refer to the need for balancing 
other requirements such as PVs. However, it should be noted that 
green roofs and PVs could also be integrated.  
Green/blue roofs could also provide amenity space. 
 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

This is a big concern with residents. It needs to be fully explored 
with specialist advice on which of the 8 options should be pursued. 
Green or blue roof mitigation measures seem to be sensible and 
better than engineered solutions. The bar on sleeping 
accommodation below the breach level (of Thames defences ) 
seems sensible. 

Support for options 1, 5 and 7 noted. 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

I support Option 5 Support for option 5 noted. 

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

Noted. 

Collette 
Wilkinson 

Most of them Noted. 

David Lloyd-Davis Options 1,2,3,4,6,7&8. Support for options 1,2,3,4,6,7 and 8 noted. 
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Swifts Local 
Network: Swifts 
& Planning 
Group (Mike 
Priaulx) 

All. Noted. 

Robert Dixon I support all of these options. Noted. 

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

ECDC generally supports the proposed options to reduce run-off 
rates through green infrastructure and SuDS, as well as supporting 
water efficiency measures. However, ECDC recommends that the 
requirement for green/blue roofs in all flat roof areas proposed in 
Option 7 is softened to allow their provision to be optimised and 
balanced with other competing requirements for roof space, such 
as PVs and amenity space. 
 
Any detailed policy should recognise that SuDS can have physical 
constraints around sub-surface infrastructure, space, building 
layout, orientation, land uptake and soil condition and it should 
support a flexible approach to achieving these objectives. Where 
sites have constraints such as rail and underground lines for which 
impact must be negated the need for flexibility is crucial. 

Support noted. 
 
Regarding green/blue roofs the policy will refer to the need for 
balancing other requirements such as PVs.  
Green/blue roofs could also provide amenity space. 
 
 
 
 
Noted. The draft policy will allow for flexibility. The supporting text 
will recognise that site constrains should be considered. 
 

DP9 on behalf of 
WELCOME 
TRUST  (Zoe 
Smythe) 

Wellcome Trust suggest that Option 4 which seeks to reduce the 
need for more engineering SuDs, should also recognise the 
constraints of individual sites, and that this is assessed on a case-
by-case basis. It may be the case on very constrained sites, that the 
only approach to achieve the required run-off rates is through the 
use of engineered SuDs. 

Noted and agreed. The draft policy will allow for flexibility. The 
supporting text will recognise that site constrains should be 
considered. 
 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 

It is extraordinary that there is no enforcement whatever of the 
regulation preventing concreting over of gardens and driveways. 

Concern about enforcement of concreting over front gardens and 
driveways noted. The Council has produced the Greening SPD 

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/greening-spd


Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

Most residents have no idea it is against planning policy, and there 
is zero enforcement despite evidence that flooding occurs - or is 
certainly exacerbated - during downpours due to rainwater 
entering drains instead of the aquifer. There should be a 
determined campaign of information on this, plus how to create a 
SUDS system that is climate-friendly – there seems to be little or 
no advice or encouragement on this issue. Far too many people 
concrete, pave or use plastic grass/astroturf in their gardens, 
eliminating planting areas and discouraging a wide variety of 
insects and birds, and making a hostile environment for small 
mammals. No more astroturf or non-permeable surfaces, in back 
gardens as well as front. Legislate, educate and enforce! 

(chapter 11) and a SuDS webpage where we explain the issues 
around paving gardens.  

Environment 
Agency (Hannah 
Malyon) 

We support all these options. 
We remind you of the following advice previously provided in 
response to the NLPR Borough issues consultation in 2020. 
 
London is at particular risk from surface water flooding, mainly due 
to the large extent of impermeable surfaces. In your current Local 
Plan, you have identified a need for Sustainable Drainage Systems 
(SuDS) to be commonplace throughout the borough, reducing the 
risk of flood events especially in the west of the borough when 
combined with the upgrading of Counters Creek sewer and storm 
drain. Your LLFA should identify through your Local Flood Risk 
Management Strategies and Surface Water Management Plans 
areas where there are particular surface water management issues 
and aim to reduce these risks. 
 
Development proposals should aim to achieve greenfield run-off 
rates and ensure that surface water run-off is managed as close to 
its source as possible. There should also be a preference for green 

Noted. 
Please refer to our responses for your comments for the Borough 
Issues Consultation.  
 
 
We are aware of surface water flooding and interaction with other 
sources of flooding. This will continue to be addressed in the Local 
Plan, alongside the need for new water and sewerage 
infrastructure.  
 
Our Local Flood Risk Management Strategy will be reviewed after 
Thames Water’s Independent Review is published and our S19 
investigation finalised. This will ensure that any lessons learnt, and 
actions needed are included in the strategy’s action plan. 
 
 
 
 

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/sustainable-drainage-systems
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over grey features, in line with the drainage hierarchy as identified 
in Policy SI13 Sustainable drainage in the London Plan (2021). 
Please also refer to the London Sustainable Drainage Action Plan 
that contains a series of actions to make the drainage system work 
in a more natural way with a particular emphasis on retrofitting. 
Often SuDs can be designed and implemented in ways that 
promote multiple benefits including increased water use 
efficiency, improved water quality, and enhanced biodiversity and 
contributing to biodiversity net gain, urban greening, amenity and 
recreation. However, it should be noted the SuDs should be used 
with caution if there is previous land contamination on site, or if 
the proposed development has the potential be contaminative, in 
the interests of groundwater protection. Infiltrating water has the 
potential to cause mobilisation of contaminants present in shallow 
soil/made ground which could ultimately cause pollution of 
underlying groundwater resources. 
 
It is important that other sources of flooding are also considered. 
The borough includes areas of tidal flood risk, where tidal flood 
risk management should be a priority for the borough. This 
includes ensuring that new development is sequentially tested to 
steer development away from areas of flood risk and complies 
with the NPPF and TE2100 plan. As discussed above, your SFRA will 
need to be updated to reflect this. 

Our SuDS policies will continue to reflect the sites’ constraints 
(including land contamination) and have different requirements for 
major and minor applications to ensure the policies are 
implementable. The SuDS hierarchy and multiple environmental 
benefits of the SuDS will be mentioned in the policy.  
 
 
The London Sustainable Drainage Action Plan will be added under 
guidance documents.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. Tidal flooding already is a priority for the Council. Policy CE2 
f requires development adjacent to the Thames to be set back from 
the Thames flood defence to enable the sustainable and cost-
effective upgrade of flood defences and to implement any other 
recommendations of the Thames Estuary 2100 plan (TE2100). These 
policy points will be maintained in the draft policies.  
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Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water  
(Nicola Forster) 

Option 1 
We support Option 1 to include a policy to reflect the EA criteria to 
restrict sleeping accommodation below the breach level. 
Option 2 
We support Option 2 and the support for natural flood 
management/green infrastructure to reduce flood risk. 
Option 3 
We support Option 3 and to link the policy with climate change 
resilience and adaptation in line with the Government’s FCERM 
strategy and FRMP and also refer to the updated Local Flood Risk 
Management Strategy. 
Option 4 
Option 4 states: 
To require policy CE2g run-off rates are met following the SuDS 
hierarchy to reduce or avoid the need for more engineering SuDS 
(as opposed to natural SuDS). 
This will allow to meet the percentage of reduction we require in 
terms of run-off rates but will not provide SuDS with other 
benefits. 
Using engineering solutions may mean that tanks are used to meet 
our SuDS policies as they may use less space on the ground, but 
they are less sustainable in the long term. Tanks are associated 
with pumps in some cases which is much less sustainable. 
Whilst it is noted that natural SuDs are the more preferable option, 
this is not always the case due to different site constraints. 
Therefore to ensure that the best water management solution is 
provided for each development site, reference should be given to 
the consideration of site constraints in each sites overall SuDs 
strategy. 
Furthermore, if SuDs are not applicable then other drainage 

Support for options 1, 2 and 3. 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted and agreed. The draft policy will allow for flexibility. The 
supporting text will recognise that site constrains should be 
considered. 
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measures should be put in place which improve each sites water 
management. 
If SuDs are shown not to be achievable then an off–set payment 
should be considered to mitigate the impact. 
Option 5 
Option 5 states: 
To be flexible regarding meeting policy CE2g run-off rates when 
more natural SuDS are used. Even when the maximum reduction 
may not be achieved, the multiple benefits delivered by green 
infrastructure will be realised. 
Developers will have to think about green /sustainable issues from 
the outset of a project. This could have positive knock on effects 
on meeting other green policies (such as UGF). 
We support the promotion of natural SuDs, particularly green and 
brown roofs. However, to ensure surface water run-off rates are 
effectively managed, we consider that both natural and 
engineering SuDs should be fully explored and achieved where 
possible to optimise sustainable drainage. 
Furthermore, if SuDs are shown not to be achievable then an off–
set payment should be considered to mitigate the impact. 
Option 6 
We support option 6 and the support of water efficiency 
measures, reuse of greywater and water harvesting measures to 
reduce water demand and sewerage flows. 
Option 7 
We support the requirement for green/blue roofs in all flat roofs 
including extensions. However, we consider that this requirement 
should not be limited to all flat roofs and proposals should use the 
most up-to-date and efficient design to allow green/blue roofs 
where possible. 

 
 
 
The policy will also explain that if SuDS are not applicable other 
drainage measures should be put in place to improve the site’s 
water management. These measures could be water efficiency, 
rainwater reuse and water saving devices.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. The SuDS hierarchy and multiple environmental benefits of 
the SuDS will be mentioned in the policy. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Support for Options, 5, 6, and 8 is noted. 
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It is noted that a large proportion of the Borough is located within 
conservation areas and includes a significant number of listed 
buildings. We welcome the consideration of green/brown roofs on 
flats within conservation areas and on listed buildings, however 
again consider that the requirement should not be limited to all 
flat roofs and proposals should use the most up-to-date and 
efficient design to allow green/blue roofs where possible. 
Option 8 
We welcome Option 8 which seeks to clarify that Policy CE2 
surface water calculations take account of the whole site rather 
than the area to be developed. We also welcome the requirement 
for further details such as catchment areas for SuDs and all of the 
SuDs details (even when some SuDS elements are not part of the 
calculations). 

 
Regarding option 7, green/blue roofs are also part of the SuDS 
hierarchy which will be referred to in the policy so their use will be 
maximised, not only in roofs. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Norland 
Conservation 
Society (Vanessa 
Bartulovic) 

All repair works should be monitored, particularly where they 
relate to Listed asset. There are a number of discrepancies I have 
noted across Norland, which do not constitute repairs, rather they 
are illegal works and development. 

Comment noted.  
 
It is important to note that not all repairs to listed buildings require 
listed building consent or planning permission.  
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The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

See the Environment Select Committee letter to Thames Water of 
July 2019. 
Better policies and control to prevent loss of permeable surfaces 
and prevent over-development of hard-surfacing. 
 
 
Thames Water to revisit installation and recommence the super-
sewer. 

Noted. The current SuDS policy CE2i resists impermeable surfaces in 
gardens and landscaped areas. This policy will be maintained. The 
new SuDS draft policy will refer to the need to increase permeable 
surfaces and green infrastructure to enhance natural drainage. 
 
The Council will scrutinise Thames Water independent review of the 
July flooding and is lobbying for short-term and long-term measures 
to reduce flood risk in the borough. 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

The Council should consider using its planning powers to prevent 
bedrooms from being installed in basements. 

Noted. The draft flood risk policy will state that sleeping 
accommodation below the breach level will not be allowed. 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

Need for a study: we were appalled by the recent floods affecting 
the Portobello area and surrounding areas, and in particular the 
sewage flooding. If it is not already in hand, we would strongly 
urge that the Council, commission a study, with a survey of those 
affected, to see what lessons can be learnt. Such a study might be 
jointly commissioned with neighbouring boroughs affected by the 
same floods. We note, incidentally, that one-way valves, if 
installed in all houses in long streets of basements prone to 
flooding, can mean problems further down the line if water has 
nowhere to go. 
 
 
 
 
 
Stricter policy on impermeable surfaces in gardens. The present 
requirements apply only to front gardens and the required 
drainage can be achieved by vanishingly narrow strips of 

Noted. The Council, as a Lead Local Flood Authority, will investigate 
the event and produce a report (called S19 investigation) with the 
findings. We are working with other neighbouring boroughs 
(Hammersmith and Fulham, Westminster and Camden) on this too. 
 
 
 
 
 
Thames Water has also commissioned an Independent Review to be 
finalised in April 2022. The Council will scrutinise Thames Water 
independent review and is lobbying for short-term and long-term 
measures to reduce flood risk in the borough. 
 
Regarding impermeable surfaces, the current SuDS policy CE2i 
resists impermeable surfaces in gardens and landscaped areas. This 
policy will be maintained. The new SuDS draft policy will refer to 
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flowerbed along one wall. As we saw in the recent floods, this is 
not sufficient to prevent run-off in really heavy rainfall. Much 
tougher policies on permeability are required for all gardens, not 
just front ones. There seems a strong case for an Article 4 
direction, even under the latest restrictive criterion, given the 
imperative of combatting climate change. 
Garden buildings and swimming pools. There is a growing fashion 
for pergolas and similar structures in gardens. These cover space 
that could be planting or permeable surface. It is possible to 
construct pergolas with permeable underfoot surfacing, e.g. by use 
of decking. But we believe that structures with hard standing 
should be resisted in the interests of reducing flood risk. Except in 
cases where they provide an office space and thus facilitate 
working from home, they bring no public benefit. They are often 
unsightly for neighbours (especially if they are in gardens adjoining 
communal gardens, or if they have electricity and are lit at night) 
and discourage wildlife. There are, therefore, multiple reasons for 
better control. 
We are aware that some garden structures are classed as 
permitted development. Again, however, given the imperative of 
combatting climate change, we believe that there is a strong case 
for an Article 4 direction. In this context, we note that in the old 
2009 Planning Policy Statement 25 (PPS25) on development and 
flood risk it is suggested (para 5.57) that: 
‘Where it is considered to be a local problem, LPAs might consider 
whether there is a case in a flood risk area to also remove 
permitted development rights for impermeable surfacing of 
gardens other than front gardens, or for impermeable surfacing of 
private roads, by making a direction under article 4 of the 1995 
General Permitted Development Order.’ 

the need to increase permeable surfaces and green infrastructure 
to enhance natural drainage. 
 
An article 4 direction will not be required as we have robust policies 
in place to ensure development does not lead to an increase in 
impermeable surfaces. 
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The latest NPPF is therefore a retrograde step (although paragraph 
71 does say that 
‘Plans should consider the case for setting out policies to resist 
inappropriate development of residential gardens, for example 
where development would cause harm to the local area’). 
We also note that little attention is given to the fact that gardens 
probably provide a quarter or more of the green space in urban 
areas and it is therefore highly important that any reduction in the 
green space provided by gardens should be resisted for reasons of 
air quality and prevention of overheating. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We acknowledge the multiple benefits that gardens and green 
infrastructure provide. This will be recognised in the SuDS policy 
and in the green infrastructure section. 
 
 

Thames Water 
Utilities Ltd (Sir/ 
Madam) 

It is noted that the London Plan states that the Optional 
Requirement set out in Part G of the Building Regulations should 
be applied across London. Under the Building Regulations this 
Optional Requirement is only required to be applied where the 
planning permission under which the building work is carried out 
(a) specifies the optional requirement; and (b) makes it a condition 
that that requirement must be complied with. 
In order to ensure that the Optional Requirement is applied to all 
new development it is therefore necessary to ensure that a 
planning condition is attached to all permissions. 

Noted. The Council will follow Policy SI 5 of the London Plan 2021 
aims to protect water supplies and resources and improve water 
infrastructure. The expectation is for major development to 
minimise the use of mains water to meet the Optional Requirement 
of the Building Regulations (residential development) of 105 litres 
or less per head per day (excluding allowance of up to five litres for 
external water consumption). For commercial development, the 
requirement is to achieve at least the BREEAM excellent standard 
for the ‘Wat 01’ water category or equivalent. Measures such as 
smart metering, water saving, and recycling measures (in new 
development and retrofit) could help to achieve these standards. 

Friends of 
Holland Park (J 
Kettlewell) 

N/A Noted. 
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Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

No Noted.  

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

See the Environment Select Committee letter to Thames Water of 
July 2019. 
Reinstate the planned SUPER SEWER 

Noted. The Council will scrutinise Thames Water independent 
review of the July flooding and is lobbying for short-term and long-
term measures to reduce flood risk in the borough. 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

We are not sure if the Council is planning a study of the basement 
flooding around Portobello Road caused by the recent floods, but 
we think this should be useful to inform policy. 
 
 
 
 
SUDS: there needs to be a stricter application of the policy on 
SUDS, with less willingness to accept that the cost (viability) and 
the lack of available land the reasons as an excuse for not applying 
the-policy. There should be no acceptance of any form of increase 
reliance on the already overtaxed sewer system for site drainage. 
 
 
Garden buildings: CL7 basement policy requires: a) states “not 
exceed a maximum of 50 per cent of each garden or open part of 
the site. The unaffected garden must be in a single area and where 
relevant should form a continuous area with other neighbouring 
gardens”. 
 
The specific requirement is to “allows better drainage, and 
continuity of larger planting supporting biodiversity”. 
 

Noted. The Council, as a Lead Local Flood Authority, will investigate 
the event and produce a report (called S19 investigation) with the 
findings. The findings of the report will be published and will inform 
future actions in the Local Flood Risk Management Strategy which 
will be referred to in the draft Flood Risk policy. 
 
Regarding to the implementation of the SuDS policy, the draft 
policy will allow for flexibility and the policy should be 
implementable. The supporting text will recognise that site 
constrains should be considered. Costs are not normally quoted as 
constraints for implement SuDS, 
 
 
 
Regarding impermeable surfaces on gardens, the current SuDS 
policy CE2i resists impermeable surfaces in gardens and landscaped 
areas. This policy will be maintained. The new SuDS draft policy will 
refer to the need to increase permeable surfaces and green 
infrastructure to enhance natural drainage. 
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There is a growing fashion for structures in gardens. These cover 
space that could be planting. Structures with hard standing should 
be resisted in the interests of maintaining permeable surfaces and 
reducing flood risk, the loss of biodiversity with discourage wildlife 
and loss of green, open space and planting. They are often 
unsightly for neighbours with the loss of privacy and increase in 
the sense of enclosure. There are, therefore, multiple reasons for 
better control. 
 
We are aware that some garden structures are classed as 
permitted development. Again, however, given the imperative of 
combatting climate change, we believe that there is a strong case 
for an Article 4 direction. In this context, we note that in the old 
2009 Planning Policy Statement 25 (PPS25) on development and 
flood risk it is suggested (para 5.57) that: 
 
“Where it is considered to be a local problem, LPAs might consider 
whether there is a case in a flood risk area to also remove 
permitted development rights for impermeable surfacing of 
gardens other than front gardens, or for impermeable surfacing of 
private roads, by making a direction under article 4 of the 1995 
General Permitted Development Order.” 
 
The latest NPPF is therefore a retrograde step (although paragraph 
71 does say that ‘Plans should consider the case for setting out 
policies to resist inappropriate development of residential gardens, 
for example where development would cause harm to the local 
area’). 
 
We also note that little attention is given to the fact that gardens 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
An article 4 direction will not be required as we have robust policies 
in place to ensure development does not lead to an increase in 
impermeable surfaces. 
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provide open green spaces in urban areas and it is therefore highly 
important that any reduction in the green space provided by 
gardens should be resisted for reasons of air quality and 
prevention of overheating. 
 
Extensions: the same situation as with garden room exist with 
extensions both side and rear. There should be recognition of the 
need for the retention of planted gardens in policy on both garden 
rooms and extensions. 
Paved areas: the recent floods demonstrated the problems caused 
by run off from paved areas. At present there is a policy only on 
front gardens. There needs to be a policy on the paving of all 
gardens. This should encourage planting for CO2 reduction, with 
minimal paved areas, and where there is paving or artificial lawn, it 
should be permeable. 
Existing sites which are totally paved should not be exempted from 
flood risk management. This is problem with large brownfield sites. 
All too often the argument put forward is that there will be no 
increase. That may be so, but it does not address the problem. We 
must reduce all on-site surface water run-off to reduce our 
flooding and look for a policy which reduces existing paved areas. 
Basement policy – wider effects: There should be a requirement to 
show that development especially basements do not create a 
knock-on effect to the adjoining properties. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
We acknowledge the multiple benefits that gardens and green 
infrastructure provide. This will be recognised in the SuDS policy 
and in the green infrastructure section. 
 
 
Noted, the draft SuDS policy will refer to the retention of planted 
gardens and increase of permeable surfaces and green 
infrastructure to enhance natural drainage 
 
The existing policy CE2i resists impermeable surfaces in landscaped 
areas which means both, front and rear gardens are protected. 
 
The current policy CE2g seeks a 50% betterment or reduction of the 
current rates regardless of the site’s conditions so there should 
always be a betterment even if the proposal will not increase 
impermeable surfaces. 
 
 
 
 
Basement policy: wider effects: the new draft policy will now 
require all basement development to be supported by a Flood Risk 
assessment, regardless of their location. Furthermore, the 
supporting text for the flood risk policy will explain that these 
assessments should ensure that development (including basement 
development) is protected against flood risk and will not lead to 
offsite flooding.  The basement policy itself is saved and does not 
form part of this review. 
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Basement policy – escape routes: This cannot be brushed aside as 
a building regulations issue. There needs to be two means of 
escape and the distance from a protected exit to the building exist 
should be at least 9m. Planning Permission should not be granted 
if it does not meet the exit requirements. There might be a 
requirement for FLIPs. All expensive but also lifesaving. 
Basements – electrics: All electrical fittings in basements should be 
at 1.2m above finished floor level. 
 
 
 
Fat from restaurants: Fatbergs contribute to flooding, particularly 
in areas such as Portobello Road with many restaurants. Ideally, 
conditions should be imposed on restaurants and similar food 
outlets requiring adequate fat traps. This is difficult now the 
restaurants are within Class E, and there may be a case for a 
narrow Article 4 direction. 

 
 
Basement policy: escape routes. The draft flood risk policy will 
explicitly refer to the importance of addressing access, egress and 
emergency exit routes and ensure buildings remain safe for 
occupants in case of flooding. 
 
The basement policy itself is saved and does not form part of this 
review. 
 
Suitable pump devices (FLIPS) are required in basements to prevent 
sewer flooding by policy CL7n. Policy CE2diii also requires them for 
lower ground floor extensions if the drainage system does not drain 
into the sewer by gravity. This will be maintained in the draft flood 
risk policy. 
 
Noted. The Planning System cannot control the way restaurants 
dispose of their oil and fats.  
 
 
 
 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

No. Noted. 

Earl's Court Area 
Action Group 
(Bella Hardwick) 

Given the recent flooding that has occurred, it is vital that there is 
an immediate and thorough review of current flood risk 
assessments in the Borough with the outcomes clearly 
communicated by the Council to RBKC residents.  
 

Noted. The Council, as a Lead Local Flood Authority, will investigate 
the event and produce a report (called S19 investigation) with the 
findings. We are working with other neighbouring boroughs 
(Hammersmith and Fulham, Westminster and Camden) on this too. 
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There is an underground river on the Earls Court Masterplan site 
(Counter's Creek) and there is both the District Line tube track and 
a Network Rail line going through the land. The site must be safe 
for the tube/train staff, passengers and the wider community 
before, during and post building works are undertaken on the 
land. Are there any current procedures for the Council, the site 
owners (which includes TfL), Thames Water, Network Rail and any 
other relevant organisations to work together to ensure this is 
happening? 

Thames Water has also commissioned an Independent Review to be 
finalised in April 2022. The Council will scrutinise Thames Water 
independent review and is lobbying for short-term and long-term 
measures to reduce flood risk in the borough. 
 
Noted, we are aware of the Counters Creek and have been worked 
with Thames Water since 2008 to address the lack of sewerage 
capacity. Please refer to our Counters Creek webpage 
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-
policy/counters-creek-project  
 
Please also refer to our multiagency flood plans which show what 
we do (with other agencies) to respond to flooding events. They can 
be accessed from this webpage: 
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-
policy/flooding-planning-policies 

ESSA (Barry 
Munday) 

While green rooves and green walls have advantages for 
pollination and habitat they are being used to cover up overly 
dense and oppressive developments. They should not be seen as a 
substitute for green amenity spaces within developments or seen 
as a substitute for planting trees (in the ground, not in planters) 
which are better for flood prevention and their application cannot 
be said to truly cancel out the effect of impermeable surfaces. 
Water storage and reuse for rainwater run off should be 
mandatory for new developments. 
For refurbishments if there is a garden it could be mandatory to 
have no water drainage into the sewerage system, but into water 
butts or other reuse. 

Noted. The importance of all forms of green infrastructure will be 
referred to in our draft SuDS policy and Green Infrastructure 
section. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Water reuse and the retention of planted gardens will be referred 
to in the draft SuDS policy. 

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/counters-creek-project
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/counters-creek-project
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/flooding-planning-policies
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/flooding-planning-policies


Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

No further comments Noted. 

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

Noted. 

Collette 
Wilkinson 

All existing basement dwellings should be fitted with an anti flood 
pump if not already, and no more basement developments in the 
Borough. 

Fitting existing basement dwellings with pumps cannot be 
controlled through Planning as this does not require planning 
permission. Basement development is currently controlled through 
a boroughwide article 4 direction and policy CL7. 

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

No. Noted. 

Robert Dixon No. Noted. 

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

No comment Noted. 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

The Council should sponsor research on the potential effects of 
deep basement excavation on flooding. Most research is carried 
out by developers – let’s keep it neutral. 

The development of the basement policy was supported by a 
wealth of documents. Please refer to the basement policy 
submission library webpage 
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/consultations-and-
information/basements-review-submission 

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/consultations-and-information/basements-review-submission
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/consultations-and-information/basements-review-submission
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Environment 
Agency (Hannah 
Malyon) 

The suggest consideration is given towards a potential internal 
RBKC Climate Strategy to include flood risk (further) and these 
options as part of a wider SPD and or internal approach for RBKC 
e.g. including SuDS evaluation on all RBKC assets and future builds 
etc., and expect the same of any advice approach to public 
through the Local Plan and SPDs/technical advice through 
planning. 

Noted. Flood risk is part of the Council’s Climate Change Strategies 
and Action Plans. Please also refer to the recently adopted Greening 
SPD (sections 11 and 12) and householder guidance for technical 
advice on SuDS, Flood Risk and Green Infrastructure. 

Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water 
(Nicola Forster) 

Reinforce Adopted Policy CE2 points k and l state: 
k. support the Thames Tideway Tunnel in principle; 
l. support the provision of water and sewage infrastructure which 
will lead to a substantial and long-term reduction of local flooding, 
providing the need outweighs any adverse effects during 
construction and operation and appropriate mitigation measures 
are in place. 
We would welcome the continued support for the construction, 
operation and maintenance of the Thames Tideway Tunnel. 
 
 
Introduce a Communal SUDS scheme 
Policy 34 of the NPPF states: 
“Plans should set out the contributions expected from 
development. This should include setting out the levels and types 
of affordable housing provision required, along with other 
infrastructure (such as that needed for education, health, 
transport, flood and water management, green and digital 
infrastructure). Such policies should not undermine the 
deliverability of the plan.” 
We strongly suggest the inclusion of area wide SuDs and drainage 

Noted. Support for the Thames Tideway Tunnel will be maintained 
in the draft Water Infrastructure policy. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. However, we currently do not collect S106 contributions for 
flood risk and SuDS implementation. 
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infrastructure improvements through developer contributions, 
aiming to manage surface water within the Borough, particularly in 
the Counters Creek catchment area where there are substantial 
constraints to manage surface water in this location. For example 
this could be achieved by a communal SuDs scheme, which has 
been a success in the London Borough of Hammersmith and 
Fulham. This would assist to alleviate capacity issues for the 
surface water and drainage network and would support future 
growth in housing and from other forms of development on a 
sustainable basis in accordance with the NPPF. 

Norland 
Conservation 
Society (Vanessa 
Bartulovic) 

It cannot be right that some residents in Norland Square, and 
similar, have been flooded five times in the last decade. There 
should be greater onus on the asset owner to mitigate this. 

Noted. The Council will scrutinise Thames Water’s Independent 
Review and is lobbying for short-term and long-term measures to 
reduce flood risk in the borough. 
 

  



Issue 5: Biodiversity 

Q.6.9. Which of these options do you support? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

BOTH OPTIONS SUPPORTED – not really exclusive 
Option 1 
To introduce the Biodiversity uplift for major development only in 
line with the London Plan 2021 Generally, major developments 
have more space to achieve the uplift required. Minor 
developments may struggle for space. Not all the sites will be 
included in the requirement and it may lead to missing 
opportunities. 
Option 2 
To include an uplift which reflects the site’s potential for both, 
major and minor planning applications This option will address all 
development so all opportunities for biodiversity uplift are 
considered. 
Developers will have to consider green /sustainable issues from 
the outset of a project. This could have positive knock on effects 
on meeting other green policies (such as SuDS) 

 Support for both options noted.  
 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

It is unclear what a “Biodiversity uplift” means in the particular 
circumstances of Chelsea. 

Comment noted.  
 
A biodiversity uplift refers to the requirement for a biodiversity net 
gain. This requires that the effect on biodiversity of a new 
development is quantified, and following development, that the 
overall amount of natural habitat is enhanced and left in a 
measurably better state. 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 

We support Option 1 and are not clear on Option 2. This refers to 
all sites for major and minor applications but then refers to 
‘developers’ needing to meet a new requirement? 

Support for option 1 noted.  
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Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

Option 2 proposes to require all development schemes to provide a 
biodiversity uplift, where option 1 only proposed to set this 
requirement for major development. 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

Option 1: biodiversity uplift for major developments: no comment. 
Option 2: we agree that all developers should consider green 
/sustainable issues from the outset of a project 

Support for option 2 noted.  

Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

See Q6.10 Noted.  

Greg Hammond Support both, recognising that it might not be possible for the 
smallest sites to contribute and they should not be penalised as 
long as applicants have thought about it. 

Support noted. 
 
Option 2 refers to ‘reflecting the potential of the site’, meaning that 
we will not set requirements that are beyond the capability of the 
site to meet.  

Exhibition Road 
Cultural Group 
(Emily Candler) 

Support the strongest measures to support biodiversity in the local 
environment. 

Support noted.  

Natural History 
Museum (Adam 
Donovan) 

The NHM recognises the importance that biodiversity and green 
infrastructure plays in urban areas. It is noted that the Council has 
suggested two options for biodiversity. The NHM is supportive of 
the option to include an uplift which reflects the site’s potential for 
both, major and minor planning applications. This will ensure that 
biodiversity is considered on a case-by-case basis and will ensure 
that all opportunities in the borough are maximised. This is a more 
pragmatic approach and will encourage improvements to 
biodiversity where it is feasible. 
 
In terms of Green Infrastructure, the Council has set out three 
options in order to build on the benefits of green infrastructure. 

Support for option 2 noted.  
 
Comments regarding green infrastructure noted.  
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The NHM considers Option 3 to be most appropriate. This requires 
a contribution towards green infrastructure elsewhere in the 
Borough to support strategic objectives such as green 
infrastructure, walking/cycling, air quality and drainage objectives 
when the urban greening factor (‘UGF’) score cannot be achieved. 
Not all development will be suitable for green infrastructure and 
this approach which will ensure, where a site cannot meet the UGF 
required, funds can be provided to mitigate against this. 

Regarding contributions, we do not wish to incentivise payments 
for green infrastructure as opposed to onsite delivery. 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Options 1 and option 2 Support for both options noted.  

Port of London 
Authority 
(Michael Atkins) 

In principle support both options contained under this matter Support in principle for both options noted.  

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

BOTH OPTIONS SUPPORTED – not really exclusive 
Option 1 
To introduce the Biodiversity uplift for major development only in 
line with the London Plan 2021 Generally, major developments 
have more space to achieve the uplift required. Minor 
developments may struggle for space. Not all the sites will be 
included in the requirement and it may lead to missing 
opportunities. 
Option 2 
To include an uplift which reflects the site’s potential for both, 
major and minor planning applications This option will address all 
development so all opportunities for biodiversity uplift are 
considered. 
Developers will have to consider green /sustainable issues from 

Support for both options noted.  
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the outset of a project. This could have positive knock on effects 
on meeting other green policies (such as SuDS) 

Linda Wade Option 1 
• Agree 
 
Option 2 
• Agree 

Support for both options noted.  

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Option 2 Support for option 2 noted.  

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

Option 1: Agree. However, implementation, applying the London 
Plan 2021 policies, is worthless. 61-63 Pelham Street’s approved 
allowed a site which was partial developed with the remaining 
land tarmacked and a building 4587m2 to be approved for 
10,647ms, an increase of 116%. There was zero biodiversity uplift 
even though required in the London Plan 2021. Until the council 
has the teeth to require for planning permission, the requirements 
of the London Plan including Biodiversity, such options are 
meaningless. 
 
Option 2: Agree. 

Support for both options noted.  
 
Comments regarding development at 61-63 Pelham Street noted. 
However, we will not be able to require applicants to meet the 
options presented under the issue of Biodiversity until the new local 
plan is adopted.  
 
The London Plan policy on biodiversity – G6 states that 
development proposals should manage impacts on biodiversity and 
aim to secure net biodiversity gain. Therefore, it is not a 
requirement as such. 

GLA (Hassan 
Ahmed) 

Climate Change 
It is noted and welcomed that a key priority of the draft Plan is to 
tackle climate change. The borough has committed to becoming 
carbon neutral by 2040 and the draft Plan will play a critical role in 
achieving that ambition. 
At paragraph 6.9 one option tabled is that all major development 
proposals should provide Circular Economy Statements. This 

Support noted.  
 
We are aware of the GLA’s guidance and have used them to inform 
the options presented in the issues and option consultation and will 
continue to do so when drafting the policies for the next stage of 
the new local plan review.  
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approach could be welcome, and it is noted that if implemented it 
would go beyond the LP2021 which only makes it a requirement 
for those applications that are referred to the Mayor. This is set 
out clearly in Policy SI7 of the LP2021. 
The draft Plan also promotes options for the use of whole-life 
carbon assessments and the 
Mayor’s energy hierarchy. 
To help boroughs’ plan more effectively to reduce carbon 
emissions and reduce waste through Local Plan approaches the 
Mayor has published a range of draft London Plan guidance5 
which RBKC should be aware of. This includes draft guidance on: 
 
• Circular Economy Statements 
• Whole-life Carbon Assessments, and 
• ‘Be Seen’ Energy Monitoring 
RBKC should take note of Policy DF1 of the LP2012 which makes it 
clear that where viability is called into question on planning 
proposals priority should be given to affordable housing and 
transport improvements before considering other aspects of 
development. 

Comment re viability is noted. 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

We support the ambition for biodiversity uplift in new 
development. 
 
It may not be necessary to repeat policies in the London Plan for 
major developments but any bespoke policies should be in general 
conformity. 

Support noted. We will not repeat London Plan 2021 policies. In the 
case of biodiversity policy both of the options presented under 
issue 5, go beyond London Plan policy G6.  

ESSA (Barry 
Munday) 

Q 6.9. We would support adding bio-diversity requirement for 
small sites as per Option 2 plus financial contribution as per option 
3 

Support for option 2 noted.  
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Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

I support Option 1 (major developments only). Support for option 1 noted.  

Henrietta Cole issue 5: Biodiversity. 
Option 2 preferred, to address biodiversity potential for all 
proposed construction projects, major and minor. 

Support for option 2 noted. 

Imperial College 
London  (Rory 
Newman) 

Option 1 – support 
 
Option 2 – The College broadly support the principle of option 2 
but consider there will be limited opportunities to enhance 
biodiversity beyond London Plan standards on small scale 
developments. This may also impact viability on smaller scale 
projects and minor alterations. 

Support for option 1 noted.  
 
General support for option 2 noted. Option 2 refers to ‘reflecting 
the potential of the site’, meaning that we will not set requirements 
that are beyond the capability of the site to meet. 

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

Noted. 

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

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

Option 2. Support for option 2 noted.  

Robert Dixon I support both of these options. Support for both options noted.  

NHS North West 
London CCG 
(Kate Brady) 

Access to nature and open spaces are important for both physical 
and mental health and can provide opportunities for social 
contact. 

Comments noted. The Council agree that access to nature and open 
spaces are important for both physical and mental health and can 
provide opportunities for social contact. 
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We note that the Government is proposing to make it mandatory 
for all developments to secure a 10% net gain in biodiversity by 
including new or enhanced biodiversity features and habitats. We 
note that there may be exemptions in the case of small sites and 
brownfield sites with marginal development viability and 
substantial constraints. This could include smaller healthcare sites. 

 
The Council is aware of the Governments proposal regarding a 
requirement for a 10% biodiversity net gain on all sites. Any policy 
in the new local plan will be in conformity with national policy and 
legislation. This is a statutory requirement under the planning 
regulations.  

Alex Mackay Option 1 Support for option 1 noted.  

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

ECDC supports the ambition for biodiversity uplift in new 
developments. However, ECDC considers that some flexibility may 
be required for major, significant and constrained development 
sites to ensure that an appropriate balance can be achieved 
between competing demands to deliver a significant number of 
new homes, employment floorspace and green infrastructure. 
 
Having sufficient space on-site to deliver the required biodiversity 
will require the utilisation of multiple types of green infrastructure, 
such as green walls, green roofs, street trees, SuDS, planters, rain 
gardens etc. all of which will have to compete with other aspects 
of development such as access routes; rooftop plant and 
renewable energy systems and therefore, some flexibility should 
be applied in policy. 

General support noted.  
 
Comments noted however, as an opportunity area site, the Council 
will expect Earl’s Court to deliver exemplary development 
standards, including with regards to biodiversity.  

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

We have far too many non-native plants and trees imposed by our 
Council contracted gardening services. We must use native plants 
that support native wildlife, with space for overgrowth, green walls 
and wild areas that are connected to support pollinators and small 
mammals. We must acknowledge that some green walls, green 
roofs and container planting are high maintenance and expensive, 
adding little to CO2 absorption. Use native plants, in the ground, 
where possible, and allow wild growth. 

Comments noted.  
 
Native tree species are very often not the best choice for the harsh 
environment found in streets where the heat can be intense, and 
lack of water can be an issue. Global warming means that 
unfortunately non-native plants tolerant of higher temperatures are 
often do best. 
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With the Council’s formal adoption of the Climate Emergency, 
there can be no excuses. 

Environment 
Agency (Hannah 
Malyon) 

We support Option 2, to include an uplift which reflects the site’s 
potential, for both major and minor planning applications. 

Support for option 2 noted.  

Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water 
(Nicola Forster) 

We welcome Option 1 and the introduction of the biodiversity 
uplift associated with Policy G6 of the London Plan, which will 
promote the use of green/brown roofs and natural SuDs to 
safeguard the design constraints of the Thames Tideway Tunnel 
once operational. 

Support for option 1 noted.  

Knightsbridge 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (KNF) 
(Simon Birkett) 

Carbon reduction / carbon-neutral Borough 
 
The KNF urges you to emphasise the need for energy efficiency 
measures in existing and new buildings whenever planning 
permission is sought e.g. including renovations. It will be important 
and more cost effective to require and implement the retrofitting 
of listed buildings and others in Conservation Areas whenever 
work is done rather than trying to retrofit the entire borough 
between 2035 and 2040. Please therefore require sensitively 
designed double (or triple) glazing during such work (which is 
anyway preferable to secondary glazing in visual appearance). 

Comments noted.  
 
The Council support sensitive and appropriate sustainable retrofit 
of existing properties, including listed buildings and those in 
conservation areas. We produced detailed guidance on this in the 
RBKC Greening SPD (see chapter 9).  We have to find a balance 
between our legal duty to preserve the special interest of listed 
buildings and the character and appearance of conservations areas.  
Improvements can generally be made to energy efficiency, even in 
listed buildings, which sometimes follow from the adoption of 
simple, low-tech solutions such as draft proofing.  Secondary glazing 
can be sensitively designed and has its place in listed buildings 
which retain original windows and where the loss of that historic 
fabric would be harmful.   
 
We will introduce a new policy which is specific to the sustainable 
retrofit of existing buildings in the new local plan. 
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However, it is important to note that not all retrofit works to 
existing buildings requires planning permission. We can only expect 
development to adhere to the Local Plan policies where planning 
permission is required. 

The 
Knightsbridge 
Association 
(Carol Seymour-
Newton) 

Carbon reduction / carbon-neutral Borough: 
Amidst all the positive policy efforts towards CO2 reductions, to 
lead towards a carbon neutral built environment, little thought 
seems to have been given to existing and/ or listed buildings 
situated across the borough’s wide-ranging conservation areas: 
engaging meaningfully with energy efficient upgrades to existing 
buildings (listed or not/ within conservation areas or not) will be 
key to fulfil CO2 targets across the borough. 
The KA encourages and supports the sensitive retrofitting of 
energy efficiency measures in existing buildings including the 
retrofitting of listed buildings / buildings in Conservation Areas, 
provided that it safeguards the historic characteristics of these 
heritage assets. 

Comments noted.  
 
The Council support sensitive and appropriate sustainable retrofit 
of existing properties, including listed buildings and those in 
conservation areas. We have given considerable thought to this 
issue and have produced detailed guidance on this in the RBKC 
Greening SPD (see chapter 9).  We do also engage meaningfully 
with retrofitting proposals, supporting residents in finding 
approaches which can improve energy efficiency while preserving 
the special interest of listed buildings and character and 
appearance of conservation areas.  
 
We will introduce a new policy which is specific to the sustainable 
retrofit of existing buildings in the new local plan. 
 
However, it is important to note that not all retrofit works to 
existing buildings requires planning permission. We can only expect 
development to adhere to the Local Plan policies where planning 
permission is required. 

 
  



Q.6.10. Do you have any other options to suggest? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Annual net targets for planting street trees. 
Green roads with permeable surfaces and grey water collection 

Noted.  
 
The Council’s planting of trees is not limited by lack of resources but 
by lack of places to put trees. The principal impediment is the 
presence of underground obstructions and services such as gas 
pipes and cellars. Therefore, targets are not necessarily very 
helpful. 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

The inclusion of open, green space should a requirement for all 
developments above a certain size 

Suggestion noted. The provision of new open space was considered 
under chapter 12 of the issues and options consultation.  

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

There should be a specific policy on maintaining large green spaces 
(including those where a number of back gardens meet) and dark 
areas. This is not just a question of preventing these areas from 
being built over or covered in impermeable surfaces. There is a 
real problem with light pollution. Gardens provide a valuable 
wildlife resource, but this can be compromised if the buildings 
around emit too much light at night. This is an increasing problem 
in the communal gardens where the backs of properties give 
directly onto the garden, and where there are blazes of light from 
picture windows and/or lights in private gardens abutting the 
communal garden. There needs to be a policy on light pollution 
that gives weight to this aspect when considering applications on 
the rear elevations of buildings abutting gardens. 
Policy CE4: suggest adding “seek to maximise “dark areas” and 
resist developments which increase the light levels at night in 
green spaces’. 

Suggestion noted. We will introduce a new light pollution policy in 
the new local plan to address this issue. 
 
 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

Cadogan would support Option 2 but only in circumstances where 
there is clear recognition in the Policy or supporting text that not 
all development will be able to accommodate Biodiversity uplift. 
This recognition will be particularly important to allow for a 
pragmatic approach to the consideration of applications from the 
outset. 

Support for option 2 noted. Option 2 refers to ‘reflecting the 
potential of the site’, meaning that we will not set requirements 
that are beyond the capability of the site to meet. 

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

All development sites should as a condition of planning permission 
be required to allocate a given percentage of the site to open, 
green space, accessible to the public, which does not include 
roadway/parking/loading/unloading space. 

Suggestion noted. We agree that open space is really important and 
provides many benefits for residents. However, it is important to 
acknowledge that RBKC is a densely developed and highly 
constrained Borough with little room for new development or new 
open spaces. Therefore, it is not always possible for development to 
provide new open spaces. In some cases, a contribution towards 
the maintenance and improvement of existing open spaces in the 
Borough is all that can be reasonably expected. 
 
In addition, London Plan Policy G5 sets out a requirement for major 
development schemes to deliver a defined urban greening factor 
(UGF) score (0.3 for residential and 0.4 for non-residential), which 
allows and incentivises applicants to deliver green open space. We 
have supported this UGF in the RBKC Greening SPD (see chapter 11) 
and intend to introduce a policy on in the new local plan. Options 
for the UGF policy were presented under issue 6 – green 
infrastructure of chapter 6 of the issues and options consultation. 

Friends of 
Holland Park (J 
Kettlewell) 

Open Space 
New developments over 10 units need have genuine open space 
for play included in the planning consent. The current open space 
is at capacity. Open space needs to include green 
(grass/plants/trees) and not just hard landscaping. 

Suggestion noted. We agree that open space is really important and 
provides many benefits for residents. However, it is important to 
acknowledge that RBKC is a densely developed and highly 
constrained Borough with little room for new development or new 
open spaces. Therefore, it is not always possible for development to 
provide new open spaces. In some cases, a contribution towards 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

the maintenance and improvement of existing open spaces in the 
Borough is all that can be reasonably expected.  
 
In addition, London Plan Policy G5 sets out a requirement for major 
development schemes to deliver a defined urban greening factor 
(UGF) score (0.3 for residential and 0.4 for non-residential), which 
allows and incentivises applicants to deliver green open space. We 
have supported this UGF in the RBKC Greening SPD (see chapter 11) 
and intend to introduce a policy on in the new local plan. Options 
for the UGF policy were presented under issue 6 – green 
infrastructure of chapter 6 of the issues and options consultation. 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

No Noted.  

Linda Wade The SuDs system as applied to Upper Addison Road should be 
applied elsewhere 
 
 
 
 
 
Maintenance of gulleys and drains 
Increase in street trees and their maintenance 
Replacement of trees within planning permissions where trees 
have been removed 

Suggestions noted. The Council is currently developing the 
Portobello SuDS scheme and does support SuDS in the borough. 
Please visit the Portobello SuDS scheme webpage for further 
details: 
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/PortobelloSuDS/consultationH
ome 
 
The maintenance of gulleys and drains and the planting of street 
trees are not actions the Council’s planning team or the local plan 
directly control.  
 
The Council already requires trees removed as a result of a planning 
permission to be replaced. This approach will continue in the new 
local plan. 
 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/PortobelloSuDS/consultationHome
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/PortobelloSuDS/consultationHome


Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The Council’s planting of street trees is not limited by lack of 
resources but by lack of places to put trees. The principal 
impediment are the presence of underground obstructions and 
services such as gas pipes and cellars. 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

Bird migration: The west border of RBKC has a designated bird 
migration flyover for migrating birds. This should be mentioned 
and should be noted for the future tall building effect. 
 
Open space: there should be appropriate designations and policies 
for the protection and creation of open space to meet needs and 
address deficiencies. In assessing open space in development 
proposals, only true open space should count. The council should, 
for instance, no longer accept low use roads and balconies as 
meeting open space needs. When open space is provided as part 
of a major residential development, it should be truly accessible to 
the public – unlike one other recent case where the space was 
available to the inhabitants of the market housing but not the 
those in the affordable housing. 
 
Dark areas: communal gardens and the larger residential gardens 
provide a valuable wildlife resource, but this can be compromised 
if the buildings around emit too much light at night. This is an 
increasing problem in the communal gardens where the backs of 
properties give directly onto the garden, and where there are 
blazes of light from picture windows and/or lights in private 
gardens abutting the communal garden. There needs to be a policy 
on light pollution that gives weight to this aspect. 

Suggestions noted.  
 
Bird migration:  
Comment noted. Birds generally migrate at considerably higher 
levels than those associated with any tall buildings within the 
borough. 
 
Open spaces:  
The protection of existing and provision of new open spaces was 
considered under chapter 12 of the issues and options consultation. 
The Council will include a policy to protect existing open spaces and 
support the provision of new open spaces where possible in the 
new local plan.  
 
We agree that open space is really important and provides many 
benefits for residents. However, it is important to acknowledge that 
RBKC is a densely developed and highly constrained Borough with 
little room for new development or new open spaces. Therefore, it 
is not always possible for development to provide new open spaces. 
In some cases a contribution towards the maintenance and 
improvement of existing open spaces in the Borough is all that can 
be reasonably expected.  
 
In addition, London Plan Policy G5 sets out a requirement for major 
development schemes to deliver a defined urban greening factor 
(UGF) score (0.3 for residential and 0.4 for non-residential), which 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

allows and incentivises applicants to deliver green open space. We 
have supported this UGF in the RBKC Greening SPD (see chapter 11) 
and intend to introduce a policy on in the new local plan. Options 
for the UGF policy were presented under issue 6 – green 
infrastructure of chapter 6 of the issues and options consultation. 
 
Dark areas: 
We will introduce a new light pollution policy in the new local plan 
to address this issue.  

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

No. Noted.  

ESSA (Barry 
Munday) 

The west border of RBKC needs to be stated as a designated bird 
migration flyover so that this is accounted for when future tall 
buildings are applied for. 
Open Space: there should be open spaces created to meet and 
address the lack of these in developments as these are often not 
true open spaces but for example token trees in planters in 
concrete walkways. Balconies do not count as open spaces. Open 
spaces should be accessible to the public. 
 
The Development Plan should undertake an assessment of all open 
space, identifying areas of public open space deficiency. It should 
include policies to protect open space and promote the creation of 
new areas of publicly accessible open space particularly green 
space that will be and will remain publicly accessible. 

Suggestions noted.  
 
Regarding the West border of RBKC as a designated bird migration 
flyover. Comment noted. Birds generally migrate a higher levels 
than those associated with any of the borough’s potential tall 
buildings. 
 
Regarding open spaces, we agree that open space is really 
important and provides many benefits for residents. However, it is 
important to acknowledge that RBKC is a densely developed and 
highly constrained Borough with little room for new development 
or new open spaces. Therefore, it is not always possible for 
development to provide new open spaces. In some cases, a 
contribution towards the maintenance and improvement of existing 
open spaces in the Borough is all that can be reasonably expected.  
 
In addition, London Plan Policy G5 sets out a requirement for major 
development schemes to deliver a defined urban greening factor 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

(UGF) score (0.3 for residential and 0.4 for non-residential), which 
allows and incentivises applicants to deliver green open space. We 
have supported this UGF in the RBKC Greening SPD (see chapter 11) 
and intend to introduce a policy on in the new local plan. Options 
for the UGF policy were presented under issue 6 – green 
infrastructure of chapter 6 of the issues and options consultation. 
 
The Council is undertaking an open space audit to inform the new 
local plan review. Options for policy approaches to open spaces are 
presented under chapter 12 of the issues and options consultation. 

Mozafar Amiri Please also see my response to 6.12. Noted.  

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

No further comments Noted.  

Henrietta Cole issue 5: Biodiversity. 
 
Please add the following: 
 
To maximise biodiversity net-gain, the council will expect and 
require new habitats for building-dependent birds to be provided 
in the built environment, as part of construction projects. This can 
be achieved with the inclusion of integrated universal swift bricks 
appropriately positioned. Alternatively, where integration is not 
feasible, external universal swift nest boxes should be included. 
These artificial nest sites must be planned in at the start of all 
building work and follow best practice guidance - including 
recommended artificial nest densities: Please refer to: 
 
The Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental 

Suggestion re swift bricks noted. This will be passed on to the 
Council’s Biodiversity team who will be updating the RBKC 
Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP). The BAP provides a framework to 
protect and enhance the borough’s biodiversity resource by 
improving the quality of the local environment through practical 
management, habitat creation and protection of important wildlife 
sites. The implementation of the BAP is an important vehicle to 
improving the biodiversity of the Borough and developers should 
refer to it when considering how to achieve an on-site biodiversity 
net gain.  
 
 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Management Journal, Issue 104, June 2019: 
 
https://cieem.net/resource/the-swift-a-bird-you-need-to-help/ 
 
'Swift Bricks: The ‘Universal’ Nest Brick – by Dick Newell': 
https://cieem.net/swift-bricks-the-universal-nest-brick-by-dick-
newell/ 26/07/21: 
 
https://swift-conservation.org/universal_swift_nest_brick02.pdf 
 
Justification: 
 
UK swift populations are in severe decline and swifts are now in 
urgent need of conservation action. A major factor is thought to be 
loss of swifts' natural nesting habitat, ie, small spaces in the roofs 
and walls of buildings, through renovation and demolition of old 
buildings, and swift-unfriendly modern building practices. To 
benefit swifts and other urban birds, such as house sparrows and 
garden birds, the universal swift brick would provide nesting and 
roosting habitat. The practice of including integrated universal 
swift bricks and boxes should be made widespread, routine and 
mandatory. 
 
The Environment Agency's State of the Urban Environment report 
(23/07/21) confirms the loss of species which are 'urban 
specialists', eg swifts: 
 
'.....Some species are considered ‘urban specialists’. For example, 
swifts, which nest in cavities in the roofs of older buildings. 
..............Urban specialist birds have declined in abundance in the 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

UK since 1994............ ...Factors contributing to some of these 
species' declines include building, demolition, renovation and roof 
repair.' 
 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/state-of-the-
environment/the-state-of-the-environment-the-urban-
environment 
 
This revised local plan policy would then comply with: 
 
National Planning Policy Guidance: 
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/natural-environment 
Paragraph: 023 Reference ID: 8-023-20190721 
'............Relatively small features can often achieve important 
benefits for wildlife, such as incorporating ‘swift bricks’ and bat 
boxes in developments.....' 
 
The Government's Building Better Building Beautiful Commission 
report 'Living With Beauty', 30/01/20, Policy Proposition 33, page 
110) Recommends:' Bricks for bees and birds in new build homes'. 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/living-with-beauty-
report-of-the-building-better-building-beautiful-commission. 
 
The National House Building Council Foundation has published 
guidance on 27/04/2012 stressing the role new development 
needs to play in restoring vital habitat for declining bird species, 
through incorporating integrated universal swift bricks (Section 
8.1). 
https://www.nhbcfoundation.org/publication/biodiversity-in-new-
housing-developments-creating-wildlife-friendly-communities/ 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

 
The Mayor of London's Publication London Plan, December 2020, 
advises local authorities as follows: 
Policy G6 Biodiversity and Access to Nature: 
B: Boroughs, in developing Development Plans, should: ...(4) 'Seek 
opportunities to create other habitats, or features such as artificial 
nest sites, that are of particular relevance and benefit in an urban 
context' (page 362). 

Imperial College 
London (Rory 
Newman) 

As stated above, Imperial does a lot of work in these relevant 
fields. Policies and approaches within the Local Plan should be 
flexible to allow a variety of techniques and methods to be 
applied. 

Noted.  

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

Noted. 

Collette 
Wilkinson 

Teach young children more about biodiversity. Noted. However, this is not something we can specifically action 
through the planning regime which primarily influences new 
development in the Borough. 

David Lloyd-Davis Closer monitoring of impermeable hardstanding in domestic 
gardens. This if often installed after a refurbishment and outside a 
planning permission. 

Noted.  
 
The existing policy CE2i resists impermeable surfaces in landscaped 
areas which means both, front and rear gardens are protected. 
However, it is important to note that we cannot influence, or 
control works that do not require planning permission.  

Swifts Local 
Network: Swifts 
& Planning 

All options to include integrated measures for biodiversity in new 
buildings, which will last the lifetime of the buildings, and not 
require any maintenance, and provide access to nature for 

Suggestions noted.  
 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Group (Mike 
Priaulx) 

residents, e.g. swift bricks, bat boxes, bee bricks, and hedgehog 
highways. 
It is important to realise that features essential to wildlife such as 
these nesting and roosting sites and travelling routes are not 
included in the DEFRA biodiversity net gain metric nor in green 
infrastructure, so these must be included separately in the Local 
Plan. 
 
The National Planning Policy Guidance Natural Environment (2019) 
Paragraph 023 promotes these measures for their benefit to 
wildlife, and the London Plan Policy G6 B (4) also refers to artificial 
nest sites relevant to the urban context. 
 
Swift bricks are considered a universal nest brick for small birds 
including sparrows as set out in the NHBC Foundation report 
Biodiversity in New Developments (April 2021), so are ideal for an 
urban environment such as Kensington & Chelsea. These measures 
should be installed in accordance with best practice, e.g. RIBA 
Designing for Biodiversity (2013) and CIEEM In Practice (June 2019) 
recommend one nesting site per new dwelling on average. 

Comments regarding swift bricks have been passed on to the 
Council’s Biodiversity team who will be updating the RBKC 
Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP). The BAP provides a framework to 
protect and enhance the borough’s biodiversity resource by 
improving the quality of the local environment through practical 
management, habitat creation and protection of important wildlife 
sites. The implementation of the BAP is an important vehicle to 
improving the biodiversity of the Borough and developers should 
refer to it when considering how to achieve an on-site biodiversity 
net gain.  
 
 

Robert Dixon No. Noted. 

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

No comment Noted. 

Environment 
Agency (Hannah 
Malyon) 

To address the difference in space availability for potential 
improvements, we suggest that consideration is given to a 
potential option to require major developments to provider larger 

Suggestions noted. We will take this into consideration when 
drafting the biodiversity policy for the draft policies stage of the 
new local plan review. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

biodiversity net gains (15 / 20%), with minor developments being 
held to the standard 10% net gain requirement. This would further 
address the need to provide green space for climate change, flood 
risk, biodiversity, health and well-being, social improvements, etc. 

 

  



Issue 6: Green infrastructure 

Q.6.11. Which of these options do you support? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

SUPPORT ALL OPTIONS 
Option 1 
Adopt the London Plan 2021 suggested Urban Greening Factor for 
residential/commercial for major development 
This approach has already been tested by the GLA and they have 
provided detailed guidance on how to meet it. 
 
Option 2 
Although not required by the London Plan 2021, create an UGF 
policy for minor applications requiring a UGF net gain (so existing 
GI does not count towards the UGF – which is different than for 
majors). Require a before and after assessment and relate it to 
natural SuDS. 
Developers will have to calculate the UGF of the existing site. The 
proposed development should improve the UGF score and provide 
a net gain. Developers will have to think about green /sustainable 
issues from the outset of a project. This could have positive knock 
on effects on meeting other green policies (such as SuDS 
Option 3 
When the UGF score cannot be achieved to require a contribution 
towards the implementation of green infrastructure elsewhere to 
support strategic objectives such as green infrastructure, 
walking/cycling, air quality and drainage objectives. 

Support for all options noted. Option 3 will not be taken forward as 
the Council prefers green infrastructure to be delivered on site. 
Requiring contributions could incentivise developers to pay rather 
than to deliver it on-site. 
 
 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

All three would be desirable, but, as the document recognises, 
developers will be adept in claiming practical difficulties. 

Noted. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

We support Option 1 as per the London Plan. Options 2 and 3 are 
supported in relation to major developments, but are too onerous 
for household applications. 

Support for option 1 and options 2 and 3 for major development 
noted.  

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

Option 1 on urban greening for major developments: no comment. 
Option 2; we support a policy requiring Developers to think about 
green /sustainable issues from the outset of a project. 
Option 3: we agree in principle that where the required standard 
of urban greening can be achieved, developers should make a 
contribution towards the implementation of green infrastructure 
elsewhere to support strategic objectives such as green 
infrastructure, walking/cycling, air quality measures etc. But we 
share the Council’s concern that developers will try to use this as a 
get-out clause. 

Support for option 2 noted. Option 3 will not be taken forward as 
the Council prefers green infrastructure to be delivered on site. 
Requiring contributions could incentivise developers to pay rather 
than to deliver it on-site. 

Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

Options 1 and 3. Support for option 1 and 3 noted. However, option 3 will not be 
taken forward as the Council prefers green infrastructure to be 
delivered on site. Requiring contributions could incentivise 
developers to pay rather than to deliver it on-site. 

Thames Water 
Utilities Ltd (Sir/ 
Madam) 

Thames Water support the provision of green infrastructure which 
can help to remove surface water flow from the combined sewer 
network helping to reduce the risk of flooding. 

Support for green infrastructure noted.  

Lots Village, 
Chelsea 
Association of 
Residents and 
Businesses 

All 3 options would be desirable. The opportunity to set an 
example by installing Green Walls (using CIL funds) in place of 
advertising hoardings at the junction between Cheyne Walk and 
Lots Road has still not been taken up, although these large scale 
advertising hoardings are the only ones along the entire length of 
riverside Chelsea. 

Support for all 3 options noted. Option 3 will not be taken forward 
as the Council prefers green infrastructure to be delivered on site. 
Requiring contributions could incentivise developers to pay rather 
than to deliver it on-site. 
 



Respondent 
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(Rosemary 
Baker) 

NCIL funding for projects in the Borough such as this must be 
applied for. More information on how to apply for NCIL funding can 
be found here: https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-
control/building-control/neighbourhood-community-infrastructure-
levy-ncil. 

Greg Hammond My instinct suggests sticking to option 1 which is achievable and 
less cost than the other options. 

Support for option 1 noted.  

Exhibition Road 
Cultural Group 
(Emily Candler) 

Support measures to promote green infrastructure in schemes, but 
this may not be appropriate for temporary planning consent such 
as public art installations. 

Support for green infrastructure in permanent development (as 
opposed to temporary) noted.  

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Option 3 represents a tax, it's patently unfair to seek monies from 
developers by making them pay for green infrastructure else 
where. 

Comment regarding option 3 noted. Option 3 will not be taken 
forward as the Council prefers green infrastructure to be delivered 
on site. Requiring contributions could incentivise developers to pay 
rather than to deliver it on-site. 

Elizabeth Ashley Option 1 and Option 2 Support for option 2 and 3 noted.  

Port of London 
Authority 
(Michael Atkins) 

In principle support all three of the proposed options under this 
matter 

Support in principle for all 3 options noted. Option 3 will not be 
taken forward as the Council prefers green infrastructure to be 
delivered on site. Requiring contributions could incentivise 
developers to pay rather than to deliver it on-site. 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

SUPPORT ALL OPTIONS 
Option 1 
Adopt the London Plan 2021 suggested Urban Greening Factor for 
residential/commercial for major development 
This approach has already been tested by the GLA and they have 
provided detailed guidance on how to meet it. 
Option 2 
Although not required by the London Plan 2021, create an UGF 

Support for all options noted. Option 3 will not be taken forward as 
the Council prefers green infrastructure to be delivered on site. 
Requiring contributions could incentivise developers to pay rather 
than to deliver it on-site. 

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/building-control/neighbourhood-community-infrastructure-levy-ncil
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/building-control/neighbourhood-community-infrastructure-levy-ncil
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/building-control/neighbourhood-community-infrastructure-levy-ncil
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policy for minor applications requiring a UGF net gain (so existing 
GI does not count towards the UGF – which is different than for 
majors). Require a before and after assessment and relate it to 
natural SuDS. 
Developers will have to calculate the UGF of the existing site. The 
proposed development should improve the UGF score and provide 
a net gain. Developers will have to think about green /sustainable 
issues from the outset of a project. This could have positive knock 
on effects on meeting other green policies (such as SuDS 
Option 3 
When the UGF score cannot be achieved to require a contribution 
towards the implementation of green infrastructure elsewhere to 
support strategic objectives such as green infrastructure, 
walking/cycling, air quality and drainage objectives. 

Linda Wade Option 1 
• Agree 
 
Option 2 
• Agree 
 
Option 3 
• Agree 

Support for all 3 options noted. Option 3 will not be taken forward 
as the Council prefers green infrastructure to be delivered on site. 
Requiring contributions could incentivise developers to pay rather 
than to deliver it on-site. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Option 2 Support for option 2 noted.  

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

COMMENT: Too much reliance should not be placed on the 
acceptance of green walls as an alternative to open space. In many 
places, green walls will only grow with lighting, heating and water, 
and they can too easily be neglected. 

Comments noted. The UGF is not an alternative to open space. 
Open space contributes towards achieving a high UGF score and so 
a UGF policy will support provision of open space where possible. 
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Option 1: Disagree. This should not be limited to major 
developments. 
 
Option 2: Strongly agree. 
 
Option 3: We oppose the "contribution" methods. Equivalences 
would be hard to calibrate, and there is a risk that it would be the 
approach as an easier solution for the developer but damaging in 
the long run. 

 
 
 
Support for option 2 noted.  
 
 
Option 3 will not be taken forward as the Council prefers green 
infrastructure to be delivered on site. Requiring contributions could 
incentivise developers to pay rather than to deliver it on-site. 

GLA (Hassan 
Ahmed) 

Climate Change 
It is noted and welcomed that a key priority of the draft Plan is to 
tackle climate change. The borough has committed to becoming 
carbon neutral by 2040 and the draft Plan will play a critical role in 
achieving that ambition. 
At paragraph 6.9 one option tabled is that all major development 
proposals should provide Circular Economy Statements. This 
approach could be welcome, and it is noted that if implemented it 
would go beyond the LP2021 which only makes it a requirement 
for those applications that are referred to the Mayor. This is set 
out clearly in Policy SI7 of the LP2021. 
The draft Plan also promotes options for the use of whole-life 
carbon assessments and the 
Mayor’s energy hierarchy. 
To help boroughs’ plan more effectively to reduce carbon 
emissions and reduce waste through Local Plan approaches the 
Mayor has published a range of draft London Plan guidance5 
which RBKC should be aware of. This includes draft guidance on: 
 
• Circular Economy Statements 

Support noted.  
 
We are aware of the GLA’s guidance in this matter and have used it 
to inform the options presented in the issues and option 
consultation and will continue to do so when drafting the policies 
for the next stage of the new local plan review.  
 
Comment re viability is noted. 
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• Whole-life Carbon Assessments, and 
• ‘Be Seen’ Energy Monitoring 
RBKC should take note of Policy DF1 of the LP2012 which makes it 
clear that where viability is called into question on planning 
proposals priority should be given to affordable housing and 
transport improvements before considering other aspects of 
development. 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

Inclusion of green spaces and other green infrastructure that is 
appropriate to the character of an urban development and local 
context is an important aspect of TfL CD’s development 
programme and key to the Healthy Streets Approach. 
 
At Earls Court, a landscape-led approach means that green 
infrastructure will be an important aspect of design quality and for 
the health and wellbeing of residents and visitors, providing a 
linked framework of green spaces. 
 
It may not be necessary to repeat policies in the London Plan for 
major developments but we recognise that you may want bespoke 
policies, including for smaller sites, which should be in general 
conformity. 
 
The creation of new habitats and urban greening can require 
significant land-take, which in some cases may need to be 
balanced against realising other important planning benefits such 
as new homes, employment floorspace and community facilities. 
This is an important consideration, particularly where Opportunity 
Areas such as Earls Court have to make a significant contribution 
to meeting both London wide and Borough development needs. 
Policies should enable imaginative approaches to providing green 

Comments noted.  
 
Support for green infrastructure provision and support in principle 
for contributions where there is a UGF shortfall noted.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

infrastructure, potentially above ground level to make the most 
effective use of land and buildings. 
 
Policies should also be sensitive to situations where vacant and 
underused sites that are suitable for development have become 
overgrown over a period of time. It may be challenging to achieve 
a satisfactory UGF score when these sites are developed for new 
homes etc. 
 
TfL CD therefore supports the principle of providing contributions 
where there are shortfalls against UGF targets, as this approach 
accepts that the targets cannot always be met due to competing 
demands for space and in cases where sites are overgrown. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Option 3 will not be taken forward as the Council prefers green 
infrastructure to be delivered on site. Requiring contributions could 
incentivise developers to pay rather than to deliver it on-site. 

ESSA (Barry 
Munday) 

Support options 1 and 2 for all developments not just major ones. 
Green walls are not a substitute for planting in the ground or, on 
higher floors, in planters, and should not be seen as part of the 
“greening” of a development. Green roofs and green walls need to 
have a maintenance assessment and statement. 

Support for options 1 and 2 noted.  
 
Comments re green walls noted. However, green roofs and walls 
make contributions to green infrastructure and are recognised in a 
range of guidance, including the GLA’s UGF guidance. They are 
important interventions, especially where sites are highly 
constrained, such as in Kensington and Chelsea. 

Mozafar Amiri I support all the options. Please also see my response to 6.12. Support for all 3 options noted. Option 3 will not be taken forward 
as the Council prefers green infrastructure to be delivered on site. 
Requiring contributions could incentivise developers to pay rather 
than to deliver it on-site. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

I support Option 1 (major developments only) and Option 3 
(contribution). 

Support for option 1 and 3 noted. Option 3 will not be taken 
forward as the Council prefers green infrastructure to be delivered 
on site. Requiring contributions could incentivise developers to pay 
rather than to deliver it on-site. 

Imperial College 
London (Rory 
Newman) 

Option 1 – support 
 
Option 2 – The College supports the principle, although delivery 
within minor applications may impact viability on smaller scale 
projects and minor alterations. 
 
The College therefore recommends that the policy should 
acknowledge within its wording, or its supporting text, that 
reasonable attempts should be made to achieve a UGF net gain. 
 
Option 3 – Imperial considers that while greening within the 
Borough is important, providing UGF scores in excess of the 
London Plan could affect the viability of minor schemes and should 
not compromise contributions for other social benefits. 

Support for option 1 noted.  
 
Support in principle for option 2 and comments noted.  
 
Comments regarding option 3 noted. The Council will ensure that 
new local plan policy does not undermine development viability in 
accordance with national policy. 
 
 
 
 
Option 3 will not be taken forward as the Council prefers green 
infrastructure to be delivered on site. Requiring contributions could 
incentivise developers to pay rather than to deliver it on-site. 

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

Noted. 

Collette 
Wilkinson 

The need for as much green open spaces as possible. Noted.  

David Lloyd-Davis Options 2&3 Support for option 2 and 3 noted. Option 3 will not be taken 
forward as the Council prefers green infrastructure to be delivered 
on site. Requiring contributions could incentivise developers to pay 
rather than to deliver it on-site. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

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

Option 2 & Option 3. Support for option 2 and 3 noted. Option 3 will not be taken 
forward as the Council prefers green infrastructure to be delivered 
on site. Requiring contributions could incentivise developers to pay 
rather than to deliver it on-site. 

Robert Dixon I support each of these options based on the information I have 
seen. Option 2 seems like a sound idea. 

Support for all options noted. Option 3 will not be taken forward as 
the Council prefers green infrastructure to be delivered on site. 
Requiring contributions could incentivise developers to pay rather 
than to deliver it on-site. 

Alex Mackay Option 1 Place the emphasis on the importance of trees - a 
distinctive characteristic of RBKC. Small sites mustn't be loaded 
with too many new regulations and requirements. 

Noted. Trees are an important contributor to meeting the UGF 
targets. As such, adopting a UGF policy will support the provision of 
trees and other green infrastructure in the Borough. 

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

ECDC considers green infrastructure to be an important aspect of 
design quality and for the health and wellbeing of residents and 
visitors alike. Consequently, the emerging Earls Court masterplan 
framework will be predicated on a landscape-led development 
framework to provide a linked framework of green spaces. 
 
ECDC supports London Plan Policy G5 Urban Greening 
requirements set out in Option 1. However, any detailed policy 
should also recognise the relationship between urban greening 
and biodiversity net gain creation and the need to balance the two 
calculations, which are complementary, especially on constrained 
sites. The creation of new habitats and urban greening can require 
significant land take that needs to consider other development 
needs such as the need for new homes (including affordable 
homes), employment floorspace and community facilities. This is 
an important consideration, particularly where Opportunity Areas 
such as Earls Court are identified as those relied upon to make a 

Support for green infrastructure and support in principle for options 
1 and 3 noted. 
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significant contribution to meeting both London wide and borough 
development needs. 
 
ECDC supports the principle of providing contributions where 
there are shortfalls against urban greening factor targets because 
this approach accepts that the targets will not always be able to be 
met on site due to competing demands for space. It is also 
important that any contribution sought is considered alongside the 
delivery of on-site infrastructure and other contributions whilst 
also being balanced against viability considerations reflecting the 
complex nature of the Site. 
 
Notwithstanding, any mechanism for contributions should be meet 
be consistent with the tests for obligations set out in paragraph (2) 
of Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Levy 
Regulations 2010 (as amended). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments regarding contributions noted. Option 3 will not be 
taken forward as the Council prefers green infrastructure to be 
delivered on site. Requiring contributions could incentivise 
developers to pay rather than to deliver it on-site. 

DP9 on behalf of 
WELCOME 
TRUST (Zoe 
Smythe) 

Whilst Wellcome Trust are supportive of the Urban Greening 
Factor, it is recognised that this is currently significantly 
challenging for major developments to achieve. If it were to be 
applied to minor developments, as suggested in Option 2, it could 
prove challenging to achieve an urban greening net gain to very 
minor / small scale development. Option 3 should also appreciate 
that seeking a financial payment for UGF for minor developments 
may affect their viability, thus prohibiting future development 
coming forward. 

Support for UGF noted.  
 
Comments regarding options 2 and 3 noted. The Council will ensure 
the requirements of the UGF policy do not undermine development 
viability. This is a requirement of Local Plan policy under national 
policy. Option 3 will not be taken forward as the Council prefers 
green infrastructure to be delivered on site. Requiring contributions 
could incentivise developers to pay rather than to deliver it on-site. 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

As above we should use native plants and wild areas, fight the 
onslaught of plastic grass, concreting or paving front and back 
gardens. Green walls are expensive and require a lot of 
maintenance; they should not replace open space. Grand Union 

Comments noted.  
 
As outlined above, native tree species are very often not the best 
choice for the harsh environment found in streets where the heat 



Respondent 
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Canal is often reduced to a rubbish dump and should be a haven 
for wildlife – and properly maintained. Cemeteries and Little 
Wormwood Scrubs are doing their bit but it is often reactive rather 
than proactive. 

can be intense, and lack of water can be an issue. Global warming 
means that unfortunately non-native plants tolerant of higher 
temperatures are often do best. 
 
Green walls make an important contribution towards urban 
greening and are useful where site constraints limit what greening 
can be achieved on-site. They do not replace requirements around 
open space. 
 
The maintenance of existing open space and public realm is not 
directly influenced by new Local Plan policy, which primarily 
influences new development. However, planning contributions can 
be used to go towards their upkeep.  

Environment 
Agency (Hannah 
Malyon) 

Option 2 and 3 combined would provide the greatest benefits, by 
ensuring all developments consider urban greening, whilst also 
providing the means for compensation where greening cannot be 
achieved. However, compensation should be a last resort and 
developments should provide evidence that they have followed 
the mitigation hierarchy when looking at urban greening on site. 

Support for options 2 and 3 noted. Option 3 will not be taken 
forward as the Council prefers green infrastructure to be delivered 
on site. Requiring contributions could incentivise developers to pay 
rather than to deliver it on-site. 

Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water 
(Nicola Forster) 

We support Option 1 and the suggestion to adopt the London Plan 
2021 Urban Greening Factor for residential/commercial for major 
development. 
We support Option 2 and the requirement to create an Urban 
Greening Factor for minor developments and require the 
assessment to relate to natural SuDs. 
We support Option 3 and in the event Urban Greening Factor 
scores can’t be met, that contributions towards the 
implementation if green infrastructure should be sought. 
Particularly in respect of drainage objectives. 

Support for all 3 options noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
Option 3 will not be taken forward as the Council prefers green 
infrastructure to be delivered on site. Requiring contributions could 
incentivise developers to pay rather than to deliver it on-site. 
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Knightsbridge 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (KNF) 
(Simon Birkett) 

Carbon reduction / carbon-neutral Borough 
 
The KNF urges you to emphasise the need for energy efficiency 
measures in existing and new buildings whenever planning 
permission is sought e.g. including renovations. It will be important 
and more cost effective to require and implement the retrofitting 
of listed buildings and others in Conservation Areas whenever 
work is done rather than trying to retrofit the entire borough 
between 2035 and 2040. Please therefore require sensitively 
designed double (or triple) glazing during such work (which is 
anyway preferable to secondary glazing in visual appearance). 

Comments noted.  
 
The Council support sensitive and appropriate sustainable retrofit 
of existing properties, including listed buildings and those in 
conservation areas. We produced detailed guidance on this in the 
RBKC Greening SPD (see chapter 9).  We would expect this to be an 
incremental process, but cannot require owners to come forward 
with improvements, but rather can seek them when changes are 
being proposed, as you suggest.   As set out previously, a range of 
strategies may be adopted in relation to historic buildings to secure 
energy efficiencies, in which secondary glazing may sometimes be 
preferable in terms of preserving the special interest of a listed 
building.   
 
We will introduce a new policy which is specific to the sustainable 
retrofit of existing buildings in the new local plan. 
 
However, it is important to note that not all retrofit works to 
existing buildings requires planning permission. We can only expect 
development to adhere to the Local Plan policies where planning 
permission is required. 

The 
Knightsbridge 
Association 
(Carol Seymour-
Newton) 

Carbon reduction / carbon-neutral Borough: 
Amidst all the positive policy efforts towards CO2 reductions, to 
lead towards a carbon neutral built environment, little thought 
seems to have been given to existing and/ or listed buildings 
situated across the borough’s wide-ranging conservation areas: 
engaging meaningfully with energy efficient upgrades to existing 
buildings (listed or not/ within conservation areas or not) will be 
key to fulfill CO2 targets across the borough. 
The KA encourages and supports the sensitive retrofitting of 

Comments noted.  
 
The Council support sensitive and appropriate sustainable retrofit 
of existing properties, including listed buildings and those in 
conservation areas.  As indicated above, we have given 
considerable thought to this matter, and have produced detailed 
guidance on this in the RBKC Greening SPD (see chapter 9).  Further 
advice for residents will be forthcoming.  
 



Respondent 
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energy efficiency measures in existing buildings including the 
retrofitting of listed buildings / buildings in Conservation Areas, 
provided that it safeguards the historic characteristics of these 
heritage assets. 

We will introduce a new policy which is specific to the sustainable 
retrofit of existing buildings in the new local plan. 
 
However, it is important to note that not all retrofit works to 
existing buildings requires planning permission. We can only expect 
development to adhere to the Local Plan policies where planning 
permission is required. 

Turley (Laurence 
Brooker) 

For issue 6, option 1 is supported. It is considered overly onerous 
for UGF policy requirements to apply to minor developments – 
which should however strive to deliver greening and biodiversity 
benefits where achievable. Option 3 is considered to not be 
appropriate as this should be covered by Community 
Infrastructure Levy. 

Support for option 1 noted.  
 
Comments re options 2 and 3 noted.  
 
Minor development will not be required to achieve a UGF score. 
 
Each planning application will be considered on its merits. Option 3 
will not be taken forward as the Council prefers green infrastructure 
to be delivered on site. Requiring contributions could incentivise 
developers to pay rather than to deliver it on-site. 

  



Q.6.12. Do you have any other options to suggest? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Annual NET tree and hedge planting targets 
Annual tree census of street and private trees 
Roadside planting 
Sustainable watering systems 
Grey water collection schemes 

Suggestions noted.  
 
Tree planting targets are not always helpful and tend to encourage 
overplanting. It is important to plant the right tree in the right place 
and not for example plant 3 trees where there is room for one. We 
know exactly how many street trees we have year on year. 
Counting privately owned trees is significantly more difficult. 
 
Trees and hedge planting all make contributions towards a UGF 
score. As such the UGF requirements of the New Local Plan green 
infrastructure policy will support planting objectives.   
 
Water efficiency and water re-use will be referenced in the draft 
SuDS policy.  

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

The rules precluding the concreting over of gardens should be 
tightened, particularly in the case of basement construction. 
The opportunity to install Green Walls (using NCIL funds) in place 
of advertisings at the junction between Lots Road and Cheyne 
Walk has still not been taken up even though these are the only 
large scale advertising hoardings along the entire length of the 
riverside Chelsea 

The existing policy CE2i resists impermeable surfaces in landscaped 
areas which means both, front and rear gardens are protected.  
 
NCIL funding for projects in the Borough such as this must be 
applied for. More information on how to apply for NCIL funding can 
be found here: https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-
control/building-control/neighbourhood-community-infrastructure-
levy-ncil.  

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

A tougher approach on garden trees. There have been a number of 
cases recently in the Ladbroke area where no objection has been 
raised to the felling of garden trees “coincidentally” just before an 
application is made for a basement extension or other 
development that would have been difficult if the tree had still 
been in place. There have also been a number of cases where 

The rules on which trees can be protected by TPOs are that: Orders 
should be used to protect selected trees and woodlands if their 
removal would have a significant negative impact on the local 
environment and its enjoyment by the public. Before authorities 
make or confirm an Order they should be able to show that 
protection would bring a reasonable degree of public benefit in the 

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/building-control/neighbourhood-community-infrastructure-levy-ncil
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/building-control/neighbourhood-community-infrastructure-levy-ncil
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/building-control/neighbourhood-community-infrastructure-levy-ncil
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felling has been agreed subject to a smaller breed of tree being 
planted without any reference as to whether the smaller tree 
would be equally effective as a carbon sink or in reducing heat 
levels. 
See also comments above on other options under questions 6.8 
and 6.10. 

present or future. This is a high bar and so not every tree can be 
protected. When dealing with applications we cannot know what 
the subsequent intentions of the applicant are and the purpose of 
TPOs is not to prevent development but to protect trees which fulfil 
the above criteria. 
 
The selection of tree should be appropriate for the amount of space 
available and a significant proportion of felling applications the 
council receive are because trees have been planted which are too 
big for their location. 

Fernando Chueca Put back the cycle lanes you removed. 
Make High Street Kensington a restricted road (like Oxford Street) 
where only public transport and bicycles can be used 

On 17 March 2021, the Council’s Leadership Team decided 
unanimously to begin comprehensive research into an alternative 
scheme, based on longer-term data, after reviewing evidence of 
temporary cycle lanes on Kensington High Street. The temporary 
scheme, which was removed in December 2020, will not be 
reinstalled. Instead, officers have been tasked with gathering data 
and presenting plans for an alternative, permanent scheme. The 
Council has commissioned research from Centre for London to 
assist us in this task. 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Maintain the status quo the Borough is much greener than others 
and is adjacent to two Royal Parks. 

Noted.  

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Annual NET tree planting targets 
Annual tree census 
Roadside planting 
Sustainable watering systems 

Suggestions noted.  
 
Tree planting targets are not always helpful and tend to encourage 
overplanting. It is important to plant the right tree in the right place 
and not for example plant 3 trees where there is room for one. We 
know exactly how many street trees we have year on year. 
Counting privately owned trees is significantly more difficult. 
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Trees and hedge planting all make contributions towards a UGF 
score. As such the UGF requirements of the New Local Plan green 
infrastructure policy will support planting objectives.  

Linda Wade On new developments the need for open space, parks, and 
permeable surfaces 
Tree and hedge planting 
Suitable vegetation 
Water/ponds 
Grey water collection 
SuDs 
Permeable surfaces in car parks and parking stands 
Refuse planning consent for concrete or paved 
entrances/parkways 

Suggestions noted.  
 
Trees should be able to be planted in the ground in new 
developments rather than for example in planters on top of 
underground carparks which is not a sustainable solution. 
 
Trees and hedge planting, as well as open space all make 
contributions towards a UGF score. As such the UGF requirements 
of the New Local Plan green infrastructure policy will support 
planting objectives.   
 
Water efficiency and water re-use will be referenced in the draft 
SuDS policy. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

- Annual NET tree planting targets 
- Annual tree census 
- Roadside planting 
- Sustainable watering systems 

Suggestions noted.  
 
Tree planting targets are not always helpful and tend to encourage 
overplanting. It is important to plant the right tree in the right place 
and not for example plant 3 trees where there is room for one. We 
know exactly how many street trees we have year on year. 
Counting privately owned trees is significantly more difficult. 
 
Trees and hedge planting all make contributions towards a UGF 
score. As such the UGF requirements of the New Local Plan green 
infrastructure policy will support planting objectives.  
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Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

Trees: Trees are not properly protected. We are concerned about 
the number of cases where no objection by the council has been 
raised to the felling of garden trees, although the reasons given for 
the felling were flimsy, and within a short period an application is 
made for a basement or other extension which would otherwise 
probably have been refused had the tree still been there. A 
nursery-grown replacement tree is not a substitute for a mature 
tree. 

The rules on which trees can be protected by TPOs are that: Orders 
should be used to protect selected trees and woodlands if their 
removal would have a significant negative impact on the local 
environment and its enjoyment by the public. Before authorities 
make or confirm an Order they should be able to show that 
protection would bring a reasonable degree of public benefit in the 
present or future. This is a high bar and so not every tree can be 
protected. When dealing with applications we cannot know what 
the subsequent intentions of the applicant are and the purpose of 
TPOs is not to prevent development but to protect trees which fulfil 
the above criteria. 
 
The selection of tree should be appropriate for the amount of space 
available and a significant proportion of felling applications the 
council receive are because trees have been planted which are too 
big for their location. 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

No. Noted. 

Earl's Court Area 
Action Group 
(Bella Hardwick) 

Current and new green infrastructure provision should be an 
exemplar of best practice and innovation in terms of both its 
design and management - how will the Council ensure and provide 
meaningful evidence that this will be the case? 

Noted. Applicants for development will be required to submit a UGF 
analysis in accordance with London Plan 2021 requirements and 
guidance setting out how they have achieved the required UGF 
scores. The quality of green infrastructure is a key element of the 
UGF score. Different types of green infrastructure, for example 
green walls/roofs, trees, open space have been assigned a score 
based on the quality in contribution of that type of green 
infrastructure. More detail on this can be found the GLA UGF 
guidance, which can be found here: ugf_-
_consultation_version_sept_2021.pdf (london.gov.uk).  

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/ugf_-_consultation_version_sept_2021.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/ugf_-_consultation_version_sept_2021.pdf
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ESSA (Barry 
Munday) 

Other thoughts 
Gardens are a huge natural resource. 
Trees including garden trees are often felled without enough 
resistance by the council. Felling a tree should not be permitted 
without a replacement tree already purchased for the existing 
location. 
We would like to see an audit of how effective TPOs have been 
over the last 20 years. 
 
Ban front forecourt parking. 
Limit cars to one per household. 
Require gardens to have at least 60% green area and 40% max 
paving. 
All paving to be permeable. 
Limit garden room sizes to a small proportion of garden size and 
make them temporary wooden structures 
Require street trees on all new streets in major developments. 
Carry out a full audit of where street trees could be added in 
borough and ensure that appropriate species are chosen to bring 
maximum environmental benefit 
An urban greening factor of 0.27 is completely incompatible with 
our greening goals. 
We would like the London Plan’s urban greening factor be 
mandatory as a minimum. Green walls and rooves are more like 
green cladding than green infrastructure. How can the proposed 
treeless street in the previously mentioned accepted planning 
application have been or still be allowed considering there is a 
climate emergency and zero carbon goals within less than a 
decade? 

Suggestions noted.  
 
We cannot ban forecourt parking or limit car ownership through 
the Local Plan or planning policy is it does not directly control or 
influence these.  
 
The rules on which trees can be protected by TPOs are that: Orders 
should be used to protect selected trees and woodlands if their 
removal would have a significant negative impact on the local 
environment and its enjoyment by the public. Before authorities 
make or confirm an Order they should be able to show that 
protection would bring a reasonable degree of public benefit in the 
present or future. This is a high bar and so not every tree can be 
protected. When dealing with applications we cannot know what 
the subsequent intentions of the applicant are and the purpose of 
TPOs is not to prevent development but to protect trees which fulfil 
the above criteria. 
 
The selection of trees should be appropriate for the amount of 
space available and a significant proportion of felling applications 
the council receive are because trees have been planted which are 
too big for their location. 
 
There are very few sites left where trees can be planted in streets 
due to the presence of underground impediments such as cellars 
and services. The council will consider any suggestions for new sites 
but the options are very limited. 
 
The existing policy CE2i resists impermeable surfaces in landscaped 
areas which means both, front and rear gardens are protected. 
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Regarding the size of the garden rooms, each planning application is 
considered on its merits. 
 
Comment noted re the urban greening factor. The London Plan UGF 
score will be a requirement for major development as required by 
London Plan policy G5.  
 
Green walls and green roofs make a useful contribution to urban 
greening, especially where sites are highlight constrained as there is 
not much space for other, more space demanding forms of green 
infrastructure.  
 
Finally, it is important to note that we are unable to influence 
applications for planning permission with new policy before the 
new local plan has been adopted. However, relevant applications 
are subject to the UGF requirements of London Plan policy G5. 

Mozafar Amiri I would also like to see a tree planting scheme be brought into 
place alongside major thoroughfares such as Brompton Road and 
the surrounding streets. I feel this would work towards improving 
the air quality, image, and atmosphere of the borough. 

Comments noted.  
 
There are very few sites left where trees can be planted in streets 
due to the presence of underground impediments such as cellars 
and services. The council will consider any suggestions for new sites 
but the options are very limited. 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

No further comments. Noted.  

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

Noted. 
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Collette 
Wilkinson 

Give grants for people to become more biodiverse Noted.  

David Lloyd-Davis Chelsea has very little public space next to the river. Noted.  

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

Roof gardens with their use restricted to certain times can also 
support insects and birds. The regulations on roof gardens and 
balconies should be opened up, with strictly enforced time 
restrictions, to allow better use of flat roofs where it is safe to do 
so. We could create ‘green crowns’ to many of our street 
properties, with proper regulation and enforcement. 
Stop cutting down trees unless they are diseased! Plan around 
trees. 

Comments regarding roof gardens noted. However, as well as 
meeting our greening and sustainability objectives, the Council 
must also protect the amenity of our residents.  
 
The rules on which trees can be protected by TPOs are that: Orders 
should be used to protect selected trees and woodlands if their 
removal would have a significant negative impact on the local 
environment and its enjoyment by the public. Before authorities 
make or confirm an Order they should be able to show that 
protection would bring a reasonable degree of public benefit in the 
present or future. This is a high bar and so not every tree can be 
protected.  

Environment 
Agency (Hannah 
Malyon) 

We suggest that options for offsetting could be caveated so that 
offset is elsewhere but remains within the borough, or offset 
through a different variable i.e green roofs or walls etc (SuDS). 

Suggestions noted.  

Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water 
(Nicola Forster) 

We consider that Option 3 drainage reference should be amended 
to flood risk and drainage objectives. 
In areas where there are serious surface water drainage issues 
consideration should be given to having bespoke Urban Greening 
Factor scores. For example, a higher overall score could be 
required in critical drainage areas with higher scores attributed to 
factors with beneficial drainage impacts. 

Noted. The UGF guidance would need to be modified and linked to 
the SuDS hierarchy to ensure higher scores will be given to green 
infrastructure with higher drainage capacity. The current SuDS 
policy requires SuDS for development at ground and below ground 
level and this should be more effective than to target SuDS and 
Green Infrastructure only critical drainage areas. The issue in 
Critical Drainage Areas is not localised to these areas as the whole 
of the borough and, in some cases, areas outside the borough act as 
catchment areas.  

 



 

Issue 7: Waste management  

Q.6.13. Which of these options do you support? 
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The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

SUPPORT ALL OPTIONS 
Option 1 
Continue to safeguard Cremorne Wharf for waste 
Cremorne wharf is the only future opportunity for additional waste 
management, water transport and cargo handling purposes 
The Western Riverside Waste Authority (WRWA) is the waste 
disposal authority covering the London Boroughs of Kensington 
and Chelsea, Hammersmith and Fulham, Lambeth and 
Wandsworth. The local authorities that fall within the WRWA area 
are Waste Planning Authorities (WPAs). 
Option 2 
Provide a meanwhile open space (park with ancillary sporting use) 
at Cremorne Wharf. This would enable the site to be used for 
much needed open space but released for waste if needed in the 
future. The site would be put to good use rather than lying vacant. 
Option 3 
The Council should engage with other London boroughs and 
continue to work the Western Riverside Waste Authority (WRWA) 
which forms the Waste Planning Authorities (WPAs)18 to secure 
spare apportionment capacity. 
This will enable meeting our London Plan allocation. 
There are no existing operational waste sites within the borough. 
The constrained nature of the borough and competing land uses 
limits the Council’s ability to identify / allocate sufficient land to be 
able to meet its apportionment target. 

Support for all options noted. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The Council will need to work with the WRWA and other London 
Boroughs through the Duty to Cooperate to find assistance in 
meeting its London plan apportionment so waste can be managed 
within London. 
Options for waste management in new developments 
Option 1 
Require adequate waste storage facilities in ALL developments. 
For homes there should be enough storage both inside and outside 
for both waste and recycling (including food waste). Policy CE3 
should be amended to reflect the local standards on waste storage 
facilities in all developments. 
London Plan Policy S17 sets requirements for development to 
provide separate storage space and collections systems for types 
of recyclables including food waste to help achieve recycling target 
of 65% and a 50% reduction in food waste by 2030.Local standards 
that go beyond the London plan policy will contribute positively 
towards achieving the Mayors municipal waste recycling and food 
waste reduction targets. 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

We strongly support Options 1 and 2 relating to Cremorne Wharf 
in the options for strategic waste management 

Support noted for Strategic Waste Management Options 1 and 2. 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

Options for strategic waste management: no comment. 
Options for waste management in new developments - Option 1: 
We agree that adequate waste storage facilities should be 
required in all developments. 

Support for Waste Management in New Developments Option 1 
noted.  
 

Lots Village, 
Chelsea 
Association of 
Residents and 
Businesses 

As Cremorne Wharf is one of the Mayor of London's protected 
wharves, and complex Thames Tideway sewerage connection 
systems are being installed in the foundations of the Wharf, it is 
only right that the Greening SPD should look forward to turning 
this above ground site into a riverside green park, even though one 

Support for Strategic Waste Management Option 2 is noted. Your 
comment is noted. Cremorne Wharf will continue to be 
safeguarded for waste management, water transport and cargo 
handling purposes. The provision of a meanwhile open space at the 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

(Rosemary 
Baker) 

side may still be needed as a local base by street sweepers. (The 6 
acre riverside park which was a planning condition of the approval 
for the Worlds End Estate in the 1960s has never materialised.) 

wharf until such time it is brought back into use will be reflected in 
draft policy wording.  

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Option 3 and option 1 for waste management. Support for Strategic Waste Management options 1 and 3 is noted.  

Elizabeth Ashley Strategic Waste Management 
Option 1 - Continue to safeguard Cremorne Wharf for waste 
 
Waste Management 
Option 1 - Require adequate waste storage in all developments 

Support for Strategic Waste Management Option 1 is noted.  
 
 
Support for Waste Management in New Developments Option 1 
noted.  
 

Port of London 
Authority 
(Michael Atkins) 

As highlighted in the PLA’s response provided as part of the 
November 2020 Issues consultation, Cremorne Wharf is 
safeguarded by 2021 Ministerial Safeguarding Directions for water-
borne freight cargo handling and is supported by London Plan 
(2021) policy SI15 (Water Transport) which states that safeguarded 
wharves should only be used for waterborne freight-handling use. 
Therefore it must be made clear in the Local Plan including the 
waste policy and within an amended waterways policy that the 
borough will continue to safeguard Cremorne Wharf and actively 
promote its reactivation and use for water-borne freight transport, 
in line with the Safeguarding Directions and London Plan. 
Therefore the PLA would support option 1 of issue 7 for the 
borough to continue to safeguard Cremorne Wharf for waste 
management, water transport and cargo handling purposes. 
 
With regard to option 2 to provide a meanwhile open space (park 
with ancillary sporting use) at Cremorne Wharf. Policy SI15 and 

Cremorne Wharf will continue to be safeguarded for waste 
management, water transport and cargo handling purposes. The 
draft policy will include reference to reactivating the site for these 
purposes and consider a meanwhile open space until such time the 
site is brought back into use. It is not proposed to remove the 
safeguarded waste designation. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

supporting paragraph 9.15.9 of the London Plan does state that 
appropriate temporary uses on vacant safeguarded wharves may 
be acceptable, but these must maintain the existing freight-
handling infrastructure to a specified standard and be limited by a 
temporary permission with a specific end date, and should not be 
permitted where a permanent water borne freight-handling use is 
available. The PLA therefore does not object in principle to a 
meanwhile use at Cremorne Wharf, but consider that this must be 
supported by a commitment to ensure that the reactivation of the 
wharf for water-freight cargo handling uses is actively pursued and 
that the meanwhile use has a specific end date to make clear that 
such a use would be temporary. With regard to waste 
apportionment and the current designation of Cremorne Wharf as 
a waste site within the borough, to confirm the removal of the site 
as a safeguarded waste site would not affect its status as a 
safeguarded wharf. 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

SUPPORT ALL OPTIONS 
Option 1 
Continue to safeguard Cremorne Wharf for waste 
Cremorne wharf is the only future opportunity for additional waste 
management, water transport and cargo handling purposes 
The Western Riverside Waste Authority (WRWA) is the waste 
disposal authority covering the London Boroughs of Kensington 
and Chelsea, Hammersmith and Fulham, Lambeth and 
Wandsworth. The local authorities that fall within the WRWA area 
are Waste Planning Authorities (WPAs). 
Option 2 
Provide a meanwhile open space (park with ancillary sporting use) 
at Cremorne Wharf. This would enable the site to be used for 
much needed open space but released for waste if needed in the 

Support for all Options noted.  
 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

future. The site would be put to good use rather than lying vacant. 
Option 3 
The Council should engage with other London boroughs and 
continue to work the Western Riverside Waste Authority (WRWA) 
which forms the Waste Planning Authorities (WPAs)18 to secure 
spare apportionment capacity. 
This will enable meeting our London Plan allocation. 
There are no existing operational waste sites within the borough. 
The constrained nature of the borough and competing land uses 
limits the Council’s ability to identify / allocate sufficient land to be 
able to meet its apportionment target. 
The Council will need to work with the WRWA and other London 
Boroughs through the Duty to Cooperate to find assistance in 
meeting its London plan apportionment so waste can be managed 
within London. 
Options for waste management in new developments 
Option 1 
Require adequate waste storage facilities in all developments. 
For homes there should be enough storage both inside and outside 
for both waste and recycling (including food waste). Policy CE3 
should be amended to reflect the local standards on waste storage 
facilities in all developments. 
London Plan Policy S17 sets requirements for development to 
provide separate storage space and collections systems for types 
of recyclables including food waste to help achieve recycling target 
of 65% and a 50% reduction in food waste by 2030.Local standards 
that go beyond the London plan policy will contribute positively 
towards achieving the Mayors municipal waste recycling and food 
waste reduction targets. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Linda Wade Option 1 
• Agree 
 
Option 2 
• Agree for meanwhile use 
 
Option 3 
• We need to develop our own system of waste management by 
achieving reduction targets 

Support for Strategic Waste Management options 1 and 2 noted.  
 
Comment regarding option 3 noted. The Councils Waste Action 
Team undertake various events, activities and schemes to help 
reduce waste produced in the Borough.  

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Strategic waste management – Option 2 
Waste management in new developments – Option 1 

Support for Strategic Waste Management Option 2 noted.  
 
Support for Waste Management in New Developments Option 1 
noted.  

Mr (Andrew 
Jamieson) 

Generally in support Support noted. 

Marine 
Management 
Organisation 
(Lucinda 
Robinson) 

Minerals and Waste Local Plans and Local Aggregate Assessments 
If you are consulting on a minerals and waste local plan or local 
aggregate assessment, the MMO recommends reference to 
marine aggregates, and to the documents below, to be included: 
• The Marine Policy Statement (MPS), Section 3.5 which highlights 
the importance of marine aggregates and its supply to England’s 
(and the UK’s) construction industry. 
• The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), which sets out 
policies for national (England) construction mineral supply. 
• The minerals planning practice guidance which includes specific 
references to the role of marine aggregates in the wider portfolio 
of supply. 
• The national and regional guidelines for aggregates provision in 
England 2005-2020 predict likely aggregate demand over this 

Comments noted, the Issues and Options consultation does not 
relate to a Minerals and Waste Local Plan or a Local Aggregate 
Assessment.   



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

period, including marine supply. 
The minerals planning practice guidance requires local mineral 
planning authorities to prepare Local Aggregate Assessments. 
These assessments must consider the opportunities and 
constraints of all mineral supplies into their planning regions – 
including marine sources. This means that even land-locked 
counties may have to consider the role that marine-sourced 
supplies (delivered by rail or river) have – particularly where land-
based resources are becoming increasingly constrained. 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

Options for strategic waste management 
 
Option 1: OK as a temporary fall back but not a long-term solution. 
 
Option 2: Fine for a meanwhile park but what happens later. 
 
Option 3: We disagree that that fall back of not being able to 
manage existing and future waste needs is to approach other 
London boroughs. We have been there with the failed LBHF 
scheme. What we need is to face our own waste management 
with more pro-active and forceful methods. To see a pile of 
rubbish made up of boxes and boxes of delivery packaging is not 
managing our waste. Insofar as it can be achieved through Council 
regulation and action, we should aim for a situation where all 
plastic is returned to the producer or the producer fined. Delivery 
companies such as Amazon, when deliveries are to collection 
points, to collect the boxes on their next delivery. 
 
Options for waste management in new developments – Option 1: 
Agree. All too often housing units are not properly planned to 
provide locations for waste bins and proper provisions on type of 

Comments noted, the options relate to meeting the Council’s 
London Plan Waste Apportionment target. 
 
Cremorne Wharf will continue to be safeguarded for waste 
management, water transport and cargo handling purposes. The 
provision of a meanwhile open space is only intended to be 
temporary until such time the wharf is brought back into use for the 
above. 
 
Your comment to Option 3 relates to operational aspects of waste 
collection and we will provide your comments to our Waste 
Contracts and Enforcement Team. The suggestion of returning 
waste back to the producer or the producer collecting their waste is 
a national issue that can only be addressed through national 
legislation and regulations, therefore it is outside the scope of the 
New Local Plan Review.  
 
Support for Waste Management in New Developments Option 1 
noted. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

bin for ease of access for the rubbish men, separation of uses. 
Composting within major development should also be a 
requirement. 

GLA (Hassan 
Ahmed) 

Waste 
The draft Plan reflects the boroughs waste apportionment target 
to manage 123,000 tonnes of waste in the borough by 2041 and 
this is welcome. 
The intention to continue to safeguard Cremorne Wharf for waste 
use is welcomed and is consistent with Part B4C of Policy SI 8 of 
the LP2021. In addition, it is clear in Table 3.1 of the Mayor’s 
Safeguarded Wharves Review 2018-2019 that Cremorne Wharf is 
to be retained. It is noted that paragraph 12.7 of the draft Plan 
also sets out RBKC’s ambition to provide an open space at 
Cremorne Wharf, but as the borough is not able to demonstrate 
that it can meet its waste apportionment targets, or that it can 
manage its waste within the borough, waste uses should be 
prioritised on this site above others. It is noted that the site is 
currently vacant and RBKC should be actively promoting the site to 
deliver waste uses so that it is able to contribute towards meeting 
the borough’s waste apportionment target in accordance with 
Policy SI 8 of the LP2021. 
If RBKC is not able to meet its waste needs, it should be made clear 
how the issue is being dealt with now and what plans there are for 
dealing with it in the future. It is understood that RBKC is part of 
the Western Riverside Waste Authority (WRWA), and more detail 
regarding how the borough’s waste arisings are being managed by 
the WRWA would be useful and what the nature of that 
agreement is. 
It would also be useful to learn how RBKC are 
working/collaborating with other London boroughs and waste 

Support noted for Strategic Waste Management Option 1.  
 
Cremorne Wharf will continue to be safeguarded for waste 
management, water transport and cargo handling purposes. The 
provision of a meanwhile open space is only intended to be 
temporary until such time the wharf is brought back into use for the 
above.    
 
 
The Council is currently preparing a Waste Data Study to establish 
how much capacity is available in the Borough to help meet the 
London Plan Waste Apportionment Target. This evidence will 
inform the draft New Local Plan Review and ongoing dialogue with 
WRWA WPAs and other London Boroughs. More detail will be 
provided in the New Local Plan Review as findings emerge.  
 
 
 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

planning sub-regional groups to find ways of dealing with borough 
waste arisings. Some London joint waste plans are being reviewed 
at this time and that may provide an opportunity for RBKC to 
investigate if any have surplus capacity to help meet the borough’s 
apportionment targets. The current draft Plan contains very little 
detail on this matter and there appears to be little in the way of 
evidence. We would therefore expect future drafts of the Plan to 
provide much greater detail and supported by evidence. The 
Mayor has set a target that London is to be self-sufficient in the 
management of its waste by 2026 as set out in Policy SI 8 and RBKC 
are advised to do as much as it can to ensure that London is able 
to meet this target. 
It is not clear how RBKC would deal with future proposals for 
waste uses in the borough over the Plan period and this should 
also be addressed. In doing so, RBKC should follow the guidance 
set out in Policy SI 8 of the LP2021. 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

No comment. No comment noted.  

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

All options seem sensible except we should not look to other 
boroughs to help with our waste. More pro-active and methods 
can be applied eg delivery companies can collect boxes on their 
next delivery all plastic is returned to the producer or the producer 
fined.. 

Comments noted, the options relate to meeting the Council’s 
London Plan Waste Apportionment target. 
 
The suggestion of returning waste back to the producer or the 
producer collecting their waste is a national issue that can only be 
addressed through national legislation and regulations, therefore it 
is outside the scope of the New Local Plan Review.   

David Campbell The Council should continue to shun landfill and cooperate with 
other London boroughs and WRWA to secure spare 
apportionment capacity. 

Support for Strategic Waste Management Option 3 noted.  



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

I support Options 1 and 3. 
With regard to Option 2, is it really viable if Cremorne Wharf is 
safeguarded and could be used at any time to facilitate waste 
disposal. 
 
I support Option 1 (?should be 4 ? ) - adequate waste storage in all 
new developments. 

Support for Strategic Waste Management Options 1 and 3 noted. 
 
Option 2 will be carefully considered in developing the draft policy.   
 
Support for Waste Management in New Developments Option 1 
noted. 

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

Noted. The consultation was open for ten weeks and closed on 4 
October 2021. There will be further opportunity to respond to the 
New Local Plan Review Draft Policies.  

Collette 
Wilkinson 

I strongly object to placing a future waste management site back in 
Cremorne Wharf. This was the case some years ago and it created 
constant noise, unpleasant smells, and a general sense of 
unpleasantness for the residents who live just meters from this 
site. 

Comments regarding Strategic waste Management Option 1 noted. 
Cremorne Wharf will continue to be safeguarded for waste 
management, water transport and cargo handling purposes. It is 
the only future opportunity for additional waste management 
capacity in the Borough to contribute towards meeting the 
Boroughs London Plan Waste apportionment target. Should a 
proposal come forward at the site, the impact on nearby residents 
will need to be carefully addressed. We will introduce a new policy 
on odour and light pollution in the New Local Plan. The Noise and 
Vibration policy will also be applicable to any noise generating use 
located in proximity to residents.  

David Lloyd-Davis Strategic Waste Management Option 2. 
New developments Option1. 

Support for Strategic Waste Management Option 2 noted.  
 
Support for Waste Management in New Developments Option 1 
noted. 

Swifts Local 
Network: Swifts 

All. Support noted for all options.  



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

& Planning 
Group (Mike 
Priaulx) 

Robert Dixon Based on my understanding of the site (which is limited), Option 2 
seems to be a sound idea to maximise current amenity from the 
site. 

Support for Strategic Waste Management Option 2 noted.  
 

Alex Mackay Option 3 
 
 
As above, we should align with national requirements, for example 
re food waste, and not attempt to invent our own elaborate new 
policies. 

Support for Strategic Waste Management Option 3 noted.  
 
The Council’s food waste collection service is continually being 
expanding to cover more of the Borough. The Council’s adopted 
Greening SPD sets out the requirements for food and recyclable 
waste storage in new residential development. This will be reflected 
in draft Policy wording.  
 
  
 

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

No comment No comment noted.  

Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water  
(Nicola Forster) 

Option 1 Option 1 states: 
Continue to safeguard Cremorne Wharf for waste management, 
water transport and cargo handling purposes. 
Cremorne wharf is the only future opportunity for additional waste 
management capacity to contribute to meeting the London Plan 
waste apportionment target. The wharf is safeguarded and 
protected by the Safeguarded Wharves Direction (March 2021). 

Comments noted.  
 
Cremorne Wharf will continue to be safeguarded for waste 
management, water transport and cargo handling purposes. This 
reflects London Plan Policies SI15 and the Safeguarded Wharves 
Direction. It is the only future opportunity for additional waste 
management capacity in the Borough to contribute towards 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

This approach is in accordance with London Plan and Safeguarded 
Wharves Direction. The site will contribute to help reduce the 
Borough’s waste apportionment gap. 
Areas within the site will be retained by Thames Water as 
operational land for access and operation and maintenance 
throughout the lifetime of the infrastructure. This land will 
continue to be subject to the safeguarding included in the Article 
52 of the DCO. 
Whilst we recognise this future aspiration for the site, it should not 
jeopardise the operation and maintenance of the Thames Tideway 
Tunnel infrastructure on-site as approved by the Thames Tideway 
Tunnel DCO in 2014. 
Nor should it impact the sites designation as a safeguarded wharf, 
as protected by London Plan Policy SI15 and the Safeguarded 
Wharves Direction (March 2021). 
Option 2 
Option 2 states: 
Provide a meanwhile open space (park with ancillary sporting use) 
at Cremorne Wharf 
This would enable the site to be used for much needed open space 
but released for waste if needed in the future. 
The site would be put to good use rather than lying vacant 
Areas within the site will be retained by Thames Water as 
operational land for access and operation and maintenance 
throughout the lifetime of the infrastructure. This land will 
continue to be subject to the safeguarding included in the Article 
52 of the DCO. 
Whilst we recognise this temporary aspiration for the site, it 
should not jeopardise the operation and maintenance of the 
Thames Tideway Tunnel infrastructure on-site as approved by the 

meeting the Boroughs London Plan Waste apportionment target. 
The provision of a meanwhile open space is only intended to be 
temporary until such time the wharf is brought back into use for the 
above.   
 
The requirements of the Development Consent Order will need to 
be carefully considered in any proposal that may come forward at 
the site.   



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Thames Tideway Tunnel DCO in 2014. 
Nor should it impact the sites designation as a safeguarded wharf, 
as protected by London Plan Policy SI15 and the Safeguarded 
Wharves Direction (March 2021). 

Hammersmith 
and Fulham 
Council (David 
Woodward) 

Waste Management 
The Hammersmith and Fulham waste apportionment has been 
protected through sites in the OPDC area. There is therefore a 
surplus in capacity in the borough going forward. The Council 
welcomes further discussions on this issue through the Duty to 
Cooperate process alongside the OPDC. 
 
LBHF will continue to work together with authorities within the 
Western Riverside Waste Authority (WRWA) area, manage waste 
sustainably and effectively. 

The Council notes that there is surplus capacity in LBHF. The Council 
is updating its waste evidence base to establish the current 
apportionment gap, this will aid a continuation of discussions on 
the assistance LBHF will be able to provide.  

 

  



Q.6.14. Do you have any other options to suggest? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Clean WASTE GENERATION PLANT for heat and power IN LARGE 
DEVLEOPMENTS. 
 
Local street-level ground-source heat pumps for Community 
heating and hot water supplies. 
All developments, large and small, must include bin storage areas 
of adequate size for separation and storage of waste and recycling. 
Waste and recycling storage facilities should be accessible and 
well-lit. 
The conversion of vaults from waste storage areas to internal 
space should not be permitted. 
Paladin bin waste and recycling bin areas should be permitted 
where appropriate space is available. 

Your suggestion for community heating and hot water supplies is 
noted. 
 
CHP, along with heat networks and communal distribution systems 
are supported under the Be Clean (energy supply) strand of the 
London Plan energy hierarchy and as such will be supported under 
NLPR draft policy G3 - Energy and net zero carbon. 
 
Heat pumps are also supported under the Be Clean and Be Green 
(renewable technologies) strands of the energy hierarchy and NLPR 
draft policy G3. 
 
However, we do not support fossil fuel powered CHP as this is no 
longer considered to be a low carbon solution, in accordance with 
London Plan 2021 Policy SI 2 and SI 3. This was established in 
chapter 6 of the RBKC Greening SPD, June 2021. 
 
Existing Local Plan Policy CE3 requires all new development to 
provide innovative, well designed, functional and accessible refuse 
and recycling storage spaces. The suggestion of well-lit facilities will 
be incorporated into draft policy wording.  
 
The Greening SPD also provides further guidance to applicants on 
the internal and external waste and recycling storage facilities.   

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

The rules on waste disposal for commercial premises need to be 
tightened and enforced. They should not be allowed to dump 
waste on the street awaiting its collection. 

Comments noted, this relates to the operational aspects of waste 
which sit outside the scope of the local plan policy. Your comments 
will be provided to the Council’s Commercial Waste Contracts and 
Enforcement Team.   



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

Thought needs to be given to dealing with the waste problems 
arising from home deliveries. This is mainly for central government 
or the Mayor, but there may be local options for e.g. encouraging 
pick-up sites in large residential blocks with receptacles for putting 
the packaging. 

Comments noted. The suggestion of returning waste back to the 
producer or the producer collecting their waste is a national issue 
that can only be addressed through national legislation and 
regulations, therefore it is outside the scope of the New Local Plan 
Review. Your comments will be provided to the Council’s Waste 
Action and Waste Contracts and Enforcement teams. 
 
The New Local Plan Review policies can only influence new 
development proposals that come forward, the draft policy will 
require developments to provide functional and accessible refuse 
and recycling storage areas.   
 
The Greening SPD also provides further guidance to applicants on 
the internal and external waste and recycling storage facilities.  

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

No No comment noted.  

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Clean WASTE GENERATION PLANT for Heat and power IN LARGE 
DEVLEOPMENTS. 
 
Local street-level ground-source heat pumps for Community 
heating and hot water supplies. 

Your suggestion for community heating and hot water supplies is 
noted. 
 
CHP, along with heat networks and communal distribution systems 
are supported under the Be Clean (energy supply) strand of the 
London Plan energy hierarchy and as such will be supported under 
NLPR draft policy G3 - Energy and net zero carbon. 
 
Heat pumps are also supported under the Be Clean and Be Green 
(renewable technologies) strands of the energy hierarchy and NLPR 
draft policy G3. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

 
However, we do not support fossil fuel powered CHP as this is no 
longer considered to be a low carbon solution, in accordance with 
London Plan 2021 Policy SI 2 and SI 3. This was established in 
chapter 6 of the RBKC Greening SPD, June 2021. 
 

Linda Wade • New developments have site specific methods of waste disposal 
to support energy production 
• All developments, large and small, must include bin storage 
areas of adequate size for separation and storage of waste and 
recycling. Waste and recycling storage facilities should be 
accessible and well-lit. 
• The conversion of vaults from waste storage areas to internal 
space should not be permitted. 
• Paladin bins should be permitted where appropriate space is 
available 
• The increase in the food specific waste disposal via composting 

Your comments are noted. 
 
CHP, along with heat networks and communal distribution systems 
are supported under the Be Clean (energy supply) strand of the 
London Plan energy hierarchy and as such will be supported under 
NLPR draft policy G3 - Energy and net zero carbon. 
 
Heat pumps are also supported under the Be Clean and Be Green 
(renewable technologies) strands of the energy hierarchy and NLPR 
draft policy G3. 
 
However, we do not support fossil fuel powered CHP as this is no 
longer considered to be a low carbon solution, in accordance with 
London Plan 2021 Policy SI 2 and SI 3. This was established in 
chapter 6 of the RBKC Greening SPD, June 2021. 
 
Existing Local Plan Policy CE3 requires all new development to 
provide innovative, well designed, functional and accessible refuse 
and recycling storage spaces. The suggestion of well-lit facilities will 
be incorporated into Draft Policy wording.  
 
The Greening SPD also provides further guidance to applicants on 
the internal and external waste and recycling storage facilities.   



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

- Clean power generation from waste in large developments 
- Local street-level ground-source heat pumps for community 
heating and hot water supplies 

Your suggestion for community heating and hot water supplies is 
noted. 
 
CHP, along with heat networks and communal distribution systems 
are supported under the Be Clean (energy supply) strand of the 
London Plan energy hierarchy and as such will be supported under 
NLPR draft policy G3 - Energy and net zero carbon. 
 
Heat pumps are also supported under the Be Clean and Be Green 
(renewable technologies) strands of the energy hierarchy and NLPR 
draft policy G3. 
 
However, we do not support fossil fuel powered CHP as this is no 
longer considered to be a low carbon solution, in accordance with 
London Plan 2021 Policy SI 2 and SI 3. This was established in 
chapter 6 of the RBKC Greening SPD, June 2021. 
  

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

Composting: we are disappointed that little effort is made to 
encourage composting, e.g. through brown food bins. 

Comments noted, this relates to the operational aspects of waste 
which sit outside the scope of the New Local Plan Review. The 
Councils Waste Action Team undertake various events, activities 
and schemes to help promote composting for example there is a 
scheme that offers discounted composters to residents. The Council 
also offers a garden waste collection service and is also actively 
expanding the food waste collection service.  
 
The Greening SPD provides guidance to applicants on the internal 
and external waste and recycling storage facilities, including for 
food waste storage. The SPD further explains that on site 
composting should be considered for sites with green space.  
 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Reference to food waste storage will be incorporated into draft 
policy wording.  
 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

No. No comment noted. 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Other ideas 
Introduce charging by weight for non-recyclable waste. 
Separate food waste collection for composting or biogas should be 
available for every home 

Comments noted, this relates to the operational aspects of waste 
which sit outside the scope of the New Local Plan Review. Your 
comments will be provided to the Council’s Waste Action and 
Waste Contracts and Enforcement teams.   

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

What about waste storage in existing developments? Planning policies will apply to planning applications for new 
development proposals, they cannot be applied to existing 
developments unless planning applications come forward. Your 
comments will be provided to the Council’s Waste Action and 
Waste Contracts and Enforcement teams.   
 
 

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

Noted. The consultation was open for ten weeks and closed on 4 
October 2021. There will be further opportunity to respond to the 
New Local Plan Review Draft Policies. 

Collette 
Wilkinson 

Put it in a less residential part of the Borough Your comment has been noted.  

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

We should look at areas where they have had considerable 
success, such as in Wales! Kensington and Chelsea residents are 
intelligent enough to learn how to recycle properly. We need 
proper advice freely available on bins and bin sheds, how to 
exclude vermin, better advice on composting food; rats and mice 

Comments noted.  
 
Your comments about signage and advice will be provided to the 
Council’s Waste Action and Waste Contracts and Enforcement 
teams in respect of existing development.  
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are a huge problem and a threat to public health. 
There should be ways to allow recycling on housing estates and in 
homes without front gardens, without having to keep smelly 
rubbish in the home until bin day, attracting vermin and ill-health. 

 
In respect of new development proposals, the suggestion will be 
included in draft policy wording.  
 
The Greening SPD also provides further guidance to applicants on 
the internal and external waste and recycling storage facilities. 

Environment 
Agency (Hannah 
Malyon) 

London Plan (2021) aims for net waste self-sufficiency for waste in 
London. If applicable, we suggest the inclusion of the London Plan 
Policy SI8 Waste Capacity and Net Waste Self- sufficiency, in 
reference to enclosure of waste sites. 
Point E, criteria 4) the impact on amenity in surrounding areas 
(including but not limited to noise, odours, air quality and visual 
impact) – where a (waste) site is likely to produce significant air 
quality, dust or noise impacts, it should be fully enclosed. 

The existing local plan policy CE3d includes a reference to waste 
management facilities being fully enclosed. This will be reflected in 
draft policy wording.   

 

 

SECTION 7: HOMES 

Issue 1: Delivering the homes we need 

Q.7.1. Which of these options do you support? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Option 1 
Optimise each site using a design led approach. This will be 
informed by the Character Study that is underway. 
Each site should be maximised to ensure that we work to meet our 

Noted 
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housing target and deliver much needed homes. 
This will help improve housing delivery. Land swaps will not be 
allowed, and each site must be maximised. 
Option 2 
Optimise each site with the design led approach as per Option 1 
but also benchmark floorspace against the nationally described 
housing standards. 
 
Introducing a prescribed floorspace limit can be a blunt tool as in 
some ways it can encourage applicants to propose developments 
close to the limit. Instead benchmarking with the floorspace 
standards can ensure that sites are optimised and are in-line with 
the space standards. 
This would mean that homes meet minimum standards, but some 
homes could still be larger than the highest minimum floorspace 
standards of 138 sq m. However, it will stop very large homes as 
they cannot be excessively above the minimum standards. 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

Neither. Both options could be interpreted as implying that, in the 
interests of “maximising the site” applications could be granted for 
buildings which are taller or denser than would be warranted on 
normal planning grounds. 
Maximising housing should not any case be an end in itself. It is the 
type of housing which matters. 

The requirement is to ‘optimising’ sites not ‘maximising’. The aim is 
to deliver good growth. We will ensure this is clear at the next stage 
of the NLPR. 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

On Housing Targets, we support the response from the Kensington 
Society. Such targets become meaningless when they are 
undeliverable in reality. 
We await the results of the 2021 Census and do not understand 
why it takes a year to publish headline figures for London’s 
population, in-migration and out-migration. The position on 

Noted. The Council needs to demonstrate a five year housing land 
supply for the NLPR to be found sound at examination. 
 
The London Plan requires development to ‘optimise’ the use of 
sites.  This does not mean to “maximise” The aim is to deliver good 
growth. We will ensure this is clear at the next stage of the NLPR. 
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London’s ‘housing need’ may prove to be very different from pre 
Brexit and pre-Covid GLA projections. 
 
Option 1: We are not happy with the use of the terms ‘optimise’ 
and ‘maximise’ in terms of the use of housing sites. Sites should be 
built out at density levels which will prove sustainable and 
successful over the long term, and which conform with typologies 
in the National Model Design Code. RBKC has a good track record 
of building at such densities, but appears now to be willing to 
accept what have long been accepted as ‘superdensities’ and 
‘hyperdensities’ at locations with poor public transport access. 
Option 2: We prefer this option, which should help to limit ‘prime’ 
market interest in large flats and apartments, which reduce scope 
for units more affordable to a wider range of households.. 

 
Support for Option 2 noted. 
 
 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

No comment. Our area is already almost entirely built over. Noted. 

Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

Option 2 Support for Option 2 noted. 
 

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

Neither option can be supported. Nor do we support higher/taller 
buildings or repurposing office space. Residential space should not 
be created at the expense of more Employment Space or in place 
of office space when the economy so clearly needs to expand. 

Noted that neither option is supported. 

Greg Hammond Option 2 is probably better if I’ve understood the technical aspects 
of the question correctly: we need family sized homes and it seems 

Support for Option 2 noted. Regarding concerns on Option 1, the 
current and future Local Plan policies are written to deliver mixed 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

that the effect of Option 1 would be to create the maximum 
number of dwellings, but all of them too small for families. 

and balanced communities and to meet local needs as identified in 
the LHNA. 
 

Kerry Davis-Head HOUSING FOR OLDER PEOPLE 
This should be prioritised. The borough has very little suitable 
housing for older or disabled residents, meaning there is an exodus 
at some point during residents lives. One could say that the new 
apartments offer level living, lifts etc, but they are out of reach 
financially to the vast majority of homeowners. There is also a 
wonton lack of care facilities, convalescent homes, care homes, 
post operative homes. Yet a perfectly good care facility was sold, 
to be replaced by a vastly expensive development for older people, 
but nothing has yet replaced it years later. 
Meanwhile rehabilitation services have not recruited new 
personnel for years so post hospital care is stretched. 
 
Any new housing in Lots Village should be suitable for older 
residents so that they can stay in borough when the time comes, 
be near their local friends and neighbours, the same goes for 
anyone newly disabled, they should not have to be wrenched from 
the area in order to buy a suitable home. The borough is fast 
becoming somewhere that is sustainable for the young and fit 
only. 

Noted. The current site allocation for the site at Lots Road includes 
extra care housing and this is proposed to remain in any future site 
allocation. 

Old Oak & Park 
Royal 
Development 
Corporation (Old 
Oak & Park Royal 
Developmen... 

OPDC has the following comments which we hope are useful in 
shaping the document: 
1. OPDC supports the identification of Kensal Canalside as a site 
allocation for development and an area of change. The Kensal 
Canalside Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) and OPDC’s 
Local Plan align in relation to guidance for the North Pole Depot 

General comments of support and alignment of the OPDC Local 
Plan with the Council’s ambitions for Kensal Canalside are noted.  
 
RBKC will engage on a 1-2-1 basis with OPDC regarding waste 
policy. 
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regarding development capacity, phasing, land uses, indicative 
building heights, transport infrastructure and viewing points. 
2. OPDC looks forward to working with RBKC and landowners to 
help to create a mixed and balanced community along the North 
Pole Depot that meets housing needs and delivers the Mayor’s 
preferred affordable housing products (social/affordable rent, 
London Living Rent and London Shared Ownership). 
3. OPDC supports the identification of Latimer Road as a site 
allocation for development and area of change which will support 
the local economy and provide a point of activation between 
White City and Scrubs Lane. 
4. OPDC looks forward to continuing to engage with RBKC and 
other London boroughs within the Western Riverside Waste 
Authority (WRWA) in respect of waste apportionment capacity. 
5. In response to question 7.1, OPDC supports Option 1 in 
optimising sites using a design led approach. This reflects OPDC’s 
approach in supporting housing delivery and will be particularly 
relevant to coordinating the development of the North Pole Depot. 
6. OPDC suggests that figure 8.1 is amended to illustrate the 
proposed Kensal Canalside neighbourhood town centre as stated 
in the Kensal Canalside SPD. 
7. OPDC supports the aspirations to increase active travel. In 
response to question 11.1, we suggest that Option 1 is amended to 
enable the delivery of new bus routes along new streets as well as 
active travel routes. This will enable future residents in the Kensal 
Canalside Opportunity Area to reach destinations in the OPDC area 
through the new street network along the North Pole Depot. 
8. OPDC supports the identification of the Kensal Canalside 
Opportunity Area as a location where tall buildings may be an 
appropriate form of development. 

Support for Option 1 is noted. 
 
6. Noted. The map is showing existing neighbourhood centres. It 
could be updated to show future centres. 
 
7. The Council notes the support for options for active travel for the 
Kensal site. 
 
8. Support for Kensal Canalside as an appropriate location for tall 
buildings is noted. 
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OPDC looks forward to the continued joint working with 
yourselves in developing both OPDC’s planning guidance and the 
NLPR to help facilitate the coordinated delivery of high quality new 
neighbourhoods and connections. 

Natural History 
Museum (Adam 
Donovan) 

As stated in the previous representations, the NHM supports the 
Council’s acknowledgement of a need for affordable housing as 
well as the wider housing need across the Borough. The NHM 
would urge the Council, however, to also consider allowing the 
provision of homes for key workers or employees on surplus land 
where workers need support. This could form part of a new 
affordable housing product and the NHM recognises that this 
would have to be designed taking on board the local character of 
the area. 

Noted. The Council, as a housing authority is developing a 
keyworker policy.  

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Option 1 Support for Option 1 noted. 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Option 1 
Optimise each site using a design led approach. This will be 
informed by the Character Study that is underway. 
Each site should be maximised to ensure that we work to meet our 
housing target and deliver much needed homes. 
This will help improve housing delivery. Land swaps will not be 
allowed, and each site must be maximised. 
Option 2 
Optimise each site with the design led approach as per Option 1 
but also benchmark floorspace against the nationally described 
housing standards. 
Introducing a prescribed floorspace limit can be a blunt tool as in 

Noted. 
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some ways it can encourage applicants to propose developments 
close to the limit. Instead benchmarking with the floorspace 
standards can ensure that sites are optimised and are in-line with 
the space standards. 
This would mean that homes meet minimum standards, but some 
homes could still be larger than the highest minimum floorspace 
standards of 138 sq m. However, it will stop very large homes as 
they cannot be excessively above the minimum standards. 

Linda Wade Option 1 
• Disagree 
Option 2 
• Agree. The housing units need to reflect the need. RSL stock is 
short of family sized units whereas the market homes are looking 
to build out smaller. These need to be developed as to incorporate 
character, context, and that the accommodation configuration is 
liveable. We should be setting standards for good homes that 
promote establishing neighbourhoods and communities. 

Noted that Option 1 is not supported. Support for Option 2 noted. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Option 1 Support for Option 1 is noted. 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

Preliminary comment: The NPPF requires that “Plans should be: 
“b) be prepared positively, in a way that is aspirational but 
deliverable”. We fear that some of the aspirational targets set are 
not deliverable. 
 
Option 1: We object to the unqualified use of the term 
“maximise”. This does not accord with the London Plan 
terminology of optimising the use of sites. Para 7.7 uses the 
correct term. ‘Maximising’ is appearing in many developer 

As a Local Plan Authority, we need to deliver the housing targets set 
out in the London Plan. This is not considered aspirational and 
demonstrating a five year housing land supply showing how we will 
meet this target will be a key issue for the soundness of the NLPR at 
the examination.  
 
Comments on “maximising” noted.  The test should be to 
“optimise” the use of a site. 
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documents, implying that they have no choice but to go for the 
numbers they want as a commercial result, and that this is 
something required by Government, the Mayor and RBKC. 
‘Optimising’ is sufficiently challenging! 
 
Option 2: We strongly prefer this option, which avoids the current 
emphasis on large or even very large units. The Council needs to 
review the current housing size-mix policy - there are already a 
large number of such units within the existing housing stock – 
additions to the stock should better reflect the need for smaller 
units in the market housing sector, whilst the community housing 
sector has a shortage of large units. This will mean limiting the 
addition of large units in the market housing sector. 

The aim is to deliver good growth. We will ensure this is clear at the 
next stage of the NLPR. 
 
Support for Option 2 noted. 
 

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

Homes 
 
This chapter recognises the importance of the delivery of homes 
and meeting the housing targets set by the London Plan. This is 
particularly challenging in a densely built up borough such as RBKC 
(para 7.6). 
 
Our client is supportive of the statement that ‘we should include 
planning policies that require each site that comes forward to 
maximise potential housing delivery’ (para 7.7). The 
redevelopment of the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area will 
provide a significant contribution to meeting the Council’s housing 
need. 
 
In terms of options to support meeting these requirements, our 
client is supportive of Option 1, which requires each site to be 
optimised using a design led approach. This approach accords with 

The use of the word maximise does not accurately reflect the 
concept of good growth as set out in the Issues and Options 
document. It will be changed to optimise going forward. 
 
Support for Option 1 noted. Noted that Option 2 is not supported. 
 
We do not consider that it will assist if the policy explicitly states a 
viability tested route will be the default position for Opportunity 
Areas. The policy already allows for a viability tested route for all 
developments. The Kensal Canalside SPD which was informed by 
the DIF Study mentioned refers to the policy requirement for 
community housing being in-line with current Local Plan policy and 
Community Housing SPD. 
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the London Plan. Our client would not be supportive of introducing 
benchmarking floorspace against the nationally described housing 
standards, as suggested in Option 2. This is a blunt tool to include 
within policy, when other such standards are issued as guidance 
documents. 
 
Issue 3 considers RBKC Community Housing. Reference is made to 
the newly adopted Community Housing SPD (June 2020) in this 
section and the affordable housing requirements. 
 
While our clients support the delivery of new homes across the 
Borough, including affordable homes, they are keen to ensure that 
the proposed emerging policy does not compromise the 
deliverability of the Opportunity Area in its important role in 
helping the Borough to achieve its housing targets. 
 
The NPPF and NPPG are clear on the need for policies and 
proposals to take account of viability. The Community Housing SPD 
acknowledges the complex nature of Opportunity Areas and their 
significant infrastructure requirements, which in turn can have an 
impact on viability. Reference is made to para’s 4.5.7 of the New 
London Plan. 
 
The Community Housing SPD states ‘The Council has clearly set out 
its approach to RBKC Community Housing in this SPD. Given the 
scale and complexity of the opportunity area sites it is 
 
Ms Emily Cochrane 4 Oct 2021 
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likely that a Viability Tested Route will be applicable for any 
planning applications’. 
 
By applying the objectives of the Community Housing SPD to the 
proposed redevelopment of the Kensal Canalside Opportunity 
Area, the viability of the Opportunity Area in delivering a 
significant number of homes which the Borough needs is put 
under significant pressure when combined with the necessary 
infrastructure required to deliver the site. 
 
As part of the redevelopment of the Kensal Canalside Opportunity 
Area, significant new infrastructure is required to enable the 
delivery of new homes. In addition, the site has areas of significant 
contamination coupled with difficult ground conditions. These 
factors impact on the overall viability and deliverability of the 
Opportunity Area. 
 
In recognition of this fact, RBKC are carrying out a Development 
Infrastructure Funding Study (DIFS) looking at the infrastructure 
requirements for the redevelopment of the Opportunity Area. This 
assesses both the costs and timing of the required. Striking a 
balance between the delivery of important policy benefits while 
maintaining viability is particularly challenging. Therefore, we 
believe the development of the Opportunity Area justifies a 
bespoke approach. 
 
Given the above, it is important that any emerging policy 
concerning community housing recognises Opportunity Areas 
would need to undergo a viability tested route and that 
exceptional infrastructure costs would need to be considered. 
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GLA (Hassan 
Ahmed) 

The draft Plan recognises and reflects the borough’s housing target 
at paragraph 7.4 which is set out in Table 4.1 of the LP2021 for the 
delivery of 448 new homes a year up to 2029, which is welcome. In 
addition, application of the Government’s standard method for 
calculating housing need suggests an indicative figure of 1,347 new 
homes per year for the borough when it was last calculated in 
December 2020. While the draft document briefly discusses the 
difference between housing need and the borough’s housing 
target it doesn’t make it clear that the latter is based on RBKC’s 
potential capacity to deliver housing while the former is not. The 
Government has made it clear that the standard method housing 
need figures are the starting point for considering housing targets. 
RBKC should take note of paragraph 0.0.22 of the LP2021 which 
makes it clear that it does not meet all of London’s identified 
development needs and that further work will need to be 
conducted to explore the potential options for meeting that need. 
This is a matter for a future London Plan, and will require close 
collaboration with local and strategic authorities and partners. 
RBKC should also note that the Planning Policy Guidance is clear 
that where a spatial development strategy, such as the London 
Plan, has been published, local planning authorities should use the 
local housing need figure in the spatial development strategy and 
should not seek to re-visit their local housing need figure when 
preparing new strategic or non-strategic policies (Paragraph: 013 
Reference ID: 2a-013-202012161) . This point is reiterated in 
paragraph 0.0.21 of the LP2021 and RBKC should recognise its 
significance. 
The LP2021 promotes the optimisation of development through 
design-led approaches and a similar approach has been picked up 
in the possible options for housing and this is welcome. The draft 

The Council notes the Mayor’s support of the housing target. 
 
 
Paragraph 7.4 explicitly states that “However, this is a figure of need 
and not our housing target, which is set through the London Plan 
process and is currently 448 homes per annum.” No change is 
required.  
 
 
 
 
Mayor’s support of the Council’s approach to the optimisation of 
development through design-led approaches noted. 
 
 
Incorporate references to Policy D3 of the LP2021 and the draft 
Good Quality Homes for all Londoners Guidance which sets out a 
design-led methodology for optimising site capacity at the plan-
making stage. 
 
The Council is aware of the small sites target and has not set a site 
size threshold in its call for sites for this reason. In any case the 
Borough relies on small sites for housing delivery and we will 
consider a bespoke policy at the next stage. 
 
Point on specialist older persons housing noted. We will include 
evidence from the new Local Housing Needs Assessment (update to 
the SHMA 2015) to inform the new Local Plan policies. 
 
 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/650050/18224037.1/PDF/-/1512RBKC_SHMA.pdf
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Plan could reference Policy D3 of the LP2021 and the draft Good 
Quality Homes for all Londoners Guidance2, which sets out a 
design led methodology for optimising site capacity at the plan-
making stage. 
RBKC should note and reflect the boroughs small housing sites 
target, which is set out in Table 
4.2 of the LP2021, to deliver 129 homes a year and a commitment 
to meet it. Housing from small sites should be supported by 
following the guidance set out in the draft Good Quality 
 
1 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-
development-needs-assessments 
2 https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-
do/planning/implementing-london-plan/london-plan-guidance-
and-spgs 
 
 
 
Homes for All Londoners Guidance and Policy H2 of the LP2021. 
The important role that small sites can play in delivering more of 
the housing that London needs should be incorporated into the 
draft Local Plan in accordance with paragraph 4.2.1 of the LP2021 
RBKC’s intention to protect numbers of existing homes by limiting 
the merging of two homes to form a single, larger one is noted and 
welcomed. The intended approach is consistent with paragraph 
4.2.8 of the LP2021, which sets out that where the amalgamation 
of separate flats into larger homes is leading to the sustained loss 
of homes and is not meeting the identified requirements of large 
families, boroughs are encouraged to resist this process. 
RBKC should note that in the absence of locally evidenced need for 

The Council notes the Mayor’s support of our intention to protect 
numbers of existing homes by limiting the merging of two homes to 
form a single larger one. 
 
We note the GLA’s intention to undertake a London-wide needs 
assessment. The Council is continuing to work with LBHF to explore 
how this need could be met across both areas.  
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specialist older persons housing the annual borough benchmark 
set out in Table 4.3 of the LP2021 is for 85 new homes a year and 
this should be reflected in the draft Local Plan. 
The Mayor welcomes RBKC’s intention to work with neighbouring 
LBHF to meet the housing needs of Gypsies and Travellers in the 
area. It is noted that RBKC and LBHF carried out a Joint Gypsy and 
Traveller Accommodation Needs Assessment in 2016. This 
identified a need for 3 additional pitches between 2015 and 2020 
and a further 6 for the period up to 2030 across the 2 boroughs. 
RBKC should investigate how this need might be met through an 
exploration of sites across both areas in the draft Local Plan and/or 
supporting evidence. RBKC note that it is the Mayor’s intention to 
initiate and lead a London-wide Gypsy and Traveller 
accommodation needs assessment as set out in paragraph 4.14.2 
of the LP2021 but this should not prevent RBKC from continuing to 
establish need and explore possible ways of meeting that need. 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

TfL CD supports the identification of Earls Court, Holland Road 
Triangle and South Kensington Station as potential sites suitable 
for residential development. For the reasons set out above (Q5.2) 
our site known as Land Between Ladbroke Grove and Portobello 
Road should also be so identified. 
 
The Earls Court site, within the Earls Court / West Kensington 
Opportunity Area, has the potential to meet a substantial part of 
the Council’s London Plan requirement to deliver a minimum of 
448 new homes each year whilst relieving development pressure 
on more sensitive and constrained parts of the Borough. The 
nature of the Borough’s built-up and, in many places, sensitive 
heritage character means that the development potential of less-

The Council notes TfL’s support on Earls Court, Holland Road 
Triangle and South Kensington Station as potential sites suitable for 
residential development. 
 
Land Between Ladbroke Grove and Portobello Road is a designated 
SNCI site, a constraint which was considered cannot be overcome. 
As you will be aware we are working towards delivering biodiversity 
net gain on site. Unless there is robust evidence that this can be 
achieved we do not consider this site suitable for allocation.  
 
Detailed consideration of allocation/ the nature of development on 
the strategic sites is being carried out on a separate site allocation 
report. 
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constrained, large opportunity sites such as Earls Court must be 
optimised. 
 
Therefore, TfL CD supports the design-led approach to optimising 
the development of our sites in Option 1 as it will be vitally 
important that available sites for housing are optimised in terms of 
height and density to help achieve the Borough’s housing targets. 

 
Support for Option 1 noted. 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

7.1 Prefer option 2 with benchmarking against national space 
standards7.3 Yes to option 1 (including exceptions ). Option 2. 
HMO’s to be retained subject to standards being applied. Support 
refusal of amalgamation of existing homes, in order to retain 
smaller units. 
Yes to discourage luxury flats that are not bought by people 
invested in the community but by people merely parking their 
money in the borough. 

Support for Issue 1 Option 2 noted. 
 
Support for Issue 2 Option 1 noted. 

David Campbell Whilst I support Option 1, it will be important to provide homes 
suitable for families and not just small "studio flats" for single 
people or couples. 
Residential units in high-value areas such as around South 
Kensington Station should be small in order to make them 
affordable for key workers and unattractive for absentee investors. 

Support for Option 1 noted.  
 
The new Local Housing Needs Assessment (LHNA) will provide 
evidence for the housing need of specific groups such as families. 
The Interim LHNA was available as part of this consultation. 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

I support neither option as both appear to prioritise housing all 
other considerations. 
See also answer to Q3.1 re. "Site at Lots Road " (CA7 ). 

Noted that neither option is supported. 

DP9 Limited 
(Luke Thrumble) 

Option 2 Support for Option 2 noted. 
 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1308098/108484005.1/PDF/-/21-07-14_Full_report_2nd_draft_BACKUP_revised.pdf
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Imperial College 
London  (Rory 
Newman) 

Option 1 – support. Due to the current lack of housing provisions, 
the approach should also look at maximising the dwelling yield in 
terms of unit numbers, while being responsive to local character 
and context irrespective as to whether a character study has been 
undertaken or not. 
 
Option 2 – support. 

Support for both options noted. 

Collette 
Wilkinson 

None, this is already a hugely densely populated Borough. Noted that neither option is supported.  

David Lloyd-Davis Neither option Noted that neither option is supported. 

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

All. Support for all options noted. 

Robert Dixon I support both of these options, with a preference for option 2. Support for both options, with a preference for option 2 noted. 

NHS North West 
London CCG 
(Kate Brady) 

We support the ambition to secure more genuinely affordable 
homes in the Borough as set out in the Community Housing 
Supplementary Planning Document, but also to provide a diverse 
mix of homes to meet the future housing needs. 
We note the reference to the London Plan requirement for at least 
50% affordable housing on public sector land, but it is recognised 
that the amount of affordable housing on each site will be 
determined by development viability. Public sector land represents 
an opportunity to deliver homes that can meet the needs of 
essential workers, such as those working in health, fire, police, 
transport and support services. Annex 2 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework defines ‘essential local workers’ which includes 

Support to deliver more genuinely affordable homes in the Borough 
noted. 
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NHS staff. 
We note the plan will seek to maximise the use of sites to deliver 
new homes without compromising on quality. Additional housing 
will have an impact on healthcare infrastructure requirements, and 
we welcome the opportunity to work with the Council to ensure 
that the Infrastructure Delivery Plan reflects these requirements. 

 
 
 
The Council looks forward to receiving the update and 
incorporating it into the updated Infrastructure Delivery Plan.    

Alex Mackay Option 1 as this is the most likely to result in acceptable new 
development being brought forward. 

Support for Option 1 noted. 

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

ECDC supports the identification of Earls Court as a suitable site for 
residential development in Figure 7.1. This is consistent with the 
Site’s location within the Earls Court/West Kensington Opportunity 
Area, where the London Plan indicates development capacity for 
at least 6,500 new homes. 
 
Preliminary testing for the Site indicates the potential to deliver 
significantly more homes in RBKC than the 1,000 new homes 
referenced in the NLPR Earls Court Area of Change description and 
a greater number of jobs than the indicative ECWKOA targets set 
in the London Plan whilst relieving development pressure on more 
sensitive and constrained parts of the Borough. 
 
The Borough is largely built up and constrained by heritage 
considerations, which limits the scale of and location of 
development. Policies and infrastructure requirements, such as 
green space and public realm within developments (that are often 
space hungry) add further constraints and pressure to the layout 
of sites. Therefore, ECDC supports the design-led approach to 
optimising sites in Option 1 as it will be vitally important that 
available sites for housing are optimised in terms of height and 

Support for Option 1 noted.  
 
It is noted the ECDC do not object to the findings of the Interim 
LHNA regarding housing size mix.  
 
Re points on flexibility, policies have to be written on a Borough-
wide basis using robust and proportionate evidence. Site specific 
considerations are always taken into account when determining 
planning applications. Our current policies are sufficiently flexible 
for example we require bed size mix in-line with the latest evidence 
rather than base it rigidly on evidence at a point in time.  
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density to help achieve the Borough’s housing targets (including 
affordable housing). 
 
At this stage, it is also important to recognise that any future 
boroughwide or site specific housing targets that may feature in 
any Local Plan are sufficiently flexible and address local housing 
need. 
 
ECDC notes that the Local Housing Needs Interim Assessment (July 
2021) by Cobweb Consulting supports the principles of optimising 
housing on site. Paragraph 3.24 of the Assessment acknowledges 
that a focus on smaller units in the market sector would bring the 
benefit of securing the greatest yield from limited land supply and 
it would make a greater impact on housing affordability. The 
report then goes on to propose increasing the targets for new 1 
and 2 bed market housing. 
 
Paragraph 3.24 of the Assessment states that “Three-bedroomed 
dwellings currently form 17% of the dwelling stock. The growth in 
multi-adult households shown in household projected suggests an 
increase in the demand for these dwellings to 20% compared to 
the existing 17%. The proportion of the private sector stock in the 
authority with four and five or more bedrooms in 2011 was low 
(13%). This element of the stock undoubtedly contains a high 
proportion of under-occupying households, many of whom may be 
older people looking to downsize. This not only ensures better use 
of the stock, but also ensures that there is provision for those 
seeking larger units without additional new build. The target for 
dwellings with four bedrooms or more should therefore be 5% of 
the total new build.” 
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Whilst ECDC does not object to these requirements, it is important 
that any future policy is sufficiently flexible to reflect individual site 
circumstances, such as site constraints and market housing 
products (e.g., housing mix for market sale and build to rent may 
differ). 
 
ECDC welcomes the opportunity to discuss these matters at an 
early stage and to work with RBKC to help inform and develop 
future policies in more detail. 

DP9 on behalf of 
WELCOME 
TRUST  (Zoe 
Smythe) 

Wellcome Trust supports the principle of using small sites to assist 
in housing delivery. 

Support for small sites noted. 

Avison Young on 
behalf of 
Department for 
Transport (Neil 
Lawrence) 

The Department supports a design-led approach to optimising 
development potential and the quality of developments across the 
entirety of the KCOA. We recognise the importance that a 
Character Study would have in helping to inform and guide the 
principles of the emerging Local Plan and future development. 
However, this should not be overly prescriptive, particularly with 
regards to uses, height and orientation of tall buildings, density 
and massing. It should be recognised that the sustainable 
transformation of this area of change will require intensification of 
development in order to ensure that development is viable, and 
that provision of new homes and the regenerative benefits of the 
Opportunity Area can be fully realised. This will ensure that 
development can be optimised following a design-led approach in 
accordance with the principles of Good Growth set out in the 
London Plan. 

Support for Option 1 noted. 
 
Any design principles will enable sufficient flexibility for creative 
and innovative solutions that work to deliver good growth. 
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Environment 
Agency  (Hannah 
Malyon ) 

No comments Noted. 

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

Chapter 7 – Homes 
 
Issue 1 – Delivering the homes that we need 
 
Q 7.1 Which of these options do you support? You can pick more 
than one… & Q 7.2 Do you have any other options to suggest? 
 
Option 1 of Issue 1 states the Council should “optimise each site 
using a design led approach. This will be informed by the Character 
Study that is underway”. Option 2 of Issue 1 states that the Council 
should “optimise each site with the design led approach as per 
Option 1 but also benchmark floorspace against the nationally 
described housing standards”. 
 
We support either of the options set out for Issue 1 and would also 
add reference to the importance of tall buildings in the right 
locations to optimise a sites capacity. We are of the view that 
opportunities to provide tall buildings in suitable locations, 
particularly previously developed brownfield sites, can assist RBKC 
meeting their full housing requirement. 
 
For clarity, Montagu Evans submitted representations to the draft 
RBKC Character Study in June 2021, on behalf of the landowner at 
136-142 Bramley Road (Frasco Investment Holdings Limited). This 
broadly promoted the redevelopment of the Site for a more 
intensified use, and also noted the importance of tall buildings as 
an efficient and appropriate way to maximise density on 

Support for both options noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We are aware of the requirements of Policy D9 of the London Plan 
to set out appropriate locations for tall buildings in the Borough 
through the NLPR process. Appropriate locations for tall buildings 
will be based on the surrounding context and character of the 
Borough. We have started this conversation in our options for 
appropriate locations for tall buildings which can be found in the 
Conservation and Design chapter.  
 
Your comments on the Character Study were considered. 
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brownfield land in a sustainable way. We wish to reiterate this 
point and request RBKC include this as a building typology within 
their Character Study. 

 

Savills on behalf 
of COMMERCIAL 
ESTATES GROUP 
(Kirsty Turner) 

Homes 
 
 
Section 7 addresses the Borough’s aspirations in relation to 
housing and affordable housing. In respect of both, and in 
particular with regard to affordable housing, we consider it 
prudent at this stage to plan for the quantum driven by the 
Housing Delivery Test Targets mechanism. CEG support creating 
high quality housing developments through a design-led approach, 
in line with the London Plan (2021). 
 
Issue 2, as part of Chapter 7, seeks to set out options for 
protecting existing family homes, and this has been a continued 
aspiration for RBKC throughout planning policy which is supported 
in principle. However, option 3 requires the loss of all existing 
residential floorspace and units to be replaced by at least by the 
same number of homes and floorspace or at higher densities to 
optimise the site. However, following market changes and the 
introduction of new models of housing types, a mix of housing 
types are being progressed that target a certain demographic or 
family type. Developments should always seek to create mixed and 
balanced communities and this is driven through the London Plan 
(2021). However, it may be prudent to introduce other uses to a 
site to allow for a range of activities to take place, particularly 
either within an Employment Zone or Town Centre to encourage a 
range of activity, especially in activating a ground floor. It 
therefore seems appropriate to introduce a number of exceptions 

Noted. Support for Option 1 (design-led approach noted) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Concern on Issue 2 Option 3 noted. This option does provide certain 
exceptions for this (for market housing only), such as in town 
centres where the loss is to a town centre use. These exceptions are 
specified in current Local Plan Policy CH1. 
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to this option should it be progressed, particularly where 
developments will draw additional planning benefits to a particular 
area. 
 
Issue 3 discusses RBKC’s motivation to deliver genuinely affordable 
housing, and appropriate mechanisms to deal with this. The table 
beneath paragraph 7.19 references different options for when 
community housing is triggered including keeping the existing 650 
sqm trigger, lower to 500 sqm, or raise to major development as 
per national policy. We are supportive of developments providing 
community housing, and this is exercised at both national and 
regional policy level. However, as previously highlighted a number 
of introductions to the NLPR impact the viability position of 
proposals therefore it is important to strike a balance between 
ensuring developments are deliverable whilst maximising potential 
for community housing. As such, we propose the most appropriate 
option is to increase the trigger to major development as per 
national policy. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Support for Option 3 of Issue 3 – ‘Options for when community 
housing is triggered’ is noted. The viability of different triggers is 
being tested in a new viability study. The Interim Viability Study was 
published as part of this consultation. 
 

Hammersmith 
and Fulham 
Council (David 
Woodward) 

Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
We welcome acknowledgement of the need for further work on 
establishing and meeting the needs of the Gypsy and Traveller 
community across our boroughs (para 7.28) in lieu of a London 
wide Gypsy and Traveller needs assessment. The Council welcomes 
further discussion to address this issue. 
 
Given the potentially difficult and controversial decisions facing 
Kensington and Chelsea Council in formulating policy for specific 
development sites, meaningful engagement will be critical going 
forward. We look forward to continued dialogue and co-operation 
with yourselves over the coming months, and request the 

Comment noted. RBKC has initiated discussions with LBHF to 
update the Joint Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Needs 
Assessment and welcome an ongoing dialogue on assessing and 
meeting needs.   
 
 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1308098/108321189.1/PDF/-/RBKC_Local_Plan_Viability_Assessment_150721A__1_.pdf
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opportunity for meaningful engagement on specific development 
proposals prior to publication of the Local Plan. 

Wardell 
Armstrong LLP 
for Tatton Group  
(Rachel 
Wilbraham  ) 

As a starting point, we support and commend the proactive 
approach being taken by the Council in seeking to meet the need 
identified within the London Plan for the authority, however, we 
would urge significant caution in only seeking to meet this figure 
as the apparent evidence base is considered flawed. The 10-year 
housing target figure (equating to 448dpa) is noted as being based 
on the availability of sites identified in the 2017 SHLAA. We would 
draw attention to the Standardised Housing Methodology figures 
published in 2020 which are considered by national policy to be 
the starting point for assessment of housing quantum. The 
Standard Method identifies an annual need of 1,347 dwellings 
inclusive of an ‘urban centres uplift’ within Kensington and 
Chelsea, which is evidently significantly greater than the target 
being progressed. 
 
The NPPF requires that strategic policies be informed by an up-to-
date housing needs assessment (paragraph 61), and that in doing 
so the type and tenure of housing needed for different groups in 
the community should be assessed and reflected in policy 
(paragraph 62). The emerging Local Plan should seek to meet the 
full identified need for the Borough, particularly in the context of 
addressing critical inequality and affordability concerns. There is a 
particular need for larger family accommodation which at present 
is largely unavailable, with any existing properties commanding 
extremely high prices. The only way to address this is through the 
provision of additional accommodation of all types, thereby 
broadening the housing market. 
 

Noted. Para 7.4 of the Issues and Options document clarifies the 
difference between the figure of need and a housing target: 
“However, this is a figure of need and not our housing target, which 
is set through the London Plan process and is currently 448 homes 
per annum.”This was very clear in the Government response to the 
local housing need proposals in “Changes to the current planning 
system” - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk). This response made it very clear 
that for London “The Secretary of State for Housing, Communities 
and Local Government expects to agree the London Plan with the 
Mayor shortly. This new plan, when adopted, will set London’s 
housing requirement for the next 5 years. The local housing need 
uplift we are setting out today will therefore only be applicable once 
the next London Plan is being developed.”  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Council is aware of the requirement for an updated LHNA, 
providing evidence on the type and tenure of housing needed for 
different groups. The LHNA also looks at the size of housing and 

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/changes-to-the-current-planning-system/outcome/government-response-to-the-local-housing-need-proposals-in-changes-to-the-current-planning-system
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/changes-to-the-current-planning-system/outcome/government-response-to-the-local-housing-need-proposals-in-changes-to-the-current-planning-system
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/changes-to-the-current-planning-system/outcome/government-response-to-the-local-housing-need-proposals-in-changes-to-the-current-planning-system
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Future provision should be diverse in nature and comprise 
development options such as HMO’s, flat conversions, extensions 
to properties, and subterranean basement expansion. The 
constrained and highly developed nature of the Borough means 
that these options are the realistic source of accommodation 
provision at present and in the future, representing the 
predominant method through which need will be addressed. 
 
In relation to the specific options identified under Issue 1 of the 
eLP, we would provide greater support to Option 1 as Option 2 
may inadvertently limit residential development opportunities 
(such as flats and HMO’s) through requiring that they comply with 
nationally prescribed housing standards. Given the historic nature 
of the properties in the authority, it may not always be possible to 
meet these standards, which may limit otherwise suitable and 
sustainable developments. 

different housing products such as HMOs. The Interim LHNA was 
available as part of this consultation. 
 
 
 
 
Support to option 1 noted. 

Historic England 
(David English) 

We note that option 1 for questions 7.1 and 7.2 refers to 
‘maximising’ housing. This is despite the London Plan requiring 
sites to be ‘optimised’. Historic England supports the use of a 
design led approach to optimising sites based on a full 
understanding of local character and heritage significance in order 
to deliver sustainable development. 

The use of the word maximise does not accurately reflect the 
concept of good growth as set out in the Issues and Options 
document. It will be changed to optimise going forward. 
 

  

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1308098/108484005.1/PDF/-/21-07-14_Full_report_2nd_draft_BACKUP_revised.pdf


Q.7.2. Do you have any other options to suggest? 
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The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Reduce private rental % and increase owner-occupation % 
especially for key workers. 
Increase the range of housing options in Earl’s Court to reflect local 
need. Purpose-built, accessible and adaptable housing for the 
elderly and those with mobility issues must be well integrated 
within new developments. 

The housing tenure mix will be based on both the latest evidence of 
need and viability.  
There are existing policies that support accessible and adaptable 
housing and this will be further informed by the evidence of need.  

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

The Council should, in the case of developments over a certain 
size, impose a planning condition that a proportion of the 
accommodation should be for rent and not for sale. This should do 
something to mitigate the problem of store of value buying and 
absentee landlords. 
 
The Council needs also to conduct an audit of all the property 
which it owns itself in the borough or which is owned by other 
public authorities to see whether any of it could be used for social 
or affordable housing. 

For general market housing the Council cannot impose planning 
conditions in the way described.  
 
The housing tenure mix including the proportion of rental and 
home ownership units is to be based on both the latest evidence of 
housing need and viability. Interim versions of both documents are 
available as part of this consultation. 
 
As part of the Council’s New Homes Programme the Council has 
considered opportunities for new homes on assets it owns. 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

We support the detailed comments of the Kensington Society. This 
chapter in the next iteration of the Local plan will have a crucial 
impact in defining the future of the Borough. 
 
We share the Society’s misgivings about a Characterisation Study 
which (in its initial version) is a fairly superficial exercise. 
 
 
 
We support the Society’s encouragement for the Council to adopt 
a Plan B approach, based on the London Plan housing target of 448 
housing units per year, with an emphasis on high-density medium-

Support for detailed comments submitted by the Kensington 
Society is noted. 
 
 
 
Comments on the Characterisation Study are noted.  
 
 
Working to deliver the London Plan target is the approach being 
followed as per national policy. This is clarified in paragraph 7.4 of 
the Issues and Options document. 
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rise development which would relate to the traditional townscape 
and would be sufficiently dense to support local neighbourhood 
centres and the range of services and infrastructure to support 
walkable neighbourhoods. 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

No. Noted. 

Kerry Davis-Head HOUSING FOR OLDER PEOPLE 
This should be prioritised. The borough has very little suitable 
housing for older or disabled residents, meaning there is an exodus 
at some point during residents lives. One could say that the new 
apartments offer level living, lifts etc, but they are out of reach 
financially to the vast majority of homeowners. There is also a 
wonton lack of care facilities, convalescent homes, care homes, 
post operative homes. Yet a perfectly good care facility was sold, 
to be replaced by a vastly expensive development for older people, 
but nothing has yet replaced it years later. 
Meanwhile rehabilitation services have not recruited new 
personnel for years so post hospital care is stretched. 
 
Any new housing in Lots Village should be suitable for older 
residents so that they can stay in borough when the time comes, 
be near their local friends and neighbours, the same goes for 
anyone newly disabled, they should not have to be wrenched from 
the area in order to buy a suitable home. The borough is fast 
becoming somewhere that is sustainable for the young and fit 
only. 

Noted. We recognise the need to provide more homes for older 
people. The LHNA will identify the future need for the various types 
of specialist older people’s housing in the Borough. 
 
The Interim LHNA was available as part of this consultation and the 
NLPR Issues and Options document puts forward 5 different policy 
options for housing for older people based on the LHNA’s findings. 
 
As noted the replacement facility for the care home that was closed 
is to be provided at Lots Road. The Lots Road site was included in 
the Issues and Options consultation for a minimum of 65 extra care 
homes. 
 
 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1308098/108484005.1/PDF/-/21-07-14_Full_report_2nd_draft_BACKUP_revised.pdf
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Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Allow change of use from B1 to C3 by way of permitted 
development. 

 The emerging evidence on employment land suggests that there 
will be a need for between 50,000 sq m and 76,000 sq m of 
additional office floorspace by 2043. Given the difference in land 
values between office and residential uses, future policies will be 
based on the evidence of need. 
 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Reduce private rental % and increase owner-occupation % 
especially for key workers. 

Planning policies can largely influence what we secure in new 
developments. As such the options set out do not promote for 
example build to rent products particularly on our opportunity area 
sites. With regard to key workers the Council as a housing authority 
is developing a key worker housing policy. 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

We need a Plan B. 
 
We are very concerned that the whole of the strategy for the New 
Local Plan is based on attempting to accommodate an impossibly 
large “housing requirement” imposed directly by the Government. 
What is needed is the more realistic scenario. The Borough’s 
annual housing target will be 448pa until there is a revised London 
Plan target, which will be negotiated to reflect capacity and then 
allocated to boroughs through the London Plan. 
 
The emphasis in this scenario would be high-density, medium rise 
development which would relate to the traditional townscape and 
would be sufficiently dense to support local neighbourhood 
centres and the range of services and infrastructure to support 
walkable neighbourhoods. 

The NLPR is using the 448 dpa housing target as set out in the 
London Plan. This was very clear in the Government response to the 
local housing need proposals in “Changes to the current planning 
system” - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk). This response made it very clear 
that for London “The Secretary of State for Housing, Communities 
and Local Government expects to agree the London Plan with the 
Mayor shortly. This new plan, when adopted, will set London’s 
housing requirement for the next 5 years. The local housing need 
uplift we are setting out today will therefore only be applicable once 
the next London Plan is being developed.” 

GLA (Hassan 
Ahmed) 

The Mayor is pleased that RBKC’s community housing typology 
(affordable housing) shares his preference for affordable housing 
in the form of social rent/London affordable rent, and London 

The Council notes the Mayor’s support for the lower floorspace 
threshold at which affordable housing requirements are triggered. 
 

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/changes-to-the-current-planning-system/outcome/government-response-to-the-local-housing-need-proposals-in-changes-to-the-current-planning-system
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/changes-to-the-current-planning-system/outcome/government-response-to-the-local-housing-need-proposals-in-changes-to-the-current-planning-system
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/changes-to-the-current-planning-system/outcome/government-response-to-the-local-housing-need-proposals-in-changes-to-the-current-planning-system
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Living Rent as set out in paragraph 4.6.3 of the LP2021. 
RBKC’s current requirement for affordable housing is triggered by 
residential proposals that exceed a threshold of 650sqm. It is 
noted that this approach was recently tested through RBKC’s Local 
Plan examination and supported by appropriate evidence. The 
Mayor has no objection to this approach which will help to 
maximise affordable housing provided that RBKC can continue to 
justify it through up-to-date evidence. 
The Mayor has set a strategic target that 50% of all new homes 
across London are to be genuinely affordable and this should be 
reflected in the Local Plan in accordance with LP2021 Policy H4. In 
addition, RBKC should make explicitly clear their intention to 
follow the Mayor’s Threshold Approach to affordable housing as 
set out in Policy H5 of the LP2021. The threshold approach means 
that residential proposals that can deliver at least 35% gross 
affordable housing, or 50% on public sector land or for industrial 
land where the scheme would result in the loss of industrial 
capacity, will not be required to submit viability evidence and can 
follow the Fast Track Route (FTR). Those residential proposals that 
cannot meet the relevant threshold will be required to take the 
Viability Tested Route (VTR) and will be subjected to viability 
review mechanisms. RBKC should follow guidance set out in Policy 
H5 of the LP2021 and its supporting text. 
It is recognised and noted that the current Local Plan tenure split is 
set at 70/30 in favour of social/London Affordable Rent which 
meets the requirements of Policy H6 of the LP2021 and is 
welcome. 

The Council is aware London Plan the 50 per cent target and the 
Mayor’s Threshold Approach, this is referred to in the Local Plan 
2019 paragraph 23.3.27 and the Community Housing SPD and will 
be made explicit in the NLPR.  
 
The confirmation that the affordable housing tenure mix of 70:30 
meet the requirements of Policy H6 of the LP2021 is noted. 
 
 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

No. Noted. 
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Earl's Court Area 
Action Group 
(Bella Hardwick) 

We are calling for low-rise, high-density exemplary green housing 
to be built on the Earls Court Masterplan site which is inter-
generational and where the disabled are genuinely at the heart of 
design from the beginning. We are also calling for the provision of 
community infrastructure, green spaces and a mix of housing 
provision: homes to buy, social rented homes (council housing), 
genuinely affordable rental homes, family homes and homes for 
key workers. PLEASE NOTE: providing homes for key workers 
should not be used as a means of excluding other lower paid 
workers i.e. having only "the right kind of lower paid workers." The 
Council should not allow poor doors no matter how plush the 
design of entrances/foyers and different housing tenures should 
be present within the same buildings/floors and not separated out. 
There should also be care taken in design and provision of shared 
spaces to ensure that the new community will mix with the 
existing Earl's Court community as well as in Hammersmith and 
Fulham. 
A report from the London School of Economics’ LSE Cities looked 
at residents' views of living in 14 new developments. Pages 6 & 7 
has an Executive Summary and pages 78 to 82 has Conclusions & 
Lessons. 
https://www.lse.ac.uk/cities/Assets/Documents/2020-LSE-Density-
Report-digital.pdf 
We have created a list of four recommendations drawing on this 
report: 
1. Flats to have sufficient storage & play space (especially for 
family flats) including 
offering basement storage units. 
2. Ensure that the physical factors, namely noise insulation, 
heating design & lifts are 

Noted. 
 
The current and future Local Plan policies are written to deliver 
mixed and balanced communities. It is agreed that on a site of this 
scale a range of housing products should be delivered to meet local 
needs which will be identified in the LHNA. 
 
The Council as a housing authority is developing a keyworker policy. 
In planning terms we support the provision of genuinely affordable 
housing as part of residential development. To ensure everyone 
understands what we mean by genuinely affordable we have 
rephrased the term and call it community housing. A Community 
Housing SPD was adopted last year which sets out definitions and 
rents for community housing. You can also see this in paragraph 
7.13 of the Issues and Options document. 
 
The standards that have been listed are noted. A range of these 
factors are covered across the existing Local Plan and will be further 
strengthened in the NLPR. For example there are nationally 
described space standards that are adopted through the London 
Plan, our design policies look for dual aspect units, new energy 
requirements will be introduced.  
 
Consideration of the nature of the allocation will form part of a 
separate site allocation paper.  
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explicitly considered at the design stage. 
3. Circulation areas like lifts, corridors and lobbies to be 
thoughtfully designed to 
encourage informal, spontaneous interactions. 
4. Post-occupancy evaluations to be undertaken and the 
information to be shared. 
Below are some points we have extracted from the Executive 
Summary (pp 6 & 7): 
Community & neighbourhood – some developers take active 
responsibility for promoting community by sponsoring events, 
creating online platforms and providing social spaces. 
Infrastructure should be developed in tandem otherwise there will 
be long queues at GPs, tube, rail and bus stations & schools at full 
capacity. 
Family living – flats had insufficient storage and play space. And 
while families’ needs evolve over time, the physical features of 
most schemes were not notably flexible. 
Management - Residents said they valued efficient management 
but also wanted a sense of personal connection with those 
responsible. 
Amenities & outdoor spaces - Attractive outdoor spaces with 
comfortable seating and 
convenient pedestrian routes were better used than hard-
surfaced, dead-end, heavily 
overlooked places. 
Built form - The closer people live to one another, the more 
important are physical factors like noise insulation, heating design 
and lifts. 
Learning from residents - Post-occupancy evaluations are all too 
rarely undertaken, and even when they are the information may 
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not be shared. To ensure that our new homes work well for 
Londoners and for the city, we should routinely assess the physical 
and social qualities of recent schemes— and when judging their 
performance we should listen to the voice of residents and act on 
their suggestions, not ignore them. 
Some extracts from Conclusions & Lessons (pp 78 to 83) somewhat 
overlapping with the Executive Summary. 
Community – Lessons 
Residents living in the same scheme or even the same corridor 
don’t necessarily socialise or recognise each other. Circulation 
areas like lifts, corridors and lobbies could be thoughtfully 
designed to encourage informal, spontaneous interactions. 
Neighbourhood - Lessons: 
Integration with the surrounding neighbourhood can be fostered 
through pedestrian 
permeability and incorporating amenities that can be used by the 
wider community. 
Encourage incoming residents to engage with local area, for 
example by providing 
information on local resident associations and neighbourhood 
groups. 
Infrastructure - Lessons: 
New schemes can bring sudden sharp increases in local 
population. Necessary 
improvements in infrastructure and services should arrive with the 
new residents, not years later. Information about the impacts of 
new development on infrastructure and local amenities could be 
better communicated with local residents. 
Family Living - Lessons: 
Think creatively about how to provide enough storage space for 
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families, either within flats themselves or elsewhere--possibly by 
offering basement storage units. 
Design homes whose space can easily be reconfigured as 
households’ needs change. 
Management - Lessons: 
Management plans should be accessible to residents, and provide 
details of current and forecasted running costs and service 
charges. 
Having accountable, on-site staff improves the livability of new 
schemes. 
Built form - Lessons: 
Heating and noise are the physical issues that most concern 
residents, apart from storage. These issues, and the potential 
interaction between them, should be 
explicitly considered at design stage and monitored once the 
buildings are occupied. 
Buildings that are shoehorned into tightly constrained, irregular 
spaces should meet the highest design standards, both for the 
benefit of residents themselves and the surrounding 
neighbourhoods. 
Learning from residents - Lesson: 
Post-occupancy evaluations should become standard for all major 
schemes, with the 
findings used to improve existing and future developments. 
Residents should be involved in these evaluations in a genuinely 
meaningful way. 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

We support optimising housing delivery not maximising. We 
strongly support measures to prevent housing development for 
“buy to leave”, overseas buyers or purely for investment at the 
higher end of the market. These often do not create any affordable 

Support for optimising delivery noted. This in turn restricts very 
large homes associated with ‘buy to leave’.  
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homes for existing residents in the borough and lump all landlords 
in one group which is not the case. 
The Government’s planning reforms are driven by their housing 
delivery ambitions but as the paper clearly sets out there are 
severe restrictions on what RBKC can deliver. Most additional 
homes will need to come from the two major growth sites and the 
limited number of opportunity sites. If the diversity/ levelling up 
agenda is to be taken seriously, more needs to be done to secure 
real affordable housing. Relying on developers to provide this will 
not be enough (unless viability calculations are revised) . Can RBKC 
do more to build new homes using its own land and buildings? 
Building very tall buildings to provide more homes will only be 
possible in a very few locations and is likely to be unpopular. The 
existing Kensington pattern of medium rise terraces and squares is 
capable of providing high densities. 
Other. Maximise use of empty or under used space above shops. 

 
It is agreed that the opportunity area sites will accommodate a 
large proportion of new homes needed in the Borough. The Council 
has robust policies requiring community housing. This will be 
carried forward in the NLPR. 
 
 
 
The Council has embarked on a New Homes Delivery programme. It 
has already secured permission for about 100 homes and 
development has commenced. In total the programme is for 600 
new homes including a minimum of 300 homes for social rent.  
 
Change of use of shops to residential is now permitted 
development. We recognise that town centres are changing. Whilst 
we would continue to want to protect shops/ Class E uses on the 
ground floors particularly in primary frontages, we do recognise 
that the creation of  flats above shops may be a suitable town 
centre use.  
 
 

David Campbell Tighter controls are needed to prevent developments being used 
for short-term lets. Many leases already incorporate such 
restrictions. 

Planning permission is required to let properties for more than 90 
days in a year. The number of residential units lost to short term 
lets and the number of enforcement cases relating to the 
unauthorised changes of use to short term lets are monitored 
annually in the AMR (Policy CF9 of current Local Plan 2019). 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

No further comments. Noted 
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David Lloyd-Davis Areas of existing high density housing should be excluded to 
protect communities and dangerously stretched infrastructure. 
Employment Zones should be protected. 
Actual requirements of housing for local people should be 
recalibrated after Brexit and Covid. 

Noted. The NLPR recognises the dense built environment in the 
Borough and a limited number of sites are identified for 
development. These will be optimised using a design led approach 
and the principle of good growth will be followed throughout. 
 
Employment uses are protected at present and future policy will be 
based on the emerging evidence on employment land which 
suggests that there will be a need for between 50,000 sq m and 
76,000 sq m of additional office floorspace by 2043.  
 
 
 
 
In accordance with the NPPF and government guidance, A LHNA is 
underway and will inform planning policies on housing. 

Alex Mackay Given the small size of the borough and the limited number of 
even medium sized sites - say ones that might create 20-50 homes 
- each site needs to be considered on a case by case basis, Rigid 
policies and box ticking equals failure to meet housing delivery 
targets. 

Noted. Policies have to be written on a Borough-wide basis using 
robust and proportionate evidence. Site specific considerations are 
always taken into account when determining planning applications. 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

Islington Council refused partnerships with developers who 
wanted over 12% profit. They still managed to build! If the Council 
is serious about wanting to build for our own residents, we must 
stop catering for greed and find developers with a conscience who 
do not see the borough as a cash cow and somewhere they can 
build with impunity for the buy to leave market. This applies to the 
Council too. 
Use Council land to build social/affordable homes only. Ensure 
homes are built to proper construction and safety standards. 

The Council’s New Homes Delivery programme is based on 
delivering 50% community housing. The private homes will enable 
the provision of community housing.  
 
Construction and safety standards are governed by Building 
Regulations. 
 
The bar for implementing planning permissions is low. So if a start is 
made on a site, planning permissions no longer have an expiry date. 
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Shorten the time in which permissions must be built – half of 
permissions are not built! 

Therefore shortening the planning permission expiry date is unlikely 
to address the issue stated. 

Wardell 
Armstrong LLP 
for Tatton Group 
(Rachel 
Wilbraham) 

We would recommend the inclusion of an option which supports 
residential development opportunities which are demonstrably 
suitable, sustainable and in overall accordance with the emerging 
Local Plan. This will add much needed flexibility to meet housing 
need, assist in addressing major affordability concerns, while 
helping narrow inequality. 

Noted. This is how the planning system operates. Development that 
complies with the development plan i.e. the Local Plan is granted 
planning permission.  

Historic England 
(David English) 

We note that option 1 for questions 7.1 and 7.2 refers to 
‘maximising’ housing. This is despite the London Plan requiring 
sites to be ‘optimised’. Historic England supports the use of a 
design led approach to optimising sites based on a full 
understanding of local character and heritage significance in order 
to deliver sustainable development. 

It should be ‘optimising’ sites not ‘maximising. The aim is to deliver 
good growth. We will ensure this is clear at the next stage of the 
NLPR. 

 

  



Issue 2: Protecting existing homes 

Q.7.3. Which of these options do you support? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Option 1 
Resist amalgamations of new homes. 
Our current policy is aimed to strike a balance between stopping 
the loss of existing homes and allowing families to amalgamate 
homes and stay within the Borough. However, we have failed the 
Housing Delivery Test and amalgamations have resulted in a 
further loss homes since the adoption of the policy in 2019 (but 
only 25 !) 
Stop the loss of homes through amalgamations. Whilst it will not 
be explicitly stated in policy, permission may still be granted where 
there are other material considerations such as the existing 
accommodation is sub-standard in size and cannot be improved 
unless it is enlarged through amalgamation. 
Option 2 
Resist the loss of HMOs. Sub-standard HMOs can be improved to 
bring them up to standard. 
The loss of 115 rooms in HMOs in 2019/20 has reduced the 
housing stock by 64 homes. This is a significant loss of homes in 
just one year and should only be allowed where necessary. HMOs 
provide low cost accommodation to a range of people such as key 
workers and young professionals. 
This would curtail the loss of HMOs unless there are other material 
considerations such as the existing accommodation is sub-
standard and this cannot be addressed by reconfiguring the HMO 
accommodation. 
Option 3 
Require loss of all existing residential floorspace and units to be 

Noted. 
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replaced by at least by the same number of homes and floorspace 
or at higher densities to optimise the site. 
It is important to protect the existing stock and look for 
opportunities to increase densities to meet housing needs and 
deliver enough homes. There could be certain exceptions to this 
for market housing only, such as in town centres where the loss is 
to a town centre use. These exceptions are specified in current 
Policy CH1. 
This will be another measure to ensure we retain existing stock 
and look for opportunities to increase it. At the same time balance 
the need to provide for other uses in appropriate locations 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

We support Option 1. We doubt if Option 2 has much relevance in 
Chelsea. We do not support Option 3 as we are opposed to any 
policy of deliberately increasing the density of housing in Chelsea. 

Support for Option 1 noted. We note that you do not support 
options 2 and 3. 
 
 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

We support all three options. 
Limiting amalgamations to two units into one will be of some help 
in reducing the rate of losses of units. 

Support for all three options noted. 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

Option 1: We support the current policy of stopping the loss of 
existing homes through amalgamations and conversions and think 
if anything it should be more restrictive. We accept that in 
conservation terms there are arguments for allowing Victorian 
houses which have been converted into flats to be reconverted 
back into family homes. But there are plenty of large family homes 
in the borough (regrettably too often occupied only occasionally). 
Given the huge proportion of one and two person households in 
the borough, we desperately need more smaller dwellings. (In the 

Support for option 1 noted. Permission may still be granted where 
there are other material considerations. 
 
Support for option 2 noted. 
 
Support for option 3 noted. 
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paper, we think “138 metres” may be a misprint. 
We would see an argument for a temporary amalgamation where 
this would allow the provision of a “granny flat”, provided that this 
lasts only the lifetime of the person concerned and the 
amalgamation can easily be reversed. This might reduce the 
burden on the care system, by allowing elderly people to live 
independently for longer. We recall a case a few years ago when 
the owner of two adjacent flats, living in one of them, wanted to 
knock a door through so as to put his elderly father in the other 
and have easy access in case of emergencies. Even though he was 
content for this arrangement only to last while his father was 
resident there, permission for a “personal” time-limited grant was 
refused, quite unreasonably in our view. 
Option 2: We agree to resisting the loss of HMOs and agree that 
sub-standard HMOs can usually be improved to bring them up to 
standard. We share the concern that private rented stock and 
HMOs are being lost to large housing units and short-term holiday 
lets. 
Option 3: We agree that where residential buildings are being 
redeveloped, the existing residential units should be replaced by at 
least by the same number of homes and floorspace or at higher 
densities to optimise the site. Indeed, where an existing building is 
replaced by one occupying a larger footprint and/or with extra 
floors, the number of units required should be increased pro rata, 
so that valuable development space is fully used. We would not 
like to see a repetition of the permission given in the Duke’s Lodge 
case where a block of 27 useful small flats was replaced by only 27 
new (large luxury) flats, even though the new building covered a 
considerably bigger area (and incidentally built over a well planted 
area of trees and bushes). 
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Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

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

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

We support maintaining existing policy regarding protection of 
existing houses. 

Support for maintaining existing policy noted. 

Greg Hammond I do not support Option 1: despite recognising that they hinder our 
meeting build targets, amalgamations are a good way of providing 
family homes; conversion properties (most of which are in 
conservation areas) were usually built as full size houses, so 
allowing them to return to larger units is more true to their original 
purpose. 
I do not support Option 2: HMOs, as narrowly defined 
(independent bedrooms with shared facilities), are a sub-standard 
way of living and have no place in the 21st century. 
Option 3 is not clearly explained, but it doesn’t sound achievable. 

Noted that neither option is supported. 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Easing restrictions on amalgamation so I object to option 1 Noted that Option 1 is not supported. 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Option 1 
Resist amalgamations of new homes. 
Our current policy is aimed to strike a balance between stopping 
the loss of existing homes and allowing families to amalgamate 
homes and stay within the Borough. However, we have failed the 
Housing Delivery Test and amalgamations have resulted in a 

Noted. 
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further loss homes since the adoption of the policy in 2019 (but 
only 25 !) 
Stop the loss of homes through amalgamations. Whilst it will not 
be explicitly stated in policy, permission may still be granted where 
there are other material considerations such as the existing 
accommodation is sub-standard in size and cannot be improved 
unless it is enlarged through amalgamation. 
Option 2 
Resist the loss of HMOs. Sub-standard HMOs can be improved to 
bring them up to standard. 
The loss of 115 rooms in HMOs in 2019/20 has reduced the 
housing stock by 64 homes. This is a significant loss of homes in 
just one year and should only be allowed where necessary. HMOs 
provide low cost accommodation to a range of people such as key 
workers and young professionals. 
This would curtail the loss of HMOs unless there are other material 
considerations such as the existing accommodation is sub-
standard and this cannot be addressed by reconfiguring the HMO 
accommodation. 
Option 3 
Require loss of all existing residential floorspace and units to be 
replaced by at least by the same number of homes and floorspace 
or at higher densities to optimise the site. 
It is important to protect the existing stock and look for 
opportunities to increase densities to meet housing needs and 
deliver enough homes. There could be certain exceptions to this 
for market housing only, such as in town centres where the loss is 
to a town centre use. These exceptions are specified in current 
Policy CH1. 
This will be another measure to ensure we retain existing stock 
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and look for opportunities to increase it. At the same time balance 
the need to provide for other uses in appropriate locations 

Linda Wade Option 1 
• Agree 
 
Option 2 
• Agree 
 
Option 3 
• Agree 

Support for all three options noted. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Option 3 Support for Option 3 noted. 

Tom Bennett I think we should allow amalgamations of homes up to a certain 
area. For example, two 1-beds amalgamating to create one 3-bed, 
could create a family-appropriate home. Given the shortage of 
family homes in the borough, this shouldn't automatically be seen 
as negative. However, converting two 4-beds into one 8-bed is a 
different story, and could have a detrimental affect on the area 
and housing provision. 

Noted. Our current policy, is based on the same principle of 
recognising the need of family sized accommodation, it aimed to 
strike a balance between stopping the loss of existing homes and 
allowing families to amalgamate homes and stay within the 
Borough. However, since we have failed the Housing Delivery Test, 
and further loss though amalgamations counts against our housing 
delivery we are reconsidering this policy. 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

We support all three options. 
 
We strongly support the current policy of stopping the loss of 
existing homes through both amalgamations and conversions, but 
we are opposed to the figure of 170sqm, which is far too large. 
 
We are very concerned about the loss of private-rented stock and 
loss of HMOs to large housing units and to short-term holiday lets, 

Support for all three options noted. 
 
The Council recognises that amalgamation of existing residential 
units will reduce the stock of housing across the borough. 
 
The Council recognises the value of HMO in meeting the particular 
housing needs of some of our residents. Loss to large homes can 
also reduce overall housing supply. 
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and strongly support the Council supporting HMOs. The losses in 
2019/20 was the loss of 115 homes for 1-person households, 
though it counted as a loss of 64 units. 
HMOs still play an important role in the Borough’s housing stock, 
providing more affordable market housing for single people who 
could not qualify for Council housing. Loss of HMOs and student 
housing not only counts as losses to off-set against completions, 
but more importantly they reduce the supply of specialised 
housing which does not get replaced. All too often the excuse for 
refurbishment is the size of the rooms and the condition of the 
property. The condition of the property should not be a reason for 
refurbishment if there is loss of units. 
 
Option 3: This might provide compensating increases in the 
number of units – well worth trying. It is particularly important 
that we discourage yet more large luxury flats that tend to be 
bought for investment or by people who only live there for a small 
part of the year. In addition, if refurbished there should be a S106 
Agreement legal agreement that requires the units to return to the 
HMO market. All too often they go on to the short-let market 
which is impossible to police. 
 
As in Option 2, refurbishment with the excuse of the room size 
should not be allowed. Where an existing building is replaced by 
one occupying a larger footprint and/or with extra floors, the 
number of units required should be increased pro rata, so that 
valuable development space is “optimised”. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Option 3: This option is for all existing residential floorspace that is 
completely redeveloped so it is unclear how a s106 agreement 
could require the unit to return to HMO use. This option if 
developed into policy will work independently of the policy on 
HMOs and as per current Policy CH1. 
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Policies will have to be proportionate and extension of existing 
homes will still be possible. 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Option 1 650 sq m as existing or Option 2 500 sq m, no to option 3 (Options for when community housing is triggered) Support for 
options 1 and 2 noted. 

David Campbell Amalgamation of sub-standard accommodation should be allowed, 
but with an upper limit equal to the standards for a family with 
children or the number of occupants. 
Sub-standard HMOs ought to be condemned. As a general 
principle, HMOs with shared kitchens, bathrooms and toilets 
should be discouraged and converted to self contained flats. 

Noted. This seems to support Option 1 but with an added clause of 
an upper floorspace limit akin to existing policy. 
 
The loss of HMOs has an impact on overall housing delivery and we 
are looking at policies to stop such losses unless there are other 
material considerations such as sub-standard accommodation.  

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

I support Option 2 - HMO's have a place and fulfilling a need - and 
Option 3 (replace 
all lost residential floor space). 

Support for options 2 and 3 noted. 

DP9 Limited 
(Luke Thrumble) 

Option 3 which requires the loss of all existing residential 
floorspace and units to be replaced by at least by the same 
number of homes and floorspace or at higher densities to optimise 
the site is supported. 

Support for Option 3 noted. 

Imperial College 
London  (Rory 
Newman) 

Option 1 – Imperial supports the flexibility within all types of 
housing, which is especially pertinent when it comes to the historic 
under delivery of housing within the Borough. We support the 
current policies resisting amalgamation of existing dwellings as 
well as the existing guidelines stating amalgamation should not 
result in over 170 sqm of floorspace. This policy approach has been 
tested within surrounding London Boroughs including 
Westminster. 

Support for options 2 and 3 noted. 
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Option 2 – support. A number of Imperial’s students and staff are 
reliant on HMOs as a form of housing. Imperial supports their 
protection as it will allow for greater affordable housing provision 
and housing choice within the Borough. Imperial also believes 
emphasis should be given to maintaining quality within HMO 
provision. Imperial fully supports the principle of improving 
existing HMOs where they meet acceptable standards. 
 
Option 3 – support. 

David Lloyd-Davis Options 1,2,&3. Support for all three options noted. 

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

All. Support for all three options noted. 

Robert Dixon I do not support option 1. I do not support resisting amalgamations 
of existing homes as a matter of policy and believe that each 
application should be considered on its own merits (including 
whether the applicant is an existing resident in one of the homes 
to be amalgamated). If a limit on the number of units to be 
combined and/or a size limit is retained, such limit(s) should be 
increased in the light of modern housing needs e.g. increased 
home-working. 
 
I support Option 2 re HMOs. 
 
I support Option 3 (except in respect of amalgamations). 

Support for option 2 and 3 noted. We note that Option 1 is not 
supported. 
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Alex Mackay Difficult area as the targets are not calculated realistically. The new 
Plan does need to allow some conversions of HMO and redundant 
student accommodation to avoid a street being blighted by the 
planning system. 

Noted. The Council is obliged to include its housing targets as per 
the London Plan. Delivery against these targets forms part of the 
Governments Housing delivery test. 
 
The Council supports the retention of HMOs but does allow loss 
where there do not meet the necessary standards, and where the 
COU is to studio flats. 

DP9 on behalf of 
WELCOME 
TRUST  (Zoe 
Smythe) 

Wellcome Trust suggest Option 3 should not restrict the loss of 
existing residential floorspace to be provided on site, with policy 
considering the constraints on the site and suggest a case-by-case 
approach is adopted. 

Noted. Planning policies are written on a strategic basis with case 
by case exceptions possible where there are demonstrable other 
material considerations. 

Turley (Laurence 
Brooker) 

Option 3 is supported, as is the ability for a portfolio approach to 
be taken into account, whereby units lost on one site could be 
delivered elsewhere in the borough on other sites owned by the 
applicant. The principal of not allowing the loss of housing is 
supported, as is the active encouragement of the provision of new 
housing across the borough as a priority use. 
 
More generally, retention of the existing amalgamations policy is 
supported as it retains an element of flexibility not shown in 
Option 1. 

Support for Option 3 noted. We note support for retaining current 
policy on amalgamation. A portfolio approach or land swap 
approach cannot be the default approach as policies are written on 
a strategic basis. 

  



Q.7.4. Do you have any other options to suggest? 
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The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Allow non-viable small hotels to change use to residential. 
Possibly allow non-viable offices to change use back to any former 
residential use, to be evaluated on a case-by-case basis. 
Encourage down-sizing for elderly residents and splitting. The 
resident either stays in the smaller home, or moves into a care 
setting or smaller life-standard housing. 
The smaller unit could be earmarked for starter homes or for key 
workers, including carers. 
Tighter policy regulations must be developed and enforced to 
address the perverse incentives for use of scarce housing stock as 
short-term holiday lets. 
Amalgamation of bedsits into 2-3 bedroom family homes should 
be permitted on a case-by-case basis as a part of overall upgrading 
of dated facilities. 

Viability is considered on a case-by-case basis already. 
 
 
The NLPR evidence will be looking at care home need and other 
forms of accommodation for the elderly. 
 
Local Plan 2019 Policy CF9 protects all permanent residential 
accommodation from changes of use to short term lets.  
 
The Council, as a housing authority, is developing a keyworker 
policy. 
 
Noted. The policy is amalgamations relates to self-contained 
homes, the options around HMOs are presented separate to this as 
they are seen to be a form of low cost housing.  

Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

With regard to the conversion of HMO’s, the current policy 
allowing their conversion to studio apartments facilitates a very 
valuable form of a more affordable market product for the 
Borough that would otherwise be difficult to achieve. Indeed, in 
the absence of this as an option, this may result in a more negative 
impact where a developer simply converts HMO’s to a single house 
without the need for planning, where they comply with the terms 
of Class C4. This would not only result in a greater loss of more 
affordable market accommodation but also a reduction in a sites’ 
potential to deliver unit numbers for the Borough. 

Noted. Whilst the newly created studios are not an affordable 
product per se, the Council does recognises that they will be more 
affordable than larger homes. As such they do have value. 
 
The Council recognise the DPRs available, although the nature of 
the borough’s GHMO stock does mean that it is rarely relevant. 
 
 
he permitted development right referred to is available now but the 
policy mainly relates to larger scale HMOs which do need planning 
permission.  
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Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Be tougher on short lets ie B&B as it leads to properties being 
empty and loss of security for long term residents in neighbouring 
flats. 

Local Plan 2019 Policy CF9 protects all permanent residential 
accommodation from changes of use to short term lets. The issue of 
Air bnb is one that is controlled nationally. Planning permission is 
required to let properties for more than 90 days in a year. The 
number of residential units lost to short term lets and the number 
of enforcement cases relating to the unauthorised changes of use 
to short term lets are monitored annually in the AMR. 

Elizabeth Ashley Control/restrict short term lets, airbnb in the area creating longer 
term residential properties. 

Local Plan 2019 Policy CF9 protects all permanent residential 
accommodation from changes of use to short term lets. The issue of 
Air bnb is one that is controlled nationally. Planning permission is 
required to let properties for more than 90 days in a year. The 
number of residential units lost to short term lets and the number 
of enforcement cases relating to the unauthorised changes of use 
to short term lets are monitored annually in the AMR. 

Linda Wade • The loss of HMOs is reducing the amount of stock available for 
low-income families 
• The use of private rented stock as AirBnB thereby increasing the 
rent and reducing the number of units available. Tighter 
regulations need to be introduced in the short-term holiday let 
market, with registration of the owner of the property listed and a 
fee charged for environmental health inspection. 
• In stock such as small studio flats in converted buildings there 
should be discretion to amalgamate to make a larger unit or a one-
bed flat 

Noted. We are proposing to resist the loss of HMOs. 
 
Local Plan 2019 Policy CF9 protects all permanent residential 
accommodation from changes of use to short term lets. The issue of 
Air bnb is one that is controlled nationally. Planning permission is 
required to let properties for more than 90 days in a year. The 
number of residential units lost to short term lets and the number 
of enforcement cases relating to the unauthorised changes of use 
to short term lets are monitored annually in the AMR. 
 
Noted. We are proposing that permission may still be granted 
where there are other material considerations such as the 
accommodation being sub-standard. 
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RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

- Allow non-viable hotels to change use to residential. 
- Possibly allow non-viable offices to change use back to any 
former residential use 

Noted. 
 
The Local Plan protects hotels across the Borough. 
 
The office to residential change of use issue is considered in the 
Business and Culture Chapter, Issue 1.  
 
The emerging evidence on employment land suggests that there 
will be a need for between 50,000 sq m and 76,000 sq m of 
additional office floorspace by 2043. Given the difference in land 
values between office and residential uses, future policies will be 
based on the evidence of need. 

David Lloyd-Davis Employment zones are vulnerable to dilution by the investment 
potential of market housing. 
Employment opportunities are second at 34% on your 
GiveMyViews website. 

Noted. Employment zones are protected in the Local Plan. In light 
of recent changes to planning regulations, we are proposing to 
make an Article 4 direction to continue to require planning 
permission for changes of any business use to residential. 
 
 
 

Robert Dixon As noted above, I do not support resisting amalgamations of 
existing homes as a matter of policy and believe that each 
application should be considered on its own merits (including 
whether the applicant is an existing resident in one of the homes 
to be amalgamated). If a limit on the number of units to be 
combined and/or a size limit is retained, such limit(s) should be 
increased in the light of modern housing needs e.g. increased 
home-working. 

We note that Option 1 is not supported. 
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Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

Stop selling off Council owned homes, large street properties 
should be used for family occupation, not to bring in funds and 
boost property prices. 

Noted. 

Wardell 
Armstrong LLP 
for Tatton Group  
(Rachel 
Wilbraham  ) 

We strongly object to an overly protectionist policy which would 
seek to protect existing property for its own sake, rather than 
afford crucial flexibility for development proposals which are able 
to meet the highly significant housing shortfall. We would suggest 
the inclusions of a further option to the 3 outlined within the 
emerging Local Plan, which would not provide an overriding policy 
presumption against the merger and amalgamation of individual 
flats, rather that proposals be considered in the context of the role 
they are able to play in meeting need, and a decision based on the 
overall acceptability and need for larger accommodation. This 
would create a more supportive policy environment for 
development schemes and afford both developers and the Council 
a broader approach to providing and determining development. 

Noted. While policies have to be written on a Borough-wide basis 
using robust and proportionate evidence, site specific 
considerations are always taken into account when determining 
planning applications 

 

  



Issue 3: RBKC Community housing 

Q.7.5. Which of these options do you support? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

In the particular circumstances of Chelsea the private sector has no 
incentive to deliver affordable housing unless forced to do so. We 
would not want developers always to be able to claim payments in 
lieu, but we recognise that in the case of small projects this is the 
only viable solution. So we favour Option 2 for when community 
housing is triggered. 

Support for Option 2 of Options for when community housing is 
triggered noted 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

General 
We welcome the fact that the New Homes Programme is providing 
new homes on infill sites in an around the StQW area and consider 
the level of consultation with the public on these schemes to have 
generally been good. 
Options for when community housing is triggered 
Based on our experience in trying encourage development of new 
housing in Latimer we support Option 3 and conforming with 
national policy on this trigger point. Realistically, developments 
which trigger a requirement for a single affordable unit are always 
going to struggle to find a RSL willing to take on the management 
role. The 650 sq m trigger is a significant obstacle to viability of 
redevelopment on smaller and medium-sized sites. There should 
at least be scope for applying the higher national figure on a 
selective basis, where the location and planning context make this 
necessary for developability and deliverability of new housing. If 
anything is to happen in Latimer Road, we think that it will need 
the higher national figure of 1,000 sq m as a trigger level. 
 
Option 2: We oppose Option 2 of a reduced 500 sqm trigger. 

Support for Option 3 noted. We note that Option 2 is not 
supported. 
 
Support for Option 2 of Options for percentage of community 
housing noted. 
 
Regarding point on Option 2, the Interim Viability Study suggests 
that we can take a payment to provide community housing 
somewhere else when on-site delivery is not feasible. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Options for percentage of Community Housing: 
We support the Kensington Society comments on these options. 

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

We support Option 4 but believe Key Worker Housing should be 
included as Community Housing. 

Noted.  The definition of “affordable housing,” includes both 
intermediate and social rented homes.  Key worker homes are a 
form of intermediate accommodation. 

Greg Hammond Trigger: support Option 3 to be in line with national policy; the 
lower limits are too much of a disincentive to development. 
Proportion of Community Housing: stick with existing policies 
(Options 1 and 2). 
Which products: not sure I understood the difference. 
Payments in lieu: Option 2 seems the better approach as it might 
reduce disincentives to development. 

Support for Option 3 of Options for when community housing is 
triggered noted.  
 
We note that Options 1 and 2 are not supported. 
 
Support for Options 1 and 2 of Options for percentage of 
community housing noted. 
 
Options for which community housing products to secure: Noted. 
We will ensure this is clear at the next stage of the NLPR. These 
products are also explained in greater details in our Community 
Housing SPD. 
 
Support for Option 2 of Options for payments in lieu noted. 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

I support option 3. Percentage of community housing option 1 Support for Option 3 noted. Support for Option 1 of Options for 
percentage of community housing noted. 

Linda Wade Option 1 
• Agree 

Support for Options 1 and 2 noted. We note that Option 3 is not 
supported. 

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/community-housing-supplementary-planning-document-spd
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/community-housing-supplementary-planning-document-spd


Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

 
Option 2 
• Agree 
 
Option 3 
• Disagree 
 
Options or percentage of Community Housing 
 
Option 1 
• 35% but in Council/Government/TfL owned land 50% 
 
Options for mix of Community Housing products to be secured: 
 
Option 2 
• Agree 
 
Options for which community housing products to secure 
 
The quality of the RSL stock in the borough is poor, much 
converted in the 70s and now presenting RSLs with a viability 
decision on voids and so some are sold representing a loss to the 
borough and our housing needs. We need to upgrade our RSL 
stock, to be able to so we must be able to build to fulfil our existing 
Housing Register needs as well as provide the ability to decant. 
 
Options for payments in lieu 
 
No to payment in lieu. 
 

 
Support for Options 1 and 2 of Options for percentage of 
community housing noted. 
 
Support for Option 2 of Options for which community housing 
products to secure noted. 
 
The Council will continue to strongly resist any loss of RBKC 
Community Housing. The Council recognises the need to ensure our 
stock is of the highest quality.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Option 2: 
 
• On small sites, where the product cannot be delivered but there 
must be some discussion as to what a small site is and how this can 
lead to the loading of the service charge leading to high service 
charges and therefore loss of onsite delivery. 

We noted that Option 1 of Options for payments in lieu is not 
supported.  
 
 
 
 
Noted. Service charges are dealt with by housing rather than 
planning and therefore this is beyond the remit of the NLPR. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Options for when triggered - Option 3 
Percentages – Option 1 
Which community housing products to secure – Option 1 
Payments in lieu – Option 1 

Support for Option 3 of Options for when community housing is 
triggered noted. 
 
Support for Option 1 of Options for percentage of community 
housing noted. 
 
Support for Option 1 of Options for which community housing 
products to secure noted. 
 
Support for Option 1 of Options for payments in lieu noted. 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

General comment: We support affordability and access to open 
space as the two top priorities. 
 
Options for when community housing is triggered 
Option 1: We strongly support retaining, as a minimum, the 
650sqm trigger for providing affordable housing – this is reinforced 
by the high housing values which can support provision from 
schemes smaller than the national average. We believe, however, 
that a much tougher approach is needed towards developers. The 
£400,000 in contributions does not compensate for the loss of 
potential affordable housing. The loss is long term. 

Support for affordability and access to open spaces as the two top 
priorities noted. 
 
Support for Option 1 of Options for when community housing is 
triggered noted. Support for Option 2 on condition of viability 
noted. We note that Option 3 is not supported. 
 
 
 
 
 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Rightmove state “The majority of sales in Kensington during the 
last year were flats, selling for an average price of £1,563,608”. 
 
Option 2: If this proves a viable option, we would support this. 
Option 3: We oppose this as it would be a highly regressive step. 
Options for percentage of Community Housing: 
Option 1: We support seeking 35%, but in the case of public land 
the London Plan policy of 50% should be sought. 
 
Options for mix of Community Housing products to be secured: 
Option 2 is the most realistic option. 
 
Options for which community housing products to secure: We do 
not consider First Homes to be a viable product in most of this 
Borough, whilst the unmet need for social- rented homes is huge. 
 
We support the tenure split of Community Housing products. 
Options for payments in lieu: We object to payment in lieu. 
Option 2: We would accept payment in lieu for small sites but 
insist that the payment is not viability assessed and reduced. It 
needs to be assessed on the market value of the development and 
not on the lowest price somewhere in the borough. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Support for Options 1 and 2 of Options for percentage of 
community housing noted. 
 
Support for Option 2 of Options for which community housing 
products to secure noted. We note that you do not support First 
Homes.  The Council does recognise that this is a form of affordable 
accommodation which may not be appropriate for all residents.  
However, the provision of first homes is now one of the 
Government’s requirements. 
 
We note that you do not support payments in lieu (Option 1). We 
do note you support for Option 2. The market value used in viability 
assessments will be specific to the site and not on the lowest price 
somewhere in the Borough. Payments in lieu allows us to secure 
funding for community housing on smaller sites which typically do 
not support on-site community housing. 

GLA (Hassan 
Ahmed) 

First Homes 
The government expects 25% of all affordable homes secured 
through planning contributions to be First Homes (Paragraph: 013 
Reference ID: 70-013-20210524). This is not an affordable housing 

Noted. The Council recognises the requirements of the London 
Plan.   



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

product recognised in the LP2021, but it is an intermediate 
product, nonetheless. 
 
 
 
Policy H6 of the LP2021 sets the requirement that 30% of 
affordable housing should be delivered as low-cost rented homes 
and 30% should be intermediate homes. The remaining 40% to be 
determined by boroughs. Policy H6 does not preclude the 
intermediate component of the required tenure split from being 
First Homes. Guidance has been provided by the Mayor in the 
form of a practice note3 and RBKC is advised to follow it. In 
addition, RBKC is encouraged to consider the deliverability and 
affordability of First Homes in the area, taking into account market 
values, the discount needed to meet national and Mayoral criteria, 
and local incomes. 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

Housing development is driven by the ambition to optimise the 
delivery of genuinely affordable housing across its portfolio in K&C 
and across the whole of London. 
 
Earls Court in particular provides an opportunity to deliver 
meaningful numbers of new affordable homes in the Borough and 
a significant improvement above the extant planning permission. 
The extant permission was granted on the basis that 7% affordable 
housing provided in RBKC was the maximum viable position at the 
time. As set out in the Quod representations on behalf of ECDC, 
preliminary site capacity testing indicates that a greater 
development capacity at Earls Court would better support a more 
meaningful contribution towards the Council’s affordable housing 
target. 

The Council welcomes TfL’s ambition to optimise the delivery of 
genuinely affordable housing. 
 
The nature of the Earl’s Court allocation is considered in detail in 
strategic sites section and the   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

 
The challenges associated with developing the Earls Court site 
(including development expenses associated with the site’s 
constraints and infrastructure costs) leads us to support a site-
specific approach to affordable housing in the Opportunity Areas 
(an approach that is already supported in the adopted Planning 
Contributions and Community Housing SPDs). 
 
Options for when community housing is triggered 
 
As most of our schemes will exceed all of the threshold options, 
we do not have a view. 
 
Options for percentage of community housing 
 
Affordable housing policies should be in broad conformity with the 
London Plan. The affordable housing requirement for public land in 
particular must align with the London Plan which enables public 
land owners to enter into a portfolio agreement with the Mayor to 
provide 50% affordable housing across their portfolio (Policy H4 
A(4), Delivering affordable housing). TfL has such an agreement 
with the Mayor and can therefore provide between 35% and 100% 
affordable housing on each site within our portfolio. Para 4.4.7 
explains further: 
 
“Public sector land represents an opportunity to deliver homes that 
can meet the needs of London’s essential workers who maintain 
the function and resilience of the city. The Mayor expects that 
residential proposals on public land should deliver at least 50 per 
cent affordable housing on each site. Public sector landowners with 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. The Community Housing SPD clearly set out the Council’s 
approach for Opportunity Areas. It is likely that a Viability Tested 
Route will be applicable for any planning applications. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

an agreement with the Mayor may provide 50 per cent affordable 
housing across a portfolio of sites provided at least 35 per cent 
affordable housing is provided on each site, with the required 
affordable housing tenure split on the initial 35 per cent.” 
 
We assume that the Council intends to recognise TfL’s portfolio 
agreement with the Mayor and we will work with the Council to 
optimise the delivery of affordable housing in the Borough. 
 
Options for which community housing products to secure 
 
In our view affordable housing products should be in broad 
conformity with the London Plan. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Support to following the London Plan approach of requiring 50% 
community housing on public land (Option 2) noted. 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. The GLA has confirmed our approach is in conformity with 
the London Plan. 

Earl's Court Area 
Action Group 
(Bella Hardwick) 

Please can you remove the term ‘affordable’ as this is clearly not 
the case in many instances as in this article: 
https://theconversation.com/affordable-housing-is-a-myth-that-
worsens-the-housing-crisis-but-there-is-a-fix-168771 
 
There should be at least 35% social housing on residential 
developments. 

‘Community housing’ is the term we use to describe genuinely 
affordable housing in the Borough.  
 
Support to 35% community housing (Option 1 of Options for 
percentage of community housing noted). 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Options for payment in lieu. Prefer Option 2 Payment in lieu for 
small sites. 

Support for Option 2 of Options for payments in lieu noted. 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

This is too complex to respond to the options offered. Noted. 

Imperial College 
London  (Rory 
Newman) 

There should be a threshold for community housing within the 
Borough, otherwise this will undermine the inclusion and diversity 
of the Borough. 
 
Options for when community housing is triggered – Option 1 – The 
College is supportive of community housing which is important in 
providing housing choice, flexibility and contribution to a mixed 
and balanced community. 
 
Options for when community housing is triggered – Option 2 – see 
comments for option 1. 
 
Options for when community housing is triggered – Option 3 – 
support. Notwithstanding comment above, it would be necessary 
to perform according to national policy regardless. 
 
Options for percentage community housing – Option 1 – support 
 
Options for percentage community housing – Option 2 – support 
 
Options for which community housing products to secure – Option 
1 – premature at this early stage to set prescriptive standards on 
tenure and this should be informed by SHLAA and other 
documents forming RBKC evidence base. Notwithstanding, 

 
 
 
 
Support for Option 3 of Options for when community housing is 
triggered noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Support for Options 1 and 2 of Options for percentage of 
community housing noted. 
 
 
 
 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Imperial would ask the council to consider homes for key workers 
as a form of affordable/community housing, ensuring that Imperial 
staff (and indeed staff forming the key worker backbone of many 
other similar key institutions in RBKC) are able to attract and reside 
within the Borough. 
 
Options for payments in lieu – Option 1 - support 

Comment on Options for which community housing products to 
secure noted. The housing tenure mix will be based on both the 
latest evidence of need and viability. The Council, as a housing 
authority is developing a keyworker policy. 
 
 
 
 
 
Support for Option 1 of Options for payments in lieu noted. 

Collette 
Wilkinson 

Any community housing should be limited to low rise housing and 
specifically for essential workers in the borough i.e. nurses, 
doctors, care home workers. 

Noted. The Council, as a housing authority is developing a 
keyworker policy. 

David Lloyd-Davis None. These policies must be reviewed. 
Options of payments in lieu should be stopped. 

Noted. We note that neither options of Options for payments in lieu 
are supported. 

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

All. Support for all options noted. 

Robert Dixon I support each of these options but do not have sufficient 
knowledge to express a preference. 

Noted. 

Alex Mackay Using national policy of 10/1000 sqm might at the margin increase 
housing delivery but would involve relinquishing some control. 
 
First homes supported in Kensal and other areas if possible. 
 

Noted. 
 
 
Support for First Homes in Kensal Canalside and other areas noted 
(Kensal Canalside and CIL Zone F in Option 1 of Options for which 
community housing products to secure). 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Option 2 re payments. Social providers have no interest in 
managing small numbers of properties as noted. 

 
Support for Option 2 of Options for payments in lieu noted. 

DP9 on behalf of 
WELCOME 
TRUST  (Zoe 
Smythe) 

Community housing trigger 
Wellcome Trust’s preferred option is Option 3 which would trigger 
RBKC Community Housing by major developments, in line with 
national policy. Wellcome Trust would consider Option 2 would 
likely depress future minor or small-scale development. 
Percentage of community housing 
Wellcome Trust support the existing and proposed policy options. 
Community housing products to be secured 
Wellcome Trust support the existing and proposed policy options. 
Payments in lieu 
Wellcome Trust would support the proposed Option 1 approach to 
retain the current policy for calculation payments in lieu and 
suggests Option 2 is not pursued as it would impact on housing 
delivery that the Council are hoping to achieve partially through 
smaller sites. 

Support for Option 3 of Options for when community housing is 
triggered noted. We noted that Option 2 is not supported. 
 
 
 
Support for all options of Options for percentage of community 
housing noted. 
 
Support for all options of Options for which community housing 
products to secure noted. 
 
Support for Option 1 of Options for payments in lieu noted. We 
note that Option 2 is not supported. 

Avison Young on 
behalf of 
Department for 
Transport (Neil 
Lawrence) 

The Department recognises, with regards to Option 2, the target of 
50% affordable housing on public sector land subject to 
consideration of viability. As has been acknowledged in the KCOA 
SPD, the expected costs for infrastructure works required to 
unlock development of the site are substantial. Proposals for 
redevelopment should seek to maximise the opportunity for the 
delivery of affordable housing, whilst ensuring that the 
development remains viable and deliverable. The KCOA (at p.5.2) 
recognises that, on public sector land, the 50% affordable housing 
target may be difficult to achieve taking account of the high 
decontamination and infrastructure costs. The KCOA SPD (LWV1) 
acknowledges that affordable housing levels and tenure 

Noted.  The Council is seeking to maximise the delivery of 
affordable homes on the KCOA. This will be dependent on viability. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

requirements within the Opportunity Area will be subject to 
viability and the availability of funding, which the Department 
supports. This should be specifically recognised within the Local 
Plan policy in the context of the Opportunity Area. 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

No selling off of Council homes into the private sector. 
We need a proper study of long-term empty, second homes and 
short-term lets: a rough estimate is 14,000 homes not 
permanently occupied. We must enforce regulations and lobby 
government to stamp this out. 

Local Plan 2019 Policy CF9 protects all permanent residential 
accommodation from changes of use to short term lets. The issue of 
short-term lets is one that is controlled nationally. Planning 
permission is required to let properties for more than 90 days in a 
year. The number of residential units lost to short term lets and the 
number of enforcement cases relating to the unauthorised changes 
of use to short term lets are monitored annually in the AMR. 

Turley (Laurence 
Brooker) 

Options for when community housing is triggered  
Our Client does not support Option 2 which considers lowering the 
trigger to 500sqm, and taking a payment in lieu. The Council would 
need to make an exceptional case to lower this trigger so far below 
national policy.  
 
Instead, we support Option 3 to raise the trigger to major 
development as per national policy, based on a ‘net additional’ 
approach – i.e. seek affordable housing when either 10 or more 
new homes are delivered on a site, or where over 1000 sqm (GIA) 
of new residential floor space is created. Whilst the contributions 
collected through smaller schemes is noted, it is considered that it 
is in the borough’s interest to simplify and incentivise the planning 
process for smaller scale housing delivery in order to significantly 
increase housing delivery, while providing more viable schemes to 
underpin the delivery of affordable homes.  
 

Support to Option 3 of Options for when community housing is 
triggered noted. We note that Option 2 is not supported.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Increased housing delivery is also considered to both directly and 
indirectly increase affordable housing provision. The approach to 
requiring only major development to deliver affordable housing, 
also would allow for affordable housing to be delivered in greater 
numbers and greater scale on individual schemes, thereby helping 
affordable housing development to be better managed by a single 
Registered Provider, rather than a scattered portfolio, and 
therefore achieve genuinely affordable housing through the 
location of a larger number of units on the same site to benefit 
from economies of scale.  
 
Options for percentage of community housing  
Both these options are considered to be sound and compliant with 
Policy H5 of the London Plan. The Fast Track option has been 
introduced as a way to simplify the planning system and increase 
housing delivery, whilst also maintaining good levels of affordable 
housing and therefore is supported by our Client. We support 
RBKC in adopting this approach, in accordance with the London 
Plan.  
 
Options for which community housing products to secure  
It is important that community housing tenure requirements 
should reflect the circumstances of individual sites, and have 
flexibility within policy to allow this. As such it is suggested that 
while Option 1 is supported in principle as a strategic aim, that on 
a site by site basis, a split of 40% social rented, 30% intermediate, 
and 30% to be determined on a case by case basis (with 
appropriate parameters in place) should be considered.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Support to both options of Options for percentage of community 
housing noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Community housing tenure requirements should reflect the 
circumstances of individual sites 
 
We note the support for Option 1 of Options for which community 
housing products to secure as a strategic aim – which some 
flexibility. 
 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The ability for land swaps and a portfolio approach to affordable 
housing delivery should also be considered, whereby an affordable 
housing requirement from one site could be met elsewhere in the 
borough should prescribed criteria be met.  
Options for payments in lieu  
Option 2 is supported should the borough pursue an affordable 
housing policy where small sites would have an affordable housing 
policy requirement. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Support for Option 2 of Options for payments in lieu noted. 

  



Q.7.6. Do you have any other options to suggest? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

We support the aspiration to create affordable, intergenerational 
and accessible housing. RBKC wide there is a shortage of genuinely 
affordable family units and affordable and accessible units for 
older residents. The bulk of the newly built homes in the next 
decade will come from the 3 big development sites including Earl’s 
Court. We need to create intergenerational communities with an 
integrated range of housing options with sizes reflecting the needs 
of families. In Earl’s Court we have a dominance of bedsits and 1-
bedroom flats. This imbalance needs to be corrected with the new 
homes in the ECDC site. 
Support 25% FIRST HOMES of the 35% Affordable. 
50% of these to be for Key Workers. 
This assumes RBKC keeps to the policy that 70% of the 35% 
Affordable provision should be Social Rentals (ie 25% of total 
housing in keeping with existing levels borough-wide) 

Noted. The housing tenure mix will be based on both the latest 
evidence of need and viability. We are currently working on the 
evidence of need in a new LHNA. 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

The 35% rule is largely vitiated by the ease with which developers 
can claim that it is not economically viable in particular cases. The 
economic viability criteria should be reviewed. The starting point 
should be not what the developer actually paid for the site, but the 
site’s value with the 35% requirement built in. 

Noted. Guidance on how viability appraisal is undertaken is set at 
national level. 

Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

Options for when Community Housing is Triggered 
Cadogan recognises the importance of affordable housing. 
However the policy needs to be balanced to incentivise developers 
and landowners to invest. The current policy requires affordable 
housing to be delivered on the gross floorspace of a residential 
scheme rather than its net uplift of residential floorspace. In effect 
this means that, in circumstances where there is 400 sqm of 
existing residential floorspace but the opportunity to provide 650 

Noted. This is being tested in a new viability study. 
 
The Council seeks to maximise the delivery of affordable housing.  A 
viability assessment has considered the provision of affordable 
housing, and does confirm that a gross, rather than net figure is 
appropriate.  However, the Council does recognise that it is only 
appropriate to require a “maximum reasonable amount” for 
affordable housing.  This will consider viability.  



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

sqm through redevelopment exists, under the current policy, a 
developer would be required to provide nearly all the uplift of 
residential floorspace for affordable housing. This approach 
provides no incentive for landowners or developers to either 
invest in replenishing existing stock or to take opportunities to 
make more efficient use of sites. This, in turn, discourages the 
development of residential rather than securing opportunities for 
affordable housing. It is considered that any revision to the 
affordable housing policy going forward needs to be based on the 
net uplift of residential floorspace and not the gross floorspace. 
The Estate would support Option 1 on the basis the policy 
acknowledges this should apply to the net uplift of floorspace only.  
 
Options for Payment in Lieu 
In the event the net uplift of floorspace is not taken as the basis for 
calculating affordable housing, the Estate would support Option 2 
in respect of payments in lieu based on a specified formula. This 
would at least provide a clearer and simpler method allowing 
development (and housing delivery) to progress more quickly in 
the Borough. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Support for Option 1 of Options for when community housing is 
triggered noted. 
 
 
 
Support for Option 2 of Options for payments in lieu noted. 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Support 25% FIRST HOMES of the 35% Affordable = 10% of total 
 
50% of these to be for Key Workers. 
 
This assumes RBKC keeps to the policy that 70% of the 35% 
Affordable provision should be Social Rentals (ie 25% of total 
housing in keeping with existing levels borough-wide) 

Noted. The housing tenure mix will be based on both the latest 
evidence of need and viability. We are currently working on the 
evidence of need in a new LHNA. 
 
This is what Option 1 is proposing. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

The Earl’s Court site should offer First Homes or shared ownership 
tenures—it should not be exclusively rental. The mix of types of 
rent in the 35% should also more accurately reflect the housing 
needs of future residents. 

Noted. The housing tenure mix including the proportion of rental 
and home ownership units is to be based on both the latest 
evidence of housing need and viability. Interim versions of both 
documents were available as part of this consultation. 
 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

As above, the portfolio approach to affordable housing provision 
on public land must be taken into account and we also consider 
that a site-specific approach to affordable housing should be taken 
in the Opportunity Areas which takes account of infrastructure 
constraints and costs and other abnormal costs. 

Noted. The Community Housing SPD clearly set out the Council’s 
approach for Opportunity Areas. It is likely that a Viability Tested 
Route will be applicable for any planning applications. 

Earl's Court Area 
Action Group 
(Bella Hardwick) 

The Council should ensure that all developers produce child 
density studies to be scrutinised by the Planning Committee and 
these should be made available for residents too. We also suggest 
that residents can access a full and comprehensive analysis of all of 
the Council's waiting lists for housing so we can see what 
proportion there is of e.g families and their size; elderly residents 
etc. This would assist residents in assessing how well the Council is 
doing in approving developments which reduce the waiting lists. 
The Council should consider and assess having temporary housing 
on the Earls Court Masterplan site before works start given the 
current housing crisis. 

Noted. Information needed to determine planning application is 
required proportionately from all developments. The Interim LHNA 
published alongside the Issues and Options document sets out the 
evidence of need. 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Other. Viability appraisals generally produce results favourable to 
developers because of high land values and high specification 
levels (costs). Revisit viability appraisal methodology. 

Noted. The Viability appraisal methodology includes standards costs 
using BCIS. It is based on national guidance. 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

I am not qualified to suggest further options. Noted. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

David Lloyd-Davis 106 Agreements in the past have allowed free reign to developers 
to avoid or export affordable housing in their developments. 

Noted. On-site provision is the Borough’s normal requirement for 
how affordable housing will be provided. The existing Local Plan 
(Policy CH2) requires affordable housing on-site on qualifying 
developments.  
 
Only in the exceptional circumstances where neither an on-site or 
off-site contribution is possible, a payment in lieu may be justified.    

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

Earls Court provides a significant opportunity to deliver on the 
housing targets (including on affordable homes) whilst relieving 
development pressure on more sensitive and constrained parts of 
the Borough which not only have limited development potential, 
but also are unable to yield many affordable homes. As evidenced 
in the January 2021 MHCLG Housing Delivery Test where the 
results showed the Council delivering only 49% of the Borough’s 
housing target over the past 3 years. 
 
There is an opportunity for emerging proposals at Earls Court to 
overcome shortcomings associated with the extant permissions so 
that development can be phased easily without such significant 
upfront infrastructure costs, such as decking over the site. There is 
also an opportunity to provide a more meaningful proportion of 
affordable housing and to create a more diverse range of uses. 
However, there are significant constraints to overcome. 
 
The Council’s Planning Contributions Supplementary Planning 
Document (SPD) (September 2019) acknowledges in section 5 that 
development in Opportunity Areas by its nature is complex to 
bring forward and requires significant investment in infrastructure. 
The Mayor, through his Affordable Housing and Viability 
Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) (August 2017), 

The nature of affordable housing on the Earl’s Court site will be 
considered in detail by the Growth and Delivery team, that this in 
this more general document. 
 



Respondent 
Name 
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encourages boroughs to take a more localised approach to 
planning contributions including affordable housing in Opportunity 
Areas. Any approach should also take into account the agreement 
to a portfolio approach for delivering affordable housing between 
the Mayor of London and Transport for London (TfL), one of the 
landowners and part of ECDC. 
 
This is also acknowledged in the Borough’s recently adopted 
Community Housing SPD (June 2020), where it recognises that due 
to the scale and complexity of the RBKC Opportunity Areas it is 
likely that a Viability Tested Route will be applicable for any 
planning application(s). 
 
ECDC has undertaken preliminary capacity testing of the Earls 
Court site, which indicates that a greater development capacity at 
Earls Court would better support a more meaningful contribution 
towards the Council’s 35% affordable housing target. To help 
optimise the provision of affordable housing at Earls Court the 
emerging policy relevant to the site will need to: 
 
§ allow sufficient development scale / capacity to fund the 
required infrastructure and targeted level of affordable homes; 
§ recognise the flexibility needed to achieve savings in 
infrastructure costs; 
§ contemplate a broader land use mix to add value; and 
§ be prepared to consider flexibility to provide a wide range of 
affordable housing products and tenure mix to enable the delivery 
of affordable housing to be maximised. 
 
Therefore, ECDC considers that emerging policy should support a 



Respondent 
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site-specific approach to affordable housing delivery in 
Opportunity Areas, such as Earls Court, as supported by the 
Borough’s adopted Planning Contributions and Community 
Housing SPD’s. 
 
Following this approach would ensure that the substantial housing 
and economic benefits of the regeneration of Earls Court can be 
realised. 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

We must stop making exceptions for small developments that 
insist providing social rented or ‘affordable’ homes are non-viable. 
Calculations are often disingenuous = dishonest. We must mobilise 
every single new development to provide as much social rented 
homes as possible. 
Heavy discounts to encourage part ownership are not good policy, 
either for those on mid to low incomes struggling with service 
charges and full repair bills, or for those underwriting these 
schemes. Homes for long-term secure rent which is affordable 
makes more sense. Landlords must be registered so there is 
accountability, particularly in relation to the Homes Fit for Human 
Habitation Act. The First Homes scheme is poorly conceived. 

Noted. 
 
The council recognises the importance of providing truly affordable 
homes, and places a greater emphasis on the delivery of homes for 
social rent rather than intermediate products. However, we must 
have regard to the policies within the London Plan and the NPPF, 
with regard thresholds for the provision of affordable homes, the 
nature of the homes we can seek and the impact on the viability of 
development of these homes.  

 

  



Issue 4: Housing for older people 

Q.7.7. Which of these options do you support? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

SUPPORT ALL OPTIONS 
Option 1 
Adopt higher accessibility standards (current approach). 
Our housing needs evidence identified that 12% of the Borough’s 
population has some form of limiting long-term health problem or 
disability. Accessible/adaptable homes enable people to live 
independently in their own homes for longer. 
New developments will continue to help address local needs for 
accessible homes. 
Option 2 
Support the provision of older people’s housing – extra care, 
sheltered housing and care homes in order to meet local needs. 
This is our existing policy and given the projected increase in 
elderly population, as identified in the Interim LHNA, it is 
important to support all types of accommodation. 
Suitable accommodation for the elderly will continue to be 
supported. 
Option 3 
Require the provision of affordable extra care from extra care 
schemes. 
Evidence in the Interim LHNA shows that there is a need of 132 
social rented extra care units by 2040. 
New developments will help meet local needs. 
Option 4 
Require the provision of community housing in extra care schemes 
with flexibility for whether this is affordable extra care or not. 
The Interim LHNA sets out a need for 1,018 community homes per 

Support for all options noted. 



Respondent 
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annum. Our interim viability study shows that extra care schemes 
can support community housing. 
New developments will help meet local needs but have the 
flexibility to provide this as extra care or general affordable. 
Option 5 
Provide clarity that community housing will not be sought from 
care home accommodation. 
The criteria for care home accommodation is set out in the London 
Plan. Such accommodation is for people who require nursing or 
personal care, it is not self-contained and there are no occupancy 
or tenancy agreements. 
Development of care homes will be supported with no additional 
financial burden on such development. 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

We support all three options, particularly option 3. The example of 
Thamesbrook, where the Council sold off a publicly owned care 
home for profit without making any arrangements to replace the 
units of accommodation involved, should never be repeated. As 
long ago as 2016 the promise was made publicly by the Council to 
build 55 affordable extra care homes for the elderly on the Pound 
site, having earlier sold Thamesbrook for £75 million. 

Support for Options 1, 2 and 3 noted. The current site allocation for 
the site at Lots Road includes 65 extra care housing units and this is 
proposed to remain in any future site allocation. 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

We support greater emphasis on providing more affordable older 
persons housing including with extra housing. 
 
Option 1: We support a higher proportion of older persons housing 
being built to a higher standard of accessibility. 
 
Option2: We support a stronger emphasis on housing provision for 
older persons, but with more emphasis on incorporating 
affordable units. 

Support for Option 1, 2 and 3 noted. We note that you prefer 
Option 3 over 4. 
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Option 3: We support the provsion of affordable extra care 
housing. 
 
Option 4: We prefer option 3, as the main shortage in the extra 
care housing sector in this Borough is for affordable extra care 
hosuing. 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

Option 1: we support higher accessibility standards so as to make 
it easier for elderly people to live at home. 
Option 2: We support the provision of older people’s housing – 
extra-care, sheltered housing and care homes. However, we want 
to avoid the situation where developers build what are effectively 
luxury flats under the guise of providing sheltered housing. 
Option 3: We agree with the provision of affordable extra-care 
housing schemes. 
Option 4: No comment 
Option 5: We agree that care home accommodation should be 
limited to people who require nursing or personal care, and should 
not be not self-contained or involve occupancy or tenancy 
agreements. Again, we need to avoid flats masquerading as care 
homes. 

Support for Option 1, 2, 3 and 5 noted.  The Council is aware of the 
difficulties associated with the provision of very “high end” 
sheltered housing.  

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

We support Options 1-3 regarding Housing for the Elderly. Support for Options 1-3 noted. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Kerry Davis-Head HOUSING FOR OLDER PEOPLE 
This should be prioritised. The borough has very little suitable 
housing for older or disabled residents, meaning there is an exodus 
at some point during residents lives. One could say that the new 
apartments offer level living, lifts etc, but they are out of reach 
financially to the vast majority of homeowners. There is also a 
wonton lack of care facilities, convalescent homes, care homes, 
post operative homes. Yet a perfectly good care facility was sold, 
to be replaced by a vastly expensive development for older people, 
but nothing has yet replaced it years later. 
Meanwhile rehabilitation services have not recruited new 
personnel for years so post hospital care is stretched. 
 
Any new housing in Lots Village should be suitable for older 
residents so that they can stay in borough when the time comes, 
be near their local friends and neighbours, the same goes for 
anyone newly disabled, they should not have to be wrenched from 
the area in order to buy a suitable home. The borough is fast 
becoming somewhere that is sustainable for the young and fit 
only. 

Noted. The current site allocation for the site at Lots Road includes 
extra care housing and this is proposed to remain in any future site 
allocation. 
 
The Council is aware of the needs for homes for older people.  This 
is quantified in the 20121 SHMA.    

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Option 5 Support for Option 5 noted. 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

SUPPORT ALL OPTIONS 
Option 1 
Adopt higher accessibility standards (current approach). 
Our housing needs evidence identified that 12% of the Borough’s 
population has some form of limiting long-term health problem or 
disability. Accessible/adaptable homes enable people to live 

Support for all options noted. 
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independently in their own homes for longer. 
New developments will continue to help address local needs for 
accessible homes. 
Option 2 
Support the provision of older people’s housing – extra care, 
sheltered housing and care homes in order to meet local needs. 
This is our existing policy and given the projected increase in 
elderly population, as identified in the Interim LHNA, it is 
important to support all types of accommodation. 
Suitable accommodation for the elderly will continue to be 
supported. 
Option 3 
Require the provision of affordable extra care from extra care 
schemes. 
Evidence in the Interim LHNA shows that there is a need of 132 
social rented extra care units by 2040. 
New developments will help meet local needs. 
Option 4 
Require the provision of community housing in extra care schemes 
with flexibility for whether this is affordable extra care or not. 
The Interim LHNA sets out a need for 1,018 community homes per 
annum. Our interim viability study shows that extra care schemes 
can support community housing. 
New developments will help meet local needs but have the 
flexibility to provide this as extra care or general affordable. 
Option 5 
Provide clarity that community housing will not be sought from 
care home accommodation. 
The criteria for care home accommodation is set out in the London 
Plan. Such accommodation is for people who require nursing or 
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personal care, it is not self-contained and there are no occupancy 
or tenancy agreements. 
Development of care homes will be supported with no additional 
financial burden on such development. 

Linda Wade Option 1: 
 
• Agree 
 
Option 2: 
• Agree 
Option 3: 
• Agree 
Option 4: 
• Option 3 
Option 5: 
 
• Agree 

Support for all options noted. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Options 2,4,5 Support for Options 2, 4 and 5 noted. 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

Option 1:We support a higher proportion of older persons’ housing 
should be built to a higher standard of accessibility. We see 
affordability and access to open space as the two top priorities. 
Option 2:We support a stronger emphasis on housing provision for 
older persons, but with a much stronger emphasis on 
incorporating affordable units, avoiding exclusive housing for high 
net-worth individuals which needs to draw on a wider housing 
market area and produces little or no “trickle down” effect 
through the release of local housing. 

Support for Options 1, 2, 3 and 5 noted. We note that Option 4 is 
not supported. 
 
The Council requires older persons housing to be built to higher 
standards of accessibility. 
 
The Council recognises the issue of extremely high end housing for 
elderly residents.  Whilst this may serve a need it is a very different 
market for conventional, or affordable, elderly persons housing.  
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Option 3: We support the provision of affordable extra-care 
housing from extra-care housing schemes- this is absolutely 
essential – it must be designed in, not as a reluctantly acceded 
afterthought. 
Option 4: We prefer option 3, as the main shortage in the extra-
care housing sector is for affordable extra-care housing. 
Option 5: We agree that care homes (C2 use class) should not have 
to provide community housing. 

 
 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Housing Older People. Prefer Options 1 and 3. We prefer to avoid 
exclusive housing for high net-worth individuals. 

Support for Options 1 and 3 noted. 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

This is too complex to respond to the options offered. Noted 

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

All. Support for all options noted. 

Robert Dixon I support each of these options but do not have sufficient 
knowledge to express a preference. 

Support for all options noted. 

Alex Mackay Option 2 All types of housing for older people should be supported 
across the whole range of provision. 

Support for Option 2 noted. 

DP9 on behalf of 
WELCOME 
TRUST  (Zoe 
Smythe) 

Wellcome Trust suggest that Option 3 should reflect development 
viability as to whether the provision of affordable extra care is 
provided within a new development. 

Noted. Viability is a key determinant of all forms of affordable 
accommodation. 

 



Q.7.8. Do you have any other options to suggest? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Offer support and guidance for downsizing by owner-occupiers, or 
splitting, so cash can be released for care, whilst also creating new 
housing units for first-time buyers (who may be key workers, or 
live-next-door carers) 
 
RBKC can be a front runner in creating housing options for an aging 
population. Attitudes toward aging have changed and people well 
into retirement age are staying active and want to remain active 
members of their communities. A large portion of our housing 
stock was built in the 1800s and is in converted period buildings. 
These are not fit for purpose for the elderly with mobility issues. 
On the Earl’s Court strategic site every effort must be made to 
design and build purpose-built accommodation adaptable to the 
changing needs of our aging residents. This would reduce the 
burden on Adult Social Care and improve the quality of life of 
residents. Planning guidelines should require the creation of units 
for site wardens to coordinate and supervise housing for the 
elderly. 
At the same time great care should be taken to avoid planning 
regulations that encourage the creation of units that are in 
practice designed as short-term holiday lets which eat away at 
communities and gobble up scarce housing. 

Noted. This is beyond of the remit of the NLPR. The Council has an 
Under-occupation Scheme in place which provides incentives and 
help to households who want to downsize.  
 
 
The Council has committed to meet the ‘optional’ Part M Building 
Regulations 2015 and in line with the London Plan requires that 
ninety percent of new housing should meet Building Regulation 
requirement M4 (2) ‘accessible and adaptable dwellings’ and ten 
per cent of new housing should meet Building Regulation 
requirement M4 (3) ‘wheelchair user dwellings’. Option 2 proposes 
to retain this approach. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Local Plan 2019 Policy CF9 protects all permanent residential 
accommodation from changes of use to short term lets. 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Offer support and guidance for downsizing by owner-occupiers, or 
splitting, so cash can be released for care, whilst also creating new 
housing units for first-time buyers (who may be key workers, or 
live-next-door carers) 

Noted. This is beyond of the remit of the NLPR. The Council has an 
Under-occupation Scheme in place which provides incentives and 
help to households who want to downsize.  

Linda Wade In a borough with an aging population, and three development 
areas, the borough should have a policy embedded in these 

Noted.  
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development areas to delivery purpose-built accommodation at 
the heart of the new communities. Accommodation that can 
change with the changing care needs of the individual. These 
should be at social and affordable intermediate rents, as much of 
the accommodation available for this sector in the borough is old, 
converted and not suitable for today’s older resident and does not 
promote physical and mental health and wellbeing. 
There needs to be a discussion about the role that Sheltered 
accommodation plays and what status the warden plays in 
promoting health and well-being, reduction of isolation, earlier 
identification and community building. 
There is a need for extra-care housing. 
The importance of the provision of affordable aspirational homes 
for older people so that they can continue to be active within the 
community, reduce costs across the ASC and Social Care silos, as 
well as releasing homes to other families. 
The market within the borough at present for this age group is 
targeted at the wealthy, many of whom are not borough residents 
and therefore has created a new market rather than serving the 
existing one. 
Thamesmead was an extra-care home for borough residents and is 
now a luxury facility, which is out of the reach of even some of the 
wealthier Kensington and Chelsea resident. 

Our policies need to be based on robust evidence. We are currently 
working on the evidence of housing needs in the LHNA which will 
look at specialist older persons. We do recognise that there is a 
considerable need. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Offer support and guidance for downsizing by owner-occupiers, or 
splitting, so cash can be released for care, whilst also creating new 
housing units for first-time buyers (who may be key workers, or 
live-next-door carers). 

Noted. This is beyond of the remit of the NLPR. The Council has an 
Under-occupation Scheme in place which provides incentives and 
help to households who want to downsize. 
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Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

Care homes need to be redefined so that the definition cannot be 
used to disguise what are effectively luxury flats. 

Noted.  A care home will have a significant element of care, a 
“luxury flat” will not.  The Council are aware of the distinction. 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

I note that it is intended to provide care homes on "The Site at Lots 
Road " CA7 , 
(55 or 65 ) and this has been consistently supported by the local 
community. 

Support for providing care homes on Lots Road noted. 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

The Council has disposed of ALL its residential care homes so our 
elders are forced out of the borough. Sheltered housing is also 
being reduced and squeezed out, despite being very popular. We 
must reverse this devastating trend, as it breaks up families and 
prevents everyday care visits from friends and family, increasing 
dependency on care services and affecting mental health. Homes 
for our elders at all levels of support should be provided within our 
communities so that everyday care is convenient and there is 
better co-dependency. Not all older people will end their days in a 
wheelchair! The emphasis on Lifetime Homes is excessive and 
detrimental – and post-Grenfell, many older people, eg in 
Wornington Green, refuse a ‘Lifetime Home’ above ground or first 
floor. Outside space, in the form of a large private balcony, where 
residents can sit out and grow plants, is a huge boon for mental 
health; not a few square metres but a decent social space. No 
more people warehousing! If you want to know how NOT to do it, 
check out Victoria House in Acton Lane where many of our elders 
were sent from Thamesbrook - in a Park Royal industrial estate, 
looks like an office block with a concrete garden. 
If we genuinely care we must show it with new policies to keep our 
elders close to home, with a variety of homes to suit different 
needs. 

Noted. We recognise the need to provide more homes for older 
people at various affordability levels. 
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No more ‘caviar care’ homes such as on the former Thamesbrook 
site. 

Hammersmith 
and Fulham 
Council (David 
Woodward) 

Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
We welcome acknowledgement of the need for further work on 
establishing and meeting the needs of the Gypsy and Traveller 
community across our boroughs (para 7.28) in lieu of a London 
wide Gypsy and Traveller needs assessment. The Council welcomes 
further discussion to address this issue. 
 
Given the potentially difficult and controversial decisions facing 
Kensington and Chelsea Council in formulating policy for specific 
development sites, meaningful engagement will be critical going 
forward. We look forward to continued dialogue and co-operation 
with yourselves over the coming months, and request the 
opportunity for meaningful engagement on specific development 
proposals prior to publication of the Local Plan. 

Comment noted. RBKC has initiated discussions with LBHF to 
update the Joint Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Needs 
Assessment and welcome an ongoing dialogue on assessing and 
meeting needs.   
 

 

  



Issue 5: Other housing products 

Q.7.9. Which of these options do you support? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Option 1 
Support BtR schemes based on the interim findings of the LHNA. 
However, large scale BtR schemes will not be supported on our 
Opportunity Area sites. 
Our interim LHNA shows that BtR properties generally have higher 
rents. Therefore, while they may serve a need, they will for 
example be unaffordable to key workers. Given the need for 
Opportunity Area sites to contribute to meeting the Borough’s 
housing needs these sites should provide a variety of products. 
Option 2 
Require a range of community housing products from BtR 
schemes. These are likely to be 35% discounted market rent of 
which 70% should be at London Affordable Rent and remaining 
30% at London Living Rent at Notting Dale ward levels. 
The initial LHNA findings show that even the best paid key worker 
households would be unable to afford even the smallest BTR 
property without spending more than 40% of their income. 
Therefore, such schemes must also provide community housing 
products. This is supported by the Interim Viability Study. 
BtR schemes would also be required to provide much needed 
community homes. 
Other forms of housing 
Option 1 
Co-living accommodation – could be supported if further work 
shows there is a need/demand for them in the Borough. These can 
provide community homes at 20%-30% in some parts of the 
Borough as per Interim Viability Study. Appropriate rents will need 

Support for Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Options 1 and 2 
noted.  
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to be established for the community housing element as these are 
not self-contained. 
The Interim LHNA shows that the lowest co-living rents may be 
affordable to the best paid keyworkers such as nurses and 
teachers. However, given the limited number of sites in the 
Borough and the overwhelming need for general and community 
housing, this is not a product that will be implicitly supported. 
Where provided we will seek community homes as stated. 
Limited support for co-living accommodation but further evidence 
is needed on this aspect. 
Option 2 
Continue to support self-build in the Borough 
This is our current policy but due to the densely built-up nature of 
the Borough, it is not realistic to provide serviced plots for self-
build proactively. 
Option 3 
Hostels and other accommodation for vulnerable accommodation 
will continue to be supported. 
The Council has commissioned some new residential units to meet 
the needs of vulnerable groups, evidence in the Interim LHNA 
suggest that the number of rough sleepers has increased in recent 
years and is projected to continue increasing. A lack of available 
stock for women and families facing domestic abuse was also 
identified. 
This will continue to support accommodation for vulnerable 
groups. 
Options for Student Accommodation 
Option 1 
Allow student accommodation to change to other types of shared 
living accommodation such as HMOs. 
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The interim LHNA is not showing a need for more student housing 
in the Borough. 
We need to recognise that if a higher education institution has 
surplus student accommodation in the Borough, it could be 
usefully changed to other forms of non-self-contained 
accommodation. 
Continue to provide same/similar number of non-self-contained 
accommodation. 
Option 2 
Allow student accommodation to change to self-contained homes, 
where it is demonstrated it is surplus to requirement of the higher 
education institution. 
The Borough has a need for more homes. However, the existing 
student accommodation will be counted as a loss. 
Will help meet general housing need but could end up losing some 
numbers of housing stock. 
Option 3 
Support proposals for new student housing only where they do not 
compromise the provision of general housing and create mixed 
and balanced communities. 
The first part is our existing policy which recognises that student 
housing can be dispersed to accessible locations around London. It 
is also important to stress that where built student housing should 
create mixed and balanced communities. 
Prioritising general market housing for which there is greater need. 
 
35 The definition of affordable student accommodation is a PBSA 
bedroom that is provided at a rental cost for the academic year 
equal to or below 55 per cent of the maximum income that a new 
full-time student studying in London and living away from home 
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could receive from the Government’s maintenance loan for living 
costs for that academic year. (London Plan 2021, paragraph 4.15.8) 
Option 4 
Support proposals for new student housing only where linked with 
a higher education institution located in the Borough. 
This will enable new student accommodation to meet the needs of 
local institutions. 
Ensures it meets local needs. 
Option 5 
Require all bedrooms in purpose built student accommodation to 
be affordable as defined in the London Plan35. 
Ensure only affordable new student accommodation is built in the 
Borough. (This will need further viability testing). 
Would only allow new student housing where it is affordable. 
Option 6 
Require maximum level of bedrooms in purpose built student 
accommodation to be affordable as per London Plan Policy H15. 
Ensure maximum viable affordable new student accommodation is 
built in the Borough. 
Will seek to maximise affordable student housing from such 
developments. 
Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
Option 1 
Gypsies and Travellers: Maintain the existing Local Plan Policy CH6 
as it is. 
Stable Way is the only Gypsy and Traveller site in the Borough with 
an established community and there is limited scope for additional 
sites to come forward. We need to ensure it is safeguarded for the 
accommodation needs of the traveller community. 
This will continue to safeguard the existing site. 
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Option 2 
Gypsies and Travellers: Amend policy to support the extension of 
the existing Stable Way site to accommodate more pitches. 
The Site Appraisal Study establishes that there is a possibility, 
taking into account limitations, within and around the existing site 
to provide some additional pitches. 
Further work is needed to determine if extension of the site would 
be feasible / deliverable. 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

Most new homes in Chelsea are built to sell, rather than rent. We 
hope that the council will encourage/oblige developers to offer 
more for rent, In this cast we would support option 2. 

Support for Option 2 of Options for Build to Rent noted. 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

We are seeing growth locally of the Build to Rent business model 
where the developer is also the long-term landlord and manager, 
in the Scrubs Lane and North Acton parts of the OPDC area. We 
think that this model risks drawing in potential tenants at 
seemingly acceptable initial rents, coupled with ‘extras’ of bars, 
gyms and leisure facilities, with rents and service charges then 
escalating to unaffordable levels within a few years. 
 
Other forms of housing 
 
Option 1:The co-living model has seen reduced popularity during 
the pandemic, with lockdowns preventing use of communal areas. 
The company which launched the Collective (702 co-living units in 
Old Oak Lane) has gone into administration. 
We think there is scope for exploring multi-generational models of 
co-living for those of the older generation looking for 
opportunities to downsize. 
 

Noted. Build to Rent is not supported. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  
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Option 2: The StQW Neighbourhood Plan suggested Latimer Road 
as a potential housing site where small scale housing co-operatives 
could bring forward self-build and custom-build projects on a 
model scale. There was a time in the late 1970s when RBKC 
actively promoted such schemes, providing 100% mortgages and 
long leases, as a means of enabling younger professionals to find 
housing in the Borough 

Noted. 

Greg Hammond Build to Rent: Is Option 2 viable? There is a market for BTR and we 
should allow it. But we also need owner occupiers. 
Other products: all niche markets, but what about owner 
occupiers who are not mentioned in the paper? 
Student Accommodation – I agree that we should allow it to be 
converted if surplus; Option 2 is a bureaucratic objection, not a 
real one. 
Travellers - support Option1 to maintain the existing Stable Way 
site. 

Noted. Our Interim Local Plan Viability Assessment suggests that in 
most parts of the Boroughs, Build to Rent schemes should be able 
to viably provide 35% discounted market rent housing, let at rents 
not exceeding London Affordable Rents and London Living Rents.   
 
Noted. The housing tenure mix will be based on both the latest 
evidence of need and viability. This includes the housing needs of 
owner occupiers. 
 
Support for Option 2 of Options for Student Accommodation noted. 
 
 
Support for Option 1 of Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation noted. 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Other forms of housing Option 2 
Other forms of housing Option 1 
Student Accommodation Option 1 
Travellers Accommodation not required in the Borough and should 
be redeveloped. 

Support for Option 1 and 2 of Other forms of housing noted. 
 
Support for Option 1 of Options for Student Accommodation noted. 
 
The Council has a duty under the National Planning Policy for 
Traveller Sites and the London Plan to assess gypsy and traveller 
accommodation needs as their needs differ greatly from those who 
live in traditional housing, and to make provision for this group of 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

the Borough’s community. The Council cannot redevelop the 
existing site for other uses. 

Linda Wade Options for build to rent 
 
Option 1: 
There is enormous concern that the Build-to-Rent model will 
deliver the homes that the developer rather than the borough 
needs. In the Earl’s Court Opportunity Area, which is now 42-acres, 
of which 22-acres are within the borough, we need to meet our 
housing targets and furthermore need to have the control over 
them in the future. A development that size needs to deliver a 
wide range of housing options and it has to be cross tenure, cross 
rent scale, cross age groups, and sizes of families. On smaller sites 
this might be easier to control and deliver without a negative 
impact. 
Option 2: 
We need homes that build communities, and there must be a mix. 
Too many studio flats will lead to a transient population, we need 
a range of housing options. 
Other forms of housing 
Option 1: 
 
Co-living is an interesting model but has not achieved the success 
anticipated to date. 
 
Option 2: 
 
Self-build is an interesting concept but not a realistic prospect 
within the borough. 
 

Comment of Options for Build to Rent seems to suggest that Build 
to Rent is not supported. 
 
The current and future Local Plan policies are written to deliver 
mixed and balanced communities. It is agreed that on a site of this 
scale a range of housing products should be delivered to meet local 
needs which will be identified in the LHNA. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We note that Options 1 and 2 of Other forms of housing is not 
supported. Point on even distributions of hotels for vulnerable 
people noted. 
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Option 3: 
 
There needs to be an assessment of the locations of hostels for 
vulnerable people and see whether they cannot be more evenly 
distributed around the borough. High concentrations in one area 
does not support the objective of helping this client group 
transition into independent living. 
 
 
Options for Student Accommodation: 
 
Option 1: 
 
On a case-by-case basis 
 
Option 2: 
On a case-by-case basis, student accommodation is a part of the 
range of housing option that we should be providing and 
protecting. 
 
Option 3: 
 
Option 4: 
• Agree 
Option 5: 
• Agree 
Option 6: 
 
• Agree 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Seem to support Option 1 and 2 with a clause that this should be on 
a case-by-case basis. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Support for Option 4, 5 and 6 of Options for Student 
Accommodation noted. 
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Gypsies and Travelers Accommodation 
 
Option 1: 
. 
 
Option 2: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No comment to Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Options 1 and 
2 noted. 
 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Build to rent - Option 1 
- Against option 2 
 
Other forms of housing – option 2 
- Concerns about option 3 and its impact on other residents 
 
Student accommodation – option 2 
Gypsy and traveller accommodation – option 1 

Support for Option 1 of Options for Build to Rent noted. We note 
that Option 2 is not supported. 
 
Support for Option 2 of Other forms of housing noted. We note the 
concern on Option 3. 
 
Support for Option 2 of Options for Student Accommodation noted. 
 
Support for Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Option 1 noted. 



Respondent 
Name 
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Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

Options for build to rent: 
Option 1: Build to rent housing may be acceptable outside 
Opportunity Areas within an agreed quantity, but not within them, 
as OAs must produce a full contribution (35% +) of community 
housing. 
The Build to Rent business model, in bases where the developer is 
also the long-term manager, carries risks and downsides. This 
model is being widely used in the OPDC area by City & Docklands 
and even Imperial College. Thousands of such units are being built 
at North Acton and Scrubs Lane. Incoming renters can be lured by 
initial rents, coupled with ‘extras’ of bars, gyms and leisure 
facilities, only to find that rents and service charges escalate within 
a few years. 
Kensal Canalside looks likely to follow in terms of levels of Build to 
Rent. 
Option 2: Build to rent should produce the right amount, right size 
mix and the right mix of community housing – recent schemes 
seem to focus on small, studio or 1-bedroom units, with few if any 
larger units. The appropriate housing size mix, as indicated by the 
SHMA, should be for a mix of sizes. Too many but-to-rent 
developments are increasing their number count by producing 
almost exclusively studios flats. Other forms of housing 
Option 1: The co-living option for single people should be fully 
explored as other options for single people has greatly diminished, 
especially due to losses of HMOs. 
Nearby examples are the 700-unit Collective in Old Oak Lane and 
proposals from HUB/Women’s Pioneer in Wood Lane. Living in a 
small studio with communal work and 
living spaces lost much is charm when the communal areas were 
shut during lockdown, as was also the case for much student 

 
Support for Options 1 and 2 of Options for Build to Rent noted. 
Option 2 intends to provide a range of community housing products 
and sizes from BtR schemes, informed by our evidence of housing 
needs, the LHNA. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Support for co-living accommodation/Option 1 of Other forms of 
housing noted. We note that Option 2 is not supported. Support for 
Option 3 noted. 
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housing. 
 
Option 2: Given the shortage of sites, self-build is not a realistic 
option. 
The recent report from Richard Bacon MP (endorsed by the then 
Secretary of State should be considered and the scope for RBKC 
supporting small co-ownership bodies on small-scale infill schemes 
or refurbishment of redundant floorspace. As per RBKC policy and 
actions in the late 1970s, when the council provided 100% 
mortgages with 99-year leases. 
 
Option 3: We support continued protection for hostels and other 
accommodation for vulnerable people. 
 
 
Options for Student Accommodation: 
 
Option 1: We would consider that allowing change of use from 
student housing to other types of shared living. 
 
Option 2: We totally object to this option, which would incentivise 
the loss of student accommodation whilst involving loss of units. 
We are concerned about the scale of losses of student 
accommodation usually to market housing or short-let. The issue is 
not whether it produces new housing but the scale of loss of the 
existing student accommodation, for instance as in the case of 
Heythrop College. 
 
Option 3: Apart from the application for 253-259 Kensal Road 
(2013), there have been no applications for new student housing. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Support for Option 1 of Options for Student Accommodation noted. 
We note your objection to Option 2. Support to Option 4 and 
potential support to Options 5 and 6 noted. 
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Unlikely to be applications as market housing can outbid this type 
of accommodation. 
 
Option 4: This would be supported. 
Option 5: This could be supported. 
Option 6: This could be supported. 
. 
 
Gypsies and Travelers Accommodation 
 
Option 1: This is the status quo, and we endorse it. 
 
Option 2: Expansion should be dependent on the level of need. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Support for Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Option 1 noted. 
The Council will continue to work with LBHF to establish Gypsy and 
Traveller Accommodation Needs in advance of the London-wide 
needs assessment being led by the Mayor. The Council will work 
with LBHF to explore how this need could be met across both areas. 
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GLA (Hassan 
Ahmed) 

First Homes 
The government expects 25% of all affordable homes secured 
through planning contributions to be First Homes (Paragraph: 013 
Reference ID: 70-013-20210524). This is not an affordable housing 
product recognised in the LP2021, but it is an intermediate 
product, nonetheless. 
 
 
 
Policy H6 of the LP2021 sets the requirement that 30% of 
affordable housing should be delivered as low-cost rented homes 
and 30% should be intermediate homes. The remaining 40% to be 
determined by boroughs. Policy H6 does not preclude the 
intermediate component of the required tenure split from being 
First Homes. Guidance has been provided by the Mayor in the 
form of a practice note3 and RBKC is advised to follow it. In 
addition, RBKC is encouraged to consider the deliverability and 
affordability of First Homes in the area, taking into account market 
values, the discount needed to meet national and Mayoral criteria, 
and local incomes. 

Noted. Noted. We will be following the practice note provided by 
the Mayor 
 
 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

TfL CD looks to provide a range of affordable and market tenures 
and building typologies within its housing development 
programme which address a range of housing needs, relate to and 
strengthen their neighbourhoods and which create places people 
are proud and happy to live in. Large development opportunities 
such as Earls Court provide the opportunity for a range of 
affordable and market tenures and building typologies within one 
site. 
 
Options for Build to Rent 

Noted. We welcome this as the current and future Local Plan 
policies are written to deliver mixed and balanced communities. 
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We support neither option. Neither option conforms to the 
London Plan which encourages BtR (Policy H11) and requires [para 
4.11.1]: 
 
“Boroughs should take a positive approach to the Build to Rent 
sector to enable it to better contribute to the delivery of new 
homes. Build to Rent developments can make a positive 
contribution to increasing housing supply and are beneficial in a 
number of ways. They can: 
 
• “attract investment into London’s housing market that otherwise 
would not exist 
 
• “accelerate delivery on individual sites as they are less prone to 
‘absorption constraints’69 on build-out rates 
 
• “deliver more readily across the housing market cycle as they are 
less impacted by house price downturns 
 
• “provide a more consistent and at-scale demand for off-site 
manufacture 
 
• “offer longer-term tenancies and more certainty over long-term 
availability 
 
• “ensure a commitment to, and investment in, place-making 
through single ownership 
 

We note that neither options of Options for Build to Rent are 
supported. 
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• “provide better management standards and better quality 
homes than much of the mainstream private rented sector.” 
 
We can conceive of no policy justification for not supporting BtR 
on Opportunity Area sites, as part of a range of housing tenures 
and products. Indeed, the justification for this position (“why?”) is 
contradictory as it says that “Given the need for Opportunity Area 
sites to contribute to meeting the Borough’s housing needs these 
sites should provide a variety of products”. BtR can surely be a 
component of the “variety of products” on a large Opportunity 
Area site. 
 
In our view, in a Borough with a very strong rental sector 
(generally dominated by non-purpose built and lower quality 
homes) there is an important role for high quality BtR dwellings 
that are let at the right rental levels to provide suitable, good-
quality homes for longer term tenants who otherwise could not 
afford other forms of home ownership in the Borough. 
 
BtR is attractive and in high demand as an alternative to the 
established rental sector because it provides a generally higher 
standard of managed accommodation; a range of dwelling sizes at 
different price points in the market; a choice of housing types and 
sizes that enable flexibility to respond to lifecycle and lifestyle 
changes; quality homes for people who want to share; and stability 
and certainty for residents that is not readily available in the wider 
private rental market. As such BtR should be encouraged in the 
Borough, not least in Opportunity Areas where BtR can form part 
of a wider multi-tenure development, be delivered at pace and 
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where the long term management of the homes enables 
stewardship of the surrounding area. 
 
The Option 2 requirement for such a high proportion of London 
Affordable Rent does not recognise the economics of developing 
and managing BtR and is also not in conformity with the London 
Plan which enables the affordable housing offer to be entirely 
Discounted Market Rent (delivered without grant). The viability 
implications of Option 2 would need to be thoroughly tested. 
 
In our view, such a negative approach to BtR would neither 
conform with the London Plan nor the NPPF requirement for Plans 
to be positively prepared (para 35). 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Build to rent. Prefer option 2. 
Self-build not realistic unless RBKC can provide some sites. 
Student Housing. Prefer Option 4 

Support for Option 2 of Options for Build to Rent noted. 
 
We note that Option 2 of Other forms of housing is not supported. 
 
Support for Option 4 of Options for Student Accommodation noted.  

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

This is too complex to respond to the options offered. Noted. 

Imperial College 
London  (Rory 
Newman) 

Build to rent – option 1 – support 
 
Build to rent – option 2 - support 
 
Other forms – option 1 – Imperial would support the council’s 
greater consideration as co-living as an additional and alternative 
of smaller scale housing which is affordable and increases housing 
choice. Imperial often has visiting professors / staff from overseas, 

Support for both options of Options for Build to Rent noted. 
 
 
Support for Option 1 of Other forms of housing noted. The Interim 
Viability Study does look into the viability of co-living 
accommodation. 
 
Support for Options 2 and 3 also noted. 
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and they require high quality, short term, easy access to housing, 
which co-living provides. Co-living accommodation is also helpful 
in transitional periods for new staff. Imperial assume the Interim 
Viability Study will be undertaken by the council to support this. 
 
Other forms – option 2 – support in line with national policy. 
 
Other forms – option 3 – support. 
 
The college support the provision of purpose-built student 
accommodation, but to also acknowledge that the loss of student 
accommodation should be acceptable where an education 
institution can demonstrate a surplus to demand or no longer fit 
for purpose. Policy should also recognise and allow for the change 
of use of student accommodation where the change of use leads 
to educational or wider public benefit to the Borough. 
 
 
Student accommodation - Option 1 – Support policy but not in 
isolation – particularly due to need to provide same number of 
rooms. 
 
Student accommodation - Option 2 – support as above. 
 
Student accommodation - Option 3 – Concern regarding the 
element ‘do not compromise the provisions of general housing’ 
general housing not to be prioritised if there is a need for student 
accommodation. 
 
Student accommodation - Option 4 – support as above. 
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Student accommodation - Option 5 – Imperial do not support. This 
would be a major viability concern. 
 
Student accommodation - Option 6 – Imperial is supportive of 
affordable student accommodation and operates its 
undergraduate halls of residence on a break-even basis. The 
College does not support this policy suggestion without a viability 
threshold as it has significant potential to reduce the supply of 
student accommodation in the Borough; the 35% viability 
threshold as outlined in the London Plan is considered to be 
appropriate. 

 
 
 
On Options for Student Accommodation, support for Options 1, 2, 
and 4 provided they are not in isolation noted. We note your 
concern regarding Option 3. At this stage, the Interim LHNA is not 
showing a need for more student housing in the Borough. We note 
that Option 5 and 6 are not supported.  
 
 

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

The consultation was over 10 weeks and was not extended. 

David Lloyd-Davis Option for build to rent Option 2. 
Student accommodation Opyion 4&5. 

Support for Option 2 of Options for Build to Rent noted. Support for 
Options 4 and 5 of Options for Student Accommodation noted. 

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

All. Support for all options noted. 

Robert Dixon I support each of these options but do not have sufficient 
knowledge to express a preference. 

Support for all options noted. 

Alex Mackay Option 1 The Plan must be flexible and acknowledge that the 
housing market changes over time, so BtR should be supported. 
 

Noted. 
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Option 2 should continue although it is hard to imagine many self-
build homes coming forward. 
 
Option 2 re Students. We have to recognise that some student 
accommodation from 20-30 years ago is now unwanted and allow 
appropriate re-development. 

 
Support for Option 2 of Other forms of housing noted. 
 
 
Support for Option 2 of Options for Student Accommodation noted. 

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

ECDC supports the wide range of housing products proposed, 
which will help to address a diverse range of housing needs in the 
Borough. It is therefore important that any future / emerging Local 
Plan policy is sufficiently flexible, particularly for large scale 
regeneration sites and Opportunity Areas such as Earls Court 
where a range of different housing products may come forward. 
 
As part of this varied housing offer, ECDC supports the intention to 
expand opportunities for Build to Rent (BtR) in the Borough. 
However, ECDC disagrees with the proposals in Option 1 to restrict 
large scale BtR proposals from Opportunity Areas, as there is no 
clear evidence provided to support this option. 
 
ECDC considers that BtR proposals should be considered on their 
own merits for how they contribute to the overall housing offer. 
For sites such as Earls Court, BtR could be suitable as part of a 
mixed-use masterplan development and would help provide a 
range of housing products to help create mixed and inclusive 
communities, as required by London Plan Policy GG4. 
 
BtR provides several benefits in helping meet housing needs and 
has been provided successfully in other Opportunity Areas, such as 
the Olympic Legacy Opportunity Area in Stratford (East Village by 
Get Living for which Delancey is a founding partner and is seen as a 

Policies have to be written on a Borough-wide basis using robust 
and proportionate evidence. Site specific considerations are always 
taken into account when determining planning applications. Our 
current policies are sufficiently flexible for example we require bed 
size mix in-line with the latest evidence rather than base it rigidly on 
evidence at a point in time. 
 
We note that Option 1 of Options for Build to Rent is not supported.  
 
 
 
 
 
We will consider your comments when drafting the policy. 
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market leader that has revolutionised BtR in the UK), where BtR 
helps provide a diverse housing offer alongside more standards 
forms of market housing and student housing. Not only do BtR 
developments help meet housing need, but they are often of a 
scale that means the benefits go way beyond the front doors of 
the properties. BtR operators have a vested interest in the creation 
of new and successful communities/neighbourhoods – investing in 
public realm/open space; residential amenity; help curate 
complementary uses at ground floor notwithstanding a highly 
managed product. Key benefits of BtR include (but are not limited 
to): 
 
§ providing homes at different price points in the market; 
§ a choice of housing types from one-bedroom accommodation to 
family homes; 
§ a long-term income stream for the public sector; 
§ large scale developments delivered at pace; 
§ stability and certainty for residents; 
§ professional management; 
§ social integration; 
§ place-making and stewardship in the local area; 
§ quality homes for people who want to share; and 
§ acting as a catalyst for regeneration. 
Therefore, ECDC disagrees with the proposed Option 1 on the 
basis that there is no clear rationale or evidence to support 
restrictions on BtR in Opportunity Areas, particularly given the 
successful delivery of BtR as part of a mixed housing offer in other 
Opportunity Areas, such as the Olympic Legacy Opportunity Area. 
ECDC would welcome further discussion on the how BtR can 
contribute to the Borough’s housing offer. 
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Avison Young on 
behalf of 
Department for 
Transport (Neil 
Lawrence) 

The Department does not support Option 1. The KCOA is expected 
to deliver a variety of types of homes, and this should not preclude 
large BtR schemes, where provided as part of an overall mix of 
housing typologies. BtR could play an important role in supporting 
the overall viability of development and provision of affordable 
housing. 
This should be recognised within the emerging Local Plan. The 
Department supports Option 2 to provide a range of community 
housing products and tenures subject to overall scheme viability, 
as has been specifically recognised in the KCOA SPD. The Local Plan 
should also take a flexible approach to tenure mix in the context of 
the KCOA. 

We note that Option 1 of Options for Build to Rent is not supported. 
Support for Option 2 noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
On last point on flexibility, policies have to be written on a Borough-
wide basis using robust and proportionate evidence. Site specific 
considerations are always taken into account when determining 
planning applications. Our current policies are sufficiently flexible 
for example we require bed size mix in-line with the latest evidence 
rather than base it rigidly on evidence at a point in time. 
 
 
 

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

Issue 5 – Other Housing Products 
 
Q 7.9 Which of these options do you support? You can pick more 
than one... & Q 7.10 Do you have any other options to suggest? 
 
We consider that the “other housing products” contained within 
Issue 5 should all be standalone policies within the next Draft Local 
Plan. We consider that student accommodation should be given its 
own dedicated policy so as to ensure that there is compliance with 
the London Plan Policy H15, and also given the potential role and 
importance of student accommodation in enabling RBKC to 
meetings its housing needs targe tin full. 
 
In terms of Options for Student Accommodation, we broadly 

 
 
 
 
 
 
We will consider your comments when drafting the policy. At 
present the Interim LHNA is not showing a need for more student 
housing in the Borough. 
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support either Option 3 or 4 of the NLPR. 
 
Option 3 states “support proposals for new student housing only 
where they do not compromise the provision of general housing 
and create mixed and balanced communities”. 
 
Option 3 is in accordance with the London Plan (2021) which states 
that proposals for new student housing will be supported only 
where they do not compromise the provision of general housing 
and create mixed and balanced communities. We request that the 
policy provides clarity as to what is meant by ‘mixed and balanced’ 
community, and provides further guidance on the circumstances 
where RBKC’s ability to provide general housing would be 
considered ‘compromised’. 
 
 
 
There are already many thousands of students living in the 
Borough in the private rented sector and within student 
accommodation, but students are only a small part of the 
Borough’s population. Providing suitable accommodation for 
students (either new students drawn to the area, or existing 
students relocating to new accommodation) will likely impact 
positively on the make up of the local community. 
 
Option 4 states “support proposals for new student housing only 
where linked with a higher education institution located in the 
Borough”. 
 
Whilst we broadly support the requirement for student 

 
 
Support for Options 3 and 4 of Options for Student Accommodation 
noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The confirmation that Option 3 is in accordance with the London 
Plan is noted. We will consider your comments when drafting the 
policy.  
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accommodation to be linked with a higher education institution 
(“HEI”), given the proximity of HEI’s in other Boroughs and the 
connectivity of these locations to RBKC, our client does not 
consider it appropriate that an HEI from within the Borough should 
necessarily be secured. The London Plan requires all Boroughs to 
absorb a share of the need for student accommodation, and given 
this, it is right that Boroughs work together to jointly 
accommodate need arising from London’s higher education sector 
taken as a whole. For the policy to be in accordance with the 
London Plan, the requirement for an HEI to be within the Borough 
should be deleted 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Suggestion to delete the requirement for an HEI to be within the 
Borough will be taken into account. 

Turley (Laurence 
Brooker) 

Build to rent and co-living models are supported in principal as a 
complementary housing offer and model for Central London, as 
such Build to Rent option 1, and Other forms of housing Option 2 
are supported. 

Support for Build to Rent Option 1 and Other forms of housing 
Option 2 noted. 

 

  



Q.7.10. Do you have any other options to suggest? 
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The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

A KEY WORKER HOUSING SPD to be produced including clear 
definition of categories 
Key worker housing to be safeguarded or increased 
Where possible, a percentage of HMOs to be ringfenced for 
student use only 
Any grant of permission for HMO conversions should include 
express and enforceable Conditions forbidding their use as short 
term holiday lets, irrespective of the 90-day rule 

Noted. The Council is committed to developing a Key Worker 
Housing Policy as an intermediate housing offer which will guide 
the tenure mix plans for future developments in the Borough. 
 
It is beyond the remit of the planning system to specify who may 
occupy an existing HMO. 
 
The definition of a short term holiday let stands outside the 
planning system.  As such a LPA cannot use a condition to limit such 
a use.  
 
 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Key worker housing to be safeguarded or increased 
A KEY WORKER HOUSING SPD to be produced 
A percentage of HMOs to be ringfenced for student use only. 

Noted. The Council is committed to developing a Key Worker 
Housing Policy as an intermediate housing offer which will guide 
the tenure mix plans for future developments in the Borough. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Do not support Build to Rent on a large scale for Earl’s Court. The 
site is large enough to offer a mix of market rent, affordable rent, 
market sale, and affordable shared-ownership sale. 
 
- Key worker housing to be safeguarded or increased 
- A percentage of HMOs to be ringfenced for student use only 

Support for Build to Rent Option 1 noted (no BtR schemes 
supported on Opportunity Area sites). 
 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

We suggest an option which encourages BtR in conformity with 
the London Plan. 

Noted. BtR schemes will be supported where they serve a need and 
based on the findings of the LHNA. 

David Lloyd-Davis There appears to be no provision for key worker housing. We will consider the specific needs of key workers in our evidence 
base and when drafting policy. 
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Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

Whatever is decided as policy now must be reviewed post-
pandemic when we can see the longer-term effects of the current 
change in habits – for some – of working from home and spending 
more time in the immediate neighbourhood. While it seems 
unlikely that working patterns will ever go back to ‘normal’ the 
degree of pre-pandemic working habits, with a majority of 
borough residents commuting outside the borough to work, and 
tens of thousands coming into the borough to service our shops, 
hotels, restaurants – and indeed to work at Kensington Town Hall 
– will change. 
In some parts of the capital co-living – with small private quarters 
and shared working space onsite – became a real problem during 
lockdown. We must be flexible. 

Noted. 

 
Wardell 
Armstrong LLP 
for Tatton Group  
(Rachel 
Wilbraham  ) 

Whilst there are elements within the suggested options which we 
support, we would suggest that the current approach is overly 
restrictive in seeking to meet the significant housing need within 
the Borough. We would again note that the emerging requirement 
of 488dpa is largely based on the quantum of land available, rather 
than accurately quantified need as identified within the 
Standardised OAN. 
To this end, we would suggest greater support for Build to Rent, 
HMO’s, and alterations to existing housing stock in order to 
address the highly significant unmet need within the authority. 
This support should be applied equally throughout the Kensington 
and Chelsea Borough, with acceptability of proposals determined 
on a case-by-case basis and dependant on individual circumstance. 
This approach is in accordance with the overall objectives of the 
NPPF, notably Chapter 3: Plan Making, which requires that ‘plans 
be prepared in a positive way’ (paragraph 16b). 

Noted. As a Local Authority, we need to deliver the housing targets 
set out in the London Plan. 

 



Issue 6: Estate renewal policy 

Q.7.11. Which of these options do you support? 
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Greg Hammond Option 2 seems the most environmentally friendly, but I also 
support Option 5 (co-design). 

Support for Options 2 and 5 noted. 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Option 4 Support for Option 4 noted. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Option 2 Support for Option 2 noted. 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

Option 1: Policy CH5 should be retained for non-LHA estates. 
Option 2: We support provided that for refurbishment the 
residents are re-housed within the borough and have her right to 
return following the refurbishment. 
Option 3: Any replacement must be within the Borough. 
Option 4: We are opposed the demolition of existing housing 
estates, both as affordable and as community housing. 
Option 5: This should be decided by the estate residents. 

Support for Option 1 noted 
 
Residents re-housed within the Borough and right to return is 
current policy CH5 which we are looking to retain. 
 
  
 
Option 2 - Policy CH5 of the current Local Plan, Criteria b require a 
guarantee that all existing tenants have an opportunity of a home 
that meets their needs, with those wishing to stay in the 
neighbourhood being able to do so. 
 
Option 3 – Our current policies require on-site provision of housing. 
For estate renewal provision has to be on-site. While an exception 
to this policy will not be applicable to estate renewal schemes the 
Community Housing SPD clarifies that (para 5.17) that in the 
exception circumstances where this happens, any off-site provision 
has to be in the Borough. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

 
Comment on Option 4 – The Council made a commitment to end 
estate regeneration on Council owned estates Noted. Option 2 
would ensure retaining buildings over demolition. 
 
Option 5 – support noted. 
 
 
 

GLA (Hassan 
Ahmed) 

Estate renewal 
RBKC should note the Mayors approach to estate redevelopment 
which is set out clearly in Policy H8 of the LP2021. This Policy 
makes it a requirement that all development proposals that 
include the demolition and replacement of affordable housing are 
required to follow the VTR to achieve the maximum reasonable 
amount of affordable housing that can be provided. 

The Council is aware of the Mayors approach to estate 
redevelopment and our policies on estate renewal will reflect the 
Local Plan. For example, Option 3 states that we will be looking not 
just for the replacement of the existing homes but net additional 
community homes. 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

I cannot comment on the options because I do not understand 
what the statement in 7.29 "..........a commitment to end estate 
regeneration on council owned estates" means. 

Following the tragic fire at Grenfell Tower on 14 June 2017, the 
Council decided to end the three new estate regeneration projects 
which were being worked on in the borough at Silchester, Barlby-
Treverton and Warwick Road estates. 

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

The consultation was over 10 weeks and was not extended. 

David Lloyd-Davis Options 1,2,3,4&5 Support for all options noted. 

Swifts Local 
Network: Swifts 
& Planning 

All. Support for all options noted. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Group (Mike 
Priaulx) 

Robert Dixon I support each of these options but do not have sufficient 
knowledge to express a preference. 

Support for all options noted. 

Alex Mackay Current policy is supported. If an estate had to be redeveloped, for 
example a building had become structurally unsafe, then it is vital 
residents are involved in any such redevelopment. 

Support for Option 1 noted. 
 
Comment seems to support Option 5 that redevelopment schemes 
should involve the community. 

 

  



Q.7.12. Do you have any other options to suggest? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

The Council has a policy of not requiring tenants to move to 
smaller accommodation when their family circumstances change 
and they do not need as many bedrooms s before. Perhaps this 
policy should be reviewed. 

Noted. This is the Under-occupation Scheme which provides 
incentives and help to households who want to downsize. However, 
this is a housing issues and beyond the remit of the NLPR.  

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Demolition should be avoided as it goes against green Policies and 
the need to cut carbon emissions. 

Noted. 
 
Through Option 2, we are proposing to favour retaining existing 
buildings and improving them. 

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

The consultation was over 10 weeks and was not extended. 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

Surely this commitment to permit redevelopment only when ‘net 
additional community homes’ are provided should apply to 
Wornington Green? At the time of the planning permission given 
in 2010 it was said that the estate was 210 bedrooms short, and 
that was given as a reason for development. Now we are told 
there ‘may’ be fewer than 20 additional social rented homes. We 
must apply the new role NOW. 
It has become an established fact that much estate development 
reprovides far fewer social rented homes than are demolished. 
RBKC must be an exemplar Council in holding social landlords to 
account. 

Noted. We are updating this policy to reflect the London Plan 2021 
and make it clear that we are not looking just for the replacement 
of the existing homes but net additional community homes. 

 

 



Q.7.13. Policy CH5.  Is it fit for purpose? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Policies CH5 is still fit for purpose and should be updated. Support for retaining policy CH5 noted. 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

CH1a: The London Plan target should be retained, only to be 
replaced when a revised London Plan target is formally adopted. 
CH2c/CH2e: We strongly support on-site provision of community 
housing. except in exceptional circumstances. 
CH3: The Local Plan should specify housing size mix and standards 
based on the SHMA, although this needs to be reviewed to put 
more emphasis on smaller units, reflecting the fact that the 
existing stock already contains a high proportion of large units. 
However, the size of units should be expressed in terms of 
floorspace (GIA). 
CH5: This policy may need tweaking/amending in the light of 
community engagement. 

Support for retaining Local Plan Policy CH1a, CH2c/e. 
 
 
 
 
 
On CH3, The LHNA will provide an update to the SHMA and inform 
the housing size mix and standards. The Interim LHNA was available 
as part of this consultation. 
 
 
 
 
Support for retaining most of policy CH5 with possible amendments 
following community engagement noted. 

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

The consultation was over 10 weeks and was not extended. 

David Lloyd-Davis All housing policies should be reviewed as the effects of Brexit and 
Covid are becoming apparent. 

Noted. 
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SECTION 8: TOWN CENTRES 

Issue 1: Covid-19 recovery and maintaining the vitality of our centres 

Town centres first 

Q.8.1. These options are not mutually exclusive. Do you support these options? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

SUPPORT BOTH OPTIONS 
 

Noted.  

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

Yes Noted. 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

Finalised policies in a new Local Plan will need to take account of 
what have been major shifts in the world of work, the use of office 
premises, and e-retailing and delivery. It remains early days to 
establish how far all of these will return to the patterns that pre-
dated the pandemic. Future reliance on former ‘principles for 
centres that have served the Council well’ seems premature. A 
new Local Plan will need to be creative in defining policies that 
prove flexible enough to deal with differing scenarios of city life. 
 
As per our earlier comments, the Borough’s neighbourhoods – 
with residential streets surrounding a cluster of shops and other 
facilities within easy walking distance – have become more 
essential to the daily lives since the start of the pandemic. This is a 
strength that can be built on. 
 
Option 1: We support policies which will help to ensure the 
survival of smaller shops and other businesses in neighbourhood 

Support for provision of smaller shops noted. 
 
Note view that offices do not make valuable contribution to Latimer 
Employment Zone. 
 
Note future uncertainty re need.  ELPS (2021) confirms a continued, 
if reduced, need for additional office floorspace.  We are required 
by NPPF to address this OAN.  Whilst much may be located in town 
centres, Employment Zones, as existing concentrations, are also 
appropriate locations for additional provision. 
 
We recognise that the market may seek to provide additional 
offices in certain location, this may not include the northern part of 
the Latimer Road Employment Zone. However, the ELPS does note 
that this part of the borough is not inherently unsuitable for either 
the retention of, or provision of new, office floorspace.    



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

centres. The StQW Neighbourhood Plan introduced flexible 
policies on change of use between the former A, B, and D classes 
uses in our three neighbourhood centres. The new E class 
continues this flexibility. Vacancy levels in shop units, especially in 
North Pole Road, have reduced since five years ago despite the 
pandemic. 
 
Option 2: We see no evidence that the north-west corner of the 
Borough is in need of ‘new office floorspace’. We have a 
longstanding problem of hard-to-let office floorspace in Latimer 
Road. Working from home was, for many professionals in this part 
of North Kensington, already a way of life long before lockdown. 
The RBKC evidence base on office floorspace, and concerns over 
loss offices, has never included data on working from home as this 
is hard to capture. 
We are not persuaded by the NLPR assertion that Offices make a 
particular contribution to our Employment Zones or to other areas 
outside of our town centres (see more below). This is a subject on 
which we think a new Local Plan needs a more fundamental 
rethink. 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

Option 1: we agree that The Council should continue to support 
the provision of smaller shops, both in town centres and in mainly 
residential or office areas. With increased working from home (or 
working in small offices outside town centres), people need to 
have small local shopping areas close to where they live, so that 
they can pop out briefly to convenience stores, cafés etc 
Option 2: we agree that the Council should encourage the creation 
of new larger office floor space throughout the borough. While 
high streets will continue to be the main venue for offices, there 
are locations where it may makes sense for small new offices to be 

Support for both options noted. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

sited in residential areas, allowing small business people or 
professionals to have offices near their home. 

Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

Cadogan support Option 1. 
Cadogan do not support Option 2. 
Town centres are changing and there is a need to maintain a 
strong supply and range of uses to ensure they remain vibrant and 
vital. Offices are an important part of this make up. Diluting office 
demand across the Borough, rather than directing demand 
towards town centres and employment zones, could prejudice the 
key objective of town centre policies to maintain their vitality. 

Support for new small shops noted. 
 
The Council recognises the contribution that offices will have in 
supporting the viability of town centres, and agrees with the 
consultee that town centres and Employment Zones will be the 
appropriate location for the majority of new offices. However, we 
do not wish to preclude the provision of new offices in other 
locations, given the role that out of centre (and Employment Zone) 
offices play to the local and the wider economy. We are unusual in 
enjoying such a scatter of offices, a scatter which serves as a wider 
cluster. In addition there is no evidence to suggest that the 
provision of  the modest new offices outside town centres or 
Employment Zones has a detrimental impact upon our town 
centres.  

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

We support Options 1 and 2 with regard to Town Centres. Support for both options noted. 

Greg Hammond Broadly support both. We need sufficient flexibility to allow 
conversion of an oversupply of retail to offices, which would 
compensate for former dwellings being converted back from 
offices to homes (covered later in the consultation). 

Support for both options noted. Note that planning permission is no 
longer required for the change of use of a shop to an office, be this 
within, our outside, a town centre. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Natural History 
Museum (Adam 
Donovan) 

The NHM acknowledges that town centres are under immense 
pressure as the market tries to adapt post Covid-19. This NHM 
supports the classification of South Kensington as a district town 
centre and is supportive of the ‘town centre first’ approach 
whereby commercial uses are directed towards existing centres. In 
terms of the options put forward by the Council, the NHM believes 
that the two options which are to support smaller shops in area of 
retail deficiency or support the creation of new office floorspace 
across the Borough are not mutually exclusive. The NHM suggests 
that a mixture of commercial uses in town centres should be 
supported and assessed on a case by case basis. This will ensure 
that the right uses are being bought forward. 
 
 

The current and emerging policies support a diversity of uses within 
our town centres, and recognise the important contribution that 
the cultural institutions such as the NHM will have. 
 
We also recognise that the two options are not mutually exclusive, 
and  note the NHM support for both offices and small shops within 
town centres. 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Yes Noted 

Elizabeth Ashley Option 1 - Community first, not offices Noted.  The two options are not mutually exclusive. 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

SUPPORT BOTH OPTIONS 
 
Option 1 
The Council should continue to support the provision of smaller 
shops (less than 400 sq This helps create walkable 
neighbourhoods. Any applicant seeking such a use will not need to 
carry out a “retail impact assessment”. This differs from the 
national indicative threshold for such an assessment of 2,500 sq 
m.37m) in areas of retail deficiency. 
Option 2 
Support the creation of new office floorspace across the Borough. 

Support for both options noted. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Offices make a particular contribution to our Employment Zones or 
to other areas outside of our town centres. 
Normally proposals for new office floorspace must be assessed 
through the sequential test. They need to be within town centres, 
and only elsewhere when there is no room within a centre. 

Linda Wade Option 1 
• Agree 
 
Option 2 
• Agree 

Noted. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Option 1,2 Noted. 

The Pembridge 
Association 
(Fiona Fleming-
Brown) 

• RBKC should create a stakeholders development group: 
Frogmore, retailers, residents’ groups, independent landlords and 
the Borough to develop a new NHG retail plan 
• RBKC should prioritise retail interests over other commercial 
users 

Desire for more stakeholder involvement noted.  This is not 
something which can form a policy within the Local Plan. 
 
The Council is of the view that both the retail and the non retail 
commercial sector has an important role to play in supporting the 
viability of our town centres.  We also note that planning 
permission is no longer required for a Class E shop to be used for 
any other Class E use.  

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

Option 1: We support. Smaller retail uses should still be steered to 
local centres to strengthen these centres as the hub for local 
neighbourhoods 
Option 2: New office floorspace – as in the current Local Plan – 
should, in addition to being steered to town centres, and/or be in 
areas of high public transport accessibility levels (PTAL 4 or higher). 
This is in line with the NPPF (see glossary for edge-of-centre) and 

Support for option 1 noted. 
 
The Council recognises the value that offices play in supporting the 
viability of town centres.  We also recognise that as a town centre 
uses they will be subject to the ”town centre first” principal as set 
out in the NPPF.  However, we do recognise the value that offices in 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

the London Plan. Offices should not be proposed in areas with low 
public transport accessibility. 
In addition, the Employment Zones will need to be maintained as a 
focus for local employment uses. 
Out-of-centre employment sites will need to be conditioned to 
preclude change of use to E Use Class uses which are subject to 
town centre first policy. 

other locations can have in maintaining the character of the area as 
well as in supporting the local and wider economy.  
 
Employment Zones are important concentrations of offices and 
considered as appropriate locations for additional office floorspace. 
 
The Council recognises the value in making the use of planning 
conditions for new larger scale E class floorspace, outside of a town 
centre, to ensure that the viability of our town centres is 
maintained. 
 
 

GLA (Hassan 
Ahmed) 

Town Centres 
The Mayor welcomes RBKC’s intention to promote and support a 
‘town centre first’ approach for new retail floorspace which is 
consistent with the approach set out in Policies SD7 and T6.3 of 
the LP2021. 
The Local Plan should recognise that Table A1.1 of the LP2021 
identifies Knightsbridge, Kings Road and Kensington High Street as 
having night-time economies of regional or sub-regional 
importance and that South Kensington, which lies within the 
Central Activities Zone (CAZ), has a night time economy of 
international or national significance. 
As part of the borough lies within the CAZ, the guidance set out in 
Policy SD4 of the LP2021 applies and the Local Plan should reflect 
paragraph 2.4.11 which highlights the particular and special 
importance of the South Kensington museums complex with its 
unique and rich cultural activity. 

Support for Town Centre first approach to new retail floor space 
noted. 
 
The role of the night-time economy in some of our larger town 
centres is noted and will be reflected in policy. This must recognise 
that the needs of both businesses and our residents must also be 
considered. 
 
The importance of the South Kensington museums complex is, and 
will continue to be recognised in the new Local Plan. 
 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

TfL CD supports Option 1 to support the provision of smaller shops 
in areas of retail deficiency. TfL owns and manages a large and 
varied commercial estate in the Borough and actively supports its 
smaller shops and tenants, around 90% of whom are SMEs. 
 
TfL CD also supports the creation of new office floorspace 
throughout the borough (Option 2). However, the ‘town centre 
first’ approach set out in the implications column should also take 
account of the suitability of Opportunity Areas (such as Earls 
Court) and other strategic sites for development of offices and 
other workspaces. 
 
Earls Court 
 
As part of the Earls Court / West Kensington Opportunity Area, the 
London Plan expects development to create at least 5,000 new 
jobs, with a proportion of this likely be delivered through new 
office floorspace and other types of workspace. This will create a 
new economic and employment centre; a workplace and 
destination which is likely to encompass both RBKC and LBHF. 
 
As explained elsewhere, to realise the full potential of the Earls 
Court masterplan framework, the proposals will need to optimise 
the development of the site to achieve all the desired outcomes 
for supporting housing delivery, providing new jobs and enhancing 
transport and social infrastructure. To help achieve this, future 
Local Plan policies should prioritise delivery in Opportunity Areas 
and other strategic sites and identify future economic and 
employment centres as appropriate locations for new workplace 

Support for option 1 noted. 
 
The Local Plan includes allocations for the borough’s Opportunity 
Areas.  This will include a requirement for new office floorspace, of 
a scale as set out in the London Plan. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

floorspace (including offices) in order to enable the development 
capacities sought by the London Plan. 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Q. 8.1 /8.2 Support Options 1 and 2 Noted. 

David Campbell I support option 1, but not option 2. The recent development of 
WFH and supporting technology allows many small businesses to 
be operated without needing a separate office. Only offices likely 
to disturb a residential area should be restricted to town centres. 

Home working is a form of operation which does not normally 
require planning permission, with the home office being ancillary to 
the main residential use.  The Council has long supported the 
provision of small offices across the borough as these help maintain 
the diversity of uses so valued by our residents.  In addition we note 
that a small scale office should not conflict with nearby residential 
uses. 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

I support Option 1, but am ambivalent about more offices in Town 
Centre unless they are designated Employment Zones. Do we not 
need more affordable housing in easy reach of town centres ? 

The ELPS has indicated that there is a need of 60,400 sq m of 
additional office floorspace over the lifetime of the plan.  An office 
is a use that can contribute to the vitality of a town centre as 
attracts visitors and increases “spend” in the area  It may also be a 
use which benefits from the high levels of public transport 
accessibility, a characteristic of a town centre location. 
 
The Council recognises that there is need for additional affordable 
housing across the borough, both within easy reach of a town 
centre and beyond.   

David Lloyd-Davis Option 1&2 Noted. 

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

Yes. Noted. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Robert Dixon Yes. Noted. 

NHS North West 
London CCG 
(Kate Brady) 

It is recognised that the NHS has a role in supporting the 
regeneration of town centres. The Health on the High Street report 
(NHS Confederation, December 2020) outlines the opportunities 
for the NHS to become directly involved in the high street policy 
agenda which could include running health services from vacant 
property, including vaccination programmes, broadening the range 
of services provided within communities and supporting and 
participating in the design of healthy communities and places. 
 
We suggest that the new local plan should seek to avoid an over 
concentration of uses which can have a determinantal impact on 
health and wellbeing such as hot food takeaways, betting shops, 
pawnbrokers, pay-day loan stores and amusement centres. In the 
case of hot food takeaways, the Council should consider restricting 
new takeaways within walking distance of schools in line with 
Policy E9 of the London Plan. 

The borough is fortunate in not having a particular concentration of 
those uses which may have a “determinantal impact on health and 
wellbeing”.   However, a policy restricting an over concentration of 
such uses is being taken forward in the Local Plan. 
 
By the same token, given the small size of the borough, nowhere 
will not be within walking distance of a school.  As such, restricting 
takeaways within walking distance from a school would result in a 
de facto ban across the borough.  This would not be appropriate.  

Alex Mackay Agreed except that the need for further office space needs to be 
questioned. 

The ELPS has indicated that there is a need of 60,400 sq m of 
additional office floorspace over the lifetime of the plan. This 
accounts for post pandemic work patterns.  The Council does, 
however, recognise that this estimate is just that, an estimate, and 
we will review this need over time.  

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

ECDC welcomes the support for the creation of new office 
floorspace proposed in Option 2. However, ECDC considers the 
town centre first approach explained in the implication’s column 
should also take account of the appropriateness of strategic sites 
for office and workspace development, such as Earls Court. 
 
As part of the Earls Court/West Kensington Opportunity Area, the 

The Local Plan includes allocations for the borough’s Opportunity 
Areas.  This will include a requirement for new office floorspace. 
 
Care must be taken to ensure that office development in such 
locations must not be of a scale that will harm the vitality of our 
town centres, particularly given the role that offices play in 
attracting visitors to centres and in generating spend.  



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

London Plan expects development to create at least 5,000 new 
jobs, with a proportion of the commercial floorspace likely be 
delivered through new office floorspace. 
 
As explained elsewhere, to realise the full potential of the Earls 
Court masterplan the proposals will need to optimise the 
development of the Site to achieve all the desired outcomes in 
supporting housing delivery, 
providing new jobs and enhancing transport and social 
infrastructure. To help achieve this, ECDC recommends that any 
future policy should also prioritise delivery of office floorspace on 
strategic sites and identify future centres (such as Earls Court) as 
appropriate locations for new employment (including office) 
floorspace to help achieve the development capacities sought by 
the London Plan. 

DP9 on behalf of 
WELCOME 
TRUST  (Zoe 
Smythe) 

Wellcome Trust supports policies to protect and enhance the 
viability and vitality of town centres, but also notes that policy 
should recognise that town centres will need to adapt to respond 
to market needs/demands and changing circumstances. Therefore, 
the policy should ensure flexibility for bringing forward 
development within town centres. 

The Council recognises the need for flexibility within our town 
centres, if they are to remain vibrant and vital places. We also note 
the freedoms offered under Class E. 

Knightsbridge 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (KNF)   
(Simon Birkett) 

Commercialisation of public spaces and Class E activities 
 
In relation to boundary roads, please consider Westminster City 
Plan: 
• Policies 7: Managing development for Westminster’s people 
• Policy 16: Food drink and entertainment; and 
• Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Plan policies 14 and 15 (about 
mitigating and managing commercial activity) and policies 34 to 40 

Noted.  The area of the Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Forum lies 
entirely outside the borough.  As such it does not form part of the 
Development Plan for the Borough. 
 
However, we do recognise the importance of balancing the needs 
of businesses and local residents in all of our centres.  We do also 
recognise that Knightsbridge has been designated as an 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

(healthy air, renewable energy, natural environment, trees, water, 
healthy people etc). 
https://www.knightsbridgeforum.org/media//documents/knp_ma
de_version_december_2018_131218_website.pdf 
 
These policies are proving robust in the day-to-day balancing of 
the needs of businesses and local residents. 

International Centre. As such is function and character will be very 
different from a smaller district or neighbourhood centre.  

Turley (Laurence 
Brooker) 

Our Client supports the approach, outlined by both Option 1 and 
Option 2, of continuing to support the provision of smaller shops 
and supporting the creation of new office floorspace across the 
Borough and not only in town centres. 

Noted. 

 

  



Q.8.2. Do you have any other options to suggest? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Introduce EMPTY RETAIL PROPERTY ORDERS with powers to take 
over commercial property empty for one year or more for pop-up 
starter units for new young entrepreneurs on six-month Licences. 

Noted.  An Empty Retail Property Order does not fall within the 
remit of the planning system. However, the Council’s town centre 
task force is exploring a number of ways to support our town 
centre.  Many of these will go beyond pure “planning”.  This 
representation has been shared with that team. 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

Traffic congestion and the consequent air pollution in the King’s 
Road is a disincentive to shoppers. 

The Council recognises the impact that traffic will have upon the 
shopping environment of the King’s Road.  However, there is no 
opportunity to divert traffic from the area. 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

Where there are clusters of food and drink establishments, e.g. as 
in Portobello Road (Acklam Road) and Exhibition Road, and where 
there is adequate space, we think it would be useful for the 
Council to promote the “food court” approach, whereby instead of 
each establishment having its own seating (or no seating in the 
case of food stalls), there would be a central seating area. This 
would make for greater flexibility and less clutter. 
We strongly support resisting the loss of existing office space to 
residential or other uses. 

The Council recognises the value of the food court model, and notes 
that two units of this form have/ are opening on Kensington High 
Street.  Whilst it is not in our power to require such uses we would 
support them as and when appropriate.    
 
Support for protection of offices noted. 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

I don't think you need too much control as it will take years before 
demand returns to pre-Covid levels. If you want to help offices and 
shops you should cut business rates. 

The Council recognises that business rates are one of the key 
expenses or any commercial operator in this borough.  However, 
cutting business rates is beyond the remit of the planning system. 

Linda Wade There must be an incentive that the outgoing business does not 
strip the units to avoid paying business rates so that young 
entrepreneurs can trial their products and help revivify the high 
streets. 
There should be an empty shop front policy so that the rest of the 
street remains animated. 

The behaviour of outgoing businesses is beyond the remit of the 
planning system. 
 
 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Work with owners to bring empty retail units into use as pop-up 
starter units for entrepreneurs on six-month licences. 

Noted.  The provision of “pop-ups” is not within the remit of the 
planning system.  However, the Councils town centre task force is 
exploring a number of ways to support our town centre.  Many of 
these will go beyond pure “planning”.  This representation  has 
been shared with that team. 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

Support new offices as long as a portion of the sqm is affordable 
offices offered on a reduced rent but at the same standard 

The Council is introducing a new affordable business policy. This will 
require the provision of office floorspace at a reduced rate to be let 
too provides who meet certain “social capital” criteria. However, 
this policy will only be introduced for larger proposals and where 
we are satisfied that the requirement will not jeopardise the 
viability of the proposal. 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

As above, in addition to a ‘town centre first’ approach, priority 
should also be given to office and other workplace / job-creating 
development in Opportunity Areas and other strategic sites. The 
Local Plan should identify future workplace centres, such as the 
Earls Court site, as appropriate locations for new employment 
(including office) floorspace in order to enable the development 
capacities sought by the London Plan. 

The Local Plan includes allocations for the borough’s Opportunity 
Areas. This will include a requirement for new office floorspace, of a 
scale as set out in the London Plan. 
 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Despite a lot of consultation, High Street Kensington seems to be 
problematic. Is it a major centre or a local centre or both? There 
seems to evidence of an over provision of retail already and this 
will only increase. However this may bring down rental prices. This 
may end up with loss of RBKC control of uses due to planning 
changes… or maybe the private sector will come up with 
innovative solutions such as the food market/small office rental 
concept at the Old Waterstones. Or smaller businesses can finally 
afford to rent vacant retail outlets. 
 
Town Centres do not need to be only about shopping, as 

The Council recognises that Kensington High Street has a dual role, 
it is a major centre which attracts visitors from across the borough 
and beyond.  However, it has an important role in serving the need 
of those who live and work in the vicinity. 
 
The Council will support applications (when planning permission is 
needed) which include innovative solutions to make better use of 
properties in the centre. However, this will only be the case when 
we are satisfied that these will support the vitality of the centre. 
 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

mentioned they are also about meeting up, enjoying culture and 
entertainment. Scant attention is given to sport (to include dance) 
out of all proportion to the benefit it can provide to the 
community as a whole. Sport is an investment in future 
generations’ health and well-being and needs to be designed for 
every site and in an attractive way that is accessible, affordable 
and enjoyable to visit (perhaps also as a spectator to one off 
events or demonstrations as well as to participate). 
Eg the swimming pool in Tesco Tower is wholly inadequate hidden 
away in the basement. The gym also looks very small. For a 24 
storey development a much more positive and attractive facility 
should have been made available. For smaller spaces, ideas are to 
have gymnastic or ballet barres or a pommel horse by the Design 
Museum or a couple of them on the verges at the entrance to 
Holland Park. 
 
ESSA also supports the character of Kensington High Street having 
a strong cultural interest. Kensington Palace (and the Royal College 
of Art, just about) at one end of the High Street but still a 
continuum to the western end. Perhaps because ESSA is at the 
western end with the Odeon Cinema, Leighton House, the Design 
Museum and the legacy of the great 19th century studios on our 
doorstep, we would like the council to proactively encourage 
creative individuals and creative industries (fashion, fine art, 
product design, architecture) and dovetail these with measures to 
promote then protect open and inclusive individual retail spaces 
whilst protecting any studios or industrial spaces that may result 
from such measures or that still survive. Scarsdale Studios, 
Pembroke Studios are now private, mostly housing, but 

The Council concurs with the view that the role of a town centre 
must be beyond shopping. We also recognise the value of sports 
facilities across our centre and elsewhere in the borough. 
 
Support of cultural role of Kensington High Street noted. 
 
The Council will support the provision of new workspaces within 
our town centres. 
 
The Council does, and will continue to protect our remaining artists 
studios. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

nonetheless vestiges of this artistic heritage that ESSA would be 
happy to see nurtured going forward. 
 
More can be done to encourage cultural tourism through better 
signage, walking apps etc. It could be really invigorating with live 
updates of events or talks if done well. This can be expanded 
through the BID via a well-designed app that ties all amenities 
through the 5 different layers of food, art, shopping, royal 
heritage, parks and sport. It is important that such an app is joined 
up and dynamic. 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

In a situation where we have moved from one economically 
damaging Covid-19 Lockdown and into a second last November, 
and possibly further in winter 2021/22, very few of the mentioned 
initiatives, as well-intentioned as they may be, will have more than 
a marginal effect on recovering the damage to business and jobs. 
Street markets have held their own during the pandemic and may 
continue to thrive; this may, or may not be a permanent shift in 
shopping habits. 
The Council needs to consult meaningfully with residents and their 
associations and compacts, business, commercial property owners, 
local ward Forums, Amenity Societies and others to re-imagine 
how we can re-energise our shopping streets and street markets. 
This may involve introducing uses we had never considered; we 
must be open to ideas. There have already been suggestions that 
high streets and shopping centres could host medical diagnostic 
centres, where people could access screening, have vaccinations, 
and general health advice. This could be a huge step forward in 
improving the health of those who are reticent to visit their GP in 
the first instance. 

The Council recognise the importance of involving the community 
when looking at innovative solutions for our town centres. These 
may go beyond the narrow “planning” remit.  In particular the 
Council has set up a town centre taskforce to explore these ideas in 
greater depth. This has included considerable consultation and 
conversations with those in the sector. This engagement will 
continue.  



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

  Many of these comments go beyond the remit of the planning 
system.  However, all have been passed to the Council’s Town 
Centre Task force who are working on a number of projects to try to 
maintain the vitality of our centres in this time of great change.  
This will include “planning” as well as “non-planning initiatives. 

 



Mix of uses in our centres 

Q.8.3. Which of these options do you support? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

SUPPORT ALL OPTIONS 
Option 1 
Use planning conditions, when new floorspace is being proposed, 
to ensure that only those commercial uses which will support the 
vitality of a centre is allowed. For example, resist the creation of 
new offices in otherwise prime retail frontages. 
Ensures vibrancy in town centres by creating active frontages. 
Landowners / applicants will need planning permission to change 
the use in the future. 
Option 2 
Develop a new policy setting out where pubs and takeaways are 
appropriate. 
As these are not included in the new Class E use class, planning 
permission is still required to create a new pub or takeaway. An 
over concentration of these uses could harm the retail function of 
part of a centre, and/or disturb those living nearby. 
Option 3 
Embrace the Government’s regulatory changes and let the centres 
evolve as the market sees fit. In-line with the Government’s 
objectives to allow greater flexibility of uses within town centres. 
The Council’s licencing, rather than planning regime, could protect 
the living conditions of those who live within, or close to, our 
centres. 
Class E uses included shops, estate agents, cafes and restaurants, 
offices, medical uses, gyms and nurseries. 

Support for all options noted.  Options 1 and 2 are not mutually 
exclusive, although option 3 does support greater flexibility of uses 
within our town centres. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

Options 1. We support Option 2 as far as pubs are concerned. Support for options 1 and 2 noted.  Option 2 does not seek to 
protect pubs or takeaways but to set out where they might be 
located. 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

We see Options 1 and 2 as reflecting what we see as a familiar 
desire of the planning profession to exert maximum control over 
building uses. Yet this is a moment when 18 months of 
fundamental change to city life suggests caution on overly detailed 
or prescriptive planning policies for town centres and offices. 
We therefore lean towards Option 3, at least for the next few 
years. The impact of allowing greater flexibility in uses and 
activities within neighbourhood centres and the smaller ‘town 
centres’ within the Borough (such as Notting Hill Gate) should at 
least be tested in the real world. 
In a part of the Borough now threatened with extreme housing 
densities and building heights, as a consequence of a lack of 
developable housing sites, we support the Government’s moves to 
support mixed and flexible high streets through more limited 
restriction on change of use. 
We would want protections on social, community and cultural uses 
to be retained. But this seems a time in the history of global cities 
when classifications such as ‘shop’ or ‘office’ have a diminished 
meaning and relevance. Very different demands and uses may 
emerge, which make sense to the public, but which may clash with 
the orthodoxy of the planning profession. 
Hence we think that a new RBKC Local Plan needs to be alive to 
such possibilities and avoid assumptions by the Planning 
Department that what has ‘worked well for the Council’ in the past 
is what residents wish to see in the future. 

The Council recognises that the new PDR does offer more flexibility, 
with the intention being to reduce regulation in order to allow town 
centres to evolve in seamless manner. We support this approach, 
and will not seek, in general to specify which “town centre use” 
might be appropriate and which one is not. 
 
However, the implications of one E class use, say retail, can be very 
different from another, say a destination restaurant. A condition 
could mitigate the impact of the “higher impact use”. The use of 
conditions would only be possible when new floorspace is being 
permitted, and not when a change of use is occurring.      
 
Support for seeking to protect social and community uses noted. 
This will not be possible when an E class use and the loss will be to 
another E class use. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

Option 1. 
We agree generally that the Council should use planning 
conditions, when new floorspace is being proposed, to ensure that 
only those commercial uses which will support the vitality of a 
centre is allowed. We note, however, that there can often be a 
case for offices and other commercial uses above retail outlets, 
and having employment in such establishments helps the town 
centre. 
 
Option 2. 
We would support the development of a new policy setting out 
where pubs and takeaways are appropriate. These are, however, 
two quite different categories, and need different treatment. New 
pubs are rare in our area, where our chief concern is to keep our 
old historic pubs. Takeaways can be a menace with congregations 
of delivery drivers, and thought needs to be given to how to deal 
with this. 
There is a particular problem with shops that are not hot 
takeaways and are therefore included in Class E, but cause a 
nuisance because they use delivery riders to deliver cold food and 
drink. This may be a case for a narrow Article 4 direction requiring 
planning permission so that the Council can impose conditions on 
the congregation of delivery riders outside these shops, especially 
in residential areas. 
Option 3: 
We would be concerned about letting centres evolve as the 
market sees fit. Particularly in areas like Portobello Road, there is a 
risk of the shops which attract the visitors being driven out and we 
have suggested the need for an Article 4 direction to remove Class 
E rights in the market area. 

The Council concurs with the view that offices and other non-shop 
commercial uses can play an important contribution to the viability 
of a town centre. 
 
Policy CK2 of the existing Local Plan seeks to protect exiting pubs.  
Whilst this policy may be updated we do not seek to change our 
approach in this regard.  Pubs are a use which our greatly valued 
and which help continue to a sense of place.   
 
The new Local Plan has a new draft policy concerning the evening 
economy.  This is intended to ensure that town centre uses will be 
resisted (where pp ins required) where they have an unacceptable 
impact upon amenity.  
 
With the new E class PDR the Council must recognise that planning 
permission will not be required for the change of use of a shop to a 
restaurant. The only influence that we have will be through the 
licencing system.  



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Cafés and restaurants can cause real nuisance. The licensing 
system is not necessarily the easiest way of dealing with this and is 
difficult for residents to engage with, especially because of a lack 
of transparency (which we hope can be looked at). We would 
favour a review of how it could be made more accessible and if 
possible strengthened. 

Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

Option 1 Noted. 

Greg Hammond Option 3 seems the most pragmatic in uncertain times; the only 
certainty of central planning is that it will produce the wrong 
answers! 

Noted. The Council does recognise that the planning system can 
struggle to keep up with a rapidly changing town centre 
environment.  The Class E PDRs will help in this regard.  However, 
there may be a role for the planning system to address the 
unintended consequences of the reforms. 

Exhibition Road 
Cultural Group 
(Emily Candler) 

Support measures to promote walkable neighbourhoods and to 
provide new work spaces particularly if this creates opportunities 
for creative and cultural businesses. 

Support for walkable neighbourhoods and new workspaces noted. 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Option 3 Noted. 

Elizabeth Ashley I see problems with all three options. All established areas should 
be working to a individual, established town planning which 
provides the balance and diversity of that area and not replying on 
piecemeal one offs and licensing control. 

Noted.  The reforms to the PDR does mean that the planning 
permission is no longer required for the change of use of one E class 
use to another.  We have to rely on the licencing stem to try to 
mitigate impacts of those uses which may cause nuisance.  

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

SUPPORT ALL OPTIONS 
Option 1 
Use planning conditions, when new floorspace is being proposed, 
to ensure that only those commercial uses which will support the 

Support for all three options is noted. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

vitality of a centre is allowed. For example, resist the creation of 
new offices in otherwise prime retail frontages. 
Ensures vibrancy in town centres by creating active frontages. 
Landowners / applicants will need planning permission to change 
the use in the future. 
Option 2 
Develop a new policy setting out where pubs and takeaways are 
appropriate. 
As these are not included in the new Class E use class, planning 
permission is still required to create a new pub or takeaway. An 
over concentration of these uses could harm the retail function of 
part of a centre, and/or disturb those living nearby. 
Option 3 
Embrace the Government’s regulatory changes and let the centres 
evolve as the market sees fit. In-line with the Government’s 
objectives to allow greater flexibility of uses within town centres. 
The Council’s licencing, rather than planning regime, could protect 
the living conditions of those who live within, or close to, our 
centres. 
Class E uses included shops, estate agents, cafes and restaurants, 
offices, medical uses, gyms and nurseries. 

Linda Wade Option 1 
It is unclear as to whether this relates to new development within 
Conservation Areas, and the need to have planning permission to 
do so, when there has been a change of use from Class E and what 
protections can be secured. 
Option 2 
There are areas where there is a saturation of takeaways and pubs, 
these are having an impact on the high street, as the former do not 
necessarily serve the local community and require bike deliveries. 

Option 1 will only be possible when planning permission is required.  
Ordinarily this will only be when the proposal includes the creation 
of additional floorspace. 
 
Option 2: The new Local Plan has a new draft policy concerning the 
evening economy.  This is intended to ensure that town centre uses 
will be resisted (where pp ins required) where they have an 
unacceptable impact upon amenity.  
 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Option 3 
Licensing is limited in what it can apply and as retail patterns are 
changing the legislation in Planning and Licensing does not appear 
to have kept up with companies such as Getir for example. 

 
Option 3.  The Council recognises that there are a number of new 
models in the retail sector. The existing planning and licencing 
regimes may have not been designed to address these new forms 
of use.  

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Option 2 Noted. 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

General comment: 
It is not clear which social and community uses in our town or local 
centre would cease to be protected – all of these uses listed in 
para 18.3.4 of the Local Plan are either not in the E Use Class or are 
protected, such as health facilities. In addition to the loss of retail 
uses, there will be increases in cafes and restaurants in the main 
shopping frontages, along with the loss of upper-floor office uses 
in the higher-order town centres 
 
Option 1. 
New commercial floorspace is likely to be quite rare in town 
centres and elsewhere, unless explicitly included as part of a 
mixed-use development. Planning conditions could be used to 
secure ground-floor E Use Class uses which generate footfall, to 
discourage uses which do not require constant customer access or 
do not generate vitality. 
Site allocations and, in particular, major developments in Growth 
Areas need to plan positively for commercial uses in mixed-use 
development. 
Option 2. 
Combining pubs and takeaways is unlikely to be successful. These 

The Council would like to protect all social and community uses 
when possible. However we must recognise that this may not be 
possible when they are E class uses. This includes medical uses. 
 
Planning permission is no longer required for the change of use of a 
shop to a café or restaurant. 
 
The Council recognises that there will be relatively few proposals 
within our town centres which include the creation of new 
floorspace, rather than the change of use of existing.  It may be 
appropriate to specify the types of E class uses which may be 
appropriate in different parts of the development. However, this 
should only be done when necessary as the Council must recognise 
the ambition of the government is to offer greater freedoms and 
not add additional restrictions. 
 
 
The site allocations included the creation of new floorspace.  It is 
possible to specify the type of use that will be sought.  Each 
allocation will specify this use.  In some cases a generic E class use 
may be appropriate, in others it may not. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

are two very different sui generis uses and separate policies would 
be supported. 
We are opposed to hot food takeaways, particularly because of the 
impact of delivery riders. Despite “protection” of the Use Classes 
Order as ‘sui generis’ uses, securing premises could be difficult 
and, in the case of hot-food takeaways, concentrations could be 
problematic. 
Despite “protection” of the Use Classes Order as ‘sui generis’ uses, 
securing premises could be difficult and, in the case of hot-food 
takeaways, concentrations could be problematic. 
There is a particular problem with shops that are not hot takeways 
and are therefore included in Class E. They often cause a nuisance 
because they use delivery riders to deliver cold food and drink. 
This may be a case for a narrow Article 4 direction requiring 
planning permission so that the Council can impose conditions on 
the congregation of delivery riders outside these shops, especially 
in residential areas. 
Option 3: 
We are opposed the Government’s regulatory changes. Greater 
creativity will be needed to retain competitiveness, but we are 
concerned that the licensing controls are not robust enough to 
control these uses and, if they are to be relied upon, must be 
strengthened. 

 
The Council does recognise the problems that hot food takeaways 
can have in an area.  The reforms to the GPDO have not removed 
the ability to control such uses.  They are not a E class use and such 
planning permission is required for a  change of use from a shop of 
café to a hot food takeaway. As such there is no reason why 
conditions limiting delivery drivers, or hours of operation cannot be 
used.  The new Local Plan has a new draft policy concerning the 
evening economy.  This is intended to ensure that town centre uses 
will be resisted (where pp ins required) where they have an 
unacceptable impact upon amenity.  
 
 
This is not the case for deliveries from shops.  As noted these are E 
class and as such planning permission will not be required where a 
traditional shop has an increased delivery element.  An Article 4 
direction cannot be used as changes of use within the class is not 
development.    
 
 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

TfL CD does not wish to comment at this stage, but will do so when 
the Council has a better idea of what direction it will take to 
encourage the vitality and viability of the borough’s town centres 
and future centres. 

Noted. 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Q 8.3 and 8.4 Support Options 1 and 2. Noted 



Respondent 
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Mozafar Amiri I agree with option 1 and option 2. Noted 

David Campbell I support Options 1 and 2 – especially to control take-aways and 
“dark kitchens”. 

Noted.  Hot-food takeaways are “sui generis” rather than a Class E 
use.  Planning permission is required for such uses.  The same is the 
case for “dark kitchens”.  
 
The new Local Plan has a new draft policy concerning the evening 
economy.  This is intended to ensure that town centre uses will be 
resisted (where pp ins required) where they have an unacceptable 
impact upon amenity.  
 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

I support Option 1. Noted 

David Lloyd-Davis Options 1&2 Noted 

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

All. Noted 

Robert Dixon I am undecided as to the most appropriate regulation in this 
context. 

Noted 

Alex Mackay Option 1 in some locations only and Option 3 Noted. 

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

The amendments to the Use Classes Order implemented the Town 
and Country Planning (Use Classes) (Amendment) (England) 
Regulations 2020 principally grouped compatible town centre uses 
into new Class E, such as office, shops, cafes any gyms. ECDC 
supports Option 3 and considers that the 2020 amendments to the 

Noted.  The Council recognises the freedoms offered under Class E.  
We also recognise that these freedoms will reduce “risk and delay” 
as removed the need for planning permission for certain changes of 
use. The Council is, however, concerned, that there may be 
circumstances where a particular use which lies within the E class 
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Use Classes Order will help in reducing vacant units in town 
centres and reduce the risk and delay in applying for planning 
permission for appropriate changes of use. 
 
Furthermore, the amendments result in the need to apply for 
planning permission from Class E to Sui Generis for takeaways and 
drinking establishments, providing RBKC the ability to control their 
location. However, as proposed in Option 2, this could be 
supported by policy directing takeaways and drinking 
establishments to certain types of location. 

may not be appropriate as may harm rather than support the 
vitality of a  town centre. The Council would only have the ability to 
control such a use when new floorspace is being created.    
 
We also note that a takeaway and drinking establishment is not an 
E class use, and as such the Council can specify those areas where 
new uses might be concentrated. 

Knightsbridge 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (KNF)   
(Simon Birkett) 

Commercialisation of public spaces and Class E activities 
 
In relation to boundary roads, please consider Westminster City 
Plan: 
• Policies 7: Managing development for Westminster’s people 
• Policy 16: Food drink and entertainment; and 
• Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Plan policies 14 and 15 (about 
mitigating and managing commercial activity) and policies 34 to 40 
(healthy air, renewable energy, natural environment, trees, water, 
healthy people etc). 
https://www.knightsbridgeforum.org/media//documents/knp_ma
de_version_december_2018_131218_website.pdf 
 
These policies are proving robust in the day-to-day balancing of 
the needs of businesses and local residents. 

Noted.  The area of the Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Forum lies 
entirely outside the borough.  As such it does not form part of our 
development plan. 
 
However, we do recognise the importance of balancing the needs 
of businesses sand local residents in all of our centres.  We do also 
recognise that Knightsbridge has been designated as an 
International Centre. As such is function and character will be very 
different from a smaller district or neighbourhood centre.    

Historic England 
(David English) 

A diverse range of uses contributes to what is special about a 
number of the conservation areas in RBKC. This could potentially 
be affected negatively by option 3. Likewise, the best use for a 
listed building is usually that which it was originally designed for. 

The Council recognises the implications that changes of use can 
have upon the character of a conservation area and of a listed 
building.  These implications will be considered as long as planning 
permission is required.  The Council’s A4D may help in this regard, 



Respondent 
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Listed buildings whose significance is tied, even in part, to their use 
as a shop, pub or other commercial use will need to be considered 
carefully before being converted to residential which may cause 
unacceptable levels of harm.  
 
If there are clusters of such uses you may wish to consider if there 
is merit in developing a special policy area, of the type supported 
in the London Plan for the CAZ. These can help manage the 
cultural heritage significance of areas that are defined locally, 
particularly where development pressures and market conditions 
could lead to the loss of valued specialist clusters of uses or 
functions identified as having particular significance. 

although we do note that the SoS may take a different view as to 
the extent of the A4D. 
 
There are clusters of commercial uses within our town centres.  We 
recognise that cultural heritage may have a special role to play in 
supporting the ongoing vitality or these areas.  

Turley (Laurence 
Brooker) 

Option 1 to use planning conditions to restrict commercial uses is 
not considered to be in accordance with national legislation and 
policy direction. Use Class E was introduced specifically with the 
intention to provide greater flexibility to high streets and town 
centres, and therefore restricting this unduly is considered to 
constitute the introduction of restrictive mix policies by the 
backdoor. It is also noted that such an approach would unfairly 
target new planning permissions, whilst allowing other existing 
Class E premises to move between uses, which we do not consider 
to align with the principles behind the planning system. 
 
Our Client agrees with the statement at paragraph 8.7 of the 
Issues and Options document that “The core of these centres 
contain the critical mass of shops with the peripheral parts being 
home to more cafés, restaurants and other service uses. It is this 
mix, or range of uses, which make our centres the successful 
places that they are.” However, it is considered that the direction 
and changes in legislation from national government reflect this 

The Council recognises the freedoms offered under Class E. We 
embrace the need for flexibility, as and when it helps support the 
viability of a town centre.   
 
However, there may be circumstances where the freedoms within 
class E could have unintended consequences.  The use of conditions 
where new floorspace is permitted, could help prevent these 
consequences. This would comply with the Government’s over-
arching ambition to maintain the vitality and viability of town 
centres.  
 
The Council is of the view that the freedoms offered under Class E 
does mean that the planning system may not be able to address 
amenity as it once did.  Whilst planning permission may be required 
for associated paraphernalia, the principle of the change of use its-
self will have been set by the GPDO.  
 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

and allow for such dynamic mixes that reflect need and how 
people interact and use spaces within the town centre and high 
streets. 
 
Option 3 sets out the option to embrace the Government’s 
regulatory changes and let the centres evolve as the market sees 
fit, and that this would allow for greater flexibility of uses within 
town centres. Although the Retail Needs Assessment within the 
evidence base is not yet published, it is noted in the Issues and 
Options consultation that early drafts have noted that there is 
likely to be an oversupply of retail in the Borough by 2043. It is 
therefore considered paramount to consider greater flexibility of 
town centre uses, in accordance with the policy direction from 
national government (use Class E). This would allow the flexible 
evolution of the town centre to better accord with needs. 
 
It is agreed that living conditions of residents could be protected 
through the licensing process. However, it is also considered 
disingenuous to suggest that planning no longer has control of 
protecting neighbouring amenity and living conditions of residents, 
as to successfully operate some premises in certain new uses, may 
require a number of adaptations resulting in the need for planning 
applications, such as application for extraction equipment or 
outdoor tables and chairs. 
In relation to this point, we would also like to note our Client’s 
support for the outdoor dining and ‘twilight’ economy that has 
grown further particularly during the pandemic. It is considered 
that such uses can help to revitalise town centres, providing 
activity, and reinvigorating local businesses and economies, whilst 
also being managed in a way that does not result in unacceptable 

The Council recognise the role that outdoor dining and the “twilight 
economy” can have in supporting the vitality of our centres.  
Emerging policies will reflect this.  However, we also recognise the 
need to balance this contribution with the impact that such uses 
can have upon the amenity of those living nearby. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

impacts on neighbouring amenity. We request the policies relating 
to the mix of uses in town centres, focus less on land use, and 
more on the contribution to activity that proposals make. 

Natural History 
Museum 
(Adam Donovan) 

In terms of the mix of uses which are supported in Town Centres, 
the NHM is supportive of Option 3 whereby the Government’s 
regulatory changes which let centres evolve as the market sees fit 
is embraced. This option will ensure that the most appropriate 
uses come forward. For example, the potential additional space 
freed up at the NHM as a result of the Harwell Project provides the 
opportunity to consider complementary or alternative uses. The 
uses selected will likely be dependant on what is feasible for the 
NHM. If there is restrictive policy in place it may stop development 
coming forward. 
 
For the future nature of Towns, the NHM is supportive of the 
possible strategy for South Kensington which is to build on its 
strength as a world class cultural destination and a place to eat out 
and meet friends. The NHM requests that more clarity is provided 
on how the area can ‘build on its strength’. This will help to clarify 
how development can support growth in the borough. 

Support for flexibility noted. The Council recognises that class E 
does allow considerable flexibility. The use of conditions would only 
be used when necessary to ensure that amenity is maintained 
rather than to curtail the successful operation of an institution such 
as the NHM. We explicitly recognise the value of our large 
institutions and intend to be explicit in this regard in emerging 
policy. 

DP9 on behalf of 
WELCOME 
TRUST  (Zoe 
Smythe) 

Mix of uses 
As above, Option 1 should reflect the changing market needs for 
the town centre, with restricting uses via planning conditions going 
against the spirit and intention of the government’s new Use Class 
E. Therefore, Wellcome Trust would support Option 3 with the 
Council’s licensing team protecting local amenity, rather than 
restricting flexibility through planning conditions. 

The Council recognises the freedoms offered under Class E. We 
embrace the need for flexibility, as and when it helps support the 
viability of a town centre.   
 
However, there may be circumstances where the freedoms within 
class E could have unintended consequences.  The use of conditions 
where new floorspace is permitted, could help prevent these 
consequences. This would comply with the Government’s over-



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

arching ambition to maintain the vitality and viability of town 
centres.  
 

Savills on behalf 
of COMMERCIAL 
ESTATES GROUP 
(Kirsty Turner) 

Town Centres 
 
MOVE 
Town Centres are discussed in Section 8 of the NLPR. As an asset 
owner, investor, and office operator in RBKC, CEG are supportive 
of the creation of new office floorspace across the borough, 
recognising they make a significant contribution to the borough’s 
economic success. 
 
 
 

The Council recognises the freedoms offered under Class E. We 
embrace the need for flexibility, as and when it helps support the 
viability of a town centre.   
 
However, there may be circumstances where the freedoms within 
class E could have unintended consequences.  The use of conditions 
where new floorspace is permitted, could help prevent these 
consequences. This would comply with the Government’s over-
arching ambition to maintain the vitality and viability of town 
centres 

 

  



Q.8.4. Do you have any other options to suggest? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

The Shop Fronts Guide SPD to include not just architectural 
guidance, but also advice on planning uses, licensing requirements, 
T&Cs and objects on pavements, EH nuisances, air con and 
ventilation plant, street cleaning and sweeping down, BIDs etc. 

The Council recognises that a wider approach needs to be taken to 
support our town centres.  We have set up a taskforce to explore 
these ideas. Many of these issues do not fall within the remit of the 
planning system, and as such cannot form part of an SPD. 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

Preventing the further loss of pubs should be a priority for the 
Council. The Council should lobby for changes to the planning rules 
which would make it more difficult to change use from pub to 
retail. 

Planning permission is required for the change of use of a public 
house to a shop.  We intend to continue to protect pubs through 
our Local Plan. 

Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

Option 2 
Cadogan is keen to see a framework which supports a flexible 
approach to town centre uses. The Estate would not support 
measures seeking to limit pubs which are part of the make up of 
town centres, create vibrancy and increase dwell time. Measures 
to require the change of use of town centre units to a pub would 
slow down dynamic movement of town centres which has been 
important over the last 12 months (and successful) in allowing 
town centres to adapt to the changing needs and demands of 
tenants by providing certainty and speed. 
However, the Cadogan are supportive of measures to control 
takeaways where these are not ancillary to the function of either 
restaurants or bars. Takeaways by themselves are relatively limited 
in their contribution to the vitality of town centres and indeed, 
unless controlled, can have a negative impact through noise and 
smells. 

Planning permission is currently required for the change of use of a 
shop or other “business, commercial and service use” to a pub. We 
do recognise the contribution that such uses can have in supporting 
the vitality of a town centre, but do note that care must be taken to 
ensure that the creation of new pubs do not harm the amenity of 
nearby residents. 
 
Support to control takeaways noted. The Council does recognise 
the role that such uses can have upon the function of a town 
centre, but also the impact that even a single unit can have upon 
amenity.  

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

I think that the Local Plan shouldn't be used to micromanaged 
development the market should decide. 

Noted.  The freedoms offered by the GPDO offers considerable 
flexibility.  However, the Council does recognise that some 
nominally “town centre uses” may harm rather than support an 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

area’s vitality, or may harm the amenity of those who live in the 
vicinity.  A balance must be reached.  

Linda Wade The Shop Front SPD needs to extend to consultation with the 
applicant on receipt of a new application, or prior, for a revised 
front elevation or signage as part of the revised Placemaking 
Agenda for our High Streets. There must be more emphasis on 
retention, restoration and enhancement and the impact on the 
Streetscape and how the design can contribute to the value added 
of the location. 
New applicants do not seem to be aware of the problems of the air 
con or their extraction, waste disposal, cleaning their frontages, 
and consultation with local residents’ associations. 

The Council recognises the value of the Shopfront SPD and will 
consider whether it would be appropriate to widen its remit.   
 
The Council recognises that a wider approach needs to be taken to 
support our town centres.  We have set up a taskforce to explore 
these ideas.  

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

The Shop Fronts Guide SPD to be expanded into a cross-
departmental document including not just architectural guidance, 
but also advice on planning uses, licensing requirements, T&Cs and 
objects on pavements, environmental health nuisances, air 
conditioning and ventilation plants, street cleaning and sweeping 
down 

The Council recognises that a wider approach needs to be taken to 
support our town centres.  We have set up a taskforce to explore 
these ideas. Many of these issues do not fall within the remit of the 
planning system, and as such cannot form part of an SPD. 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

We welcome the recent changes to the GPDO giving additional 
protection for shopfronts in conservation areas (when shops are 
converted to other uses) to protect the character and activity of 
the area. This will need to be reflected in a new policy. 

Noted.  The Council has a policy which relates to shopfronts and will 
continue to do so. 

Mozafar Amiri Create a policy to limit the amount of hazardous activities such as 
smoking outside of all the cafes. Particularly on Brompton Road. 
They all smoke Shishas and walking past the cafe fronts (which 
expand all over the pavements) is a health hazard not only to 
pedestrians but to other cafe users. Other cities such as 

The smoking of shishas is not a matter that can be considered by 
the planning system. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Vancouver, Canada have successful policies that prevent smoking 
in such areas. 

DP9 Limited 
(Luke Thrumble) 

It is suggested that Option 1 (which proposes to use planning 
conditions to restrict commercial uses) should not be adopted. 
A new Class E of the Use Class Order was recently introduced by 
the Government with the aim to support high streets and town 
centres. The intention of Class E, and the flexibility it provides, is to 
enable commercial premises to quickly adapt to changing market 
demands and provide a mix of retail, commercial and leisure uses. 
Changing from one of the named uses to another without 
requiring planning permission is what enables commercial 
premises to quickly adapt to changing market demands. 
Conditioning new commercial uses is not in the spirit of this 
intended flexibility and would place unnecessary restrictions on 
new retail premises and operators. 

Noted.  The freedoms offered by the GPDO offers considerable 
flexibility.  However, the Council does recognise that some 
nominally “town centre uses” may harm rather than support an 
areas vitality, or may harm the amenity of those who live in the 
vicinity.  A balance must be reached. 
 
Such an approach would allow the Council to support the 
Government’s primary aim or to support the vitality and the 
viability of our town centres. 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

We may have to rethink problems of coexistence between the 
night-time economy and local residents, which is becoming more 
of an issue and truly ruining the lives of those who cannot sleep 
due to late closing. 
The pandemic has created new habits of earlier closing times; let’s 
consider sticking to them. 

Noted.  A balanced must be reached where the benefits of an 
evening economy to the vitality of a town centre is assessed against 
the need to protect the amenity of those living within the vicinity. 

 

  



Residential uses within our centres 

Q.8.5. Do you support us making an Article 4 direction to ensure that planning permission will continue to be required for changes of use of commercial, 
business and service uses to residential? If so, should the direction cover all of our town centres? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Yes, and yes. Noted.  The Council has made a non-immediate A4D which covers 
the entire borough.  The Council will consider any representations 
received before deciding whether to confirm this later in 2022.  We 
note that the SoS does have the power to direct us to amend or 
cancel the direction. 

Sandra Yarwood Yes very much so Noted.  The Council has made a non-immediate A4D which covers 
the entire borough.  The Council will consider any representations 
received before deciding whether to confirm this later in 2022.  We 
note that the SoS does have the power to direct us to amend or 
cancel the direction. 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

Yes. It should cover the whole of Chelsea. Noted.  The Council has made a non-immediate A4D which covers 
the entire borough.  The Council will consider any representations 
received before deciding whether to confirm this later in 2022.  We 
note that the SoS does have the power to direct us to amend or 
cancel the direction. 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

We have submitted separate representations on the Council’s 
proposals for extending a Borough-wide Article 4 Direction. For the 
specific StQW neighbourhood, we do not see such a Direction as 
helpful and have opposed its introduction in relation to this part of 
the Borough. We acknowledge that the Kensington Society, 
looking at much wider area, takes a different view. 

Noted.  The detailed representations received will considered 
before the Council decides whether to confirm the direction.  

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

We support an Article 4 direction for all our high streets. Noted.  The Council has made a non-immediate A4D which covers 
the entire borough.  The Council will consider any representations 
received before deciding whether to confirm this later in 2022.  We 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

note that the SoS does have the power to direct us to amend or 
cancel the direction. 

Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

Cadogan supports this approach. Noted.  The Council has made a non-immediate A4D which covers 
the entire borough.  The Council will consider any representations 
received before deciding whether to confirm this later in 2022.  We 
note that the SoS does have the power to direct us to amend or 
cancel the direction. 

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

We support the Council making an Article 4 direction. Noted.  The Council has made a non-immediate A4D which covers 
the entire borough.  The Council will consider any representations 
received before deciding whether to confirm this later in 2022.  We 
note that the SoS does have the power to direct us to amend or 
cancel the direction. 

Greg Hammond I do support the application to take the power, but only if local 
policy is changed to be more flexible; more people living in a ‘town 
centre’ area are a good thing, and under-used commercial 
premises that were designed as dwellings (eg flats above shops) 
should be converted back to dwellings. 

Noted.  The Council has made a non-immediate A4D which covers 
the entire borough.  The Council will consider any representations 
received before deciding whether to confirm this later in 2022.  We 
note that the SoS does have the power to direct us to amend or 
cancel the direction. 
 
It should be noted that the A4D does not preclude the loss of the 
office use, only that planning permission is required.  The viability 
(or otherwise) of a business use will be material when assessing the 
suitability of its loss. 

Kerry Davis-Head HOTELS. AIRBNB ETC 
AIRBNB and similar have created numerous problems for residents 
adjacent to such “housing”. There also seems to be a lack of 
supervision and intervention for any HMOs or Hostel type 

The Council recognises the value that hotels play to supporting our 
town centres and the wider economy.  We also recognise the 
problems associated with unregulated accommodation. 
 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

accommodation, rubbish and noise has an impact on those living 
near. The lack of hotels, which on the whole are well run and 
conform to regulations, means visitors are forced to use 
unregulated lettings, with little fire safety provision. 

HMOs are values as a form of low cost accommodation, but again 
we recognise that a poorly run HMO can cause problems.  
Ordinarily it would be for Environmental Health regulations to 
address these issues. 
 

The Theatre 
Trust (Ross 
Anthony) 

The Trust is concerned about the impact of housing schemes 
created through permitted development on existing theatres and 
other noise-generating cultural uses. We are supportive of the use 
of Article 4 directions and would encourage all town centres and 
other important clusters of commercial activity to be covered. 

Noted.  The Council has made a non-immediate A4D which covers 
the entire borough.  The Council will consider any representations 
received before deciding whether to confirm this later in 2022.  We 
note that the SoS does have the power to direct us to amend or 
cancel the direction. 

Exhibition Road 
Cultural Group 
(Emily Candler) 

Yes Noted.  The Council has made a non-immediate A4D which covers 
the entire borough.  The Council will consider any representations 
received before deciding whether to confirm this later in 2022.  We 
note that the SoS does have the power to direct us to amend or 
cancel the direction. 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

I do not support the Article 4 direction it's an attempt to interfere 
with market forces and will stifle innovation. 

The Council notes that the very purpose of the A4D is to “interfere 
with market forces.”  However, we are concerned that the freedom 
will result in the loss of class E uses, not because that use is 
unviable/ not needed, but merely as a reflection of the differential 
in value with a residential use. The A4D is seen as necessary to 
protect the viability of our town centres and to help the Council 
meet the OAN for a range of commercial uses.  

Sport England 
(Mark Furnish) 

• Q8.5 - Making an Article 4 direction would protect many sporting 
facilities from being lost to housing. It would also allow the Council 
to better plan and develop borough wide strategies for sport 
facilities with more certainty and clarity. 

Noted. The Council has made a non-immediate A4D which covers 
the entire borough. The Council will consider any representations 
received before deciding whether to confirm this later in 2022.  We 
note that the SoS does have the power to direct us to amend or 
cancel the direction. 



Respondent 
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Elizabeth Ashley Yes to all. Noted. The Council has made a non-immediate A4D which covers 
the entire borough. The Council will consider any representations 
received before deciding whether to confirm this later in 2022.  We 
note that the SoS does have the power to direct us to amend or 
cancel the direction. 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Yes, and yes. Noted. The Council has made a non-immediate A4D which covers 
the entire borough. The Council will consider any representations 
received before deciding whether to confirm this later in 2022.  We 
note that the SoS does have the power to direct us to amend or 
cancel the direction. 

Linda Wade Yes. Noted.  The Council has made a non-immediate A4D which covers 
the entire borough.  The Council will consider any representations 
received before deciding whether to confirm this later in 2022.  We 
note that the SoS does have the power to direct us to amend or 
cancel the direction. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Yes, and yes. Noted.  The Council has made a non-immediate A4D which covers 
the entire borough.  The Council will consider any representations 
received before deciding whether to confirm this later in 2022.  We 
note that the SoS does have the power to direct us to amend or 
cancel the direction. 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

We strongly support both propositions. 
 
We strongly support the Council’s proposal to make an Article 4 
Direction to ensure that planning consent is still required for 
changes of use from commercial uses to housing. 
We support the use of these powers in the higher-order centres, 
but particularly in local centres which may be more vulnerable. 
Town centre frontages in conservation areas should be defended 

Noted.  The Council has made a non-immediate A4D which covers 
the entire borough.  The Council will consider any representations 
received before deciding whether to confirm this later in 2022.  We 
note that the SoS does have the power to direct us to amend or 
cancel the direction. 
 
The Council concurs with the view that our smaller neighbourhood 
centres may be particularly vulnerable to such changes of use. 
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on the basis that loss of shopfronts and the activity generated 
would be detrimental to the character and appearance of the 
conservation area. 

 
The Council can consider, as part of prior approval, the impact of a 
proposal on a conservation area.  However, we are concerned that 
this would not include impact on the vitality of the area. 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Q 8.5 Support this but think it would be better based on a more 
selective approach, informed by an audit of non-residential uses 
across the borough 

Noted. The borough-wide A4D is intended to reflect the scatter of E 
class uses across the borough. This includes within the town 
centres, within the Employment Zones and beyond.  It would not be 
feasible to identify every non-residential use separately. 

David Campbell In South Kensington, far too much residential stock has been lost 
to schools, offices and (recently) art galleries. This needs to be 
reversed. 

Noted.  The Council has made a non-immediate A4D which covers 
the entire borough. The Council will consider any representations 
received before deciding whether to confirm this later in 2022.  We 
note that the SoS does have the power to direct us to amend or 
cancel the direction. 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

Yes, but see also answer to Q8.1 . Noted. 

Collette 
Wilkinson 

Yes Noted.  The Council has made a non-immediate A4D which covers 
the entire borough. The Council will consider any representations 
received before deciding whether to confirm this later in 2022. We 
note that the SoS does have the power to direct us to amend or 
cancel the direction. 

David Lloyd-Davis Retaining the Article 4 direction is essential. Noted.  The Council has made a non-immediate A4D which covers 
the entire borough. The Council will consider any representations 
received before deciding whether to confirm this later in 2022. We 
note that the SoS does have the power to direct us to amend or 
cancel the direction. 
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Swifts Local 
Network: Swifts 
& Planning 
Group (Mike 
Priaulx) 

Yes. Noted. The Council has made a non-immediate A4D which covers 
the entire borough. The Council will consider any representations 
received before deciding whether to confirm this later in 2022. We 
note that the SoS does have the power to direct us to amend or 
cancel the direction. 

Robert Dixon Yes. I am undecided about the geographical scope. Noted. 

Alex Mackay Using Article 4 directions is supported but should be confined to 
specific areas. Losing some commercial or office space to 
residential has a part play in meeting housing targets. 

Noted. The A4D means that planning permission will be required for 
an office to be used as a residential unit. An office can lost where it 
is demonstrated that it is no longer viable. 
 
Our delivery of our 5 year housing supply is not dependent on the 
creation of additional homes through the loss of offices. 
 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

Yes. But at the same time we must find ways to reinstate unused 
residential properties above shops, which is still an issue in some 
streets. 

The Council recognises the value of filling empty homes. However 
this is not a planning matter as no change of use occurs. This is not 
to say that the value of residential homes within our town centres 
cannot be recognised.  

Wardell 
Armstrong LLP 
for Tatton Group  
(Rachel 
Wilbraham  ) 

Whilst we appreciate the overall aim of the Council in seeking to 
retain planning controls over the conversion of town centre uses 
to residential accommodation, we would suggest that this is at risk 
of being at odds with national policy objectives. Paragraph 60 of 
the NPPF notes the central government mandate to ‘boost 
significantly the supply of homes, it is important that a sufficient 
amount and variety of land can come forward where it is needed’. 
The alteration in planning regulations to streamline the conversion 
of commercial premises to residential has been carried out in 
direct response to this objective.  

A Council can make an A4D where it is satisfied that it meets the 
tests within para 53 of the NPPF, or be “necessary to ovoid wholly 
unacceptable adverse impacts”.  We are satisfied that the A4D does 
meet this test, although we do recognise that ultimately the SoS has 
the power to cancel or amend an A4D.  
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Historic England 
(David English) 

Historic England has supported Article 4 directions elsewhere in 
London in similar circumstances as we consider they will allow 
suitable assessment of the contribution of town centre buildings 
through the planning process to the character and vitality of the 
areas of the borough in question. We note that most of the areas 
in question are covered by conservation area designation, and 
there are significant concentrations of listed buildings. As a result, 
we consider that supporting mixed uses in your town centres are 
likely to benefit the continued sustainability and identity of those 
areas and their heritage significance. 

Noted. The borough-wide A4D is intended to reflect the scatter of E 
class uses across the borough. This includes within the town 
centres.. 

Turley (Laurence 
Brooker) 

Should an Article 4 direction be pursued it is considered 
appropriate only to the core frontages and ground floor level of 
town centres. Greater flexibility of use of secondary spaces 
including upper floors should be encouraged, including residential 
use, as the introduction of residents to Town Centres has proven 
benefits in terms of spend and creates a ‘captive’ audience for 
town centres, in support of occupiers. 
Again outside of Article 4, proposals should consider the 
introduction of residential uses on a case by case basis, subject to 
the occupancy and viability of individual units. 

Such an approach would omit the large number of office uses which 
are either located immediately outside a town centre, within the 
Employment Zones or which are scattered across the borough.   
 
One can only consider the loss of an office to residential on as “case 
by case basis”, as suggested, where planning permission is required.  
The A4D is necessary for this to be the case. 

 

  



Q.8.6. Do you have any other options to suggest? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

You could have a policy where a B1 use affects only one or two 
properties in the street and should be allowed change of use to C3 
so all the properties in the street conform to similar rules. 

Noted.  Only by protecting all (viable) offices will the Council be able 
to meet its OAN for office floorspace.  In addition there is no reason 
to believe that a modest office is “unneighbourly”. To the contrary, 
an office use adds to the diversity of uses in an areas, a welcome 
characteristic of the borough. 

Wardell 
Armstrong LLP 
for Tatton Group  
(Rachel 
Wilbraham  ) 

Rather than seeking to prevent the conversion of existing 
commercial premises, we would suggest delivering a more 
favourable commercial environment which is supportive of 
businesses through appropriately worded policy, thereby creating 
a more viable commercial environment and therefore an incentive 
to retain businesses rather than undergoing conversion to 
residential. 
 
Further, we would suggest support be lent to alternative forms of 
non-residential uses such as hotels and temporary 
accommodation. This will assist in supporting local businesses 
through tourism as well as enabling providing workers travelling 
from further afield temporary accommodation. 

The Council recognises the value in supporting a favourable 
business environment. However, we also recognise that the 
differential in value between a commercial and a residential use will 
continue to drive changes of use.  
 
The Council supports the provision of hotels and other similar non-
residential uses.  

 

  



Issue 2: The future nature of our town centres 

Q.8.7. Do you support any of these suggested strategies for our town centres? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

Yes, as regards the King’s Road Support for vision for King’s Road noted. 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

Portobello Road: The results of the recent markets consultation 
exercise should be used to inform policy on the Portobello and 
Golborne markets. 
 
Notting Hill Gate: We question whether it is right to major on its 
reputation as a centre for arts and culture; this has always been an 
adjunct to its usefulness as a local centre for shopping and 
services. “Evening economy” should not be allowed to morph into 
a “night economy”, given that the area is also highly residential. 
See also answer to Q3.3. 

Portobello. Market consultation noted 
 
Notting Hill Gate. As a District Centre NHG has a wider role than as 
a service centre for its residents, important though that is. 
Supporting its arts and cultural uses may encourage visitors and 
help maintain the centre’s vitality. 
 
Similarly, support for uses which support the evening economy can 
help maintain a centres’ viability. This must  respect the need to 
maintain the amenity of those living within the centre or nearby. 
 
   

Greg Hammond I don’t disagree with the strategies listed, but we shouldn’t forget 
the district centres which are more numerous and used by 
residents. 

Noted.  The Local Plan will include a section which considers the 
role of the borough’s Neighbourhood Centres. 

Kerry Davis-Head NUISANCE from the night time economy 
Ensure you have community wardens available after 11pm. The 
borough is 24/7 and most ASB occurs during the hours of darkness 
so this needs acknowledging. Licensing and Policing are 
overstretched so there is no monitoring or intervention when 
residents have N&N problems during the early hours. 
 
SHOPS 
Shouldn’t shops be balanced by the same way the old county 

The Council recognises the importance of measures to ensure that 
evening uses can support the vitality of the centres, but that the 
amenity of local residents is protected. Licencing will be the key 
tool, given that panning permission is no longer required for the 
change of use of a shop to a restaurant. 
The nature of a shop (Class E) is not a planning matter.   



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

councils used to ensure high streets had a balance of premises, 
that there were not too many shops or one type. The Kings Rd has 
become a place for tourists not locals, it has changed radically. 
Eateries and Nail bars proliferate. All the useful utilitarian shops 
are out of borough in Fulham for instance. A bus ride or a car ride 
away. 

Exhibition Road 
Cultural Group 
(Emily Candler) 

Support the strategy for South Kensington. It should also be 
vibrant and innovative, a centre of education that is accessible to 
all. 

Support for vision for South Kensington noted. 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

No, market forces should decide. Noted. The Council recognises that market forces will ultimately 
decide on the nature of  centre.  However a vision is useful as can 
help shape the future direction of a centre, particularly when major 
land owners buy into that vision. 

Elizabeth Ashley You are starving small neighbourhoods with investment only in 
priority areas. 

Noted. The Council has a set up a working party to consider how 
best to support our centres.  This includes our local neighbourhood 
centres as well as the larger. 

Linda Wade Kings Road 
Due to the ownership being in the hands of three owners there is a 
clear and distinct character, which retains its architectural 
heritage, its spaces and its culture. 
 
South Kensington 
There is an urgent need to reclaim the area and come up with a 
plan that balances the needs of the residents, travellers, visitors to 
the museums and businesses. At the moment the plans coming 
forward dominant the original architecture, and the step free 
access is late in the day or not at all. 
 

Kings Road.  Noted.  
 
South Kensington. The Council recognises the role that parts of the 
centre play in meeting the needs of local people.  However, any 
vision must reflect that the centre also serves some of London’s 
most visited attractions. We recognise that accommodating the 
needs of residents, businesses, visitors and the institutions will be 
complicated. It is important that the vision recognises this balance. 
 
Kensington High Street 
The purpose of the vision is to recognise that action needs to be 
taken in a time of significant change in the retail environment.  The 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Kensington High Street 
This is a sad reflection of the street that it used to be a destination 
location for shoppers. The Design Museum is a highlight but until 
such time as there is a resolution on the Odeon site the place lacks 
some of cachet that it had before and definitely requires a rethink. 
 
Portobello Road 
The results of the Market consultation will be interesting. 
 
Knightsbridge and Notting Hill Gate 
No comment 

centre is well placed to build upon its many potential strengths.  
These include building upon an existing cultural offer. 
 
Portobello 
Noted 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

South Kensington: South Kensington District Centre is not a 
“cultural destination” – but it has become dominated by a “food 
and beverage” offer for visitors to the South Kensington Museums 
(TfL Retail Survey 2017), at the expense of its role as a District 
Centre serving South Kensington. There is no need to “build on its 
strength … as a place to eat out and meet friends”. There is an 
urgent need to rebalance its offer toward serving its residential 
hinterland. This needs a major rethink and the Council should work 
with the major property owner. 
 
Kensington High Street: This is only in part a cultural attraction, 
although not necessarily by residents. Some of the main 
attractions include that it is a key office/ employment centre, 
provides a wide range of services, shops, eating, leisure and 
entertainment. Needs a rethink on strategy. 
 
Portobello Road: The results of the recent markets consultation 
exercise should be used to inform policy on the Portobello and 
Golborne markets. 

South Kensington 
The view that this centre is not a cultural destination, and that its 
function should be re-balanced to serve its residential hinterland is 
noted.  
 
In a time of rapid change the Council must support its centres to 
evolve in such a way as to maintain their vitality.  Its role as one of 
London’s most visited tourist attractions is key as it does drive 
footfall in the centre.  This is not to say that the residential service 
function of parts of the centre should not be recognised and 
supported.  
 
Kensington High Street.  Diverse function noted.  The centre, and 
hinterland is the largest office location in the borough. 
 
Portobello.  Noted. 
 
Knightsbridge.  Support for vision noted. 
 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

 
Knightsbridge: OK 
Notting Hill Gate: We question whether it is right to major on its 
reputation as a centre for arts and culture; this has always been a 
minor adjunct to its usefulness as a local centre for shopping and 
services. “Evening economy” should not be allowed to morph into 
a “night economy, given that the area is also highly residential. See 
also answer to Q3.7. 

Notting Hill Gate. As a District Centre NHG has a wider role than as 
a service centre for its residents, important though that is. 
Supporting its arts and cultural uses may encourage visitors and 
help maintain the centres vitality. 
 
Similarly, support for uses which support the evening economy can 
help maintain a centres viability.  This must  respect the need to 
maintain the amenity of those living within the centre or nearby. 
 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

In general terms, TfL CD supports the strategies for South 
Kensington and Portobello Road. 
 
South Kensington 
 
The current planning application submitted with our partner 
Native Land accords with the strategy to “build on its strength as a 
world class cultural destination and a place to eat out and meet 
friends”. It will improve access to the station (including step free 
access to the Circle and District Lines), improve the environment at 
the station and surrounding streets, refurbish the listed shopping 
arcade and provide new space for eating and drinking and 
meeting. This is, of course, in addition to the delivery of new 
homes (including affordable housing), jobs and beautiful buildings. 
 
Portobello Road 
 
The proposals for the ‘gap’ site on Portobello Road will enhance 
the street frontage and market, as well as introduce new homes to 
bolster the local community and provide access to green space. 
Importantly, the scheme has the potential to improve linkages to 

Support noted. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Ladbroke Grove station, through which a very high proportion of 
visitors from the UK and around the world arrive. 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Strategies ok Support noted. 

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

The Council recognises the dual role of the centre. The future vision 
will explicitly recognise the role that it has in serving the needs of 
residents and well as the millions of visitors to the museums.  

David Campbell Regrettably South Kensington Town Centre is overwhelmed with 
restaurants, most of which are aimed at and used only by tourists. 
Even in the nearby neighbourhood zones, there are only a few 
locations that meet the strategy outlined in 8.17 
Further development of restaurants and food outlets in this Town 
Centre should be discouraged. 

Planning permission is no longer required for the change of use of a 
shop to a restaurant.  Notwithstanding this, any vision must reflect 
the impact (and contribution) that many millions of visitors will 
have to the character of the centre, and in supporting its on going 
vitality. 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

As general statements it is difficult to disagree with the options, 
but without specifics they are not particularly helpful. 
With regard to outdoor hospitality this is not always welcome NB 
that LB of Westminster is in the process of withdrawing much of 
the outdoor licensing which it granted during the height of the 
Covid pandemic. 

Noted. 

David Lloyd-Davis Yes. Noted 

Swifts Local 
Network: Swifts 

All. Noted 
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& Planning 
Group (Mike 
Priaulx) 

Robert Dixon Yes. Noted 

DP9 on behalf of 
WELCOME 
TRUST  (Zoe 
Smythe) 

Wellcome Trust support the intention of the Council to take 
forward the existing policies into the new Local Plan. 

Support noted. 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

We must presume that the markets consultation exercise will be 
used to inform policy on Portobello and Golborne markets. 

Noted. The Council does not intend to amend its existing policy to 
promote and support the borough’s markets. 
 
The results of the markets consultation will be considered.  

Historic England 
(David English) 

Heritage has a strong role to play in the identity of these places. It 
is unclear from the short Future Direction Statements how these 
strategies will be taken forward. In line with the London Plan, 
Historic England looks forward to supporting the development of 
Town Centre Strategies. In the case of the Town Centres 
highlighted in this consultation, in our view there are real 
opportunities for heritage to be celebrated and enhanced, 
reinforcing the distinct identity of these centres.  

The Council recognises the role of heritage in ensuring that our 
centres remain special places to visit.  

Turley (Laurence 
Brooker) 

The strategic direction for the Portobello Road is noted as being “a 
place centred on its vibrant and distinctive street market which 
serves the day to day needs of those living nearby but also visitors 
from around the world.” 
 
Whilst our Client supports this description, we consider that there 
is potential to expand this to specifically note how a range of town 
centre uses will help to support and secure the ongoing and future 

Noted.  The Council recognises the role that a business sector will 
have supporting the vitality of many of our centres.  
 
Amalgamation.  The Council will consider the appropriateness and 
practically of a policy which sems to maintain a rage of unit sizes in 
new Class E development. 
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vibrancy of the place, ensuring activity. The vitality of the high 
streets and town centres has seen a surge in outdoor dining and 
‘twilight’ economy activities during the Covid19 pandemic.  
 
The Employment Land and Premises Study draft (‘ELPS’) which 
currently forms the emerging evidence base for the New Local 
Plan, notes when considering projected forecasts of employment 
growth notes the “Accommodation and food services Industry also 
contains a number of sub-industries which are likely to be 
accommodated in Class E floorspace (on the food services side). 
This Industry is projected to see the second greatest increase in 
employment of around 5,100.” As such, such uses and industries 
are not only considered to support the vitality of the town centres 
across the Borough, but also will support a significant uplift in 
employment and growth. 
 
We would suggest that these approaches to activity and vitality are 
actively taken forward in relation to the strategic direction and 
vision for areas like Portobello Road and emerging policies support 
and encourage such uses. 
 
It is noted that it is proposed to retain the current Local Plan Policy 
CF2 ‘Retail Development within Town Centres’. Our Client supports 
the need to consider the character and diversity of the town 
centre when considering retail development proposals. However, 
we do consider that the element of the policy under point b that 
resists the amalgamation of retail units “where the retention of 
the existing units contributes to achieving the vision for the 
centre”, is overly subjective and unnecessarily restricts the 
potential flexibility of retail provision within town centres. 



Respondent 
Name 
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Natural History 
Museum 
(Adam Donovan) 

For the future nature of Towns, the NHM is supportive of the 
possible strategy for South Kensington which is to build on its 
strength as a world class cultural destination and a place to eat out 
and meet friends. The NHM requests that more clarity is provided 
on how the area can ‘build on its strength’. This will help to clarify 
how development can support growth in the borough. 

Support noted. 

The Pembridge 
Association 
(Fiona Fleming-
Brown) 

Some easy steps: 
• RBKC should concentrate on public realm investments leading to 
real improvements for NHG users both commercial & residential 
• RBKC should resist through planning, applications which worsen 
the street environment and retail environment 
• RBKC should create a stakeholders development group: 
Frogmore, retailers, residents’ groups, independent landlords and 
the Borough to develop a new NHG retail plan 
• RBKC should prioritise retail interests over other commercial 
users 

The Council does, and will continue to refuse applications which 
worsen the street/ retail environment. 
 
Desire for more stakeholder involvement noted.  This is not 
something which can form a policy within the Local Plan. 
 
The Council is of the view that both the retail and the non retail 
commercial sector has an important role to play in supporting the 
viability of our town centres.  We also note that planning 
permission is no longer required for a Class E shop to be used for 
any other Class E use.  

  



Q.8.8. Do you have any other options to suggest? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Earl’s Court is a significant local centre for retail, restaurants, hotel, 
leisure and hospitality, with some cultural and historical venues. 
 
70% businesses responding to the RBKC & CapCO COMRES survey 
were in favour of a BID (Business Improvement District). 
 
To support our local small businesses and avoid having our local 
high street dominated by international chains more support is 
needed, for example by adapting policy to allow for pop ups in 
empty shopfronts and matching funds for shopfront 
improvements in line with the guidelines in the Shopfronts SPD. 

Noted.  Questions of funding and pop-ups are not matters that can 
be included in Local Plan.  However, these are ideas being 
considered by our Town centre taskforce. 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

The Council should use its planning powers to ensure that King’s 
Road remains a venue for small independent outlets, not just chain 
stores. 

The Council does not have any planning powers with regard the 
nature of a shop.  This is not a planning matter, and the change of 
use of one retailer to another is not development. 

Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

Cadogan supports the Kings Road Strategy but suggests the 
following additions: 
“The rich and iconic brand of the King’s Road will be consolidated 
so that it remains one of London’s most vibrant shopping streets. 
This will be supported by places to eat, activation of public spaces, 
greater pedestrian priority and by world class cultural 
destinations.” 
The kings Road has benefited significantly over the last few years 
through the use of the Duke of York’s Square and the Running 
Track for activities such as the screening of Wimbledon, the 
Chelsea Farmers Market, events associated with Chelsea in Bloom, 
British Antiques Dealers Association Fair and seasonal events. 
These are now part of the character of the Kings Road creating 
vibrancy and interest which support the shops and businesses 

Kings Road.  Comments noted. The Council recognises that the 
King’s Road’s strength lies on a diverse offer and not merely its 
retail offer. 
 
The Council will consider the appropriate name of its 
“Knightsbridge” Place.  We do recognise the contribution that 
Sloane Street plays to this area.  
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throughout the year. It is considered that the identification of 
these events within the text is important in its recognition of this. 
 
Cadogan supports the Knightsbridge Strategy, but this should be 
renamed Knightsbridge and Sloane Street. Sloane Street is a 
destination in its own right and should be recognised as such 
within the title. 

Linda Wade Earl’s Court has two of the portal entrances to the borough. Earl’s 
Court has the architecture, the history, the transport links and the 
reputation for entertainment and culture, with the Royal British 
Society of Sculptors, The Finborough Theatre, as well as the Grade 
I listed Brompton Cemetery. There are restaurants, bars, coffee 
shops, and hotels and our famous garden squares providing music, 
film, and drama in the summer months. 

Noted. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Earl’s Court is a significant local centre for retail, restaurants, hotel, 
leisure and hospitality, with some cultural and historical venues. It 
is unclear why Earl’s Court should not be recognised and 
developed as a town centre, particularly with the new 
development on the horizon. 

Earl’s Court has been designated as a District Centre.  It will also 
form part of a “place” associated with the wider redevelopment of 
the area. 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

TfL CD agrees with Quod’s representations on behalf of ECDC ie. 
that the Local Plan should be forward looking and also incorporate 
opportunities for future centres within Opportunity Areas as part 
of a network of centres. In particular, the vision for Earls Court to 
be a new urban quarter and cultural hub was set out in the Earls 
Court and West Kensington Opportunity Area Joint Supplementary 
Planning Document in March 2012. This has also been referenced 
in the summary vision for Earls Court in Table 3.1 of the current 
Issues and Options document. 
 

Earl’s Court has been identified as a new centre within the existing 
LP.  The Council intends to take this forward.   This will include the 
quantum of residential and commercial floorspace which will be 
appropriate. 
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The scale of development expected by the London Plan for the 
Earls Court / West Kensington Opportunity Area and RBKC’s aims 
for the Earls Court Area of Change will result in Earls Court 
becoming a new centre; a destination with its own character, 
identity, cultural and employment offer. In support of this, it is 
important that policies promote the delivery of workplace, cultural 
and other town centre uses in Earls Court to help create and 
sustain a new centre. 
 
It will therefore be important that Earls Court is identified as a 
future centre in Figure 8.1 and in future policies to support the 
creation and growth of a new, sustainable urban quarter. 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Could include liaison with schools to use the planters for the 
children to maintain and heighten their awareness of the 
importance of greening. 
Needs to be analysed in terms of walkable neighbourhoods. 

Noted. 

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

ECDC considers that the plan should be forward looking and also 
incorporate opportunities for future centres as part of a network 
of centres. In particular, the vision for Earls Court to be a new 
urban quarter and cultural hub was set out in the Earls Court and 
West Kensington Opportunity Area Joint Supplementary Planning 
Document in March 2012. This has also been referenced in the 
summary vision for Earls Court in Table 3.1 of the current Issues 
and Options document. 
 
The scale of development expected by the London Plan for the 
Earls Court/West Kensington Opportunity Area and RBKC’s aims 
for the Earls Court Area of Change will result in Earls Court 
becoming a new centre, with 

The scale of development on the Earl’s Court site is being 
considered in detail  by the Growth and Delivery team, rather than 
as part of this more general response.   
 
The allocation does include the creation of a town centre on this 
site.   
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its own character, identity and employment offer. In support of 
this, it is important that policies promote the delivery of 
employment, cultural and other town centre uses in Earls Court to 
help create and sustain a new town centre. 
 
It will therefore be important that Earls Court is identified as a 
future centre in Figure 8.1 with future policies to support the 
growth of the Earls Court and creation of new urban quarter. 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

As stated above, our street markets may have a new status post-
pandemic for shopping and leisure activities. The customs of 
outdoor eating – while they can be a disturbance to residents – 
may be worthy of continuing, albeit with strict closing times. 
We will not fully understand what has happened until the long-
term effects of the pandemic are known. 
The expansion of the hot-food take-away business may be here to 
stay. We must control licencing and have tighter control of delivery 
drivers and premises, particularly in extraction of foul smells and 
emissions, which can make co-existence a real misery for those 
living above. 

The role of street markets noted, and supported. 
 
The need to mitigate the impact of hot-food takeaways noted. The 
new Local Plan has a new draft policy concerning the evening 
economy.  This is intended to ensure that town centre uses will be 
resisted (where pp ins required) where they have an unacceptable 
impact upon amenity.  
 
 

 

  



Q.8.9. Are any areas or parades which should be added to, or removed from an existing centre? Please be specific and explain why. 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Earl’s Court is missing from the list – see above. Earl’s Court forms part of the London network of centre.  It has 
been designated as a District Centre.  The Council does not intend 
to change this designation. 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

We support the designations of St Helens Gardens, North Pole 
Road, and Barlby Road as the three neighbour ‘shopping parades’ 
in the StQW area. We welcome the planned investment by the 
Council in streetscape improvements in St Helens Gardens. 

Noted. 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

We would not favour removal of any of the existing designated 
town centres in our area. 
We would like to see some additions. 
Kensington Church Steet. The northern section with its high-end 
antique dealers should be included in the Notting Hill Gate area. 
 
The shops on north side Holland Park Avenue, west of the 
Underground station, make up a much valued local centre and 
should be designated. 
 
Side streets. In all the town centres in our area, there tend to be 
shops at the beginning of the side streets that start from them. 
These are a valued resource and we would like to see designated 
town centre boundaries being expanded to include them. 

Noted. 
 
The northern part of Kensington Church Street already lies within 
the Notting Hill Gate District Centre. 
 
 
Holland Park Avenue. These shops lie within the Holland Park 
Avenue Neighbourhood centre. 
 
As part of the review of the 2019 Local Plan the Council reviewed 
the boundaries of all its centres. This included expanding 
boundaries to include all adjoining shops. This will include the units 
in adjoining side streets. 
 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Possibly Notting Hill Gate should be removed as it is ugly with poor 
quality shopping and is consider unsafe at night. 

Noted. The Council does not intend to de-designate Notting Hill 
Gate as a centre.  Whit it may have its issues it serves a valuable 
function both serving the needs of residents and visitors. It is also a 
major office location in the borough context. 
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Linda Wade Earl’s Court Road is a very fine example of a Victorian parade and 
through the local Shop Front initiative, and through discussion 
with applicants changes are being made to the shop fronts to build 
on the architecture much of the details being revealed under 
signage. So, with incremental changes there are changes and buy-
in from local businesses. 

Noted. 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

We do not think that there are any areas that should be removed. 
 
There are areas that should be added, including. 
 
Kensington Church Steet. The northern section should be included 
in Notting Hill Gate and the southern section, south of the brief 
purely residential area, in Kensington High Steet. 
 
Westbourne Grove and Ledbury Road insofar as they are in RBKC. 
They should not be merged with Portobello as totally different in 
character. 
 
Shops on north side Holland Park Avenue, west of the 
Underground station. 
 
Side streets. In most town centres, there are shops round the 
corner in side streets. Town centre boundaries and conservation 
area boundaries should be reviewed to cover unprotected 
shopping frontages. 
 

Noted. 
 
Kensington Church Street. The northern section is included in the 
Notting Hill Gate District Centre and the southern part in 
Kensington High Street. 
 
Any place vision for Portobello will continue to recognise the 
different character and function of the two centres. 
 
Holland Park Avenue.  These shops already form part of the Holland 
Park Avenue Neighbourhood Centre. 
 
Side streets 
As part of the review of the 2019 Local Plan the Council reviewed 
the boundaries of all its centres. This included expanding 
boundaries to include all adjoining shops. This will include the units 
in adjoining side streets. 
 

Mozafar Amiri I feel the streets to the east of Brompton Road (including Walton 
Street, Egerton Gardens, etc.) have more in common with the 
strategies set out for Knightsbridge than for South Kensington. A 

Noted. Walton Steet forms part of the Brompton Cross centre and 
does not form part of the South Kensington Place.  
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boundary change would better reflect the fabric of the 
neighbourhoods and their local residents. 

The place visions for these centres is intended to reflect the 
commercial element and not the adjoining residential streets, 
although we do note that the function of these centres is to serve 
their hinterlands. 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

For "The Site at Lots Road" a significant open space for local 
amenity should be included. 

Noted. 

David Lloyd-Davis Fulham Road/ Beaufort St shopping should be protected. These areas do form part of designated centres.  However, planning 
permission is no longer required for a shop to change to an 
alterative E class “commercial, business or service use.” 

 

 

 

 

Commonplace comments. 

Please note that these are anonymous. 

 

Comment Response 

 What about Earls Court Rd? Earl’s Court Road is designated as a District Centre. 



There is no mention of how any of these areas will be improved to make them 
more pleasant to people who live, work or play in them. At the moment they 
are all heavily polluted with traffic and vehicles, particularly private cars which 
makes simply enjoyment of going out for a sandwich or eating al fresco 
unpleasant. 

The Council recognises that traffic and pollution reduces the 
attractiveness of some of our centres. 

We must revitalise Portobello and Golborne markets. Knightsbridge and 
Notting Hill Gate are 'dead zones' that need much more imaginative planning 
and re-zoning. We must seriously reduce private car use and create 
infrastructure that will truly support and promote alternative forms of 
transport, making cycling / walking / buses / taxis / scooters not an also ran 
but a pleasurable, comfortable, safe and convenient first choice for all. We 
also need extensive regretting and tree planting. 

The Council recognises that traffic and pollution reduces the 
attractiveness of some of our centres.  
 
The Council does not recognise Kingsbridge or Notting Hill Gate as 
“dead zones”.  They remain vibrant places to visit. However, the 
purpose of the Local Plan review and of the High Street taskforce is to 
try to support the ongoing viability of all our centres. 
 

This just meaningless. Is the area in need of interference by anybody is the 
question to ask. 

Noted. 

Kensington High Street needs a major re-think. There are only two major 
shops  -Whole Foods and Marks and Spencer-the rest are coffee shops and 
'gyms'  It's also a beggars paradise with so called 'buskers' trafficked in by East 
European organised crime gangs. Am also concerned at least three 
establishments are money laundering operations mascaraing as legitimate 
businesses - licensed by the Council. You need a High Street Czar to save it. 

Noted.  The  purpose of the Local Plan review and of the High Street 
taskforce is to try to support the ongoing viability of all our centres. 

A forward thinking future proof strategy that reclaims streets for people 
walking and cycling and using public transport should be planned and 
implemented.  A coordinated plan across the entire borough will help improve 
the quality of life in and around homes and businesses alike. Making shopping 
and restaurant areas safer, quieter and easier to access. Introduce wider 
pavements with permanent alfresco zones, segregated cycling lanes and bus / 
transport access areas. Create environments where people can work, shop, 
eat, walk, cycle and get public transport in safety will improve the 
environment and increase footfall to those areas. Look at Denmark, 
Netherlands and recently at central Paris for examples of how this modern 
thinking is being introduced. It make urban centres safer by raising the quality 

Noted.  The Council recognises the important role of the environment in 
making welcoming and attractive centres which attract visitors.  This is 
central to their ongoing success. 



of the environment. The streets get busier and so businesses and community 
centres all benefit.  

As a chelsea resident for over 20 years I am very concerned about the impact 
of more traffic on local streets. Already the increase is evident and new 
shopping centres and making Kings road pedestrian would destroy our 
wonderful local area. 

Noted. 

 

 

 

SECTION 9: BUSINESS AND CULTURE 

Issue 1: The provision of offices 

Q.9.1. Which of these options do you support? You can pick more than one. 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

Options 1 and 5 Support for protection of existing stock of offices noted. 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 

As shown by the map at page 101 of the NLPR document, business 
premises in the Borough are widely dispersed and mixed in with 

The Council’s Employment Land Study recommends protecting 
offices across the borough, if the OAN for offices is to be met.   It 
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Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

residential areas – rather than being clustered within a few ‘major 
urban centres’. 
 
This is a characteristic of the Borough which we think will gain in 
importance in the coming decade but which needs to be 
responded to with planning policies that operate at a fine local 
grain. What works well in one neighbourhood will not work in all. 
 
On Option 1, we do not agree that a new Local Plan should 
continue to protect all offices. Office floorspace at locations with 
poor public transport and few shops or places to eat and drink 
does not thrive. Levels of vacant office floorspace were high in 
Latimer Road in 2013 when we embarked on a neighbourhood 
plan. They are high again now and will increase as leases fall in and 
the current moratorium on unpaid rents ends. 
 
We therefore strongly support Option 2 in the NLPR document, 
which recognises that there may be areas where offices are now 
inherently unsuitable for offices. 
 
Current policies in the StQW Neighbourhood Plan are in line with 
Option 4 which states that Allowing new homes in our 
Employment Zones, but only when supported by new business 
development, is one way of meeting our need for new offices. 
 
We suggest that for the future the Council should go a step further 
in a new Local Plan. The four separate sections in Latimer Road are 
part of a combined Freston Road/Latimer Road Employment Zone. 
This combination of locations ceased to make much sense once 
the Westway cut off all vehicle connections between these parts of 

considers the main office locations across the borough, and 
whether each is viable in the longer term.  It concludes that Latimer 
Road is a viable office location, with occupancy forecast to increase 
over the medium term. 
 
The Council recognises the role that Employment Zones have as 
remaining concentrations of business uses outside of the town 
centres.  We also recognise the role that they can have in providing 
additional housing. 
 
The Council recognises the weight to be given to the SQWNP as will 
not introduce any policies that conflict with it. 
 
The Council does not intend to subdivide its existing Employment 
Zones.  However, we do recognise the value of mixed use 
development within all our Employment Zones, including offices 
and workshops and retail (E class sues) as well as residential uses.  
The proposed policy will continue to support such types of 
development, but also recognise the practicalities of new 
development and the role that housing does have in allowing the 
re-provision/ upgrading/ provision of commercial space. 
 
We do recognise the freedoms offered by the new E class and that 
existing office floorspace can be lost to other E class uses without 
the need for planning permission.  This does not nullify a vision 
which sees our Employment Zones as locations for office 
floorspace. 
 
There is no inherent conflict for a site/ area to fall within both and 
Employment Zone and a conservation area. 
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North Kensington. The sections of Latimer Road designated as an 
EZ date from decisions when this western side of this street was 
transferred from LBHF to RBKC as a result of a 1996 boundary 
transfer.The designation of the three Employment Zones in RBKC 
(Lots Road, Kensal and Freston/Latimer) dates from 1998 and was 
consolidated in the Borough’s 2002 Unitary Development Plan. 
This was 30 years ago and London in 2021 is not the same. 
 
In a 2015 submission to the Council we argued that The StQW 
Forum considers that Policy CF5 has become increasingly outdated 
and irrelevant to the future needs of Latimer Road. Parts of the 
policy are restrictive and protectionist, and run counter to the 
NPPF direction that Local Plans should 'promote mixed use 
developments, and encourage multiple benefits from the use of 
land in urban and rural areas'. 
 
RBKC Policy CL5 was varied in the 2019 Local Plan, and now allows 
for the possibility of mixed use in EZs when combined with ‘a 
significant uplift in both the quantity and the quality of the 
business use on the site. This is not a viable way forward for the 
1980s office buildings in the street. We believe that that the 
Council should de-designate this part of the combined 
Freston/Latimer Road EZ, in the new Local Plan. The Freston Road 
part of the Freston EZ has proved successful at attracting and 
retaining major businesses. The four EZ sections of Latimer Road 
(mainly on the west side of the street) have not. 
 
During 2021, and in response to pressure from local residents, the 
Council has consulted on and agreed proposals for most the 
eastern side of the street to be added within the boundary of the 
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Oxford Gardens Conservation Area. Having sections of the same 
street as a conservation area and an employment zone, subject to 
potentially conflicting policies in different chapters of a new Local 
Plan, makes even less sense than was the case for the 2019 Local 
Plan. With the introduction of the much broader E class, trying to 
protect offices which are just one category in the new use class 
seems a questionable ambition. 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

Option 1: 
We generally support continuing to protect all offices, where 
planning permission is required, unless it can be demonstrated 
that there is no long-term future for that use. The Borough’s local 
economy is heavily dependent on offices, and especially small 
firms. 
Option 5: We strongly support the Council’s proposal for an Article 
4 Direction so that planning permission continues to be required 
for changes of use of offices to residential. 

Support for protection of existing stock of offices, where that office 
is viable and has a long term future is noted.   

Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

Option 1 
Maintaining a range and balance of office floorspace across the 
Borough is critical to a mixed and balanced community. Without 
protection these uses will almost certainly be lost to higher value 
uses such as residential. Notwithstanding this, offices are likely to 
become a more important factor for maintaining vibrancy in town 
centres particularly on upper floors where there may be a 
contraction of retail floorspace. In this respect, it will be important 
that the supply of office stock is monitored carefully against 
demand. Maintaining strong demand for town centre office stock 
and investment in this use will be critical and may, over time, 
require the release of out of centre stock to maintain the strength 
of demand. 

Support for maintaining the supply of offices noted. The increased 
value that offices will have in contributing to the viability of our 
town centres is noted. This will be reinforced by the explicit 
recognition that offices are a town centre use – and subject to the 
sequential test and, where appropriate, an impact assessment. 
 
We recognise the importance of monitoring the provision of office 
stock against demand.   
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Lots Village, 
Chelsea 
Association of 
Residents and 
Businesses 
(Rosemary 
Baker) 

We support Options 1 and 5 but not 2 or 3. We do not want 
residential homes built in Employment Zones. 

Noted.  The Council recognises the importance of maintaining a 
stock of offices within our Employment Zones. However, we also 
recognise the opportunity that an Employment Zone can have in 
providing additional housing, whilst maintaining the slock of office 
and other business uses within them.  

Greg Hammond I support Option 2 in respect of the conversion of offices that were 
built as dwellings back into their original use. 

Noted. The ELS recommends the protection of all offices across the 
borough, if the OAN for offices is to be met.  There is no suggestion 
that offices in units originally built as homes are inherently 
unsuitable for offices. This is a significant part of the Borough’s 
office stock. 

Exhibition Road 
Cultural Group 
(Emily Candler) 

Continue to protect hotel rooms and other forms of visitor 
accommodation across the 
Borough. We must make sure that we are open for business and 
there are places to stay when our visitors can return. 

The Council will continue to protect hotels in the South Kensington 
Area.  We recognise their value in supporting the tourist economy. 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

I support option 2 Noted. The ELS recommends the protection of all offices across the 
borough, if the OAN for offices is to be met.   

Elizabeth Ashley Option 2 
Option 3 

Noted.  The ELS recommends the protection of all offices across the 
borough, if the OAN for offices is to be met.  There is no suggestion 
that offices in units originally built as homes are inherently 
unsuitable for offices. This is a significant part of the Borough’s 
office stock. 

Linda Wade Option 1 
• Agree 
Option 2 
• Disagree 

Support for protection of existing stock of offices, where that office 
is viable and has a long term future is noted. 
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Option 3 
• Offices to for VS organisations, Healthcare, community uses 
Option 4 
• Agree 
Option 5 
• Agree 

The changes to the use classes order means that planning 
permission will no longer be required for an office to be used for a 
range of healthcare and community uses where they fall within 
Class E, “commercial, business and service use.” 
 
 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Option 5 Support for protection of existing stock of offices is noted 

Mr (Andrew 
Jamieson) 

This is probably out of date and needs a total review in the light of 
new ways of working. 

The Council recognises that the office sector is in a state of flux. 
However the Employment Land Study did consider the need for 
office floorspace in this climate and does conclude that a future 
need for 60,000 sq m does remain. The demand and supply of 
offices will be reviewed over time as the Council does recognise 
that there is no value in protecting office premises which have no 
long term future as an office. 

The Pembridge 
Association 
(Fiona Fleming-
Brown) 
 
u 

6. Maker spaces/affordable workspaces: Prioritise attractive 
consumables at the pavement level of NHG eg bakers, pottery, 
artisan chocolates, craft printers. This sort of street action is very 
attractive for both visitors and residents. These may be “loss 
leaders” in terms of modest rate and rent revenue but they add 
missing character and life to a dull street which will drive 
customers to other retailers 
7. Create quota/levy for tradeable low-cost workspaces from office 
development levy so affordable spaces can be located in clusters 
to create synergies in lower cost locations eg creative industries in 
Latimer Triangle. Create business hubs not silos. 
 

The Council recognises that maker spaces and other E class business 
uses can have in supporting the viability of our centre.  Specific 
reference will be made to maker spaces in this regard. 
 
The Council is introducing a new policy to encourage now 
affordable workspaces, however this is only likely to apply to new 
develop of a certain size where over all viability remains. 
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Tom Bennett I support Option 2. There are a number of types of offices, and 
other non-residential use properties, that we should allow 
automatically to convert into homes. In particular, units that were 
originally built as residential, but have since we converted into 
offices (or other uses), should automatically be allowed to convert 
back into residential. We should also allow a wider range of units 
above the ground floor to convert into residential, including units 
above shops. This increases the number of homes without 
diminishing the atmosphere of the street. 
 
We have a shortage of offices and homes, but it is completely 
arbitrary to say offices cannot be converted to homes, nor homes 
to offices. Homes must be the priority, and while I agree allowing 
blanket permitted development of offices would likely be 
detrimental, I think we should be identifying a number of types of 
office units that can automatically be converted to residential. 
 
Finally, we should make the offer of beautification a meaningful 
consideration when deciding applications for change of use. If a 
developer is making a significant improvement to the streetscape - 
particularly if he/she is removing an eyesore - that should be given 
weight in our decision making. 

Noted.  The ELS recommends the protection of all offices across the 
borough, if the OAN for offices is to be met.  There is no suggestion 
that offices in units originally built as homes are inherently 
unsuitable for offices. This is a significant part of the Borough’s 
office stock. 
 
The Council will consider the long term viability of an office as part 
of a planning application process.  We recognise that there is no 
value in protecting an office premises which does not have a long 
term future as an office. 
 
The appearance of a building will be an integral part of a planning 
decision if and when planning permission is required. 
 
 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

Option 1: 
We support continued protection, unless it can be demonstrated 
that there is no long-term future for that use. The evidence must 
be such that it is proven to be truly unviable. Too often a space is 
allowed to become undesirable by its condition and low 
maintenance. Or the market report is opinion presenting the case 
without applicable evidence. This cannot be the justification for 
the change of use. The Borough’s local economy is heavily 

Support for protection of offices noted.   
 
The Council does allow an office premise to be lost but only when 
robust evidence is provided to show that it has no long term future. 
 
The Council recognises the value that offices have to the vitality of 
our town centres.  The new policies will be explicit in offices being a 
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dependent on offices, and especially small firms, whilst focused in 
higher-order town centres, they, especially small offices, are 
widely distributed throughout the Borough. New offices need to 
be encouraged in town centres, locations with high public 
transport accessibility (PTAL 4 or higher) and, small offices, in 
Employment Zones. 
 
Option 2: 
Oppose. Selective release of offices will need clear evidence to 
support it and clear criteria. This would be a one-way trip! 
 
Option 3: 
Release of offices to specific social and community uses, such as 
premises for voluntary sector organisations or surgeries, may be 
appropriate. 
 
Option 4: 
We would support business-led, mixed-use developments in 
Employment Zones, with additional housing but no net loss of 
business uses. 
 
Option 5: 
We strongly support the Council’s proposal for an Article 4 
Direction. 

town centre use and therefore be subject to the sequential test 
and, where appropriate, an impact assessment. 
 
The Council supports the provision of new offices in town centres 
and within Employment Zones. The Council supports offices of 
greater than 1,000 sq m in these areas as recognises that these are 
some of the few areas when proposals of this size come forward.   
 
The changes to the use classes order means that planning 
permission will no longer be required for an office to be used for a 
range of healthcare and community uses where they fall within 
Class E, “commercial, business and service use.”   
 
The draft Local Plan does support the loss of offices to social and 
community uses. 
 

GLA (Hassan 
Ahmed) 

Offices 
Recent evidence carried out by RBKC establishes a need for 
approximately 60,500sqm of office space up to 2043 (RBKC’s 
Employment Land and Premises Study (July 2021)). This is less than 
the figure of need identified in the London Office Policy Review 
2017, which established a composite projection for approximately 

The Council concurs with the view that offices are a town centre 
use and should be supported within our town centres. 
 
We also support our OA as locations where some new office 
development will be required. 
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93,000sqm of office space up to 2041(Appendix Seven of the 
report). It is noted that the figure of need has been reduced by a 
third in light of the effects brought about by the Pandemic. 
Table A1.1 of the LP2021 identifies those town centres through the 
office guidelines that are suitable for accommodating various 
types of office development and this information should be noted 
and reflected in the draft Plan. Knightsbridge is located within the 
CAZ and therefore Policy SD5 of the LP2021 applies, especially in 
relation to prioritising office and other CAZ strategic functions as 
set out in part C. Opportunities for office development should be 
promoted in accordance with Policies SD5 and E1 of the LP2021 
and further opportunities could also be explored within the 
borough’s emerging OAs. 
The Mayor notes RBKC’s concerns regarding changes of use from 
office to residential without requiring planning permission as a 
result of changes to permitted development rights and how this 
could lead to the uncontrolled loss of office space. To ensure that 
London’s key business locations are safeguarded, the Mayor 
supports a co-ordinated approach to introducing Article 4 
 
 
3 
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/first_homes_planni
ng_practice_note_.pdf 
 
 
 
Directions and has published strategic evidence to support 
boroughs wishing to do this4. In addition, RBKC should note Part F 
of Policy E1 of the LP2021 which makes it explicitly clear that the 

Support for A4D noted. 
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borough should consult upon and introduce Article 4 Directions to 
ensure that Kensington and Chelsea is not undermined by office to 
residential permitted development rights. 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Q 9.1 Support Option 5 Article 4 direction Support for A4D noted. 

David Campbell Option 2 – allow conversion within residential blocks. Also Option 
3 - Allow conversion of office blocks to eg Community (affordable) 
houses. 

Noted. The ELS recommends the protection of all offices across the 
borough, if the OAN for offices is to be met.  There is no suggestion 
that offices in units originally built as homes are inherently 
unsuitable for offices. This is a significant part of the Borough’s 
office stock. 
 
The Council will consider the long term viability of an office as part 
of a planning application process.  We recognise that there is no 
value in protecting an office premises which does not have a long 
term future as an office. 
 
Support for loss to affordable housing noted. 
 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

I support Option 5 for designated employment Zones, and Option 
3 for other areas. 

Noted. 

Imperial College 
London  (Rory 
Newman) 

Option 2 – support. Release offices in certain locations or within 
certain types of premises. This relates to the Government’s current 
White Paper proposals, need for flexibility and requirements for 
significant evidence in order to demonstrate a lack of need for 
office. With proposed Article 4, clusters of office will be protected 
from prior approval. 
 

Support for limited release of offices noted. 
 
The Council notes that Imperial College does not support and A4D 
for Imperial’s campuses. 
 
Where the use in not E class, the A4D will not apply. The A4D means 
that planning permission is required for the change of use to 
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Option 5 - refers to Article 4 - Imperial support Article 4 in relevant 
areas, office clusters and smallest geographical area possible. Not 
the Imperial campuses. The College has recently responded to the 
Council consultation in relation to the Article 4 and we enclosed 
these representations. 

residential.  It does not necessarily mean that the application will be 
refused. The Council will consider the wider benefits that a change 
of use could have to an institution such as Imperial when 
determining an application.  

David Lloyd-Davis Option 1&5 
Strongly oppose Option 4. Employment zones must not be diluted. 

Support for protection of offices noted.   
 
The Council does recognise that allowing the creation of housing 
within an Employment Zone can help deliver additional business 
floorspace and/or help maintain the space that already exists. The 
Council does not intent to allow the loss of any existing business 
floorspace in the Employment Zone, where planning permission is 
required. 

Alex Mackay Option 2 Noted. 

DP9 on behalf of 
WELCOME 
TRUST  (Zoe 
Smythe) 

Wellcome Trust supports the protection of office floorspace, but 
appreciate that a change of use to residential, particularly outside 
of the Borough’s Employment Zone could be supported if evidence 
of the demand for the existing office use is provided. 

Noted.  Whilst the Council will protect existing business floorspace 
across the borough, we will consider its viability when determining 
a planning application.  We recognise that there is no value in 
seeking to protect an office use when it has no long term future as 
an office. 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

There are numerous empty offices in the borough. Some of these 
could be converted into creative uses by improving facilities and 
use of space. It seems likely that new working practices will favour 
creative businesses, and shared office space, after the newly 
embedded home working practices settle down. 
We support the Council’s Article 4 Direction to prevent conversion 
of commercial space to housing without due Planning process. 

The Council supports the re-use of offices to make then relevant to 
today’s market.  Shared spaces are a product which is likely to 
become more important in the borough.  This is a E class uses which 
will be supported. 
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Frank Knight on 
behalf of Frasco 
Investment 
Limited.  (Becky 
Anderson ) 

Chapter 9 – Business and Culture 
 
We welcome the Council’s approach in reassessing office 
floorspace within the Borough, and whether current office 
accommodation is suitable in certain locations of RBKC. It is widely 
reported that working practices, office requirements, occupier 
requirements etc are changing and it is therefore right to take a 
flexible approach to the protection of office space. In some 
locations, the protection of existing, out-dated office 
accommodation will not be appropriate, nor will the provision of 
new office space. Where a case can be made for the loss of office 
space, and better use of the land can be made which meets other 
priorities for RBKC, redevelopment of the Site should be 
supported. 
 
In terms of the NLPR options for office accommodation, we 
broadly support Option 1 and 2. 
 
Option 1 sets out that offices will continue to be protected where 
planning permission is required, “unless evidence suggests that 
there is no long term future for that use”. We support Option 1 
and consider that where marketing evidence can demonstrate a 
continued lack of interest for office accommodation over a 
number of years, the site should be considered for an alternative 
use that helps meet a current identified need. We welcome this 
flexibility for the loss of office accommodation and also consider it 
reflects the overarching policies and objectives of the NPPF and 
London Plan in that it will seek to avoid long-term protection of 
surplus employment sites. 
 

The Employment Land Study does recommend the general 
protection of offices and has not identified any areas, or type of 
premises where an office is unlikely to be viable.  
 
However, whilst the Council will protect existing business 
floorspace across the borough, we will consider a units viability 
when determining a planning application.  We recognise that there 
is no value in seeking to protect an office use when it has no long 
term future as an office. 
 
The Council is aware of the current proposals for 136-142 Bramley 
Road.  One of the factors that the Council must consider is the 
nature of the premises, the state of its repair and the practicality 
(and viability) of bringing up to a standard where it may prove 
lettable.  
 
The nature of the allocation is considered in a separate Call for Sites 
evidence report. 
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Option 2 states “release offices in certain locations or within 
certain types of premises”. We support Option 2 and consider that 
office accommodation should be released in certain locations or 
within certain types of premises. We agree with the commentary 
provided for Option 2, in that parts of the Borough are more 
attractive to office occupiers and consider that office 
accommodation should be provided in suitable locations for 
example within Employment Zones and within employment 
clusters. Where office accommodation is no longer considered 
suitable in certain locations, these sites should be released for 
alternative land uses which can help RBKC meet their 
requirements and policy objectives of the New Local Plan. 
 
As set out in our comments provided for Chapter 5 of NLPR, we 
consider there is no real prospect of the continued use of 136-142 
Bramley Road for employment uses and therefore this should be 
considered for alternative land uses. Our conclusion is supported 
by the extensive marketing exercise that the landowner has 
undertaken between June 2017 and September 2021 
(advertisement of the Site is ongoing). The significant cost 
associated with the necessary refurbishment works, coupled with 
the suppressed demand for office accommodation in this location, 
resulted in many prospective buyers concluding that the reuse of 
the existing building for office accommodation would be unviable. 
In light of the challenges associated with the continued use of the 
building, simultaneously planning permission was secured for the 
Site’s redevelopment for a purpose built larger office building in 
December 2016. Our client concurrently explored interest in the 
sale of the Site with the benefit of Full Planning Permission of 
comprehensive redevelopment for either an owner occupier or an 
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office developer, however this also failed to attract prospective 
buyers, who were typically concerned about the suitability of the 
location for office accommodation. As such, the site is currently 
vacant and in a state of disrepair. 
 
We consider sites such as 136-142 Bramley Road should be 
released for alternative land uses as there is a clear a lack of 
demand for office accommodation in this location. This should be 
reflected in the next Draft Local Plan consultation. 

Savills on behalf 
of COMMERCIAL 
ESTATES GROUP 
(Kirsty Turner) 

However, Option 1, under paragraph 8.10, seeks to introduce 
planning conditions to restrict commercial properties. The NLPR 
should recognise the benefits of a flexible Use Class E, which will 
assist in invigorating our High Streets and Town Centres by 
providing businesses with the framework and flexibility to adapt to 
changing market conditions. The NLP should therefore resist 
restricting the current, or future use of commercial premises.  
 
In addition, Option 1, as part of paragraph 9.5, also seeks to 
protect office floorspace unless evidence suggests there is no long-
term future for that use. As a result of Covid-19 many businesses 
are reducing the need for office floorspace across the nation and 
as such may not require an office as large as previously sought. In 
addition, the motivation for loss of office floorspace within a 
development may be to re-use the space for another use 
considered to provide activation to the building or increase activity 
and footfall to an area. Therefore, it is proposed that a range of 
criteria are set out to ensure that it may be acceptable to lose a 
certain amount of office floorspace should the proposals seek to 
provide more planning benefits to the site than the existing 
conditions. 

The Council does recognise the benefits of the flexibility offered 
under class E.  However, we do recognise that some E class uses, in 
certain locations may have a direct impact on the viability of a town 
centre or on the function of an Employment Zone.  Conditions 
would only be used sparingly and when necessary.     
 
The Council will always consider any application in the round and 
whether the loss of some office floorspace may have wider 
benefits.  We also recognise that the freedoms offered under class 
E will allow loss of office to those very uses which may “provide 
activation to the building or increase activity and footfall.” 
 
. 
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Historic England 
(David English) 

As with our response to question 8.5 on Town Centre uses above, 
without prejudging the particular significance of different areas, 
Historic England has supported the use of Article 4 directions 
elsewhere in London, when these are looking to control 
conversions from Office to Residential and where these are likely 
to help protect the character and vitality of areas. 

Support for A4D noted. 

Turley (Laurence 
Brooker) 

Whilst the need to ensure sufficient employment provision and 
offices, our Client does not support a blanket protection of all 
offices in the Borough, as per Option 1. Such an approach is not 
considered appropriate in the context of the expected office 
demand and need in particular areas of the Borough, nor the 
demonstrable comparatively higher need of other land uses such 
as residential which should be prioritised. 
 
Office demand 
The Issues and Options document sets out that the Council has 
commissioned an Employment Land and Premises Study (‘ELPS’) by 
Iceni Projects, which is currently still in draft form. It notes that 
initial finding suggest that there will be a need for between 
50,000sqm and 76,000sqm of office floorspace by the end of the 
plan period, although this will continue to be reviewed and tested 
as the impacts of the ‘return to work’ following the pandemic 
become clearer. 
However, this need is not considered to be evenly distributed 
across the Borough, and we suggest that the Council considers 
how this need might be accommodated in different areas and re-
visit the evidence for specific Employment Zone policies in their 
options and policy development. 
 

Th Employment Land Study recommends protecting offices across 
the borough if the OAN for new offices is to be met.  It has also 
considered the main office locations and notes that none are no 
longer viable for offices. 
 
The Council does recognise that we are only normally likely to see 
the re-provision of existing office floorspace as part of larger mixed 
use developments, and where these developments are residential 
led.   
 
This may have implications on emerging policies concerning 
Employment Zones where we have required all development to be 
business led. 
 
Supporting additional housing may increase the deliverability as 
well as help the Council increase the delivery of new homes. 
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The ELPS notes that this predicted need is based upon forecasts 
from Cambridge Econometrics which show that “Between 2020 
and 2043, employment in RBKC will grow by 13.6% […]. RBKC will 
see an employment increase of around 21,000 between 2020 and 
2043”. The largest sector of this growth is predicted to take place 
in the Information and Communications industry, with an increase 
of around 7,900 jobs, followed by Financial and Business Services 
of around 2,500 jobs and other services and Government services, 
in which a number of sub-industries are predominantly office 
based, will also see a significant increase in employment of around 
2,200 and 2,900 respectively. As such, the majority of new 
employment is expected to be through office based jobs. It should 
therefore be noted that this predicted employment growth, reliant 
on projected office growth, could be radically different subject to 
the future approach to office vs home based working following the 
pandemic. 
 
Notwithstanding this identified need, the analysis of different 
office areas and Employment Zones within the borough in the ELPS 
suggest that the demand for this office space is not evenly 
distributed throughout the Borough. 
 
Although vacancy rates from the last year are somewhat 
misleading as they are higher due to the coronavirus pandemic, it 
is noted that the Borough’s overall office vacancy rate was 3.7% in 
June 2021, which increased to 5.8% in June 2021. However, in the 
Kensal Employment Zone the vacancy rate in June 2020 was 
7.29%, increased to 9.47% in June 2021. The ELPS clearly 
demonstrates that the Kensal Employment Zone has significantly 
higher vacancy rates than elsewhere in the Borough, with the 
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second highest vacancy rate of the employment and office areas 
(only beaten by Latimer Road Employment Zone). In addition to 
this, there is also a significant amount of office floorspace in the 
pipeline across the Borough that is not yet completed, including in 
Kensal, adding to the office floorspace uplift within the area. 
 
As such, it is clear from the emerging evidence base that the 
demand and need for office floorspace, which is largely dependent 
on the ‘return to work’ in the first place, is not evenly distributed 
throughout the Borough. This is particularly apparent in areas such 
as the Kensal Employment Zone where there is already significant 
uplift and high vacancy rates, and therefore it is clear that a 
Borough-wide blanket approach to office floorspace is unlikely to 
be appropriate. 
 
Prioritisation of homes 
Viability modelling results within the ELPS also indicate that 
redevelopment of existing industrial and office floorspace will be 
viable where existing floorspace is limited to 25% to 50% of 
proposed floorspace. Where there is a more limited uplift in 
floorspace (i.e. where existing space equates to 75% or more of 
new space), redevelopment is only viable in higher value areas and 
particularly where an element of residential is incorporated. 
 
As such, a significant number of redevelopment options on older 
commercial premises in need of modernising in lower value areas, 
will likely require a more significant uplift in floorspace and 
residential elements on site. This is particularly notable in lower 
value areas, of which, again the Kensal Employment Zone is noted 
as having the lowest commercial rents in the Borough. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

As noted in the Issues and Options document, the Government’s 
White Paper places emphasis on the provision of new homes, so 
that those who want to live in the Borough have a better chance of 
doing so. However, surplus and undeveloped land is limited in the 
Borough. In order to deliver much-needed housing, both in 
accordance with the priority of national policy direction, and to 
address the historic under-delivery of the Council (49% delivery in 
2020 Housing Delivery Test results), it is considered that the 
prioritisation of office space in certain areas of the Borough such 
as Kensal where the need for employment provision and land 
values are lower, could reduce the number of homes that the 
Council is able to deliver, while also limit the renewal and delivery 
of improved and flexible commercial space. 
 
Policy currently requires the introduction of homes within an 
Employment Zone to underpin a significant uplift in the quality and 
quantum of office/commercial floorspace. It is suggested that this 
approach is revised to ensure there is no net loss of 
office/commercial floorspace, or the retention of a viable quantum 
of commercial space, to protect existing uses/floorspace but also 
encourage an element of housing delivery in these Zones, to help 
deliver sites and meet other Local Plan priorities. It is also noted 
that such uplifts should be considered on the basis of Net Internal 
Area (NIA) rather than Gross Internal Area (GIA) in order to 
support more efficient design and buildings 

 



Q.9.2. Do you have any other options to suggest? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Local shared Office space is needed – perhaps one local business 
hub in each ward. 
RBKC could own and run these at an economic fee. 
In new developments meeting spaces for local community groups 
and social infrastructure are critical and must be included. 
 
These spaces need to be accessible - both economically and step 
free. 

This is beyond the remit of the Local Plan, but a form of use which 
could be of considerable benefit to the local community.  The 
Council does intend to introduce a new affordable business unit 
policy, but this is only likely to be relevant for a very small number 
of large mixed use proposals in the borough. 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

If the Council is to develop a Supplementary Planning document 
for the Lot’s Road area the priority should be the extension and 
enhancement of employment opportunities, not the provision of 
more housing. 

Noted. 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

I think that RBKC should follow central government proposals for a 
Class E use. Chelsea does not need different rules and if allowed to 
continue will stifle change of use to residential and therefore less 
homes in the Borough. 

Noted.  The Council is concerned that the Class MA change does not 
allow a Council to consider the benefit that the loss of an E class use 
will have on the service it provides or the local economy, but 
merely is a reflection in a differential of land values. 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Local shared Office space is needed – perhaps one local business 
hub in each ward. 
RBKC could own and run these at an economic fee. 

This is beyond the remit of the Local Plan, but a form of use which 
could be of considerable benefit to the local community.  The 
Council does intend to introduce a new affordable business unit 
policy, but this is only likely to be relevant for a very small number 
of large mixed use proposals in the borough. 

Linda Wade To support the economic recovery, start-ups, and business support 
there should be a business hub easily accessible, ideally with 
support for sole traders, self-employed creatives who need help 
with paperwork to trade or work in the EU. 
Shared office workspace with meeting rooms 

This is beyond the remit of the Local Plan, but a form of use which 
could be of considerable benefit to the local community.  The 
Council does intend to introduce a new affordable business unit 
policy, but this is only likely to be relevant for a very small number 
of large mixed use proposals in the borough. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

We support a review of town centre boundaries and to add to 
conservation areas where there are gaps along the street frontage. 
 
Any large development in town centres should provide 
enhancements to the public realm which will directly support the 
centres. e.g. Newcombe House, Odeon. 

Noted.  The Council carried out a review of town centre boundaries 
as part of the 2019 review of the Local Plan.  We are not aware of 
any current “gaps”. 
 
The Council notes the contribution that the redevelopment of 
larger sites can on public realm and to the vitality and viability of a 
town centre. 

Earl's Court Area 
Action Group 
(Bella Hardwick) 

We envisage a genuinely affordable provision of space for 
commercial and cultural businesses in its own "quarter" on the 
Earls Court Masterplan site. We also would like to see the Earls 
Court and West Kensington Opportunity Area along with Earl's 
Court becoming a Creative Enterprise Zone. 

The Council intends to include a policy relating to the provision of 
affordable workspace in the emerging Local Plan.  We would expect 
this to include a contribution in the Borough’s Opportunity Areas, 
Earl’s Court and West Kensington included.  
 
The nature of the place being created in Earl’s Court forms part of 
the Places chapter. 

David Lloyd-Davis A policy to encourage flexible/affordable workspaces for small 
start-up companies in hubs. The synergy between small innovative 
groups creates a vibrant community from which come the seeds of 
successful companies. 

The Council supports the provision of flexible business workspace, 
and recognises the value that such uses have in creating a vibrant 
community. 
 

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

All options except Option 4 relate to existing offices. ECDC 
encourages that policies should also support the provision of new 
offices, in centres and Areas of Growth, such as Earls Court, where 
office floorspace could be delivered as part of the overall 
commercial floorspace in the mixed-use masterplan for the site. 

The Earl’s Court allocation incudes a significant amount of new 
commercial floorspace.   The quantum will form part of this 
allocation, and must be of a scale which does not have a 
significantly detrimental impact on the vitality of our town centres.  

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

Covid-19 shaped the way people do business and work and this 
will change the way people use offices in the future. This epidemic 
proved that many people could continue doing the same work 
from home, and this reduces the traffic and the number of people 

The Council recognises that Covid19 is likely to reflect the way 
people work.  This is reflected in our Employment Land Study which 
has considered hybrid working and the impact 
 that it will have on the future need for office floorspace.  



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

using public transport which leads to reducing air pollution. 
Our approach to this issue needs to change accordingly. 

 

 

Issue 2: Light industrial uses 

Q.9.3. Which of these options do you support? You can pick more than one. 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Option 1 
Promote the provision of new light industrial floorspace as part of 
larger commercial developments. 
Lower cost workshops are needed across the Borough and can 
provide the premises which will provide places for local people to 
work. 
“Promoting” rather than “requiring” the provision of workshops 
should not jeopardise the deliverability of proposals. 
Option 2 
Resist the loss of maker spaces and other light industrial uses to 
residential. 
Without policy protection light industrial premises will be lost to 
residential. This is a reflection of a deferential in commercial value 
rather than any inherent weakness in the employment sector. 
This will only be possible if we have an Article 4 direction to 
require planning permission for change of use of E class uses to 
residential 

Support for both options noted. 



Respondent 
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Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

Both Support for both options noted. 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

We think that the NLPR sets us a false dichotomy is its Options 1 
and 2, when applied to Latimer Road. The StQW Neighbourhood 
Plan introduced the idea of this street as a good location for 
cultural businesses and ‘makers’. ‘Makers’ and creatives will find 
their way to suitable spaces in which to work. StQW Policies LR 1, 
2, and 3 provide for continued ground floor space in the street for 
this to happen (provided that these neighbourhood level policies 
are acknowledged as part of a new Local Plan). Hence, we do not 
see a need to choose between these two options.. 

The Council concurs with the view that the two options are not 
mutually exclusive. Support for the two options noted. 

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

We support Options 1 and 2 regarding Light Industrial uses Support for both options noted. 

Greg Hammond Support both, including the Article 4 direction, as long as it is used 
flexibly. 

Support for both options noted. 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Option 1 Support for option 1 noted. 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Option 1 
Promote the provision of new light industrial floorspace as part of 
larger commercial developments. 
Lower cost workshops are needed across the Borough and can 
provide the premises which will provide places for local people to 

Support for both options noted. 



Respondent 
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work. 
“Promoting” rather than “requiring” the provision of workshops 
should not jeopardise the deliverability of proposals. 
Option 2 
Resist the loss of maker spaces and other light industrial uses to 
residential. 
Without policy protection light industrial premises will be lost to 
residential. This is a reflection of a deferential in commercial value 
rather than any inherent weakness in the employment sector. 
This will only be possible if we have an Article 4 direction to 
require planning permission for change of use of E class uses to 
residential 

Linda Wade Option 1 
• Agree 
Option 2 
• Agree 

Support for both options noted. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Option 1  

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

Option 1: 
We support promoting the provision of light industrial workshops 
as part of mixed-use developments. However not limited to large 
developments. Side streets or mews often have light industrial 
units and we would support the retention of such services. 
 
Option 2: 
We would support/welcome any protection that an Article 4 
Direction could provide. 

Support for both options noted. We recognise that an Article 4 
direction is necessary if we are to resist the loss of any E class uses 
to residential.  Planning permission is not required for changes of 
use within the E class. 



Respondent 
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GLA (Hassan 
Ahmed) 

Industrial 
 
RBKC is located in the Central Services Area. As such, paragraph 
6.4.7 of the LP2021 is applicable. This makes it clear that all 
boroughs in the CSA should recognise the need to provide 
essential services to the Central Activities Zone (CAZ) and in 
particular sustainable ‘last mile’ distribution/logistics, ‘just-in-time’ 
servicing, waste management and recycling, and land to support 
transport functions. This should apply to all industrial sites within 
the borough, including both designated and non-designated 
industrial sites. It is clear in Figure 9.1 that RBKC has a significant 
number of light industrial and storage uses in the borough and 
these should be afforded some protection in accordance with 
Policies E4 and E7 of the LP2021. 

The Council recognises the value of its remaining industrial uses, 
but also that as an E class use, permission will not be required to 
change to a light industrial uses alternative E class use. 
 
A warehouse is a B8 use, and general industrial a B2 use and as such 
planning permission is required for its loss.  We recognise the value 
of such uses, and will resist its loss to residential uses.  However, we 
also recognise the nature of our industrial and warehouse uses and 
that these are not the uses which generally prove essential services 
to the CAZ.  It may be they offer greater benefits as office/ other 
commercial space. 
 
 
 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

TfL CD generally supports Option 1, to promote new light industrial 
floorspace as part of larger commercial developments. For mixed-
use developments, such as Earls Court, ‘agent of change’ issues 
must be considered. Light industrial uses would need to be 
compatible with neighbouring residential uses and therefore, it is 
suggested that light industrial uses in mixed-use schemes are 
encouraged as research and development and industrial processes 
uses under Class E part (g) (i and ii). This will help future proof 
future commercial development through supporting technological 
innovation and protecting residents. 

Whilst an E class Light industrial use should be, by its very 
definition, “neighbourly” the Council does recognise that care must 
be taken to ensure that a mixed use scheme does fully address the 
compatibility of neighbouring uses. 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Q. 9.3 Support Option 2 Noted 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

I support both options. Noted 
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David Lloyd-Davis Options 1&2. Noted 

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

All. Noted 

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

ECDC support the approach set out in Option 1 to promote new 
light industrial floorspace as part of larger commercial 
developments. For mixed-use developments, such as Earls Court, 
industrial uses will need to be compatible with neighbouring 
residential uses and therefore, it is suggested that light industrial 
uses in mixed-use schemes should be encouraged as research and 
development and industrial processes uses under Class E part (g) (i 
and ii). This will help future proof future commercial development 
through supporting technological innovation. However, this should 
not preclude storage uses (Use Class B8) in large development 
sites where they can be appropriately located and as meanwhile 
uses. 

Whilst an E class Light industrial use should be, by its very 
definition, “neighbourly” the Council does recognise that care must 
be taken to ensure that a mixed use scheme does fully address the 
compatibility of neighbouring uses. 
 
We will assess any application which includes an significant B8 
element on its merits, having regard to the contribution  that such 
uses have to the site and upon its wider role as supporting the CAZ. 

 

 

Q.9.4. Do you have any other options to suggest? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Design, creative, artistic, and cultural start-ups need support and 
subsidised shared Light Industrial space. (The Westway Trust 
estate is a good example) 

Contribution of these uses noted, and supported. 



Respondent 
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Comments Council response 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Compliance with central government directive to relax change of 
use but incorporating the latest requirements for quality of 
housing developments. 

Noted.  The Council is of the view that an A4D is necessary to allow 
the Council to protect well needed commercial uses. 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Design, creative, artistic, and cultural start-ups need support and 
subsidised shared Light Industrial space. (The Westway Trust 
estate is a good example) 

Contribution of these uses noted, and supported. 

Linda Wade Studios, light manufacturing, creative workspaces require start up 
space 

Contribution of these uses noted, and supported. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Design, creative, artistic, and cultural start-ups need support and 
subsidised shared light industrial space. 

Contribution of these uses noted, and supported. 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

Do not limit protection or encouragement for light industrial to 
large developments. Side streets or mews often have light 
industrial units, and we strongly support the retention of such 
services. See response to Q9.3. 

Noted.  A light industrial use lies within Class E and as such planning 
permission is not required to an alternative E class use.  The A4D is 
necessary if we are to resist E class uses from changing to higher 
value residential uses. 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

The Local Plan also needs to consider the provision of logistics / 
distribution throughout the borough, especially small scale B8 ‘last 
mile distribution’ to serve the strong and continuing trend towards 
home shopping and deliveries, and also to serve local shops and 
other businesses. 

Noted.  Whilst the borough does have some Class B8 uses they are 
not a major component of the Borough’s business sector. The draft 
policy will reflect the value of these B8 uses, although allow 
changes of use to offices or light industrial uses. 

David Lloyd-Davis A policy encouraging and supporting hubs of affordable light 
industrial/artisan workshops within the Employment Zones. 

Noted. The role that hubs of lower cost workshops will be reflected 
in emerging policy.  Affordable workshops will only be required for 
larger scale proposals when we are satisfied that they will not 
jeopardise the deliverability of a proposal.  

Labour Group of 
Councillors 

We must fiercely protect our Employment Zones. All too often 
‘commercial use’ is replaced, never to be used. Grand Union 
Centre is a good/bad example. It used to be a thriving 

Noted.  The Council recognises that redevelopment of commercial 
sites across the borough, including within our Employment Zones, 
often increases rental values, making them unaffordable to those 
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(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

workshop/office and light industrial space, home to numerous 
small businesses. Once developed with mainly private housing 
(plus open space for the use of private homes only, and poor doors 
round the back), a number of shops/retail spaces were provided at 
street level. Most remain empty after four years, creating dead 
space. The rent is too high for any genuine local use. This is 
repeated in numerous developments around Kensal. 

who previously occupied the same spaces. The affordable business 
policy will seek to address this issue, although it will only apply to 
larger schemes when the provision of such space does not render 
the re-development unviable.  Requiring new commercial space to 
be let on the same terms as the existing will result in very little new 
commercial floorspace coming forward. 
 
   

 

Issue 3: Affordable workspaces 

Q.9.5. Which of these options do you support? You can pick more than one. 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

Option 1 Support for provision of affordable workspace as part of new larger 
developments noted. 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

We support options 1 and 2. Other London Boroughs with lower 
land values than RBKC have operated successful policies that 
achieve discounted workspace in major developments. There are 
examples to draw on – albeit that London may well experience 
much surplus workspace in the immediate future with rent levels 
falling to ‘affordable’ levels. 
. 

Support for provision of affordable workspace as part of new larger 
developments noted. 

Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

Option 3 
The strength of demand for employment floorspace in the 
Borough is not sufficient to place an additional burden of 
discounted workspace accommodation. Questions of how much 

The Borough’s Employment Land Study confirms that there is a 
need for affordable workspace in the borough. This also considers 
the impact that such floorspace may have upon the overall viability 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

discount, for which companies and for how long would create 
cumbersome requirements for investors, landlords and tenants 
which are difficult to administer and would ultimately discourage 
investment. 

a scheme, and only recommends the provision of affordable 
workspace for the largest schemes.  

Greg Hammond I support the lightest touch possible (Option 3?) and the Council 
should definitely not go into the business of providing workspaces, 
except out of irreducible spare capacity in its existing property 
portfolio. 

There are a number of possible methods of delivery of affordable 
workspace. The Council does not intend to run or manage any 
floorspace itself.  A popular model is for space to be let to a third 
party specialist provider.  

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Option 3 Noted. 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Option 1 
Affordable workspaces should be provided as part of new larger 
scale commercial schemes. 
Affordable workspaces help support a sector of the industry which 
may not be 
Developers will have to include a small amount of affordable 
workspace as part of their commercial or mixed-use schemes. This 
should be at a level which does not affect the viability of the 
scheme. Choices may have to be taken as to what “cost” is 
prioritised. 
Option 2 
What model of affordable workspace should the Council support? 
There are various models which can help deliver the provision of 
low-cost workspaces to be used by those who add social value. Not 
all will be suitable in this borough. The cost to a developer will 
depend on the model chosen. It will also influence the nature of 
the floorspace being provided and the opportunities open to those 
looking to occupy it. 

Noted. 
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Option 3 
The provision of a range of workspaces in large commercial 
development should be supported but there be no requirement 
for formally discounted space. 
If the Council is to see the need for new commercial floorspace 
met, it should seek to minimise any cost associated with it. New 
business floorspace will only be available to those who can afford 
market rates. This will force many to locate outside of a higher 
value borough such as ours 

Linda Wade Option 1 
• Agree 
Option 2 
• This would require a workspace strategy to determine that the 
relevant space provided was appropriate. I.e., if it were creative 
sufficient light, ventilation, and access, if it was a garage, it would 
require something else. 
Option 3 
• Disagree 

Support for provision of affordable workspace as part of new larger 
developments noted. The Council concurs with the view that care 
must be taken to ensure that appropriate space is provided.  

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Option 1 Support for provision of affordable workspace as part of new larger 
developments noted. 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

Option 1: 
We support a diversity of provision of employment spaces within 
new larger-scale commercial schemes. 
 
Option 2: 
Other London boroughs must be facing the same issues – ask 
London Councils and the GLA. 
 

Support for provision of affordable workspace as part of new larger 
developments noted. 
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Option 3: 
Oppose the “no requirement for formally discounted space”. 
Without a policy it will never happen. We support developers 
being required to provide a range of sizes and rents in new 
developments. 

GLA (Hassan 
Ahmed) 

Affordable workspace 
The Mayor welcomes RBKCs recognition and intention to make 
provision for affordable workspace in the borough. RBKC should 
note Policies E2 and E3 of the LP2021 which address needs for 
suitable business space and affordable workspace in London. 
Policy E2 requires large commercial development to consider 
providing space for micro, small and medium sized enterprises, 
while Policy E3 sets out how planning obligations can be secured 
to provide for affordable workspace. RBKC should recognise and 
reflect the differences between these types of space. 

Support for provision of affordable workspace as part of new larger 
developments noted. 
 
Emerging policy will include support for the provision of a range of 
unit types/ sizes. 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

The viability and deliverability of providing affordable workspaces 
within schemes must be taken into account in policies. We also 
consider that if there are viability issues, provision of affordable 
housing and vital infrastructure should be prioritised before 
affordable workspaces. 

The Borough’s Employment Land Study considers the impact that 
such floorspace may have upon the overall viability a scheme, and 
only recommends the provision of affordable workspace for the 
largest schemes. 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Q 9.5 Support Option 1 . Noted. 

David Lloyd-Davis Option 1. Noted. 

Alex Mackay Option 3 Noted. 

Quod on behalf 
of Earls Court 
Development 

ECDC support the objectives behind providing affordable 
workspace policies. However, it is important that provision is 
deliverable and considered alongside other issues on large sites, 

Support for affordable workspace noted. 
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Company 
(Steffan Rees) 

such as Earls Court where there will also be viability challenges 
associated with affordable housing and infrastructure. Choices 
may need to be made to optimise priorities. 

The Borough’s Employment Land Study considers the impact that 
such floorspace may have upon the overall viability a scheme, and 
only recommends the provision of affordable workspace for the 
largest schemes. We recognise that the provision of affordable 
workspace will have a “cost” to a development. The combined costs 
of various requirements must not render a proposal unviable. 

DP9 on behalf of 
WELCOME 
TRUST  (Zoe 
Smythe) 

Wellcome Trust supports Option 3 for the provision of a range of 
workspaces within developments, rather than requiring a formal 
discounted space. Wellcome Trust opine that development should 
bring forward flexible market workspaces as part of a development 
proposal. 

Noted. The Council does recognise the benefits of the provision of 
formal affordable workspace for the largest schemes. 

Turley (Laurence 
Brooker) 

The need for affordable workspace is acknowledged by our Client, 
particularly to support start-ups, smaller businesses, creative 
industries, maker spaces and other businesses that provide social 
value. 
 
However, Option 1 which suggests that affordable workspaces 
should be provided as part of new larger scale commercial 
schemes is not supported as it is considered not the most 
appropriate way to address need and could impact on 
development viability, thereby de-incentivising the redevelopment 
and therefore revitalisation of fit-for-purpose, modern commercial 
floorspace. 
 
Instead, our Client supports Option 3 which is considered to allow 
for flexibility to deliver meaningful affordable workspaces in 
appropriate locations and developments. 
 

Recognition that there is a need for affordable workspace is noted.  
 
We also recognise that this need is likely to be best accommodated 
with a small number of creative clusters.   
 
We do recognise that creative industries may choose to locate in 
older character and lower cost buildings.  However, we must be 
pragmatic and recognise that it is only the larger proposals which 
are likely to be of a scale that can deliver affordable workspace 
without rendering a proposal unviable.   
 
The Council does recognise that there may some situations were a 
contribution rather than the provision of space may be appropriate.   
 
The Council will always consider the impact that the provision of 
affordable workspace will have upon the over viability of a scheme. 
There may be some circumstances when this may have an impact 
on the quantum of affordable housing that can be delivered. The 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

In relation to the nature of the need, it is noted that the majority 
of businesses that would benefit from affordable and discounted 
workspace are precisely the sort of smaller, creative industries that 
thrive best when clustered together. The draft Employment Land 
and Premises Study notes that “culture, media and entertainment” 
sectors are particularly prevalent in the borough and “when 
combined, these sectors make up 8.5% of RBKC’s employment 
compared to 6.4% for London and just 3.1% for the UK as whole, 
meaning RBKC accounts for 1.5% of the UK’s employment in these 
sectors. Sound recording and music publishing activities are 
particularly prominent in RBKC with 11.1% of the UK’s 
employment in this sector being in the Borough.” 
 
It is considered that it would be most beneficial for the creative 
industries and smaller businesses that make up a distinct character 
of the Borough, to be provided for in clusters rather than spread 
out through piecemeal affordable workspace across the Borough. 
Furthermore, their inclusion within larger scale commercial 
schemes would potentially be an unattractive option for small 
businesses and creative industries and stifle their development. 
 
As such, option 3 is our Client’s preferred option, which seeks to 
support a wide range of workspaces in large commercial 
development without a requirement for formally discounted 
space. This allows for flexibility of options of workspace provision 
that might suit different businesses and different individual 
locations in the Borough, providing a mix. 
 
We would also suggest that where affordable workspace is not 
considered to be appropriate or to meet the needs of the smaller 

Council will have to consider what contribution would be 
preferable. 
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and creative industries likely to use them, that an option is 
provided for developers to potentially provide for off-site 
affordable workspace on alternative sites that would benefit from 
small business agglomeration. 
 
In relation to the viability of providing affordable workspace on all 
new commercial schemes, as outlined in Option 1, it is noted that 
viability differs broadly across the Borough. The ELPS notes that 
whilst the majority of zones would be able to absorb a 10% 
affordable workspace requirement, this is not the case in the 
Kensal area (Zone F), where the market rents are significantly 
lower than elsewhere in the Borough. As such, it is considered that 
any affordable workspace policy that requires all new commercial 
development to provide affordable workspace (as per Option 1 if 
pursued) seeks to reflect the difference in viability across the 
Borough, so that the demand for affordable workspace can be met 
without unduly and unfairly placing higher pressures on areas of 
the Borough such as Kensal, where higher levels of provision could 
struggle to deliver viable commercial redevelopment, even at 10%. 
This could prejudice development and delivery of other planning 
benefits (such as potentially affordable housing on mixed use 
schemes) in such areas. It is considered that the delivery of 
affordable homes should be the priority for the Council above 
requiring affordable workspace on every new mixed use scheme 
with a commercial element. As such, our Client supports the more 
flexible approach to these considerations, as outlined in Option 3. 

 

  



Q.9.6. Do you have any other options to suggest? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Empty workspaces in managed estates should be released for 
temporary start-ups pop-up licences (say for 6 months). 
See CapCo’s planning proposal report on “Chemistry” using voids 
for pop-ups. 

The Council welcomes this approach, although notes that this is not 
a planning matter than can form part of a requirement within a 
Local Plan. 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Follow central Government advise on a new Class E. There is no 
reason that development should be compelled to provide work 
space, the market should decide the location of inexpensive space. 

In this borough, with the land values that we have,  the market 
alone will not provide affordable workspace.  The Council must 
decide whether it is appropriate to use the planning system to 
ensure that higher value land uses cross subsidise the provision of 
lower cost by “desirable” uses.  We can do so where these do not 
stop the delivery of the proposal.   

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Empty workspaces in managed estates should be released for 
temporary start-ups pop-up licences (say for 6 months). 
See CapCo’s planning proposal report on “Chemistry” using voids 
for pop-ups. 

The Council welcomes this approach, although notes that this is not 
a planning matter than can form part of a requirement within a 
Local Plan. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Empty workspaces in managed estates should be released for 
temporary start-ups pop-up licences (say for 6 months). 

The Council welcomes this approach, although notes that this is not 
a planning matter than can form part of a requirement within a 
Local Plan. 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Other. Allow/encourage a proportion of live/work units to suit new 
patterns of home working 

The Council is concerned that live/work units revert, in practice, to 
the higher value use – a live/live unit. One should note that the use 
of a room within an otherwise residential property as an office will 
not normally constitute a material change of use that will require 
planning permission. The “office” element is normally ancillary to 
the main residential use. 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

It is difficult enough to force developers to provide adequate 
affordable housing . I think that additional affordable work space 

The Council would only require the provision of affordable 
workspace when satisfied that it does not impact upon the overall 
deliverability of the proposal. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

will not be feasible without subsidy either by Councils, the Mayor's 
Office or Central Government 

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

The Local Plan should acknowledge the potential for a significant 
employment offer at Earls Court (see the covering letter) 

The allocation for the Earl’s Court OA recognises the significant 
employment offer of the site. However, care must be taken to 
ensure that the quantum of commercial floorspace does not 
jeopardise the vitality of adjoining town centres. 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

We must protect existing light industrial areas and promote the 
provision of new premises suitable for new light industrial use. If 
not we will, over time, become a dormitory borough. 

The value of a range of commercial uses noted. The current E to C 
A4D is essential in this regard. 

 

  



Issue 4: Hotels/visitor accommodation  

Q.9.7. Which of these options do you support? You can pick more than one. 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

None of them Noted.  The desired approach is not clear? The Council does note 
that hotels do make a significant contribution to the local and wider 
economy, and as such should only be lost/ new hotels discouraged 
when there are good planning reasons to do so. 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

Option 1: We support continuing to protect hotel rooms and other 
forms of visitor accommodation across the Borough, but there 
needs to be far more enforcement against unauthorised use of 
Airbnb accommodation. Policy CF9 is toothless against Airbnb and 
ways of strengthening should be considered. 

Support for protection of existing hotels noted. 
 
 

Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

Option 2 
It is important that Use Class C1 floorspace is protected in key 
locations. Visitor accommodation is critical to the Boroughs 
economy. The release of surplus stock in specific locations (such as 
the Earls Court Ward) which would not undermine the visitor 
economy, could be positive for the delivery of other priorities for 
the Borough such as housing and affordable housing. 

Support for the loss of hotels is areas where there is surplus stock is 
noted. 
 
 
 

Greg Hammond I support diversification as market conditions dictate (Option 3), 
which is how many of the small hotels came into being in place of 
dwellings in the first place in the 1970s. Also, by extension, I 
support Option 2, but the Earl's Court ward boundary is a too 
narrowly defined area: parts of Courtfield and Abingdon wards 
have the SW5 (Earl's Court) postcode and the same type of small 
hotel are prevalent in these areas. 

Support for diversification of existing hotels noted. 
 
Support for loss of hotels where an over concentration noted. 

Kerry Davis-Head HOTELS. AIRBNB ETC 
AIRBNB and similar have created numerous problems for residents 

The Council recognises the problems associated with the private let 
model of visitor accommodation. This can cause real problems, 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

adjacent to such “housing”. There also seems to be a lack of 
supervision and intervention for any HMOs or Hostel type 
accommodation, rubbish and noise has an impact on those living 
near. The lack of hotels, which on the whole are well run and 
conform to regulations, means visitors are forced to use 
unregulated lettings, with little fire safety provision. 

both in terms of losing much needed residential stock and in terms 
of creating anti-social and un-neighbourly behaviour.   
 
Unfortunately, planning permission is not normally required for a 
short term let for less than 90 days.  Planning enforcement is 
difficult in this regard.  

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Option 3 Noted. 

Elizabeth Ashley Option 2 
 
Option 3 

Noted. 

Linda Wade Option 1 
• Agree 
Option 2 
• Agree 
Option 3 
• Agree but the serviced apartments and aparthotels still require 
monitoring and controls 

Noted. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Options 2,3 Noted. 

Tom Bennett I support Option 3. Some areas of the borough have an over-
supply of low quality hotel accommodation. This is of limited 
benefit to the borough. We should make it easier for hotels to get 
planning to convert to residential. I don't think this will lead to a 
loss of good quality hotel provision, as successful hotels will not 

Support for diversification of existing hotels noted. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

increase in value by converting to residential - though failing ones 
will. 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

General comment: No-one can forecast future demand for 
hotels/visitor accommodation in five years’ time, let alone over 
the 10-year Local Plan period or the 20-year forecasting period. 
Unlike other London boroughs, Kensington and Chelsea was 
forecast not to need to cater for any significant increase in 
bedspaces. However, it is too soon to make an informed policy 
choice. 
 
The effect of Airbnb and other short-term lets’ effect on the hotel 
industry needs to be investigated and assessed and not ignored. 
The loss of housing to short-lets needs to be assessed and perhaps 
should be counted as a reduction in the borough’s housing 
numbers. 
 
Option 1: 
We support the retention of existing hotels 
 
Option 2: 
What few hotels that are left would very quickly be turned into 
housing. Supporting evidence must be provided. The condition of 
the property should not be a reason for agreeing to a change of 
use. 
 
Option 3: 
There is already a great diversity of choice. Not sure what is mean 
by “new models of operations”. Needs explaining. 

The Council recognises the uncertainty with regard a post Covid-19 
recovery and the need for future hotel accommodation.  However, 
the informed expectation is that tourist level will return to pre-
pandemic levels in 2024. 
 
The loss of permanent housing to short term lets is included as a 
net loss when considering the boroughs housing numbers.  As such 
it is, and will continue to be, resisted. 
 
Support for protection of existing hotels noted. 
 
 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Q 9.7 Difficult to comment without knowing more about supply 
and demand over the coming years. Suspect there is an oversupply 
in Earls Court and some relaxation is needed. This could also 
provide a significant amount of new housing. 

Noted.  There is no evidence of an expected oversupply, come 2024 
when tourist numbers are expected to return to post Covid-19 
numbers. 
 
We do recognise the contribution that the loss of hotels could have 
to the boroughs housing supply.  However, this “benefit” will be at 
the expense of uses which can support the local and wider 
economy.  

David Campbell Option 2: Allow losses in Earls Court now the Exhibition Centre has 
gone? Provide homes for locals rather than serviced apartments 
for Tourists and short term stays? 
I strongly support Policy CF9 which restricts short term lets such as 
“Airbnb” and wish to see it tightened and properly 
regulated/enforced. 

Support for loss of hotels in Earl’s Court noted. 
 
The Council recognises the problems associated with the private let 
model of visitor accommodation. This can cause real problems, 
both in terms of losing much needed residential stock and in terms 
of creating anti-social and un-neighbourly behaviour.  
 
Unfortunately, planning permission is not normally required for a 
short term let for less than 90 days. 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

I support Options 2 and 3. Noted. 

Collette 
Wilkinson 

None Noted. 

David Lloyd-Davis Options 2&3. Noted. 

Alex Mackay Options 2 and 3. Noted. 

Quod on behalf 
of Earls Court 
Development 

ECDC support the principles of Option 3, where new hotel and 
visitor facilities are supported in the Borough. ECDC considers this 

The Council considers that the Earl’s Court opportunity area is an 
appropriate location for  new hotels. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Company 
(Steffan Rees) 

will enable new facilities to respond to future demand from new 
destinations, such as Earls Court and new models of operation. 

Wardell 
Armstrong LLP 
for Tatton Group  
(Rachel 
Wilbraham  ) 

We commend the Council in recognising the key role which 
tourism plays in the local economy, and the importance that 
providing a supportive policy context will be in assisting the post 
covid economic recovery. We also support the Council’s 
recognition that new platforms and tourist accommodation types 
such as ‘Airbnb’ which are growing exponentially and are able to 
provide a broader range of accommodation options. In relation to 
the options outlined under Issue 4, we would lend greatest 
support to Option 3 which seeks the most diverse and supportive 
approach to both current and future tourist accommodation. 

Support for diversification of existing hotels noted. 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Hotel uses, whilst protected in most of RBKC, should be allowed to 
change to residential in Earl’s Court reflecting changes specific to 
this area. 

Support for loss of hotels in Earl’s Court ward noted.  

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Hotel uses, whilst protected in most of RBKC, should be allowed to 
change to residential in Earl’s Court. 

Support for loss of hotels in Earl’s Court ward noted. 

Linda Wade Hotels that are struggling have the option to apply to go residential 
use in the Earl’s Court area and no further hotel development in 
the ward. 

Support for loss of hotels in Earl’s Court ward noted. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Hotel uses, whilst protected in most of the Borough, should be 
allowed to change to residential in Earl’s Court. 

Support for loss of hotels in Earl’s Court ward noted. 

  



Q.9.8. Do you have any other options to suggest? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Short Term Holiday Lets (STHL) should be Registered and Licensed 
according to the recommendations of the Environment Select 
Committee report. 

Noted. 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

Air B&Bs are often damaging to the amenities of local residents 
and risk diminishing the availability of housing. The Council should 
try to prevent their emergence or spread 

Noted.  Informal forms of short term lets are very difficult to control 
though the planning process.  However, such uses will be resisted 
where planning permission is required.  This reflects the concern 
that the Council has in terms of the impact that such uses have 
upon the borough’s housing stock and upon unneighbourly 
behaviour. 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Retain Policy CF9 as airbnb lets are very unsatisfactory for existing 
occupants who are left living in properties with empty apartments 
and a detrimental change in the character of their buildings. 

Noted.  Informal forms of short term lets are very difficult to control 
though the planning process.  However, such uses will be resisted 
where planning permission is required.  This reflects the concern 
that the Council has in terms of the impact that such uses have 
upon the borough’s housing stock and upon unneighbourly 
behaviour 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Short Term Holiday Lets (STHL) should be Registered and Licensed 
according to the recommendations of the Environment Select 
Committee report. 

Noted. 

Linda Wade Short Term Holiday Lets are damaging the hotel business, they are 
also creating problems for the residents in the blocks where flats 
have been let out. These flats should be registered, they should be 
checked for fire safety, and restrictions on the number of people 
staying in the flats should be applied. 

Noted. 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

As regards which existing plan policies to retain: 
 
CF9: We strongly support a much tougher approach to short lets – 

The Council intends to retain Policies CF9, CF10 and CF11. 
 
The Council has no plans to pedestrianise Exhibition Road further. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

if the loss of permanent homes is to be addressed. At present the 
scale of loss of housing is not apparent, although the Borough has 
one of the highest numbers of advertised short-let properties. 
However if there were full disclosure of the scale of “change of 
use” to short-lets, this would identify the scale of losses to the 
housing stock. 
 
CF10: This should be retained. 
CF11: This should be retained and expanded It needs to state that 
the residential streets surrounding the area should be protected 
and Exhibition Road will remain as a road and not pedestrianised. 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

The need for hotel and visitor accommodation to support future 
centres, such as the Earls Court site, needs to be considered. 

The Council recognises the valuable role that hotels can play in 
supporting our town centres, including the Earl’s Court Opportunity 
Area. 

Earl's Court Area 
Action Group 
(Bella Hardwick) 

We strongly oppose allowing the loss of hotels in Earl's Court ward. 
We will need the hotels for the multi-purpose venue which we 
campaign for. If a cultural venue of some sort is approved, then we 
would also need the existing range of hotels which cater for all 
budgets. Local hospitality businesses such as bars, restaurants etc 
thrive on people having overnight stays which a new destination 
location would generate and it would lead to business owners 
committing to further investment in the area. It is surprising that 
the Council would even consider this as an option. These 
businesses are struggling due to the demolition of the Earls Court 
Exhibition Centres and the pandemic. The Council should be 
working with hoteliers on a post-Covid 19 comeback strategy not 
allowing their loss! 

Support for retention of hotels in Earl’s Court noted. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

Is control of Air Bnb required : it is notable that other major 
European cities are taking action to restore properties which are 
under Air Bnb back to the true residential sector. 

This is beyond the remit of the planning system as currently 
drafted. The Council will resist the loss of permanent homes to 
short term lets when planning permission is required. 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

A recent estimate stated that there are 6,000 AirBnB homes on 
offer. This is just one of a number of short-let agencies. Added to 
the long-term empty and second homes, this adds up to cc14,000 
homes not lived in permanently. 
We welcome visitors but in many areas – such as South Kensington 
and possibly Notting Hill Gate – the needs of visitors have gained 
precedence over the needs of residents. Coffee shops, take-aways 
and souvenir shops squeeze out convenience stores and other 
local amenities. We need to rebalance this, or we are accepting 
that we are making parts of the borough unlivable. 
We need to enforce the current regulations on short lets. At one 
point there were 16 in a Mayor-funded building in Golborne ward. 
This is untenable. 

The Council recognises the impact that short term lets can have 
upon the stock of permanent homes and will resist the loss of 
permanent homes to short term lets when planning permission is 
required. 

Wardell 
Armstrong LLP 
for Tatton Group  
(Rachel 
Wilbraham  ) 

Whilst we are in overall support of option 3, we would recommend 
re-enforcing the role that new accommodation types (such as 
‘Airbnb’) are able to play in meeting the need for hotel space. This 
recognition will further support the hotel and tourism sector and 
enable a formal policy to be devised which proactively supports 
and addresses the needs of this alternative to traditional hotels. 

The Council does recognise the role that short term lets play. 
However, they can have an impact on the supply of permanent 
homes. As such we will resist the creation of short term let to the 
expense of hoes as and when planning permission is required. 

 

 

 

 



SECTION 10: SOCIAL AND COMMUNITY USE 
 

Issue 1: Types of social and community uses 

 

Q.10.1. Which of these options do you support? You can pick more than one. 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

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

Para 10.4: Education uses should include student accommodation, 
such as halls of residences, where they are directly related to or an 
integral part of the main educational use. 
 
The description proposed in the second bullet in para 10.4 should 
be revised to read: “education uses, including primary and 
secondary, private and grant maintained, schools, tertiary 
education, including student accommodation directly related to or 
an integral part of the main education use; creches, nurseries and 
youth facilities;” 
There is a need to protect such educational uses from losses to 
housing. 

Suggestion to widen the definition of education uses by including 
student accommodation which is directly related to or an integral 
part of the main education use is noted.  However, this would result 
in large student halls associated with a named provider be 
considered a “social and community use”.  This may have 
unintended consequences and is not supported.  This would 
suggest that a “social and community” student hall would be 
favoured over most other uses. 
 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

SUPPORT ALL OPTIONS 
Option 1 
Add a separate category of cultural uses (e.g. galleries, theatres, 
museums, rehearsal and dance space) into the definition. 
Cultural uses deliver both economic and social benefits, serving 
local community as well as visitors of the borough. The loss of 
cultural venues, facilities or spaces can have a detrimental effect 
on an area, particularly when they serve a local community 
function. Cultural uses will be protected however defined. 
Option 2 
Include river-based recreational facilities as part of sport facilities 

Support for all options is noted. 
 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

definition. The Borough’s location on the River Thames provides an 
opportunity for development of river-based recreational uses and 
this space should be recognised as part of the sport facilities 
definition. 
In the current definition of social and community uses, while river-
based facilities fall under the sports facilities category, it is not 
explicitly stated. This would clarify it. 
Option 3 
Add a separate category of parks and open spaces (e.g. parks, 
open spaces, garden squares, cemeteries) into the definition. Parks 
and open spaces have a community function and contribute to the 
wellbeing of local community as well as visitors of the borough. 
Parks and open spaces will be protected regardless but this would 
explicitly recognise the role they play for the community. 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

All of them Support for all options is noted. 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

We support the response of the Kensington Society including its 
suggestions on additions to the list of social and community uses 
offered some planning protection under Policy CK1 

Support for all three options along with Kensington Society 
comments is noted. 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

No comment Noted. 

Lots Village, 
Chelsea 
Association of 
Residents and 

Social and Community assets should include essential Community 
Centres, and we support the other five uses listed as well. 

Community Centres are indeed considered Social and Community 
Use under other “valued use” and it will continue to be the case in 
the future.   



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Businesses 
(Rosemary 
Baker) 

Greg Hammond I support all three options for extension of protections. Support for all options is noted. 

Kerry Davis-Head TRAINING/EDUCATION. 
This is mentioned, and Re training. Yet places like the old “Adult 
Ed” have long since morphed into centres for the young. Gone are 
the days of subsidies for the retired, learning skills they could 
utilise for volunteering or to gain work. The older sector once 
again squeezed out to the provinces. 

Noted. 

The Theatre 
Trust (Ross 
Anthony) 

The Trust is supportive of Option 1 (the introduction of cultural 
uses into this category) for the reasons set out under 'Why?'. 
These uses are all covered together within the NPPF. This would 
not preclude Options 1 or 2 coming forward, neither of which are 
in conflict with Option 1. 

Support for all three options is noted. 

Exhibition Road 
Cultural Group 
(Emily Candler) 

Support inclusion of cultural amenities and parks in the category of 
community use (option 1 and option 3). The pandemic has 
reinforced how vital these places are to physical and mental 
health. 

Support for Options 1 and 3 is noted. Cultural uses and well as parks 
are all uses protected by the Local Plan. Cultural uses are included 
in the definition of a social and community use. 

Natural History 
Museum (Adam 
Donovan) 

The NHM notes that one of the Options put forward is to add a 
separate category which includes ‘cultural uses’ under the types of 
social and community uses. The NHM is supportive of how this will 
protect cultural uses. However, it requests that there is some 
flexibility in regards to how strictly they are protected. Where 
there is additional space within a cultural institution, re-purposing 
to a more appropriate use should not be restricted. 

Support for Option 1 is noted. Comment regarding the flexibility of 
Policy to allow for the loss of cultural uses where there is a surplus 
of use is noted.  
 
The draft local plan recognises that a cultural use is a form of social 
and community use. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Options 1,2 and 3 Support for all options is noted. 

Port of London 
Authority 
(Michael Atkins) 

To confirm the PLA supports option 2 specifically to include river 
based recreational facilities as part of the sport facilities definition 
and welcome the recognition to the opportunity for the increased 
development of river-based recreational uses. 
 
This is supported by the PLA’s Thames Vision which includes the 
goal to see greater participation in sport and recreation on and 
alongside the water. 

Support for Option 2 is noted.  Sports facilities, including river-
based recreational facilities, are considered to be a social and 
community use. 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

SUPPORT ALL OPTIONS 
Option 1 
Add a separate category of cultural uses (e.g. galleries, theatres, 
museums, rehearsal and dance space) into the definition. 
Cultural uses deliver both economic and social benefits, serving 
local community as well as visitors of the borough. The loss of 
cultural venues, facilities or spaces can have a detrimental effect 
on an area, particularly when they serve a local community 
function. Cultural uses will be protected however defined. 
Option 2 
Include river-based recreational facilities as part of sport facilities 
definition. The Borough’s location on the River Thames provides an 
opportunity for development of river-based recreational uses and 
this space should be recognised as part of the sport facilities 
definition. 
In the current definition of social and community uses, while river-
based facilities fall under the sports facilities category, it is not 
explicitly stated. This would clarify it. 

Support for all three options is noted. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Option 3 
Add a separate category of parks and open spaces (e.g. parks, 
open spaces, garden squares, cemeteries) into the definition. Parks 
and open spaces have a community function and contribute to the 
wellbeing of local community as well as visitors of the borough. 
Parks and open spaces will be protected regardless but this would 
explicitly recognise the role they play for the community. 

Linda Wade Option 1 
• Agree 
 
Option 2 
• Agree 
 
Option 3 
• Agree 

Support for all options is noted. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Options 1,3 Support for Options 1 and 3 is noted. 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

General comment 
 
Option 1: We see no objection to a separate category of cultural 
uses so long as Policy CF7 continues to apply, including a 
sequential approach (CF7c). It should include auction houses, 
exhibition spaces, cinemas and studios. 
Option 2: We support the expansion to cover river- and canal-
based recreation. 
Option 3: Totally agree. Parks and open spaces to be mentioned 
with a cross-reference to Policy CR5, which must continue to apply 

Noted. Support for all three options is noted.  
 
Auction houses, exhibition spaces, cinemas and studios are all 
currently classed as “cultural uses” and as such will be protected. 
For clarity this are also included as a form of social and community 
use.  



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

No comment. Noted. 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Q 10.1 Support options 1 and 3 Support for Options 1 and 3 is noted. 

Mozafar Amiri I agree with adding "cultural" and "parks and open spaces" to the 
list. 

Support for Options 1 and 3 is noted. 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

I support all three options. Support for all options is noted. 

David Lloyd-Davis Option 2. Support for Option 2 is noted. 

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

All. Support for all options is noted. 

Alex Mackay (All three options) Support for all options is noted. 

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

No comment Noted. 

Environment 
Agency (Hannah 
Malyon) 

No comments Noted. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water 
(Nicola Forster) 

N/A Noted. 

Historic England 
(David English) 

We welcome references in the options to recognising and 
supporting river-based activities, and the recognition of the 
important function that parks and open spaces play, including the 
specific references to cemeteries. All of these make important 
contributions to the borough’s heritage that merit conservation 
and, where there are opportunities, being better revealed.  
 
We also note that many of the cultural uses highlighted in option 1 
will be located in heritage buildings, and in many cases these are 
the original uses that these buildings were designed for. In our 
view there is an important opportunity to draw out the overlap 
with the social and community uses of buildings and landscapes 
when considering the broader positive strategy for the Royal 
Borough’s historic environment. 

Support for all three options is noted.   Cultural uses as well as river 
based recreational facilities have been included in the definition of 
a social and community use. 
 
The Council recognises the advantages of allowing uses to operate 
in the buildings they were designed for. 
 
The Council recognises the role that uses can have in supporting the 
historic environment. 

 



Q.10.2. Do you have any other options to suggest? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

All new developments must provide COMMUNITY MEETING places 
for RAs and Amenity Societies, Volunteering, Charities, and other 
community-based services and activities. 

Noted. The provision of new social and community infrastructure is 
dealt in Issue 3 and the Council has proposed to require 
development to make a planning contribution towards creation of 
new social and community infrastructure based in the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan and, where appropriate, a local needs 
assessment. The Council will aim to secure new community meeting 
spaces whenever reasonable.  

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

There should be a specific recognition of pubs. Surely Community 
Halls should be an essential feature of viable local communities 

Comment is noted. Community Centres / Halls / Meeting Rooms are 
indeed considered Social and Community Use under other “valued 
use” and it will continue to be the case in the future.   
 
The Council protects all pubs and will continue to do so. 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

No comment Noted. 

Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

Cadogan considers the provisions of the current policy provides an 
appropriate balance for the consideration of social and community 
uses based on a criteria-based approach. 

Noted. 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

No Noted. 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

The suggested uses should also include COMMUNITY MEETING 
places for RAs and Amenity Societies, Volunteering, Charities, and 
other community-based services and activities. 

Community Centres / Halls / Meeting Rooms are indeed considered 
Social and Community Use under other “valued use” and it will 
continue to be the case in the future. Suggestion to widen the 
definition and clarify that is noted. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Linda Wade There should be provision and protection of community meeting 
places. 

As above. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

The suggested uses should also include community meeting places 
for RAs and amenity societies, volunteer groups, charities, and 
other community-based services and activities. 

As above. 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

We agree with the existing five broad categories of social and 
community uses but the definitions need to be provided and 
expanded. In particular, 
 
“other valued use” needs to include community halls, such as 
church halls and social meeting places and day centres. 
 
“sports facilities” should include leisure facilities such as parks, 
open spaces and playgrounds. 
 
“education uses” should include student halls of residence, which 
are directly related to specified academic institutions, especially if 
they provide meals. 
 
Note: Even though any losses count against housing numbers, the 
loss of halls of residence means that students need to find housing 
in the general housing stock. 

Comment is noted.  
 
 
Community Centres / Halls / Meeting Rooms are indeed considered 
Social and Community Use under other “valued use” and it will 
continue to be the case in the future. Suggestion to widen the 
definition and clarify that is noted.  
 
It is proposed to include parks and open spaces as a separate 
category. Parks and open spaces will be protected regardless but 
this would explicitly recognise the role they play for the community. 
 
Suggestion to include student halls of residence into the “education 
uses” is noted. However, as noted above, the Council is concerned 
that including a student hall as a social and community use may 
have unintended consequences. 
 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

What action if any is proposed for developing river amenities eg 
river/canalside walks etc, a walking route from the Site at Lots 
Road up past Brompton Cemetery etc. etc. 

This lies outside the remit of this Local Plan, but has passed to 
colleagues in the relevant team. The Council does support, and will 
continue to do so, the Thames Path. 

David Lloyd-Davis Community meeting places for local events. 
Although Chelsea has a long River frontage, there is very little local 
recreational access. 

Noted. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

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

No. Noted. 

Robert Dixon No. Noted. 

Alex Mackay The current policy is strong but there can be a problem when a use 
such as a small doctors surgery that was part of a house ends (the 
doctors retire) - policies have to allow a return to residential use to 
be simple and straight forward. 

Comment is noted. However, when one doctor retires, it opens an 
opportunity for another medical professional to take the space over 
and continue provide vital medical services. It is not reasonable to 
directly link a land use to an individual professional who occupies its 
space in particular moment in time. 

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

No comment Noted. 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

We should not allow the loss of social and community loss in any 
circumstances. RBKC was specifically criticised for this breach of 
our own policy in Kroll Report II. We must comply with our own 
policies! We have already lost too much community space. 

Comment is noted. 

Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water 
(Nicola Forster) 

N/A Noted. 



Issue 2: The protection of social and community uses 

Q.10.3. Which of these options do you support? You can pick more than one. 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

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

VRARA supports Option 1: Following our experience with Heythrop 
College, where the Council, wrongly approached the case in Use 
Class terms (C2) rather than use (education rather than housing), 
the “flexible” misinterpretation of CK1 policy could result in the 
loss of 155 years of educational use to luxury retirement housing 
with a small element of care. 

Support for Option 1 is noted. 
 
The Council is aware of the issues surrounding luxury retirement 
housing. 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Option 1 
Retain our existing approach whereby there is a presumption 
against the loss of any social and community use. 
This approach has proved successful in retaining the Borough’s 
stock of social capital. 
This lacks flexibility and can discourage otherwise suitable schemes 
coming forward. 
Option 2 
Generally protect social and community uses, but allow their loss 
where we are satisfied that the loss brings forward another valued 
use. Such a use might include RBKC community housing 
This approach will protect the social and other valued uses. 
This may assist the delivery of community uses from unnecessary 
loss yet allow for flexibility and will ensure that otherwise excellent 
proposals can come forward. 
Option 3 
Generally protect social and community uses, but allow their loss 
where we are satisfied that the loss will not result in a deficit in the 
provision of that use. 
The need for various social and community uses differs over time. 
Allowing the loss of a use no longer needed would free up that use 

Support for all three options is noted. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

for others. 
This may result in the loss of the stock of premises suitable for 
social and community uses. 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

Option 1 Support for Option 1 is noted. 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

We support option 1. In particular, we attach importance to the 
sequential approach in Policy CK1. 

Support for Option 1 is noted. 

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

We only support Option 1 regarding protection of such assets from 
a change of use which should be entirely ruled out. 

Support for Option 1 is noted. 

Greg Hammond Options 2/3 allow a more appropriate degree of flexibility than 
Option 1. 

Support for Options 2 and 3 is noted. 

The Theatre 
Trust (Ross 
Anthony) 

Option 1 - We are supportive of retention of the current approach. 
We do not agree it prevents otherwise suitable schemes coming 
forward as it should only apply where existing facilities are 
demonstrably surplus to requirements. 
 
Option 2 - We object to this approach because it is flawed. 
Bringing forward a much-needed use such as community housing 
does not necessarily constitute sustainable development if it 
results in the loss of a valued facility which then causes harm to 
the wellbeing of users. 'Excellent' is subjective and affords scope 
for facilities to be undermined. We would suggest the normal 

Support for Option 1 and detailed justifications for objections for 
Options 2 and 3 is noted. 
 
The Council recognises that whilst valued, affordable housing, is not 
a use which should “trump” all others.  It is the mix of social and 
community and cultural uses which makes the borough the special 
place that it is.  



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

criteria for demonstrating lack of need associated with Option 1 
would be sufficient to allow for 'excellent proposals' to come 
forward if a facility is redundant. 
 
Option 3 - We also consider this approach problematic as it is 
potentially too permissive and affords scope for manipulation and 
unintended consequences. A 'presumption against loss' does not 
mean no loss, it means applicants must robustly and transparently 
demonstrate lack of continued need for a facility. It must also be 
considered that similar types of provision might actually cater to 
very different needs that cannot be absorbed by the other similar 
facility. 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

I don't support the article 4 direction for office use and I am 
concerned that control might increase rather than reduce as 
encouraged by central government. 

Comment is noted, however this rather refers to office / business 
uses that social and community uses.  The response is made in the 
relevant section. 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Option 1 
Retain our existing approach whereby there is a presumption 
against the loss of any social and community use. 
This approach has proved successful in retaining the Borough’s 
stock of social capital. 
This lacks flexibility and can discourage otherwise suitable schemes 
coming forward. 
Option 2 
Generally protect social and community uses, but allow their loss 
where we are satisfied that the loss brings forward another valued 
use. Such a use might include RBKC community housing 
This approach will protect the social and other valued uses. 
This may assist the delivery of community uses from unnecessary 
loss yet allow for flexibility and will ensure that otherwise excellent 

Support for all three options is noted. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

proposals can come forward. 
Option 3 
Generally protect social and community uses, but allow their loss 
where we are satisfied that the loss will not result in a deficit in the 
provision of that use. 
The need for various social and community uses differs over time. 
Allowing the loss of a use no longer needed would free up that use 
for others. 
This may result in the loss of the stock of premises suitable for 
social and community uses. 

Linda Wade Option 1 
• Agree 
Option 2 
• Disagree 
Option 3 
• Disagree 

Support for Option 1 and objections to Options 2 and 3 is noted. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Option 1 Support for Option 1 is noted. 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

Option 1: Strongly support: Retain sequential approach in Policy 
CK1. 
 
Option 2: Opposed: Sequential approach in Policy CK1 provides a 
more coherent sequence. 
 
Option 3: Opposed: Too much is discretionary and open to 
argument from developers 

Support for Option 1 and objections to Options 2 and 3 is noted. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

No comment. Noted. 

ESSA (Barry 
Munday) 

Q 10.3 Support Option 2 Support for Option 2 is noted. 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

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

David Lloyd-Davis Option 1. Support for Option 1 is noted. 

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

All. Support for all three options is noted. 

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

NHS North West 
London CCG 
(Kate Brady) 

We generally support the approach to protect social and 
community uses. However, when considering the redevelopment 
or disposal of surplus NHS sites we consider that the policy should 
be sufficiently flexible to allow the loss of a facility, or part disposal 
of a site, where declared surplus to requirements in accordance 
with service transformation and estate strategies. The 
redevelopment of NHS sites and the introduction of housing and 
other uses provides vital investment to re-invest in new and 
improved health facilities which are fit for purpose. This flexibility 
would accord with clauses F and G of London Plan Policy S1. 

Comment is noted. The approach mentioned is similar to Option 3 
and thus support for Option 3 is noted. 
 
The Council recognises the provisions of London Plan Policy S1. This 
forms part of the Borough’s development plan. 
 
 

Alex Mackay Options 2 and 3. The new Plan should be able to meet needs in 5-
10 years. 

Support for Options 2 and 3 is noted. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

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

No comment Noted. 

DP9 on behalf of 
WELCOME 
TRUST (Zoe 
Smythe) 

Wellcome Trust supports Option 3 which allows for a loss of 
community and social uses where the Council are satisfied that the 
loss will not result in a deficit in the provision of that use. This will 
allow future development to come forward which could respond 
to a need or clear gap in the market. 

Support for Option 3 is noted. 

Environment 
Agency (Hannah 
Malyon) 

No comments Noted. 

Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water 
(Nicola Forster) 

N/A Noted. 

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

Section 10 of the Issues and Options Consultation Document deals 
with social and community uses. Issue 2 is concerned with the 
protection of social and community uses, presenting options 
including: the existing approach of a presumption against the loss 
of any social and community use; amendment to policy allowing 
for instances whereby the loss is associated with re-provision or 
the bringing forward of another valued use; and amendment to 
policy for instances where loss would not result in a deficit of 
provision. 
Policy S1 of the London Plan provides support for the 
reconfiguration of services where the loss is part of a wider public 
service transformation and supports the release of land to fund 

Comment is noted. Support for Option 2 and 3 is noted. 
 
The Council recognises the provisions of London Plan Policy S1. This 
forms part of the Borough’s development plan. 
 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

such processes (Part F(g) of the policy). Given the London Plan is 
now part of the Development Plan, the New Local Plan Review 
should allow for further flexibility within its policies for social and 
community uses to reflect this context. The Trust support the 
addition of flexible wording shown in Options 2 and 3 and suggest 
that further nuance is given that reflects the strategic approach to 
healthcare provision as support by Policy S1 of the London Plan to 
specifically reference public sector transformation plans or Policy 
S1 of the London Plan, to show conformity with this strategic 
document. 

 

Q.10.4. Do you have any other options to suggest? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

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

See answer to Q Noted. 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Protect existing class use especially as relates to permitted 
development rights within Conservation Areas eroding their status. 
Class use should have been protected at the Kenway Road SW5 
police office to prevent it from being converted into a warehouse 
for delivery services. 

Comment noted.  The Council does recognise that changes of use 
within the E class are not a form of development which can require 
planning permission. 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

Given the demand for private sector housing in Chelsea any social 
or community assets which come on the market will be converted 

Comment noted. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

into luxury flats. The Council’s policy should be more than a 
presumption against such loss but an absolute preclusion of it. 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

No. Noted. 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

No Noted. 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Such use was not protected for the POLICE OFFICE in Kenway Road 
SW5 which was allowed permitted change of use to commercial 
retail and warehousing delivery services. 

Comment noted. 

Linda Wade Given the high property values there is a danger that we lose 
community assets. Housing Association stock being sold off and 
the proceeds not reinvested in the borough resulting in a loss of 
housing stock. Buildings classified as being of Community Value or 
assets becoming too expensive to save by the community. 
The new class use has left few protections even in Conservation 
Areas. 

Comment noted. 
 
The freedom offered by the PDR is noted. 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

There is a need to include in the policy the necessary provisions to 
protect low-value social and community uses from high-value uses, 
such as market housing. We are concerned, for instance, that the 
current definition of social and community uses does not cover 
facilities such as the Sheppard Trust. 
 
Kensington and Chelsea has one of the highest densities of 
population and the highest house prices/rents, and, left to the 
market, all non-residential uses, and particularly social and 
community uses, would rapidly be converted to high-value 

Comment noted. Current sequential approach outlined in Policy 
CK1 does protect the social and community uses against the loss 
regardless the value of use. 
 
 
 
 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

housing. The Council’s policy, including the sequential approach 
used to make decisions, is absolutely essential to maintaining such 
uses as the community needs. 
Very few of the social and community uses are within Use Class E – 
and the few that are (e.g. GPs, dentists, health centres (E(e)), and 
creches, day nursery, day centre (E(f)), have been exempted from 
PDRs to housing. However, there is still a need to protect further 
these uses. 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

No. Noted. 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

No further comment. Noted. 

David Lloyd-Davis Build new social/community spaces into proposal developments. Comment noted. 

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

No. Noted. 

Robert Dixon No. Noted. 

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

No comment Noted. 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 

Adequate space for primary care, eg medical centres with clinics 
for specific conditions. There is simply no space for the work some 

Comment and suggestions are noted. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

of our GPs need to carry out. 
Community space that is available and not always booked months 
in advance. Many funerals take place in the Stowe Centre on 
Harrow Road because there is nowhere big enough in Kensington 
and Chelsea. We need more flexible community space that is 
affordable to local people. 

Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water 
(Nicola Forster) 

N/A Noted. 

 
  



Issue 3: The need for new social and community uses 

Q.10.5. Do you support the option proposed? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

Option 1 
Require developments to make a planning contribution towards 
creation of new social and community infrastructure based on the 
IDP and, where appropriate, a local needs assessment. The needs 
of a development will depend on its scale and its nature. These 
may be best assessed having regard to both the existing needs of 
those who live in the vicinity as well as the additional needs 
created by the occupying the new development. Needs will be 
identified at a borough-wide level, with the level of contribution 
calculated strategically. For larger strategic sites/ allocations the 
need for social and community uses should be identified within the 
appropriate allocation. Planning contributions will be sought for 
smaller developments. 

Support for Option 1 is noted. 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

Yes Support for Option 1 is noted. 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

No comment Noted. 

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

We support Option I regarding the need for new assets but 
developers should not be allowed to provide inadequate Centres 
e.g. the Lots Road Power Station developers are only offering 
windowless basement space for this purpose! NB Lots Village has 
been without a Community Centre since the demolition of 
Ashburnham School to provide a site for the Chelsea Academy 
over 10 years ago. 

Support for Option 1 is noted. Comment regarding adequate 
provision is noted. 
 
 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Greg Hammond I support for large developments, but not for small ones as this 
would be a disincentive to development. 

Support for Option 1 (if being implemented only for large 
developments) is noted. 

The Theatre 
Trust (Ross 
Anthony) 

We are supportive of this approach, but urge that it is made clear 
that the policy is also applicable to cultural facilities as referenced 
within Issue 1 of this section. 

Support for Option 1 is noted. The Policy would apply to all social 
and community uses that will be included in the definition apart 
from the ones that benefit from PDR. 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

No, it's another tax on developers. Objection to Option 1 is noted. 

Sport England 
(Mark Furnish) 

• Q. 10.3 - National Policy only allows the loss of a sports facility if 
there is a surplus of that sport facility provision, it is being replaced 
by a facility of at least equivalent quantity, quantity and in a 
suitable location or the proposal is for another sports facility, the 
benefits of which outweigh the harm of the loss. Sport England 
Policy elaborates on National Policy but does generally have the 
same stance. As a result, Sport England considers that the Local 
Plan should support this approach which should be refined by the 
actions and recommendations of the emerging Sports Pitches 
Strategy and any robust and up-to-date Indoor/Built Sport Facility 
Strategy. 

Request to support Sport England approach in line with the 
National Policy in regards to the loss of sport facilities is noted. The 
Policy will be informed and refined by the actions and 
recommendations of the emerging Sports Pitches Strategy and any 
robust and up-to-date Indoor/Built Sport Facility Strategy.  

Port of London 
Authority 
(Michael Atkins) 

Support the option to require developments to make a planning 
contribution towards creation of new social and community 
infrastructure based on an updated Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
(IDP) and where appropriate, a local needs assessment. The PLA 
requests to be consulted on the updated IDP at the appropriate 
time. 

Support for Option 1 is noted. 
 
The draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan will be published alongside 
the Draft Local Plan. 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

Option 1 
Require developments to make a planning contribution towards 
creation of new social and community infrastructure based on the 

Support for Option 1 is noted. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

IDP and, where appropriate, a local needs assessment. The needs 
of a development will depend on its scale and its nature. These 
may be best assessed having regard to both the existing needs of 
those who live in the vicinity as well as the additional needs 
created by the occupying the new development. Needs will be 
identified at a borough-wide level, with the level of contribution 
calculated strategically. For larger strategic sites/ allocations the 
need for social and community uses should be identified within the 
appropriate allocation. Planning contributions will be sought for 
smaller developments. 

Linda Wade Option 1 
It is understood that S106 should be delivered within the ward of 
the works. CIL is presumed to be applied borough wide. There 
needs to be consultation on what local priorities are and whether 
they can be incorporated such as with the Earl’s Court 
development the upgrading of St Cuthbert and St Matthias school, 
the creation of a connecting point between St Cuthbert’s Church 
and the new development, so that it can actively respond to the 
development and not merely be a decorative placemaker. These 
integrator buildings will be essential for the creation of the new 
neighbourhood and community building. 
A Day Centre for older residents in the centre of the borough to 
support good physical and mental health and wellbeing. 
The development of a facility such as New Horizons, Cadogan 
Street in the centre of the borough. 

Comment is noted. A proportion of CIL is apportioned as 
Neighbourhood CIL (NCIL). This is a percentage (15%) of CIL 
received from development in an area and is to be spent on local 
priorities identified by local communities and agreed by Ward 
Members. The community priorities have been identified through 
borough wide consultation with ward residents. Suggested 
priorities were initially developed from the document entitled ‘Our 
Council Plan’ which was published on 28 March 2019 (the Council 
Plan) and the Council’s Community Infrastructure Levy Regulation 
123 (R123) list. The full list of ward priorities can be found in RBKC 
Community Infrastructure Levy: 
Neighbourhood CIL - Community Priorities Report published in June 
2020. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Yes Support for Option 1 is noted. 

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/media/documents/NCIL%20Community%20Priorities%20Document.pdf
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/media/documents/NCIL%20Community%20Priorities%20Document.pdf
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/media/documents/NCIL%20Community%20Priorities%20Document.pdf


Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

Option 1. 
We agree in principle with seeking contributions toward social 
infrastructure. However, we have not seen much that has been 
delivered by this approach (and CIL has not delivered to areas of 
the borough most in need). It is important that the money be ring-
fenced for community use. 

Support for Option 1 is noted. Neighbourhood CIL is a proportion of 
Community Infrastructure Levy and is to be used on local priorities 
and spent in consultation with the local community. There is 
greater flexibility on the range of items NCIL can fund, it is 
administered on ward basis through a bidding process with Ward 
Councillors deciding which bids are awarded funding. The NCIL 
approach was agreed through a Key Decision in July 2020. Funds 
that have not been allocated to projects by ward Councillors roll 
forward to the next bidding round. Further detail of the NCIL 
process is available in the Community Priorities Document at 
www.rbkc.gov.uk/ncil   

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

TfL CD supports the intention of Option 1 for developments to 
make appropriate and proportionate planning contributions 
towards social infrastructure. Funds received by the Community 
Infrastructure Levy should also be used to provide social and 
community infrastructure. 
 
The emerging masterplan framework for Earls Court will need to 
optimise the development of the site in order to achieve the site’s 
development potential and deliver social and community 
infrastructure. A co-ordinated approach to delivering social and 
community infrastructure across the site on land within both RBKC 
and LBHF is required. Viability considerations will need to be 
balanced in order to provide the full range of benefits including 
affordable housing, improved infrastructure and new employment 
space within a deliverable scheme. 

Support for Option 1 is noted. The comment regarding the Earl’s 
Court Development and the contributions the scheme would make 
to the social and community uses is noted. The Council agrees that 
a co-ordinated approach between two Councils is required to 
achieve the best outcomes.  

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Q10.5 . Support this option Support for Option 1 is noted. 

http://www.rbkc.gov.uk/ncil


Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

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

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

Noted. 

David Lloyd-Davis Option 1. 
How can this be administered transparently? 

S106 Planning contributions are required from qualifying 
development under existing local plan policy C1 and the adopted 
Planning Contributions SPD. This sets out the standard obligations 
and charges that will be frequently sought. The s106 planning 
obligations must meet legislative tests. Some developments may 
require a specific form of mitigation to be acceptable in planning 
terms and mitigate all site-specific impacts; and these are 
determined on a case by case basis. There may also be cases where 
infrastructure provision necessary to make a development 
acceptable cannot be delivered on site, in which case the Council 
will expect off-site contributions, whether as alternative provision 
or a commuted sum. Developers are required to provide the agreed 
contributions through legal agreements.  
 
Neighbourhood CIL is a proportion of Community Infrastructure 
Levy and is to be used on local priorities and spent in consultation 
with the local community. There is greater flexibility on the range of 
items NCIL can fund, it is administered on ward basis through a 
bidding process with Ward Councillors deciding which bids are 
awarded funding. The NCIL approach was agreed through a Key 
Decision in July 2020. Funds that have not been allocated to 
projects by ward Councillors roll forward to the next bidding round. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Further detail of the NCIL process is available in the Community 
Priorities Document at www.rbkc.gov.uk/ncil   

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

Yes. Support for Option 1 is noted. 

Robert Dixon Yes. Support for Option 1 is noted. 

NHS North West 
London CCG 
(Kate Brady) 

We welcome the reference in paragraph 10.12 to the preparation 
of an updated Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) which will set out 
the type of infrastructure required to support development in the 
Borough. 
We support the option for developments to make a planning 
contribution towards new and improved social and community 
infrastructure, including healthcare infrastructure based on 
requirements in the IDP and NHS estate strategies. Larger strategic 
sites offer the opportunity for new in-kind facilities, but new 
provision needs to be carefully planned and designed to avoid the 
under-utilisation of space, and to ensure that a new facility is 
affordable. We support the use of financial contributions from 
smaller sites. 

Support noted. The Council has initiated dialogue with NHS Clinical 
Commissioning Group and is awaiting information to update the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan.  

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

ECDC supports the intention of Option 1 for developments to 
make planning contributions towards social infrastructure. 
However, any contributions should pass the tests set out in 
paragraph (2) of Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure 
Levy Regulations 2010 (as amended). Furthermore, funds received 
by the Community Infrastructure Levy should also be utilised to 
provide social and community infrastructure. 

Support for Option 1 is noted.  
 
The Council is aware of the CIL regulations. 
 
The Council is aware that any CIL contributions must not hinder the 
delivery of a proposal. 

http://www.rbkc.gov.uk/ncil


Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

 
The emerging masterplan framework for Earls Court will need to 
optimise the development of the Site to achieve the Site’s 
development potential and consider a co-ordinated approach to 
delivering social infrastructure 
across the Site and land within both RBKC and LBHF, whilst also 
balancing viability to provide the full range of benefits from 
affordable housing, improved infrastructure and new homes and 
employment space. Therefore, ECDC consider it is vitally important 
that any planning contributions for Earls Court should be balanced 
against viability considerations to ensure the proposals are 
deliverable. 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

There seems to be zero accountability for developers who omit the 
agreed contributions – in buildings or financial – towards social 
infrastructure. 
The implementation of NCIL contributions around the borough is 
chaotic. How is it promoted? In Golborne ward applications came 
in for singing classes! There were no applications that were 
compliant – zero. A terrific waste of money and a wasted 
opportunity. 

S106 Planning contributions are required from qualifying 
development under existing local plan policy C1 and the adopted 
Planning Contributions SPD. This sets out the standard obligations 
and charges that will be frequently sought. The s106 planning 
obligations must meet legislative tests. Some developments may 
require a specific form of mitigation to be acceptable in planning 
terms and mitigate all site specific impacts; and these are 
determined on a case by case basis. There may also be cases where 
infrastructure provision necessary to make a development 
acceptable cannot be delivered on site, in which case the Council 
will expect off-site contributions, whether as alternative provision 
or a commuted sum. Developers are required to provide the agreed 
contributions through legal agreements.  
 
Neighbourhood CIL is a proportion of Community Infrastructure 
Levy and is to be used on local priorities and spent in consultation 
with the local community. There is greater flexibility on the range of 
items NCIL can fund, it is administered on ward basis through a 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

bidding process with Ward Councillors deciding which bids are 
awarded funding. The NCIL approach was agreed through a Key 
Decision in July 2020. Funds that have not been allocated to 
projects by ward Councillors roll forward to the next bidding round. 
Further detail of the NCIL process is available in the Community 
Priorities Document at www.rbkc.gov.uk/ncil   

Environment 
Agency (Hannah 
Malyon) 

No comments Noted. 

Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water 
(Nicola Forster) 

N/A Noted. 
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Q.10.6. Do you have any other options to suggest? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

More health, mobility, and well-being community premises for 
elderly, disabled, chair-bound and isolated single-person and 
single-parent households (50% of RBKC) 
Creches and nurseries with outdoor play space are needed to 
support the younger generation and to enable young parents to 
train and take up paid work. 

Comment is noted. 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

Where a Social Centre has been lost to a local community as a 
result of a site being demolished, for example to make way for a 
new school as was the case in Lots Village, the Council (owning 
over 450 properties in RBKC) should give priority to replacing such 
a loss, rather than leaving it to a developer years later to offer 
nothing more than windowless basement space. 

Suggestion for the Council to take a more pro-active approach 
regarding the provision of social and community uses is noted. 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

No. Noted. 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

No Noted. 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

More health, mobility, and well-being services in Community 
premises for elderly, disabled, chair-bound and isolated single-
person households (50% of RBKC) 

Comment is noted. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

More health, mobility, and well-being services in community 
premises for elderly, disabled, chair-bound and isolated single-
person households. 

Comment is noted. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

We welcome the proposed review – we would like to be engaged 
in this analysis, assessing need and identifying opportunities for 
improving access to local social infrastructure and the 
identification of sites. 
 
Strategies for social infrastructure should be integrated with 
efforts to deliver accessible/walkable/sustainable neighbourhoods. 
 
Some infrastructure, such as primary health facilities need to have 
a strategy for their location in ten years’ time, some perhaps 
sooner, and, if possible, to identify locations. 
 
Some facilities may need to be delivered within major 
developments, such as in Opportunity Areas (Kensal Canalside and 
Earl’s Court). Leaving them to be delivered, such as has happened 
for the Warwick Road sites, has not proved effective. The 
argument that the housing is not sold to families is not acceptable. 
As time passes these units may become family homes (we hope) 
and the infrastructure for family living will not be there. We need 
to plan for long-term use of the homes and not just investment 
opportunities. Playspace should be required of the developer’s 
expressed target group. The council needs to apply its policy on 
this much more strictly so as to take account of future needs. 

Welcome of review noted. 
 
The Council recognises that the provision of social infrastructure 
will form part of long term strategies for providers.  The council is 
working with the providers to establish their needs.  
 
The OAs will be expected to provide a number of associated 
facilities. These will be set out in the relevant allocation. 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

No. Noted. 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

No further comments. Noted. 



Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

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

No. Noted. 

Robert Dixon No. Noted. 

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

No comment Noted. 

Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water 
(Nicola Forster) 

N/A Noted. 
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SECTION 11: TRANSPORT 
 

Issue 1: Increasing active travel 

Q.11.1. Do you support this option? 

Respondent Name Comments Council response 

The EARL'S COURT 
SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

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

Support for option 1 note Noted  

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

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

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

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

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

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

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ladbroke 
Association (Sophia 
Lambert) 

No comment Noted 

Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

Yes Support for option 1 noted 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Exhibition Road 
Cultural Group 
(Emily Candler) 

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

Support noted 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Yes Support for option 1 noted 

Sport England 
(Mark Furnish) 

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

Support for option 1 noted. 

Elizabeth Ashley Option 1 - ridiculous Noted 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

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

Support noted 
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Respondent Name Comments Council response 

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

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

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

TfL Planning, 
Transport for 
London  (Richard 
Carr ) 

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

Noted. Both walking and cycling are more space-efficient than 
travelling by car, and where protected cycle lanes are provided, 
they can carry very large numbers of people in a relatively small 
amount of space, with zero emissions. But in planning how to 
change the transport mix we need to consider that if motor 



7 

 

Respondent Name Comments Council response 

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

traffic volumes do not reduce, then a large reduction in capacity 
will inevitably result in additional congestion, with consequences 
for bus passengers as well as car users.  
 
We recognise that there is currently no protected cycle route 
running east-west across the borough to meet the strategic 
demand identified by TfL. All of the main east-west routes across 
the borough are already congested. A further challenge arises 
from the fact that while there is a clear desire by most Londoners 
to improve the city’s air quality, and walking and cycling remain 
the only truly zero-emission forms of transport, cycling schemes 
remain very controversial, and are not universally seen as part of 
the solution to our air quality and climate change problems. This 
can even be the case with cycling schemes that involve little or no 
reduction in traffic capacity 
 
We will build upon our network of safe and convenient 
‘Quietway’ cycling routes across the borough using TfL’s Strategic 
Cycling Analysis Report to identify new routes and links. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish Adourian) 

Yes Support for option 1 noted. 



8 

 

Respondent Name Comments Council response 

Mr (Andrew 
Jamieson) 

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

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

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

Support noted  

Kensington Society 
(Amanda Frame) 

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

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

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

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

Noted. The Kensington Canal Side Opportunity Area is subject to 
a specific planning SPD which outlines the key connectivity and 
Public Realm Strategies, adopting a ‘Healthy Streets’ approach. 
Adequate access will be provided into the site for Buses,  
pedestrians, cyclists, servicing and cars. 
 
Noted regarding delivery of Crossrail Station. Please see response 
in Kensal Place Chapter. 
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Para 11.19 refers to securing a new Crossrail station at Ladbroke 
Grove. Given the uncertainty over the delivery of a new Crossrail 
station in this area (as noted within the supporting text), it is 
suggested that this is not specifically referred to in the emerging 
local plan, instead reference is made to transport improvements to 
North Kensington. 

GLA (Hassan 
Ahmed) 

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

Noted. Agree both walking and cycling are more space-efficient 
than travelling by car, and where protected cycle lanes are 
provided, they can carry very large numbers of people in a 
relatively small amount of space, with zero emissions. But in 
planning how to change the transport mix we need to consider 
that if motor traffic volumes do not reduce, then a large 
reduction in capacity will inevitably result in additional 
congestion, with consequences for bus passengers as well as car 
users.  
 
We recognise that there is currently no protected cycle route 
running east-west across the borough to meet the strategic 
demand identified by TfL. All of the main east-west routes across 
the borough are already congested. A further challenge arises 
from the fact that while there is a clear desire by most Londoners 
to improve the city’s air quality, and walking and cycling remain 
the only truly zero-emission forms of transport, cycling schemes 
remain very controversial, and are not universally seen as part of 
the solution to our air quality and climate change problems. This 
can even be the case with cycling schemes that involve little or no 
reduction in traffic capacity 
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do/planning/implementing-london-plan/london-plan-guidance-
and- spgs/sustainable-transport-walking-and-cycling-guidance 

We will build upon our network of safe and convenient 
‘Quietway’ cycling routes across the borough using TfL’s Strategic 
Cycling Analysis Report to identify new routes and links. 
 
The Council will continue to secure cycle parking facilities within 
new development at or above London Plan standards. 
 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

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

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

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Q 11.1. Support this option Support for option 1 noted 

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

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

Worlds End Studios 
Ltd. (Ian Wiesner) 

I support this option. Support for option 1 noted 

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 

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

Noted  
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Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

David Lloyd-Davis Option 1. Noted 

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

Yes. Support Noted 

Robert Dixon Yes. Support Noted 

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

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

The Council welcome the acknowledgement of the need for a 
healthy streets approach within the ECOA.  Consideration will be 
given to the wording of this policy to ensure it provides suitable 
flexibility where larger street network are proposed.  
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accommodate the operational requirements of future 
developments, whilst also prioritising active and sustainable 
modes of travel. 

DP9 on behalf of 
WELCOME TRUST  
(Zoe Smythe) 

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

Comments noted  

Sustrans (Ollie 
More) 

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

Noted. Agree both walking and cycling are more space-efficient 
than travelling by car, and where protected cycle lanes are 
provided, they can carry very large numbers of people in a 
relatively small amount of space, with zero emissions. But in 
planning how to change the transport mix we need to consider 
that if motor traffic volumes do not reduce, then a large 
reduction in capacity will inevitably result in additional 
congestion, with consequences for bus passengers as well as car 
users.  
 
We recognise that there is currently no protected cycle route 
running east-west across the borough to meet the strategic 
demand identified by TfL. All of the main east-west routes across 
the borough are already congested. A further challenge arises 
from the fact that while there is a clear desire by most Londoners 
to improve the city’s air quality, and walking and cycling remain 
the only truly zero-emission forms of transport, cycling schemes 
remain very controversial, and are not universally seen as part of 
the solution to our air quality and climate change problems. This 
can even be the case with cycling schemes that involve little or no 
reduction in traffic capacity 
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Respondent Name Comments Council response 

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

 
We will build upon our network of safe and convenient 
‘Quietway’ cycling routes across the borough using TfL’s Strategic 
Cycling Analysis Report to identify new routes and links. 
 

Envronment 
Agency  (Hannah 
Malyon ) 

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

Noted 

Turley (Laurence 
Brooker) 

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

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

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

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

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

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

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

Noted 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

No.  

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

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

Comments Council response 

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

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

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

No Noted 

Port of London 
Authority 
(Michael Atkins) 

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

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

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

Comments Council response 

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

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

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

Noted 

TfL Planning, 
Transport for 
London  (Richard 
Carr ) 

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

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

Comments Council response 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

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

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

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

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

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

Comments Council response 

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

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

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

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

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

Comments Council response 

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

Earl's Court Area 
Action Group 
(Bella Hardwick) 

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

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

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

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

Noted 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

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

Comments Council response 

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

Noted 

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

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

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

No. Noted 

Robert Dixon No. Noted 

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

No comment Noted 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

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

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

Comments Council response 

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

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

Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water  
(Nicola Forster ) 

N/A  
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Issue 2: Traffic congestion 

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

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

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

Support noted 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

Option 2. Support for option 2 noted 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

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

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

Lots Village, 
Chelsea 

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

Comments Council response 

Association of 
Residents and 
Businesses 
(Rosemary 
Baker) 

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

Reservations over both options Noted  

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Options 1 and 2 Support noted 

Elizabeth Ashley Option 1 
Option 2 

Support noted  

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

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

Noted 
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Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

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

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

TfL Planning, 
Transport for 
London  (Richard 
Carr ) 

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

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

Comments Council response 

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

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Option 2 Support for option 2 noted 

Mr (Andrew 
Jamieson) 

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

Noted 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

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

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

Comments Council response 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

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

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

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Q 11.3 Support Options 1 and 2. Support Noted 

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

Support for option 2 noted 

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

Comments noted  

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

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

Noted on both points. 
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Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

DP9 Limited 
(Luke Thrumble) 

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

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

Imperial College 
London  (Rory 
Newman) 

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

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

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

Noted 

David Lloyd-Davis Option 1&2 Support noted 

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

All. Support noted 

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

Comments Council response 

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

Support for Option 2 noted. 

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

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

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

DP9 on behalf of 
WELCOME 
TRUST  (Zoe 
Smythe) 

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

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

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

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

Comments noted 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

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

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

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

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

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

Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

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

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

Comments Council response 

 

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

Comments noted 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

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

Comments noted  

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

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

Comments Council response 

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

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

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

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

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

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

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

Noted 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

No further comments. Noted 

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 

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

Noted 
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Name 

Comments Council response 

Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

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

Comments noted.  

 

  



33 

 

Issue 3: Pollution 

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

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

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

Noted 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

All of them Support noted 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 

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

Support for option 2 noted 
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Name 

Comments Council response 

Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

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

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

Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

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

Noted.  

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

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

Comments Council response 

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

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

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

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

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Options 1,2 and 3 Support for all options noted  

Elizabeth Ashley Option 3 Support for option 3 noted 

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

Option 1 
 
Noted. The NLPR needs to be in general conformity with the 
London Plan. Where opportunities exist, development will need to 
deliver on-street charging points on new streets. The wording of 
policy will need to be considered alongside that of other active 
travel measures to ensure consistency.  
 
Option 2 
 
This option would require the provision of EV charging points within 
off-street servicing areas.  
 
Option 3 
 
Under ‘Issue 1 – Active Travel’ Options 1 limits car parking in new 
developments, with any on-site parking limited to blue badge only. 
In some circumstances, there may be material planning 
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Name 

Comments Council response 

considerations at the planning application stage which are 
considered to justify a departure from this. In both instances the 
developer would be required to provide all spaces with Electric 
vehicle charging points. 
 
 

TfL Planning, 
Transport for 
London  (Richard 
Carr ) 

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

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

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Options 1,2,3 
Contradiction 

Noted 

Mr (Andrew 
Jamieson) 

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

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

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

Support for Option 3 noted. 
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Comments Council response 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

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

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

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

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

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

Comments Council response 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

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

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

Support for option 3 noted. 

David Campbell I support Options 2 and 3 Support noted 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

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

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

Noted 

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

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

All. Support for all noted 

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

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

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

Support for options 1 and 2 noted. We will need to consider the 
most appropriate and effective wording for this policy when 
drafting the policy for the Local Plan 
 
Many areas of the Borough experience high levels of pollution above 
government objective levels and consequently the entire borough is 
designated an Air Quality Management Area. Accounting for this and 
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Name 

Comments Council response 

 
ECDC suggests active charging requirements should be consistent 
with the London Plan standards of 20% with active charging and 
80% with passive charging and not for all spaces as proposed in 
Option 3. 

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

Envronment 
Agency  (Hannah 
Malyon ) 

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

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

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

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

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

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

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

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

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

Noted.  

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

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

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

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

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

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

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

Envronment 
Agency  (Hannah 
Malyon ) 

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

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

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

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

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

Noted 
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Comments Council response 

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

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

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

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

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

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

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

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

Support for Option 3 noted.  

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

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

Exhibition Road 
Cultural Group 
(Emily Candler) 

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

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

Option 3 Noted 

Elizabeth Ashley Option 1 
Option 3 

Noted 
 

Port of London 
Authority 
(Michael Atkins) 

No comment Noted 

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

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

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

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

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

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

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

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

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

Comments Council response 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

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

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

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Q 11.7 Support all options. Support for all options noted 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

I support all three options. Support for all options noted 

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

Noted  

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

Swifts Local 
Network: Swifts 

All. Noted 
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Name 

Comments Council response 

& Planning 
Group (Mike 
Priaulx) 

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

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

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

Support noted for options 1 and 3.  
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Q.11.8. Do you have any other options to suggest? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

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

Suggested infrastructure improvements noted. 
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Name 

Comments Council response 

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

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

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

Noted 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

No. Noted 

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

Preferences noted 



53 

 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

No Noted 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

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

Noted 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

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

These comments are addressed in the Kensal Place Chapter  

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

No. Noted 

Earl's Court Area 
Action Group 
(Bella Hardwick) 

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

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

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

No further comments. Noted 

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

Noted 

Swifts Local 
Network: Swifts 
& Planning 

No. Noted 
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Name 

Comments Council response 

Group (Mike 
Priaulx) 

Robert Dixon No. Noted 

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

No comment Noted 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

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

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

Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water  
(Nicola Forster ) 

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

Issue 1: Parks and play spaces 

Q.12.1. Do you support this option? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

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

Support for Option 1 is noted. 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

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

Comments Council response 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Comments Council response 

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

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

Friends of 
Holland Park (J 
Kettlewell) 

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

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

Comments Council response 

can be compromised, to the detriment of the health of the local 
community. 

Natural History 
Museum (Adam 
Donovan) 

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

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

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Support Option 1 Support for Option 1 is noted. 

Port of London 
Authority 
(Michael Atkins) 

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

Support for Open Spaces Audit is noted.  
Comment regarding Cremorne Wharf meanwhile use is noted, as 
well as the suggestion to impose a specific end date to such use if 
one comes forward in order to ensure the reactivation of the wharf 
for water-freight cargo handling uses.  
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Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

use at Cremorne Wharf, but consider that this must be supported 
by a commitment to ensure that the reactivation of the wharf for 
water-freight cargo handling uses is actively pursued and that any 
proposed meanwhile use has a specific end date to make clear that 
such a use would be temporary. 

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

Objection and comment regarding payments in lieu are noted.  
 

TfL Planning, 
Transport for 
London (Richard 
Carr) 

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

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

Comments Council response 

particularly important in achieving the Mayor’s Vision Zero 
objective. 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Yes Support for Option 1 is noted. 

Mr (Andrew 
Jamieson) 

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

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

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

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

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

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

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

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

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

DP9 Limited 
(Luke Thrumble) 

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

Support for Option 1 is noted.  

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-applications/community-infrastructure-levy-cil
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375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

Noted. 

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

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

Yes. Support for Option 1 is noted. 

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

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

Support for Option 1 is noted. 

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

No comment Noted. 

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

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

Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water 
(Nicola Forster) 

N/A Noted. 

The 
Knightsbridge 
Association 
(Carol Seymour-
Newton) 

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

Comment regarding the commercialisation of public spaces is 
noted.  
 
 
 

Historic England 
(David English) 

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

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

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

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

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

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

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

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

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

Exhibition Road 
Cultural Group 
(Emily Candler) 

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

Suggestion for temporary proposals for open space is noted. 
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Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

No Noted. 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

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

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

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

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

As above. 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

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

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

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

No. Noted. 

Earl's Court Area 
Action Group 
(Bella Hardwick) 

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

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

ESSA (Barry 
Munday) 

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

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

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

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

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

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

Noted. 

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

This is not an issue for the Local Plan. 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

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

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

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

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

Issue 1: Building heights 

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

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

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

London Plan 2021 Policy D9: Tall Buildings requires that our NLPR 
should define what is considered a tall building for specific 
localities, and defines a minimum threshold for what can be 
considered a tall building, which should not be less than 6 storeys 
or 18 metres measured from ground to the floor level of the 
uppermost storey. It also says that our NLPR should identify 
locations where tall buildings may be an appropriate form of 
development.  
 
The council wants to ensure requirements for assessment for tall 
buildings continue to be relevant and proportional to proposals as 
they come forward, whilst continuing to protect the character and 
value of our built environment.   
 
 
The council remains committed to no wholesale estate 
regeneration on its estates. 
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What are the appropriate locations for tall buildings 
Option 1 
Consider Opportunity Areas: Kensal Canalside and Earl’s Court, as 
specific locations where tall buildings would be appropriate and 
define what heights will be suitable through further assessment. 
These are areas for extensive re-development and important sites 
toward achieving our housing targets 
This will clarify the Council’s position with regard to these key 
areas for development. 
Option 2 
Include site allocations - 100/100A West Cromwell Road, Lots Road 
Power Station, Site at Lots Road and Site at Edenham Way (Land 
adjacent Trellick Tower) as locations where tall buildings may be 
an appropriate form of development. Maximum acceptable 
heights to be as per the extant permission or to be determined 
through further assessment. 
Lots Road Power Station is under construction, 100/100A West 
Cromwell Road has extant planning permission which included 
considerations of townscape and visual impacts. 
The two further site allocations are included given the height of 
surrounding buildings (including in neighbouring LBHF). 
This will provide clarity for the site allocations by referring to the 
building heights of the extant permissions. For the other two sites 
this will enable further assessment to be undertaken appropriate 
to heritage and townscape context. 
Site at Lots Road will be subject to further testing. 
Option 3 
Include locations with existing tall buildings in private ownership 
shown in Figure 13.3 (black dotted lines) as appropriate locations 
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for replacement tall buildings of same/similar heights. 
Due to viability reasons, it is expected that existing tall buildings in 
private ownership when/if they are redeveloped will be replaced 
by a building of at least the same floorspace. This would normally 
mean a building of the same/similar height. 
This clarifies that financial viability plays an important role when 
replacing existing tall buildings. This would exclude Council estates 
as the Council is committed to no wholesale estate regeneration 
on its estates. 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

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

 Noted 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

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

 Noted on both points.  

Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

Option 2  Noted 

Lots Village, 
Chelsea 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Natural History 
Museum (Adam 
Donovan) 

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

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

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Option 3 Noted 

Elizabeth Ashley Definition of tall building - option 1 Noted 

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

Noted on options support. 
Noted on the issue of sensitivity to tall buildings, the council does 
and will continue to ensure development is sensitive to context and 
in particular that Conservation Areas and Listed buildings impact is 
carefully considered.  



78 

 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

site, where a low-rise high-density model of the mansion block 
would contribute visually to integration rather than reinforce 
separateness through materials and design. 

TfL Planning, 
Transport for 
London  (Richard 
Carr ) 

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

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

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

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

Noted on options support.  

Mr (Andrew 
Jamieson) 

Support for a considered balance on height of builkdings. Noted 

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

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

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

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

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

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

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

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

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

GLA (Hassan 
Ahmed) 

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

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

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

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

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

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

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

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

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

Noted 

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

Noted 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

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

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

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

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

Imperial College 
London  (Rory 
Newman) 

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

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

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

 

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

Noted 

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

All. Noted 

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

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

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

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

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

DP9 on behalf of 
WELCOME 
TRUST  (Zoe 
Smythe) 

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

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

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

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

Envronment 
Agency  (Hannah 
Malyon ) 

No comments Noted 

Savills on behalf 
of COMMERCIAL 
ESTATES GROUP 
(Kirsty Turner) 

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

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

Hammersmith 
and Fulham 
Council (David 
Woodward) 

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

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

Historic England 
(David English) 

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

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

Turley (Laurence 
Brooker) 

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

Noted support on option 2 tall building definition 
Noted support of all 3 options on tall buildings locations. The 
council will continue to consider each proposal on its merits and 
how they respond to context, constraints, opportunities and all 
relevant policies. 
 

 

  



99 

 

Q.13.2. Do you have any other options to suggest? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

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

Noted 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

No Noted 
 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

No Noted 
 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

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

Noted 
 

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

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

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

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

Noted 
 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

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

Noted 
 

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

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

Noted 
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We do not need tall buildings in the borough. We need intelligent 
solutions that avoid them. 

 
 

  



102 

 

Issue 2: Design quality, character and growth 

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

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

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

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

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

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

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

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

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

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

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

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

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

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

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

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

Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

Option 3 Noted 

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

Noted 

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

Noted 

Exhibition Road 
Cultural Group 
(Emily Candler) 

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

Noted 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Option 3 Noted 

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

Noted 

Port of London 
Authority 
(Michael Atkins) 

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

Noted 
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RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

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

Noted 

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

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

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Option 1 Noted 

Mr (Andrew 
Jamieson) 

Yes we need quality and aesthetically attractive architecture. Noted 

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

Noted 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

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

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

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

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

Noted support on option 2. 
The council will engage with landowners and ensure the process to 
prepare design codes for sites is optimised for each case.  
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Given the timing of the preparation of the Earls Court proposals, 
the most sensible approach would be for ECDC to lead the process 
collaboratively with the Council and engage locally on Design 
Codes as it brings forward the site masterplan framework. 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Q 13.3 Options 1 and 2. Noted 

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

Noted 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

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

Noted 

DP9 Limited 
(Luke Thrumble) 

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

Noted 

Imperial College 
London  (Rory 
Newman) 

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

Noted 

David Lloyd-Davis Option3. Noted 

Swifts Local 
Network: Swifts 

All. Noted 
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& Planning 
Group (Mike 
Priaulx) 

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

NHS North West 
London CCG 
(Kate Brady) 

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

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

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

Noted 

Quod on behalf 
of Earls Court 

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

Support for option 2 noted, as are the comments on option 1. 
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Development 
Company 
(Steffan Rees) 

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

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

DP9 on behalf of 
WELCOME 
TRUST  (Zoe 
Smythe) 

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

Noted. 

Envronment 
Agency  (Hannah 
Malyon ) 

No comments  

Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water  
(Nicola Forster ) 

N/A  

Wardell 
Armstrong LLP 
for Tatton Group  

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

Noted – support for option 3. 
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(Rachel 
Wilbraham) 

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

Historic England 
(David English) 

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

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

Turley (Laurence 
Brooker) 

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

Noted  

https://archaeologydataservice.ac.uk/archives/view/1004059/
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flexibility and opportunity for good design to emerge, based on 
context and quality. 
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Q.13.4. Do you have any other options to suggest? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

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

Noted 

Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

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

Noted 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

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

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

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

No Noted 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

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

Noted 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

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

Noted 
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- Development should reduce the existing population density 
levels 

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

Noted.  

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

No Noted 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

No. Noted 

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

Support high level borough wide code with enhanced or 
strengthened CAA’s and Management Plans in Conservation areas 
and site specific design codes for growth areas and large sites. 
Along with efforts with the BID we propose retaining and 
developing the feeling that Kensington has a legacy of welcoming 
working artists to set up studios or workshops as, sadly, so many 
have disappeared albeit remembered in name. Use of empty or 
underused shops for this purpose and purpose built units should 
be encouraged or required on major developments. 

Noted. 

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

Noted 
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Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

No further comments. Noted 

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

Noted 

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

Noted 

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

No. Noted 

Robert Dixon No. Noted 

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

No comment Noted 

Labour Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

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

Noted. Design Codes shall not seek to define the architectural style 
of a building, rather seek to provide guidance on how a proposal 
should relate to its particular context.  
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fy the borough in the name of standards of so-called ‘beauty’ that 
are retrogressive and archaic. 

Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water  
(Nicola Forster ) 

N/A Noted 

Wardell 
Armstrong LLP 
for Tatton Group  
(Rachel 
Wilbraham  ) 

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

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

you think there is merit in referring to CAMPs here? 

mailto:Sarah.Buckingham@rbkc.gov.uk
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they wish to proactively meet and address development need in 
accordance with the underlying key objectives outlined for the 
plan. 

Historic England 
(David English) 

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

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

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

comment 

mailto:Sarah.Buckingham@rbkc.gov.uk
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The opportunity to greatly enhance the condition of this site and 
provide a remarkable amenity to new residents is intrinsically 
linked to the development of the Kensal Canalside Opportunity 
Area. In our view the current Plan does not go far enough to 
promote this public benefit, and we would like this brought out – 
in line with higher level policy – in the NLPR. 
We would encourage you to include this both within site specific 
policy for Kensal, but also within a clear policy to actively manage 
Heritage at Risk, both of which would help applicants and decision 
makers engaging with the Opportunity Area.  
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Issue 3: Fire safety 

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

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

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

Noted 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

No comment Noted 
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Gerald Eve (Neil 
Henderson) 

Option 1 and 2 Noted 

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

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

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Option 2 Noted 

Port of London 
Authority 
(Michael Atkins) 

No comment Noted 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

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

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

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

Noted 

RBKC Councillor 
(Hamish 
Adourian) 

Options 1,2 Noted 

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

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

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

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

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

Noted 
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ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

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

Noted 

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

Noted 

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

Noted 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

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

Noted 

Imperial College 
London  (Rory 
Newman) 

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

Noted 

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

Noted 
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David Lloyd-Davis Option 2. Noted 

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

Yes. Noted 

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

NHS North West 
London CCG 
(Kate Brady) 

  

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

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

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

No comment Noted 

Natural England 
(Sharon Jenkins) 

  

DP9 on behalf of 
WELCOME 

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

Noted. 
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TRUST  (Zoe 
Smythe) 

Fire Statements to be submitted in support of major 
developments. 

Envronment 
Agency  (Hannah 
Malyon ) 

No comments Noted 

Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water  
(Nicola Forster ) 

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

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

NO HIGH-RISE TOWERS borough-wide. Noted.  

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

NO HIGH-RISE TOWERS borough-wide. Noted 

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

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

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

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

Noted 

Wardell 
Armstrong LLP 
for Tatton Group  
(Rachel 
Wilbraham  ) 

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

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

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

The EARL'S 
COURT SOCIETY 
(SPALDING) 

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

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

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

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

The NLPR places further emphasis to sustainability issues, making 
specific reference to the Council’s Greening SPD and including a 
specific requirement within CD1. These are overarching objectives 
and place specific requirements which apply to all development 
proposals. Therefore, these requirements are not repeated in each 
Design and Conservation policy. 
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There are issues which have emerged since these CL policies were 
first drafted, which will need to covered in a new Local Plan. The 
tension between conservation policies and A4 Directions resisting 
changes to roofs and facades and the appearance of buildings on 
the one hand, and improved insulation on the other, is but one of 
these. 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

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

The NLPR places further emphasis to sustainability issues, making 
specific reference to the Council’s Greening SPD and including a 
specific requirement within CD1. These are overarching objectives 
and place specific requirements which apply to all development 
proposals. Therefore, these requirements are not repeated in each 
Design and Conservation policy. 
 
On CL1, further emphasis has been added to existing historic 
characteristics. Regarding green space this is included within the 
Green Infrastructure section of the plan. 
 
CL12 – London Plan 2021 Policy D9: Tall Buildings requires that our 
NLPR should define what is considered a tall building for specific 
localities, and defines a minimum threshold for what can be 
considered a tall building, which should not be less than 6 storeys 
or 18 metres measured from ground to the floor level of the 
uppermost storey. It also says that our NLPR should identify 
locations where tall buildings may be an appropriate form of 
development. The policy is therefore reviewed in its entirety. 
 
Comments on other policies noted.  
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CL5 Living conditions: keep. Needs an item on light pollution as 
lights in gardens and on external walls are causing increasing 
complaints from neighbours. We have referred above to the 
particular importance of this when buildings abut dark areas such 
as communal gardens, but it is also a problem when rear 
elevations and extensions are visible from buildings opposite or 
adjacent. We think the wording “new development” in this policy 
could be misleading; it should be made clear that it applies to 
alterations to existing buildings. CL3 (c) should be amended to 
include a specific reference not just to visual privacy but to 
increases in noise levels, given the increasing trend for using 
balconies and roof terraces for outdoor living (the general 
reference to noise in the last bullet point is not pointed enough). 
We would also like to see an addition on avoiding air pollution for 
neighbours from external fireplaces and fire pits. 
CL6 small-scale alterations: keep. 
- In the first sentence, after “character”, add “historical and 
architectural interest”. A large part of the borough is covered by 
symmetrical Victorian terraces with differing designs on different 
parts. It has not always been recognised by the planners that this is 
important from an architectural-historical point of view as well as 
a visual one (the symmetry is not always immediately obvious and 
we have had arguments that on long terraces it does not matter if 
an unbalancing alteration is made to one end as it is so far from 
the other). 
- In CL6(b) add and “or results in the disappearance of original 
architectural features in groups of buildings where they have 
largely been lost on others of the group”. 
- There should be a specific point on retrofitted air conditioners, 
making clear that they will only be allowed on buildings in 



130 

 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

conservation areas when they can be suitably concealed or at least 
discreetly sited. 
- There may need to be a policy on awnings on residential 
buildings. Two applications for awnings on rear terraces/balconies 
in Holland Park Avenue were recently refused on grounds of loss of 
amenity for those living opposite, but we are not sure that these 
will stand up to appeal. A difficult area, as it is clear that some 
Victorian windows were designed to have awnings. 
CL7 basements: keep, but may need some strengthening in the 
light of recent floods experience. 
CL8 roofs: keep but add a reference to resisting extensions where 
the symmetry of a terrace or group would be adversely affected 
(vide a recent case in Elgin Crescent) – add in CL8(b) (iii) ‘or which 
form part of a terrace with a symmetrical roofline’. Possibly add 
something on avoiding south facing dormer or conservation 
windows which can bring serious over-heating. 
CL9 extensions: keep. But parts of this policy have been widely 
ignored, especially on gaps. Despite the Ladbroke CAPS and the 
Ladbroke CAA being quite clear about the importance of our 
historic gaps, since 1976 when the CAPS was published, almost all 
our important gaps have acquired buildings. Again, additions start 
small and are granted because the effect would be minor, and 
then there is another minor addition and so on. We are at a loss to 
know what wording to suggest to prevent this process from 
continuing, but some way must be found of preserving what 
remains of our gaps. 
CL10 shopfronts: keep and add something on internal lighting and 
lighting of signage being discreet. Consider whether more from 
shopfront guidelines needs to be imported in LP policy. We would 
suggest adding something along the lines of “require the lighting of 
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external signage to be discreet and only used while the premises 
are open” (see above and below on light pollution). With shops 
being converted to other uses, we also need something on 
preserving the design of historical shopfronts when they are 
converted.. 
CL11 views: keep. 
CL12 building heights: keep 

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

Noted 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Agree to all Noted 

Elizabeth Ashley Should be reviewed and updated accordingly. Noted 

Port of London 
Authority 
(Michael Atkins) 

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

Noted 

RBKC Earl's Court 
Ward (Malcolm 
SPALDING) 

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

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



132 

 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Linda Wade CL1 Preserve and enhance the setting of garden squares 
CL5 Living conditions: Light pollution in gardens and on external 
walls 
Studio units in developments to meet the GLA space standards on 
redevelopment 
CL10 to include advice on historic shopfronts, signage, air 
conditioning and extraction units, waste storage, waste disposal 
and the maintenance of their shop frontages. 

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

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

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

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

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

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

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

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

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

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

ESSA  (Barry 
Munday) 

We agree with retaining these with updating where necessary Noted 

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

Noted 

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

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

Noted 

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

Noted 

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

No comments. Noted 

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

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

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

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

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

Noted 
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Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water  
(Nicola Forster ) 

N/A  

Turley (Laurence 
Brooker) 

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

Noted 

 

 

 

SECTION 14: INTERGRATED IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
 

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

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Grove and 
Company (Roger 
Grove) 

Appears to be adequate. Noted. 

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

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

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

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

TfL Planning, 
Transport for 
London (Richard 
Carr) 

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

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

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

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

Worlds End 
Studios Ltd. (Ian 
Wiesner) 

I cannot comment on this. Noted. 

375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

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

Noted.  

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

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

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

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

NHS North West 
London CCG 
(Kate Brady) 

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

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

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

No comment Noted. 

Environment 
Agency (Hannah 
Malyon) 

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

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

Savills on behalf 
of Thames Water  
(Nicola Forster) 

N/A Noted.  

Wardell 
Armstrong LLP 
for Tatton Group 
(Rachel 
Wilbraham) 

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

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

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

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges) 

No comment.  Noted. 

Historic England 
(David English) 

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

Comment noted.  
 
We will ensure policy in the New Local Plan is aligned with the NPPF 
(paras. 7 & 8 specifically). This is a requirement under planning 
legislation. 
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SECTION 15: OTHER COMMENTS 
 

Q.15.1. Do you have any other comments on any part of the Issues and Options Paper? 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Ladbroke 
Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

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

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

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

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



144 

 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

Natural History 
Museum (Adam 
Donovan) 

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

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

Mr (Andrew 
Jamieson) 

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

We are disappointed that stakeholder has found responding 
difficult. 

The Pembridge 
Association 
(Fiona Fleming-
Brown) 

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

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

Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

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

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

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

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

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

GLA (Hassan 
Ahmed) 

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

Noted. 

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

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

This issue has been addressed in the relevant section. 

RBKC (Charles 
O'Connor) 

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

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

Noted. 

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

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

Noted. 

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

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

This has been addressed in the relevant section. 
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This collaboration created the largest NHS Trust in the UK, and one 
of the largest and strongest academic healthcare organisations in 
Europe. The ability of the merged Trust, through its combined 
expertise and focus, now means that the UK’s heart and lung care 
and research can be enhanced through closer working of clinicians 
and teams, all working on quality treatment and care of patients. 
As part of the merger, the Trust is carrying out a review of 
cardiovascular and respiratory services across its sites including 
Royal Brompton Hospital, to improve care for patients and comply 
with the NHS England standard for paediatric care. The Trust are 
passionately committed to ensuring that patients have equivalent 
support in service provision throughout this period of 
reconfiguration and transformation in healthcare services in 
central London. 
Royal Brompton Hospital 
As part of the Local Plan Review and a review more widely of the 
Borough’s present and future housing and economic growth 
needs, further sites will be reviewed with regards to their potential 
provision. Paragraph 5.5 of the Issues and Options Consultation 
Document (July 2021) requests that available sites within the Plan 
period should be submitted for consideration as part of the Local 
Plan process. The Local Plan categorises sites submitted via the 
previous consultation into high, medium and low suitability 
categories. Sites within the ‘high’ suitability category applies to 
sites where the existing land use may change which could provide 
an opportunity to change the use or optimise the site to provide a 
mix of uses. 
The services delivered from Royal Brompton Hospital may change 
within the Plan period given the planned integration of the 
Hospital’s services with the rest of GSTT. This may include the 
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redevelopment of some sites for alternative land uses or the ability 
to provide additional land uses. The Trust would therefore like to 
open discussion with the Council regarding the Royal Brompton 
Hospital site, as elements of the estate could be available for 
consideration as part of the Local Plan process. The Trust seek to 
work collaboratively with the Council to review what land uses 
could be realised on parts of the estate as hospital functions 
change at all healthcare sites within the Trust’s control as part of a 
strategic, evidence based process of estate management and 
realisation, which is ongoing at present. Given its location and 
brownfield nature, the potential for land to be used for wider 
development needs is significant and we consider it would have 
‘High’ suitability in line with the current approach. For the 
avoidance of doubt, the Trust is not proposing to redevelop the 
entire Royal Brompton Hospital site, however would like to engage 
with the Local Plan process at an early stage with the view that 
discrete opportunities may arise as a result of the integration 
process. 
The Trust is aware of a Supplementary Planning Document, 
prepared by the Council, that concerns the Royal Brompton 
Hospital site. This document was first prepared in 2014 and a 
further iteration was published in November 2020, and the Trust 
made representations in response to its publication. With the New 
Local Plan under review and requesting site allocations, the 
opportunity to consider the evolving Royal Brompton Hospital site 
is significant. It provides a platform within which to undertake a 
robust assessment of land that may be available, in co- ordination 
with other sites put forward, which will then be tested through 
Independent Examination. Given the Hospital site is so large and 
the need to ensure that a coherent masterplan is retained that 



150 

 

Respondent 
Name 

Comments Council response 

considers the remaining healthcare uses, the review and potential 
allocation through the Local Plan process is the most suitable, 
where it can be considered as part of the strategic spatial strategy 
and needs across the Borough. Any future allocation can then set 
the basis for future development proposals or documents, 
providing a high level guide to future development through 
allocation. 
The Trust seek to work in collaboration with the Council on a 
review of the potential and future development provision and how 
this can be captured through the Local Plan process. The Trust 
would welcome an initial meeting with Council officers to discuss 
programme and information sharing with regards to the Royal 
Brompton Hospital site. 
Policy on loss of Social Infrastructure 
 
 
 
Section 10 of the Issues and Options Consultation Document deals 
with social and community uses. Issue 2 is concerned with the 
protection of social and community uses, presenting options 
including: the existing approach of a presumption against the loss 
of any social and community use; amendment to policy allowing 
for instances whereby the loss is associated with re-provision or 
the bringing forward of another valued use; and amendment to 
policy for instances where loss would not result in a deficit of 
provision. 
Policy S1 of the London Plan provides support for the 
reconfiguration of services where the loss is part of a wider public 
service transformation and supports the release of land to fund 
such processes (Part F(g) of the policy). Given the London Plan is 
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now part of the Development Plan, the New Local Plan Review 
should allow for further flexibility within its policies for social and 
community uses to reflect this context. The Trust support the 
addition of flexible wording shown in Options 2 and 3 and suggest 
that further nuance is given that reflects the strategic approach to 
healthcare provision as support by Policy S1 of the London Plan to 
specifically reference public sector transformation plans or Policy 
S1 of the London Plan, to show conformity with this strategic 
document. 
I hope that the above points are clear and trust they will be taken 
into account as the Local Plan progresses. I would like to reiterate 
the Trust’s preference to work collaboratively with the Council and 
meet with them at their earliest convenience on this significant 
growth opportunity for the Borough. 

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

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

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