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Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea: New Local Plan Review 

Issues Consultation 

September 2020 

Response to consultation. 

Vision, Places and Call for Sites 

Vision 

Q1.1: What do you think should be included in the New Local Plan’s vision? 

Respondent Name Comments Council’s response 

The Labour Group - 
RBKC 

As you can see from Cllr Dent Coad’s attached report, 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. 

Noted. The Council recognises that the need to reduce inequality 
must be one of the central tenets of the future Local Plan, and is 
central the wider Council Plan. 

Earl's Court Society 
(Malcolm Spalding) 

Low-rise, low density development respecting the settings of 
our 80% conservation areas and historic listed buildings. Ensure 
that new developments are appropriate in size and appearance 
and fit harmoniously into their surroundings. Preserve the 
character and harmony of the conservation areas and listed 
buildings. 

Reduce the percentage of developed land, to increase open and 

The need for high quality design and for development to be  
appropriate in size and appearance has always been, and will 
continue to be a central ambition of the Local Plan. 

The Council notes the view that cycle lanes are inappropriate 
within the borough. The nature of measures to reduce reliance 
on the private car and to reduce traffic pollution will be 
considered in later iterations of the Plan. 

Appendix 4.2
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Respondent Name Comments Council’s response 

green space. Increasing the cultural, educational, recreational, 
health & wellbeing uses of built-up areas. 
 
Decreasing the percentage of developed residential land. Use 
data & formulae to increase the percentage of undeveloped 
land and green space, to become nearer the National average. 
Striking the right balance in the use of the roads, while 
recognising that cars provide an important mode of transport 
for many and outnumber cyclists by a considerable margin. 
Clogging up the roads with little-used cycle lanes harms the 
economy, which relies on free flow of people & goods.  

 
Increase open space, by reducing the percentage of developed 
land.  It is not clear how this could be achieved without policies 
which require currently developed land being replaced with open 
and green space. 
 
 

Martyn Baker  I) protecting existing work space, so safeguarding jobs for the 
well being of the local population and in particular school and 
college leavers, as well as supporting increases in office work 
space. 
 
2) creating new affordable managed workspace (as the City 
Corporation has done in the City Fringe) to reinforce the creative 
hub around the Lots Road Employment Zone in particular, 
because dynamic emerging enterprises often need hot house 
conditions not remote working while finding their feet. 
 
3) sustaining the economic contribution of the Borough, 
generated by the 19,300 people working in offices here, through 
improving transport, especially by increasing the capacity and 
frequency of trains on the West London Line and by actively 
managing the Kings Road to ease congestion through use of 
dedicated traffic wardens and CCTV Cameras to enforce yellow 
boxes etc. to deter infringements. 
 
4) determining that no significant development sites in this 
densely populated borough should in future be approved unless 
and until it can be shown that in step with such developments 
(and not a decade later) the additional social, educational, public 

Desire to protect and support workspaces and initiatives to 
support the local economy and opportunities to employ local 
people noted. 
 
Support for economic contribution of the borough noted.  This 
has, and is likely to remain a central tenet of the Local Plan 
 
The Council requires new development to provide for the social 
infrastructure generated by that development. This is currently 
carried out through the CIL/s106 process.   We would expect to 
take the same approach as and when permitted by the 
forthcoming reforms to the Planning system. 
 
The Council recognises the need to provide a range of housing 
types, including extra care housing for the elderly. 
 
The council is currently in the process of exploring how the 
housing needs of key workers can be reflected.  This forms part of 
the recently publish Housing Strategy. 
 
The Council currently seeks to protect a wide range of social and 
community uses.  However, the recent changes to the GPDO 
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Respondent Name Comments Council’s response 

health and physical infrastructure will be built up to absorb the 
impacts of such large scale developments. 
 
5) prioritising affordable extra care housing for the elderly and 
disabled in the parts of the Borough which already have very 
high levels of social housing like Riverside Ward where such 
housing on the Pound site was publicly promised some years 
ago. 
 
6) reintroducing a key worker housing waiting list so that more 
local people doing valuable public service jobs can live in this 
area, although Community Housing schemes should also 
accommodate those able to afford intermediate rental housing 
set at London Living Rents. 
 
7) protecting all surviving social and community spaces from 
bids to undermine their uses in our densely populated wards.  

mean that planning permission will not be required for the loss of 
many such uses. 

Sandra Yarwood  Providing increased open green space and protecting the visual 
integrity and harmony of the borough  

Noted. The Council does, however, recognise that the provision 
of additional open greenspace, rather than protection of existing, 
may prove problematic in a borough such as ours when land 
values are amongst the highest in the country. 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson)  

Vision statements need to be kept brief. We support all three of 
the bullet points at 1.15 of the NLPR and suggest a fourth is 
added. This would reflect the longstanding theme in RBKC Plans 
of ‘Keeping life local’. The Covid pandemic has reinforced the 
importance of London retaining is multiplicity of ‘urban villages, 
each self-sustaining in terms of local shops, chemists, health 
centres/GP surgeries and offering housing at all stages of life 
including ‘Generation Rent’ as well as households late in life and 
those living alone. 
 
These key attributes of the city have long been under threat 
from shrinking public services, coupled (in RBKC) with extreme 

The Council recognises the value of its ambition to “Keeping Life 
Local” as this has been one of the central strands which has run 
through our CS/ Local Plan since 2010.   The “Walkable 
Neighbourhood” may be of value in reiterating the importance of 
meeting the needs of our residents. We do recognise that the 
freedoms offered under the newly created E class will make it 
difficult for the LPA to support/ protect any given use.    
 
The need for flexibility in building uses is noted. The extent of this 
flexibility may be determined by the future need for commercial 
uses of differing types.  The Local Plan will recognise the 
implications that the E class will have upon flexibility of uses. 
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Respondent Name Comments Council’s response 

housing values. Major shifts in demand for office and 
conventional retail space look likely to take place while this new 
Local Plan is prepared. This underlines the need for flexibility 
within any new RBKC policies on building uses. We share the 
view that 400 page Local Plans are off-putting for most of the 
public. The new E use class will anyway enable building users to 
vary uses to ensure viability or improve financial returns. 
 
We support the current renewed interest in ‘walkable 
neighbourhoods’ and would like to see this reflected in a new 
Local Plan along with a more specific definition of what makes 
for a successful neighbourhood within a global city. London is 
often described as a city where many residents are transient, 
never get to know their neighbours, and take little interest in 
their immediate environment. 
 
The pandemic has begun to change attitudes, and a new Local 
Plan could help to reinforce why ‘neighbourliness’ is important 
and how it can be encouraged through planning policies and 
land allocation.  

 
Need for brevity/ no jargon noted. 

Lucia Scalisi  Bring ART back into every planning application.  
Historically RBKC was a centre for the greatest of the arts in the 
UK - & internationally. Home to some big players who had their 
studios here.  
 
Can every development instead of more empty offices have a 
number of purposed artists’ studios?  
 
Make RBKC an international destination for the Arts.  

Desire to make the borough an international destination for the 
Arts noted. The Council recognises there is no value in keeping 
premises empty when they have no long future as an office.  
Artist studios may be one of many uses which may be 
appropriate in such premises. However, the NPPF would not 
allow a LPA to prioritise such a use above all others.  Indeed, 
there will be considerable pressure to use such opportunities to 
provide additional homes. 

Greg Hammond  The phrase in the third bullet, "build upon the Borough’s rich 
cultural heritage", is an unfortunate one in a planning 
document: the laudable intention behind the bullet is obscured 
by the language. 

“Unfortunate” choice of word noted. 
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Respondent Name Comments Council’s response 

 
This section needs a bullet on protecting the Borough's priceless 
historic built environment in our conservation areas and many 
listed buildings for future generations to enjoy.  

Support for ambition to protect historic environment noted.  This 
has always been a key strand of the Council’s development plan, 
and will continue to do so in the future.   

Kerry Davis-Head  More trees. more greening. more green walls. remove clutter. 
remove barriers.  

Noted. The Council places great value on trees.  It has recently 
published a Greening SPG to support different forms of additional 
greening. 

Octavia Housing 
(Andrew Brown)  

A range of affordable housing products but predominantly social 
rented housing provision. This is required in order to provide 
local homes for those employed in the service industries for the 
prosperous majority borough population and businesses. 
The social rented housing stock has shrunk due to the impact of 
right to buy and the borough has ongoing responsibilities to 
house homeless local households in priority need.  

The Council supports the provision of a range of affordable 
housing products, with the recently adopted RKBK Community 
Housing SPD seeking to prioritise social rented housing.  
However, the Council does note that forthcoming changes to the 
NPPF may restrict a LPAs ability to seek the provision of those 
homes in greatest need. 

Nigel Crump  I am a resident in Portobello Road and I have lived here for 27 
years, I also work as an Architect at the same address. 
 
The world is changing rapidly and planning policy will have to 
change as well and the government has made it pretty clear that 
unless changes are made, we are going to be stuck with 
outdated policies such as the use classes order. Thank goodness 
this ridiculous policy is no more, planning departments can no 
longer hold applicants to ransom with their inflexible approach 
to use classes, what a relief! 
 
Shopping streets will no longer be the same, on-line shopping 
has taken over and planning policies will have to adapt to this, 
so what do we end up with? We will have too many empty 
shops and not enough homes, so allow shops to be converted 
into flats. 
 
Better than shopping streets littered with boarded up empty 
shops which is what is going to happen. Business rates for most 

The Council recognises the new E class has introduced 
considerable flexibility to change one town centre use to another.  
The policies within the emerging LP must reflect these. 
 
The Council will support the change of use of vacant properties to 
residential when we are satisfied that they have no long term 
future for their original use.  This may include retail units.  
However, the Council remains of the view that the unplanned 
introduction of homes within ground floors of town centres will 
be counter productive and may hasten the decline of our centres.  
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Respondent Name Comments Council’s response 

shops are now unaffordable, so the council should act now to 
allow this flexibility.  

Oonagh Wohanka  I feel that parts of Kensington are rapidly losing their ‘local’ 
representation and that certain areas are just becoming empty 
dwellings for people who invest in property but don’t live there  
It’s important to stop this trend and give Kensington back its 
vibrant cross cultural and economic charm. 

The Council recognises the problems of the “buy to leave” 
housing market and the impact this can have upon social 
cohesion. However, this is not an issue that can be addressed by 
the planning process. 

Princes Gate Mews RA (J 
Whewell)  

I think it is important that this endorsement of the borough's 
cultural heritage, events, festivals markets etc is balanced by a 
qualifying statement which recognises the need for balance. 
Recognition of the needs of residents and the impact that 
events festivals markets etc can have upon the quiet enjoyment 
of people's homes is important as previous statements giving 
unqualified endorsement of such activities has been used by 
developers in recent years as endorsement by the council of 
activities that would be deeply disruptive and inappropriate for 
the borough.  

The need to balance the  vitality of town centres with the  
protection of the amenity of residents is recognised. However, 
remain of the opinion that a successful and a vital town centre is 
important in maintaining the special character of the borough 
and a resource which is greatly valued by many of our residents. 
 
The Council has to decide what types of uses may be appropriate 
for the borough (and south Kensington in particular) and those 
that are, “deeply disruptive and inappropriate”. 

Natural England 
(Victoria Kirkham)  

Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our 
statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural environment is 
conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present 
and future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable 
development. 
Natural England have no comments to make on this 
consultation.  

No comments.    Noted. 

G Thomson  Representing Earls Court Partnership Limited  
 
The Site also forms part of the Earls Court and West Kensington 
Opportunity Area designated by the Greater London Authority 
(‘GLA’). The London Plan states that opportunity areas, which 
are the capital’s major reservoir of brownfield land, have 
significant capacity to accommodate new housing, commercial 
and other development. Development proposals within 

The Council is aware of the contents of the London Plan in terms 
of development within OAs in particular and Earl’s Court OA in 
particular. 
 
The need for flexibility within the NLP is noted. 
 
The need for vision to be ambitious and reflect the Borough’s role 
in London as a global city noted.   This has formed part of past 
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Respondent Name Comments Council’s response 

opportunity areas should seek to optimise residential and non-
residential output and densities and contribute towards meeting 
(or where appropriate, exceeding) the minimum guidelines for 
housing and/or indicative estimates for employment capacity 
set out in Annex 1 of the London Plan (Policy 2.13). In doing so, 
there is scope for larger areas to determine their own character 
in terms of housing densities (paragraph 2.62). Given the 
importance of delivery in opportunity areas, the London Plan 
directs planning frameworks to “focus b) a social objective – to 
support strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by ensuring 
that a sufficient number and range of homes can be provided to 
meet the needs of present and future generations; and by 
fostering a well-designed and safe built environment, with 
accessible services and open spaces that reflect current and 
future needs and support communities’ health, social and 
cultural well-being; and 
 
c) an environmental objective – to contribute to protecting and 
enhancing our natural, built and historic environment; including 
making effective use of land, helping to improve biodiversity, 
using natural resources prudently, minimising waste and 
pollution, and mitigating and adapting to climate change, 
including moving to a low carbon economy. (NPPF, para 8) 
It is in this context, the need to balance economic, social and 
environmental objectives, that the NLPR must be drafted. As we 
have set out in our accompanying comments on the individual 
issues, it is of critical importance that the NLPR provides a 
flexible framework that seeks to balance competing issues and 
offers the opportunity for innovative solutions in such a 
constrained borough. 
 
Response Form 
The NLPR Consultation is seeking responses to a series of 
questions posed by the Council. We have endeavoured to 

visions and is likely to be taken forward, in one way or another, 
into the future.  This contribution is central to making the 
borough the special place that it is. 
 
Need for the vision to be “deliverable” noted. 
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Respondent Name Comments Council’s response 

respond to those questions that are most relevant to ECPL at 
this stage of the process using the attached form. As explained 
above, it is not yet known how the proposals for the Site will 
evolve but we look forward to a continuous dialogue with the 
Council as they are progressed with a view to shaping the NLPR 
and the Earls Court Vision. 
 
The NLPR Vision should be an ambitious statement about the 
future of the Borough and its role in London, a global city. It 
should promote innovation and sustainable development that is 
fit for the 21st century, particularly in reference to the delivery 
of key strategic development sites. 
 
It is critical that the vision also sets an ambition for development 
that is deliverable. If the inequality that exists across the 
Borough is to be narrowed and the health and wellbeing of 
residents is to be supported, then growth and development 
must be proactively planned for and delivered in the right 
locations. In recent years these issues have been exacerbated by 
low delivery rates in the Borough. The Vision should provide a 
positive plan for sustainable growth.  

Grove and Company 
(Roger Grove)  

I think market forces should guide the local plan 
 
In terms of vision more housing less empty shops  
 
Spare shops and empty offices should be repurposed for 
housing 
 
Present Plan ignores the change in working brought about by 
the pandemic  

The current plan pre-dates the Covid-19 pandemic, and as such 
must “ignore the change in working brought about” by the 
pandemic. 
 
The purpose of the planning system is to recognise the 
practicalities of market forces, but to shape this to allow a vibrant 
and successful borough.  Any proposals must be viable. 
 
The Council welcomes the use of empty offices for other uses, 
including for new homes.  However, we must be satisfied that 
these premises have no long-term future as offices.  Loss of viable 
premises will have a detrimental impact on the local and the 
wider economy. 
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Respondent Name Comments Council’s response 

 
 

Quod (Ben Ford)  Quod is instructed, on behalf of the Department for Transport. 
1 Introduction 
Para 1.5 – The Council should always make reference to a 
minimum number of homes as prescribed by the Rt Hon Robert 
Jenrick Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local 
Government in his letter to Sadiq Khan the Mayor of London in 
his letter of 13 March 2020 “Your Plan must be brought to the 
minimum level I would expect to deliver the homes to start 
serving Londoners in the way they deserve”. 
 
Q 1.1 What do you think should be included in the New Local 
Plan’s vision? – The Council should commit to delivering, at 
least, their published objectively assessed housing needs. The 
Council has not historically achieved this. The adopted local plan 
requires a minimum of 733 homes to be delivered, however the 
Council has only achieved a figure of 268 homes on average over 
the past 3 years (only 37% of the minimum target). The 
Government expects the requirement to increase to 998 homes 
per year with the standard methodology; or 3,285 homes per 
year should the White Paper be adopted. The NLPR is silent on 
how this will be achieved.  

The Council is grateful to reminded of the words of the Rt Hon 
Robert Jenrick Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and 
Local Government with regard the London Plan and the need to 
deliver more homes. 
 
The delivery of additional homes, and the need to meet  our 
housing targets, will be a central tenet of the new Local Plan.  
However, we are surprised to see the suggestion that we must 
now be delivering 998 homes pa, twice that of our housing target 
set out in the newly adopted London Plan.  We are also 
interested to note that this target will rise to 3,285 homes pa 
should the standard methodology be adopted.  Our 
understanding is that this standard methodology has since been 
amended to closer reflect reality. 
 
The practicalities of meeting such a target are likely to form a key 
part of any examination. 
 
 
 

Port of London 
Authority (Michael 
Atkins)  

It is considered that there must continue to be a reference to 
green links that will help to improve biodiversity and air quality 
in the vision. As part of this it is considered that the vision 
should include a specific reference to promoting the use of the 
River Thames both on the river itself in terms of passengers and 
freight as well as alongside the river on the Thames Path and 
links to riverside areas. 
 
In addition is it considered that there must also continue to be 
references to employment and industrial space within the 

The Council notes the contribution that the Thames can have as a 
transport corridor, add this will continue to be referenced within 
the body of the future Local Plan itself.  The Council will consider 
where explicit reference to the Thames should be made in the 
vision itself. 
 
The contribution of the borough’s Employment Zones is noted.   
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Respondent Name Comments Council’s response 

vision, including to ensure that employment zones are enhanced 
and their use maximised. 
 
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.  

Fraslo Investment 
Holdings Limited (Will 
Kumar)  

More flexibility for offices in non-town centre locations to 
convert to residential uses. 
 
More flexibility in the ability to have to provide 50% affordable 
housing.  

Offices outside town centres to residential. Such an approach 
would increase housing supply but may reduce the amount of 
business floorspace available to those who wish work within the 
borough.   The ELPS should help establish what the future need 
for business floorspace may be post pandemic. 
 
The need for greater flexibility in provision of affordable housing 
is noted.  The current requirement is 30% or a “maximum 
reasonable amount”. We are likely to be led by the MHCLG in this 
regard. 
 
Any flexibility must reflect both the need for truly affordable 
homes within the borough as well as the need to ensure that the 
provision of such homes will not jeopardise the viability of 
development.  The Council is commissioning a report to consider 
the level of AH which is viable in different parts of the borough. 

DP9 (Kate Outterside)  Representing St William 
 
We write on behalf of our client St William, in respect of the 
New Local Plan Review: Borough Issues Consultation 
(September 2020). Our client’s interest arises from promoting 
their Site, Kensal Gas Works, for residential led mixed-use 
development. 
 
St William have been engaging in discussions with your 
colleagues regarding the redevelopment of the former Kensal 

The Council recognises the importance of providing both new 
homes and employment floorspace.  Both will form part of any 
future vision of the Local Plan. 
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Respondent Name Comments Council’s response 

Gas Works, both at a policy level and in pre-application 
discussions. 
 
Firstly, we would note that we fully support the preparation of 
the New Local Plan Review: Borough Issues Consultation to 
inform the New Local Plan policies. However, we have several 
comments on the questions posed within the document which 
we provide within this letter. 
 
Q 1.1 What do you think should be included in the New Local 
Plan Vision 
 
We agree with the proposed vision set out within the document. 
However, we would strongly recommend including within the 
vision the desire to deliver housing and employment 
opportunities as a standalone item to emphasise the 
significance of their delivery to the Borough.  

Historic England (Katie 
Parsons)  

We support bullet point 3 of paragraph 1.15 and hope that it is 
carried through into subsequent versions of the plan. We do 
advise however, that it is amended to make explicit reference to 
the conservation of enhancement of the historic environment. 
At present the emphasis is on the design of new development, 
whereas the inclusion of a reference to protect what exists 
would strike a better balance.  

The importance of protecting the existing built environment as 
well as ensuring the highest quality new design is noted and 
should be reflected in later iterations of the LP. 

Linda Wade  To address housing inequalities there is a need for the borough 
and social housing providers to have a joint comprehensive 
strategy to improve and enhance the condition of their stock to 
a standard that is compliant to present building standards: fire, 
sound insulation, addressing fuel poverty and is sympathetic to 
the original architecture of the house and street.  
 
Large scale development should include a range of housing 
options including social rented family units and social rented 

The condition of existing affordable/ RBKC community housing is 
a matter for the Housing department rather than planning policy. 
 
The Council supports the provision of a range of affordable 
housing types, but is concerned that the requirement to prioritise 
“first homes” in a high value borough such as ours may reduce 
the opportunity to provide the social rented and other products 
which are in particular need. 
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purpose-built independent accommodation for older residents.  
 
No RSL stock should be sold without first refusal to the Council 
or another RSL.  
 
The Council need to provide a range of housing options spread 
across the borough to prevent “concentrations” in mixed street 
property settings with more family sized units.  
 
Social rented housing should be incorporated from the initial 
design stages and not as an “add-on” to justify planning 
approval.  
 
Buildings need to be of a human-scale and height, road widths in 
new developments should be in proportion to the height of the 
buildings.  
 
Improved bike lane infrastructure and traffic reduction strategic 
to improve the pedestrian experience, promote local shopping 
and dining.  
 
In the post Covid environment, space whether internal to the 
units or external to the development have to be “liveable” and 
promote health and wellbeing.  
 
Work hubs, with access to “meeting rooms” and support 
services.  
 
Play Streets in areas of high density and no access to play space 
for children to have active play. School Streets with clear areas 
with no cars.  

The Council recognises the need to ensure that affordable 
housing is not an “add on”, but fully integrated into applicable 
development.  This is an important aspect of the high quality 
design required by the current LP, and to be taken forward into 
the NLP. 
 
The Council recognises that new buildings should generally be of 
a “human” scale, a scale which reflects the current build form.  
However, we also recognise that a small number of taller 
buildings may be appropriate.  The nature of these buildings, and 
the areas in which they may be appropriate will be considered as 
the LP evolves. 
 
The Council shares the view that street improvements have a role 
in supporting our town centres and in encouraging more to visit. 
 
The Council supports the provision of a range of different models 
of workspaces, including touchdown spaces and the like. 
 
The Council continues to explore methods to reduce congestion 
and to support walking, cycling and play.  However, traditionally 
many residents have been very concerned about being in 
proximity with play spaces as are concerned that such spaces 
may harm the quiet enjoyment of their homes.   
 
    

Woodland Trust 
(Bridget Fox)  

We particularly welcome the statement that the RBKC Council 
Plan will “put green issues and the environment at the heart of 
all new development, so we can support the health and 

Support for “greening issues” to be a central part of the Local 
Plan noted. 
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wellbeing or our residents, now and long into the future”. 
In addition, we suggest that the Plan’s vision should include: 
• Increasing native tree cover as a vital part of the response to 
the nature and climate emergencies. 
• Ensuring the borough’s trees have better funding and 
protection, particularly ancient woodland and veteran trees 
• Investing in natural capital and green infrastructure while 
promoting tree health and biosecurity 
• Making access to nearby trees and nature a priority, especially 
given its importance demonstrated during lockdown. 
 
The review proposes a number of policy areas to tackle the 
climate emergency but these are largely focused on energy and 
building design and omit natural solutions. In particular, the Plan 
should include policy in support of new tree planting and small 
areas of urban woodland creation. 
 
A rapid increase in the level of tree canopy cover has been 
proposed by the UK’s Committee on Climate Change, to provide 
a key mechanism to lock up carbon in trees and soils, provide an 
alternative to fossil fuel energy and resource-hungry building 
material, and importantly to stem the declines in biodiversity. 
We recommend setting a borough-wide target for tree canopy 
cover, in line with the advice given in the Woodland Trust's 
Emergency Tree Plan (2020).  

The Council welcomes the planting of new trees and the 
protection of existing but questions whether this should form 
part of a focused vision rather than be included in the body of the 
plan. 
 
The borough does not contain any ancient woodland and we 
question the feasibility of the creation of small urban woodlands 
in a borough with some of the highest land values in the country 
and with a stretching housing target.  This is not to say that tree 
planting should form part of new developments. 

Andre Hellstrom  There has to be a better focus on design and what architecture 
that we leave for the next generation. Property developers are 
building on prime land and there should be more pressure on 
architects and developers. I realise there are budgets, but an 
architect should be honoured to have a building in Kensington 
and Chelsea borough. I am very much into architecture and city 
planning and I have realised that actually, some of the buildings 
built in the borough are designed by computers. Hence, they 
look like shoeboxes, just squares. These buildings are going to 

The Council is of the view that high quality design is, and must 
remain to be, a central part of “good planning”, with “building 
beautiful” being a central part of the White Paper proposals.  The 
scale/ height of a new building is an integral part of this.   
 
We expect high quality design across the borough.  There is, 
however, a particular challenge in those few parts of the borough 
which do not lie within conservation areas. 
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stand here for decades. There is a bigger focus on design in 
richer areas of the borough and less in the poor areas which I 
find discriminatory. A good example is on Kensal Road where I 
live, the design of the new builds are appalling. 279 Kensal road 
will probably be the worst example. It almost looks like it's 
unfinished. I do love Portobello Square, it's really nice and it's a 
good height. I realise building too high is controversial but in a 
city with 9 million people, it's not substantial to build too low, 
it's a huge waste of space. 6-7 floors isn't imposing, it still looks 
good. I am from Stockholm Sweden and most buildings are 6-7 
floors and it doesn't feel too high.  
 
There is a lot of traffic along Ladbroke Grove, buses are very 
unreliable, they take too much time. So there has to be a new 
train station close by, it has to be a priority. I realise Crossrail 
might not happen, but thank you for pushing for it, but again, 
there has to be a stop here. Specially if there will be 3500 on the 
Kensal Canalside, you cant build more homes when people can't 
get around! Well, they have Kensal Green but you would need a 
bridge for that.  

The Council recognises that any new major development on the 
Kensal Canalside site must be accessible, be this through a new 
station on the Elizabeth Line or through other improvements.  
This is explored in detail in the Kensal Canalside SPD.  

William Wilson  Residents who have lived in the Borough for more than 5 years  The Council seeks to plan for all our residents and not merely 
those who have lived here for some period of time. 

Boka Hotel (Spencer 
Parsons)  

Whilst not a planning issue new developments could help make 
places less easy or attractive for Anti Social behaviour and street 
drug dealers 
 
We need less high rise developments and less high end we need 
a mix of housing for key workers, elderly , social , rented and 
owner occupied  
 
The Earls Court site should be utilised for a mix of housing and 
the replacement venue promised by the council in a previous 
local plan and also by the then mayor of London Boris Johnson 

The Council supports the provision of a range of affordable 
housing types, but is concerned that the requirement to prioritise 
“first homes” in a high value borough such as ours may reduce 
the opportunity to provide the social rented and other products 
which are in particular need. 
 
The site allocation within the current LP includes the provision of 
a replacement venue.  The nature of the new allocation will be 
explored as the new Local Plan progresses. This allocation will 
include a mix of uses, although the detailed nature of this has yet 
to have been determined.  
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but ridden roughshod over by the previous planners and Capco .  
 
RBKC itself is a prime example of how you can marry housing 
with non-housing having such a building as part of its own 
property estate. Chesterton Square is a garden square located 
above floors of Council offices in Pembroke Road which include 
Waste Management, Environmental Health, Transportation, 
Highways, Parking and other departments. This to me is an 
example of what could be done say what was Earls Court 1, a 
new exhibition and multipurpose venue at ground level ( much 
needed to help reinvigorate business ) with housing above in a 
similar garden square creation thereby getting the best of both 
worlds, much needed housing, safe and secure as it would be 
above a venue and the much needed venue that could breathe 
life back in to businesses in the area on the basement and 
ground level and have it of an attractive design. 
 
I do not think the mayor and GLA should be used to overdevelop 
the Earls Court site, make it visually extremely different or 
unappealing in the long term or for it to be built too high , doing 
that then you end up with a sink estate.  

 

Elizabeth Harrap  Para 1.5 
Putting communities first…Does this mean that planning will be 
delayed until the terminally ill neighbour has died? 
 
To date RBKC’s Duty of Care to put communities first has been 
completely lacking. No account is being taken of vulnerable 
dying neighbours at the planning committee stage. I have seen 
this happen twice in Kenway Road with two developments. In 
both cases the dying neighbour had to listen to the terrible noise 
of the development while they were dying. This is completely 
inhumane. How will you change this? 
 

The workings of planning committee is not something for the 
Local Plan.  The Council is well aware of the impact that 
construction can have upon the living conditions of those living 
nearby.  To this end we have recently adopted a Code of 
Construction which seeks to minimise this impact.  This goes 
further than any other Local Authority in the Country. 
 
Fire and gas safety is a matter consider by building regulations 
rather than planning policies within the Local Plan.  
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How will fire and gas safety be addressed in putting 
communities first?  

Bikeworks CIC (David 
Dansky)  

Tackling Climate change through encouraging renewable energy 
in any new buildings, limit car parking and increase cycle 
parking. 
Additional Social housing, and affordable housing 
Low Traffic Neighbourhoods expanded across the Borough 
Encouraging small local businesses rather than multinational 
chains to enable more local shopping choices  

 “Greening” and the need to consider climate change will be a 
central tenet of the new Local Plan, and has been included in the 
proposed vision. 
 
The vision also recognises the importance of meeting the housing 
needs of its residents and in supporting the local economy. 
 
The planning system does not allow an LPA to support one 
retailer over another.   Ownership is not/ and cannot be a 
planning matter. However, we can support the provision of the 
smaller premises normally favoured by the independent retailer.  
We will need to consider whether we continue to do this or 
support greater flexibility to allow our town centres to begin their 
recovery for the Covid-19 pandemic. 

The Hillgate Village 
Residents' Association 
(Sophia Massey-Cook)  

The Hillgate Village Residents’ Association (“HVRA”) supports 
the principle of strong local consultation, and we object to the 
proposals in the White Paper (“PWP”) which will weaken local 
community involvement and that of our democratically elected 
representatives. The proposed National Planning Policy 
Framework (“NPPF”) with its one size fits all “Plan focussed 
Planning” vests too much power in the hands of national 
government, property professionals and the inspectorate who 
are not locally accountable. It does not allow enough proper and 
useful scrutiny from those who live in local areas and who often 
have the greatest insight into the impact of planning 
applications. We are concerned that over reliance on the Local 
Plan will not prove a sufficiently flexible guide in situations 
where the future needs of communities can change rapidly, such 
as the current COVID-19 crisis, in contrast to the current system 
of multi layered and locally based decision making. 

The Council shares many of the concerns relating to the possible 
planning reforms set out within the White Paper.  However, we 
will have to follow the new legislation as and when it becomes 
law. 
 
The Council recognises the importance of green space and is not 
aware of any development within Notting Hill’s communal green 
spaces. 
 
The Council shares the view that development should not 
increase local run off and requires new hard standings to be 
permeable. 
 
The Council notes that the consultee intends to make further 
representations to justify the inclusion of Notting Hill Gate within 
an possible future “area of protection”.  We await this with 
interest. 
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We are concerned to preserve the green spaces of our 
conservation area including front and rear gardens from hard 
surfaces and over development. We would also like to see 
robust requirements for communal green spaces (a rightly 
celebrated characteristic of Notting Hill) extended to new 
developments in RBKC as an aid to social cohesion, biodiversity 
and enhancement of daily life in what are often small dwelling 
units.  
 
We support RBKC’s commitment to becoming a greener and 
sustainable borough and hope that RBKC will resist pressure to 
permit hard paving over of garden areas both front and back. 
This is an issue where more off- street parking is sought and also 
where the over development of sites into back gardens reduces 
the run-off area and reduces biodiversity. All of these 
suggestions reflect RBKC’s priorities outlined in the Council Plan 
1.15 
Our local neighbourhood retail centre is Notting Hill Gate 
(“NHG”) which is directly on the boundary of our Conservation 
Area (“CA”). As it will not fall within a Protected Area we will be 
submitting a joint document with organisations which border 
NHG including the Pembridge Association (“PA”), The Campden 
Hill Residents Association (“CHRA” ) and former Committee 
members of the Notting Hill Gate Improvements Group.  
 
We seek stronger protection for our listed buildings especially 
the need to preserve original features. We reject the use of 
generic “historic type” additions randomly copied from adjacent 
buildings rather than the restoration of the original fabric and 
replication of original features. The addition of swimming pools 
is especially unsuitable for listed buildings as it produces effluent 
humid air and requires invasive electromechanical and energy 
consuming machinery, as does air conditioning.  

 
The Council notes that the consultees seek stronger protection 
for Listed Buildings.  The Council has an obligation to require 
development to protect the heritage significance of listed 
buildings, and we have a team of officers who consider listed 
building applications.  What may, or may not, be appropriate will 
be a view taken by our highly trained and professional officers.  
Support for the Council’s stance on new basements is noted. 
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We fully support RBKC’s hard won ban on adding under 
basements/double basements for a number of reasons: It 
removes all the history in the ground by removing antique 
foundations and the earth figure. It also risks loss of original 
paved or brick floors of low walls and threatens the stability of 
the main building during construction, the recent collapse of 
two listed buildings in Chelsea, October 2020 during basement 
excavations are a case in point.  

Sue Redmond  I think it's about time that homes were developed to be lifelong 
homes and that are fully accessible. There is no recognition of 
the needs of disabled children, adults with learning disabilities 
and their parent carers within any of this 'plan' . I understand it 
is a strategic plan but if its not specifically identified at this level, 
planners and developers will continue to ignore the needs of a 
very vulnerable group who do actually contribute to our 
community. effectively this plan renders our families invisible.  

Our existing policies do require high standards of accessibility so 
that all new homes are wheelchair ready. In addition, there is a 
requirement for 10% homes to be delivered as wheelchair 
accessible homes. This is as per building regulations and national 
policy on housing standards. 

Federica Lowndes 
Marques Leitao  

More green areas, walking and cycling lanes.  
Reduce traffic along the Earls Court road and Warwick Road.  

Noted. 

Environment Agency 
(Lisa Mills)  

We have identified three key areas that we believe should be 
incorporated as a strategic priority for your new local plan 
vision. These are: 
 
Climate change 
 
The London Plan (draft 2019) 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 

Noted. As a general comment the vision has to be overarching. 
We are mindful also of the Government’s ambitions in the 
planning reforms to make Local Plan shorter and simpler and 
therefore are looking for the vision to be concise.  
 
Climate Change 
This is embedded in the vision as proposed – putting green issues 
and environment at the heart of all new developments. 
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reducing contributing to climate change, including a focus on 
becoming a zero carbon borough by 2050 in line with the 
London Plan (draft 2019). 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 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
now 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 2016 based on improved climate science that reflect the 
catchment characteristics within each river basin district, and 
new tidal breach modelling was produced in 2017/18. You 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Adapting to the consequences of climate change. 
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). 
 
The vision of a Local Plan needs to be succinct and cannot cover 
in detail all the issues the Borough faces or incorporate all the 
policies. Therefore, any climate change and flood risk issue is 
covered under ‘environment’ in the vision. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We are aware of the reviewed climate change allowances. The 
SFRA will be reviewed and updated to reflect updates to other 
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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. 
Biodiversity Net gain 
 
The London Plan (draft 2019) 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 states in paragraph 170 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.  

guidance documents and plans. The Local Flood Risk 
Management Strategy will be updated afterwards.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
The need for a riverside strategy will be considered as part of 
the NLPR.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Section 13 of the Greening SPD demonstrates our direction of 
travel on biodiversity, outlining the requirement that all 
development should have due regard for the protection and 
enhancement of biodiversity with the additional requirement for 
a 10% net gain with major development, which is in line with the 
New London Plan.  
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The Pembridge 
Association (Fiona 
Fleming-Brown)  

The Pembridge Association (“PA”) supports the principle of 
strong local consultation, and we object to the proposals in the 
White Paper (“PWP”) which will weaken local community 
involvement and that of our democratically elected 
representatives. The proposed National Planning Policy 
Framework (“NPPF”) with its one size fits all “Plan focussed 
Planning” vests too much power in the hands of national 
government, property professionals and the inspectorate who 
are not locally accountable. It does not allow enough proper and 
useful scrutiny from those who live in local areas and who often 
have the greatest insight into the impact of planning 
applications. We are concerned that over reliance on the Local 
Plan will not prove a sufficiently flexible guide in situations 
where the future needs of communities can change rapidly, such 
as the current COVID-19 crisis, in contrast to the current system 
of multi layered and locally based decision making. 
 
We are concerned to preserve the green spaces of our 
conservation area including front and rear gardens from hard 
surfaces and over development. We would also like to see 
robust requirements for communal green spaces (a rightly 
celebrated characteristic of Notting Hill) extended to new 
developments in RBKC as an aid to social cohesion, biodiversity 
and enhancement of daily life in what are often small dwelling 
units.  
 
We support RBKC’s commitment to becoming a greener and 
sustainable borough and hope that RBKC will resist pressure to 
permit hard paving over of garden areas both front and back. 
This is an issue where more off- street parking is sought and also 
where the over development of sites into back gardens reduces 
the run-off area and reduces biodiversity. All of these 
suggestions reflect RBKC’s priorities outlined in the Council Plan 
1.15 

The Council shares many of the concerns relating to the possible 
planning reforms set out within the White Paper.  However, we 
will have to follow the new legislation as and when it becomes 
law. 
 
The Council recognises the importance of green space and is not 
aware of any development within Notting Hill’s communal green 
spaces. 
 
The Council shares the view that development should not 
increase local run off and requires new hard standings to be 
permeable. 
 
The Council notes that the consultee intends to make further 
representations to justify the inclusion of Notting Hill Gate within 
an possible future “area of protection”.  We await this with 
interest. 
 
The Council notes that the consultees seek stronger protection 
for Listed Buildings.  The Council has an obligation to require 
development to protect the heritage significance of listed 
buildings, and we have a team of officers who consider listed 
building applications.  What may, or may not, be appropriate will 
be a view taken by our highly trained and professional officers.  
Support for the Council’s stance on new basements is noted. 
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Our local neighbourhood retail centre is Notting Hill Gate 
(“NHG”) which is directly on the boundary of our Conservation 
Area (“CA”). As it will not fall within a Protected Area we will be 
submitting a joint document with organisations which border 
NHG including the Hillgate Village Residents Association 
(“HVRA”), The Campden Hill Residents Association (“CHRA” ) 
and former Committee members of the Notting Hill Gate 
Improvements Group. We seek the reclassification of this area 
to better serve local needs, specifically with regard to retail 
provision and to address some of its current issues. It is not just 
“the Gateway to Portobello” (Local Plan Sept 2019) but an 
important centre with a strong but submerged local character. 
Within our CA we also represent Westbourne Grove which we 
feel was not sufficiently described in the last Local Plan. In 
marked contrast to both NHG and Kensington High Street it has 
proved to be relatively resilient to the impact of the modal shift 
to on-line shopping and the pandemic. There are some 
transferable ideas from this retail area in terms of public 
amenity and place making which we believe are significant not 
least the enhancement of what we term Meaningful Greening 
which benefits residents, especially those in the social housing 
units around Portobello Court, retailers and tourists alike. 
We seek stronger protection for our listed buildings especially 
the need to preserve original features. We reject the use of 
generic “historic type” additions randomly copied from adjacent 
buildings rather than the restoration of the original fabric and 
replication of original features. The addition of swimming pools 
is especially unsuitable for listed buildings as it produces effluent 
humid air and requires invasive electromechanical and energy 
consuming machinery, as does air conditioning.  
 
We fully support RBKC’s hard won ban on adding under 
basements/double basements for a number of reasons: It 
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removes all the history in the ground by removing antique 
foundations and the earth figure. It also risks loss of original 
paved or brick floors of low walls and threatens the stability of 
the main building during construction, the recent collapse of 
two listed buildings in Chelsea, October 2020 during basement 
excavations are a case in point.  

C David  1 There is nothing on private cars and the need to reduce the 
use of cars and get people to walk, cycle or use public transport 
vehicles and trains/tubes. 
 
2 There is nothing on removing the busy TFL red routes that 
criss-cross the borough and cause our unacceptable and illegal 
levels of air pollution. 
 
3 There is not enough on housing - genuine social housing and 
housing for key workers 
 
4 There is nothing here in the process on deliberative 
democracy - enabling the residents and other stakeholders (not 
just the council) to identify and agree the issues for the local 
plan  

The vision is intended to be concise.  We fully recognise the need 
to reduce reliance on the private car.  This should be reflected by 
the emphasis on “greening” within the vision.  It is also subject of 
the “transport” chapter. 
 
The Council cannot remove red routes, and as such this will not 
form part of the new Local Plan.   
 
Comment need for genuine affordable housing noted.  This does 
form part of the vision and of its own chapter.  The Council’s 
Housing Department (referenced in the Housing Strategy) is 
exploring the provision of homes for key workers.   
 
The purpose of this issues paper is to ask residents and other 
stakeholders to identify the issues for the local plan.  Ultimately 
the plan will be examined by PINS who will assess its soundness.  
Residents will be invited to engage at each stage of the process 
and to attend the examination if they choose to do so.  

Clean Air in London 
(Simon Birkett)  

Please commit to being an exemplar in sustainable city living by 
complying fully with international laws, standards, guidelines 
and best practices. 
 
Please include your pledge to achieve net zero by 2030 and 
2040.  

This local plan differs from past version in that we do intend to 
make it explicit that green issues and the environment will be at 
heart of new development.  This reflects the declaration last year 
of a climate emergency and the desire for the Council to be 
carbon neutral by 2030, with support for the wider community to 
be carbon neutral bey 2040.    

Andre Michaud  Focus on creating safer neighbourhoods with a greater 
community feel. Local shops and coffee shops, restaurants to 

The Council recognises the value of it town centres and the many 
functions that they provide. The “walkable neighbourhood” may 
be a useful tool to help support this function. 
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create a lively ambience in designated areas so that there is a 
mix for all ages to use. Local amenities within easy reach  

Rosemary Andreae  Valuing what is beautiful in the Borough. 
Promoting Heritage. 
 
Cheap accommodation for core workers. 
 
Support local businesses. 
 
Consider local residents in building applications, including noise 
and time taken on new projects.  

The protection of our built heritage is, and will continue to be a 
central strand of our Local Plan. 
 
The Council’s Housing Department (referenced in the Housing 
Strategy) is exploring the provision of homes for key workers.   
 
The Local Plan supports all businesses and recognises that 
diversity and flexibility it of prime importance. 
 
The Council’s Code of Construction does consider the impact of 
construction on local residents.  However, we do recognise that 
development must be allowed to go ahead, and that some 
disturbance may be inevitable.  

Tom Bennett  The third bullet of 1.15 says that development must be 'to the 
highest quality'. We should also aspire for it to be '*beautiful* 
and of the highest quality'.  

Noted.  “Building beautiful” also form part the government’s 
agenda for planning as set out in the White Paper.  

Savills (Matt Lloyd-Ruck)  Representing Commercial Estates Group Ltd 
 
The New Local Plan’s (NLP) vision should include an overarching 
objective for economic growth within the borough, in light of 
the impact COVID-19 has had within London’s Town Centres and 
Economy. 
 
The NLP should respond to the recognition of Royal Borough of 
Kensington and Chelsea (RBKC) Councillors towards the need to 
deliver more homes and commercial floor space in the borough 
to respond to market pressures. 
 
While it is evident how the NLP has taken regards to the recent 
Planning for the Future White Paper (specifically, it’s use of the 
zoning system), the NLP’s vision also needs to account for the 

The Council shares the view that economic recovery/ growth 
should be an overarching ambition of the Local Plan.  We have 
commission a number of studies to consider the future need for 
new commercial floorspace.  This will allow us to draw 
conclusions with regard the correct balance between new/ 
protection of commercial and residential floorspace. 
The new Local Plan will recognise the flexibility now available 
within the newly created E class. 
 
Sustainable development is an integral part of the local plan, and 
will remain so.  Part of this will be supporting high trip generating 
uses in areas well served by public transport.   
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new Use Class Order too. The NLP should recognise the benefits 
of a flexible Use Class E, which will invigorate our High Streets 
and Town Centres by providing businesses with the framework 
and flexibility to bend to changing market conditions. Creating 
places which are of great planning benefit to RBKC will increase 
football, expenditure and jobs for local people. 
 
There should also be a recognition towards the presumption in 
favour of sustainable development around existing transport 
hubs. This includes the need to push for growth in areas with 
adequate infrastructure to support it and also the need to 
prioritise pedestrian movement, a sustainable methods of 
transport, over private car use. 
 
Currently, transport hubs such as Sloane Square Station appear 
illegible, cut up by traffic congestion which acts as a physical 
barrier for pedestrian movement. An emphasis on growth and 
public realm improvements will encourage pedestrian 
movement, contributing to the vibrancy and vitality of the 
Borough. This would also support RBKC’s current vision of 
moving towards a more sustainable transport system and less 
reliance on the private car use.  

CHRA (I. Margaronis)  The Campden Hill RA (“CHRA”) supports the principle of strong 
local consultation, and we object to the proposals in the White 
Paper (“PWP”) which will weaken local community involvement 
and that of our democratically elected representatives. The 
proposed National Planning Policy Framework (“NPPF”) with its 
one size fits all “Plan focussed Planning” vests too much power 
in the hands of national government, property professionals and 
the inspectorate who are not locally accountable and have little 
local knowledge. It does not allow enough proper and useful 
scrutiny from those who live in local areas and who often have 
the greatest insight into the impact of planning applications. We 
are concerned that over reliance on the Local Plan will not prove 

The Council shares many of the concerns relating to the possible 
planning reforms set out within the White Paper.  However, we 
will have to follow the new legislation as and when it becomes 
law. 
 
The Council recognises the importance of green space and is not 
aware of any development within Notting Hill’s communal green 
spaces. 
 
The Council shares the view that development should not 
increase local run off and requires new hard standings to be 
permeable. 
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a sufficiently flexible guide in situations where the future needs 
of communities can change rapidly, such as the current COVID-
19 crisis, in contrast to the current system of multi layered and 
locally based decision making. 
 
We are concerned to preserve the green spaces of our 
conservation area including front and rear gardens from hard 
surfaces and from over development. We would also like to see 
robust requirements for communal green spaces (a rightly 
celebrated characteristic of Notting Hill) extended to new 
developments in RBKC as an aid to social cohesion, biodiversity 
and enhancement of daily life in what are often small dwelling 
units.  
We support RBKC’s commitment to becoming a greener and 
sustainable borough and hope that RBKC will resist pressure to 
permit hard paving over of garden areas both front and back. 
This is an issue where more off- street parking is sought and also 
where the over development of sites into back gardens reduces 
the run-off area and reduces biodiversity. All of these 
suggestions reflect RBKC’s priorities outlined in the Council Plan 
1.15 
 
Our local neighbourhood retail centre is Notting Hill Gate 
(“NHG”) which is directly on the boundary of our Conservation 
Area (“CA”). As it will not fall within a Protected Area we will be 
submitting a joint document with organisations which border 
NHG including the Hillgate Village Residents Association 
(“HVRA”), The Pembridge Association (“PA”) and former 
Committee members of the Notting Hill Gate Improvements 
Group. We seek the reclassification of this area to better serve 
local needs, specifically with regard to retail provision and to 
address some of its current issues. It is not just “the Gateway to 
Portobello” (Local Plan Sept 2019) but an important centre with 
a strong but submerged local character. 

 
The Council notes that the consultee intends to make further 
representations to justify the inclusion of Notting Hill Gate within 
an possible future “area of protection”.  We await this with 
interest. 
 
The Council notes that the consultees seek stronger protection 
for Listed Buildings.  The Council has an obligation to require 
development to protect the heritage significance of listed 
buildings, and we have a team of officers who consider listed 
building applications.  What may, or may not, be appropriate will 
be a view taken by our highly trained and professional officers.  
Support for the Council’s stance on new basements is noted. 
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Within the area covered by these RAs, we also represent 
Westbourne Grove which we feel was not sufficiently described 
in the last Local Plan. In marked contrast to both NHG and 
Kensington High Street, it has proved to be relatively resilient to 
the impact of the modal shift to on-line shopping and the 
pandemic. There are some transferable ideas from this retail 
area in terms of public amenity and place making which we 
believe are significant not least the enhancement of what we 
term Meaningful Greening which benefits residents, especially 
those in the social housing units around Portobello Court, 
retailers and tourists alike. 
We seek stronger protection for our listed buildings especially 
the need to preserve original features. We reject the use of 
generic “historic type” additions randomly copied from adjacent 
buildings rather than the restoration of the original fabric and 
replication of original features. The addition of swimming pools 
is especially unsuitable for listed buildings as it produces humid 
air effluent and requires invasive electromechanical and energy 
consuming machinery, as does air conditioning.  
 
We fully support RBKC’s hard won ban on adding under 
basements/double basements for a number of reasons: It 
removes all the history in the ground by removing antique 
foundations and the earth figure. It also risks loss of original 
paved or brick floors and potentially threatens the stability of 
the main building during construction, the recent collapse of 
two listed buildings in Chelsea, October 2020 during basement 
excavations are a case in point. Basements inevitably also 
damage adjoining terraced buildings by creating differences in 
the relative stiffness of their foundations.  

St Helen’s Church (Steve 
Divall)  

Supportive of the vision outlined in 1.15 
In addition, the Covid pandemic has reinforced enormous 
importance of local community and it would be good to reflect 

Support noted. 
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this (in keeping with the longstanding theme in RBKC Plans of 
‘Keeping life local’.)  

N/A (Gayle Verdi)  I should very much like you to take responsibility for Rifle Place 
W11, off Saint Anne’s Road. It is a ‘no man’s land’ with regard to 
its maintenance. A sewer regularly overflows running across the 
public footpath, dangerous in these times of increased health 
protection awareness. 
1. It is impossible to locate the exact spot when contacting 
Thames Water (as I have tried to do on several occasions). 
2. Edward Woods’ caretaker denies responsibility for cleanliness 
of the area. 
3. LBHF ignore it. 
4. It does not feature on Google maps. 
5. It adjoins RBKC side of the road but the RBKC street sweepers 
says it is not his territory. 
 
Can you please sort this out for the health of those (frequently 
RBKC residents) who have to paddle through the muck.  

This is not a matter for the Local Plan.  This comment has been 
passed to the relevant section within our Environmental Health 
team. 

Archer Highways 
England  

Having examined the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea: 
New Local Plan Review: Borough Issues consultation documents 
and noting the distance of the Royal Borough of Kensington and 
Chelsea from the SRN, we are satisfied that its policies will not 
materially affect the safety, reliability and / or operation of the 
SRN (the tests set out in DfT C2/13 para’s 9 & 10 and MHCLG 
NPPF para 109).  

Noted. 

James Heard  Supportive of the vision outlined in 1.15 
In addition, the Covid pandemic has reinforced enormous 
importance of local community and it would be good to reflect 
this (in keeping with the longstanding theme in RBKC Plans of 
‘Keeping life local’.)  

Support noted. 
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The Knightsbridge 
Association (Carol 
Seymour-Newton)  

The Knightsbridge Association is concerned that in its Local Plan 
Review, RBKC is seeking to reduce parking provision, with too 
much importance given to cyclists. Many residents are not 
capable of joining the army of cyclists. 
 
The overshadowing concern is the impact of new Government 
powers over local planning policies seeking to further override 
RBKC’s judgement and determining powers on matters such as 
delivery of affordable home, permitted development rights 
(most importantly in relation to ‘upward’ extensions) and 
greater flexibility to change the use of commercial premises. 
 
Whilst we have been assured that listed buildings and 
conservation areas will generally be deemed ‘protected’ from 
such overriding powers (and thus require local planning consent 
as before), the KA will be engaging with RBKC on further 
developments.  

Noted.   The Local Plan does not intend to seek to reduce existing 
parking provision. However, it does intend to promote policies 
which reduce dependence on the private car,  be this though 
improved public transport or support for increased walking and 
cycling. 
 
The Council shares the concerns regarding the proposals within 
the Planning White Paper. 

KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)  

We think that many will be puzzled as to how the present 
exercise fits in with the Planning White Paper and what the 
point is of making a new Local Plan when so much may change. 
This will need to be elucidated at the next stage of the 
consultation. It should also made clear that, because of the 
Grenfell disaster the Inspector required an early start on a new 
Plan. 
 
Question 1.1. What do you think should be included in the New 
Local Plan’s vision?  
 
We agree that the vision should be short and at a high level of 
generality. As soon as one starts adding detail, it is almost 
impossible to avoid the Christmas tree effect. We therefore 
agree that the vision should be the bullet points in paragraph 
1.15. We think, however, that there should be a fourth bullet 
point (perhaps after the “green issues” one) about fostering 

Paragraph 1.4 of the issues Paper is explicit in explaining why we 
have chosen to start the Local Plan review despite the 
uncertainty associated with the Planning White Paper. 
 
The Council shares the view that central to the new Local Plan is 
the need to support local communities.  There is value in being 
more explicit in this, even within a concise vision.   
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local communities and providing them with what they need in 
their localities (walkability etc.). Our dense network of 
neighbourhoods/”villages” with their own local centres is an 
essential feature of the Borough and walkability is important for 
environmental reasons.  

Units, 2,3,4,5,7,8,10 & 
11 Latimer Ind Estate 
and Ivebury Court 
(Tania Martin)  

Latimer Industrial Estate is located in the north-west corner of 
the Borough and consists of 14 light industrial units on Latimer 
Road. Latimer Road has been identified in the St Quintin and 
Woodlands Neighbourhood Plan as an area of regeneration and 
in particular the potential for redevelopment of the Industrial 
Units as mixed use building with commercial at street level and 
residential units above. Ivebury Court is a commercial building at 
the southern end of Latimer Road. 
 
Latimer Road is within the Latimer Road/Freston Road 
Employment Zone. 
 
Our response to the issues document uses the questions that 
are posed, and we have answered only those which seem most 
relevant to the Industrial Estate and Latimer Road. 
 
Q 1.1 What do you think should be included in the New Local 
Plan’s vision? 
 
We support all three of the bullet points at 1.15 of the NLPR. 
However, for roads such as Latimer Road to survive we would 
like to include interventions that nurture “15-minute 
neighbourhoods”. This would also reflect RBKC Plans of ‘Keeping 
life local’ and ‘Walkable Neighbourhoods’. 
 
For Latimer Road to thrive as a place to live and work, and to be 
attractive to small to medium businesses, the local area needs 
the neighbourhood to thrive and be self-sustaining in terms of 
local shops, café, chemists, health centres/GP surgeries and 

The Council supports the provision of a range of social and 
community facilities across the borough.  However, we note that 
the newly created E class does make it impossible to protect 
these uses as we have in the past. 
 
The Council supports the provision of a range of housing types to 
support the needs of our residents.  However, we also note that 
little development which comes forward is of a scale which 
triggers the need for affordable housing. 



31 

 

Respondent Name Comments Council’s response 

offer housing for all stages of life, particularly first-time buyers 
and “downsizers”.  

TfL (Brendan Hodges)  We agree with the three aspects of the Council’s vision but 
would also add that sustainable, ‘good growth’ and 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.  

Importance of sustainable good growth noted. 

 

 
Places 

Q2.1: Do you think we have identified the correct Places? 

Respondent Name Comments Council’s response 

The Labour Group - 
RBKC  

Identifying eleven or more places in the Borough where 
development can take place to provide much needed new 
homes and jobs is one thing, but providing homes that are 
affordable and satisfy the needs of the residents in those areas is 
another question. We do not support bypassing local housing 
needs because the Council is locked into the government’s failed 
developer build for profit model.  
 
So building 3,500 new homes in the Kensal Canalside 
Opportunity area in North Kensington that we are told will 
create a “well-connected waterfront community”, for example, 
will only rocket up property prices across Golborne Ward and 
North Kensington putting local shops and industry out of 
business through higher lease and rental costs if the Kensal 
housing is for top-end buyers who do not live here. New homes 
should prioritise local people in housing need, at costs they can 

The allocation for the Kensal Canalside OP reflect the scale of 
development required by the London Plan.  This reflects the 
contribution that this site can play in meeting the borough’s 
housing needs.  This includes a significant amount of affordable 
housing. 
 
However, a development which provides affordable homes only 
will not be deliverable. 
The Council would be interested to hear how the building of 
3,500 new homes will put local shops and industry out of 
business.  This can be explored as the Local Plan is drafted. 
 
The current allocation is for a housing-led mixed use site.  It will 
include premises for a range of businesses.  
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afford, first. Where this scale of development is planned there 
should be employment on site – not just in supermarkets but a 
wide variety. If we are serious about reducing traffic, this is an 
essential part of the story.  

Earl's Court Society 
(Malcolm Spalding)  

Earl’s Court site needs an SPD and guidelines, codes and a 
pattern book of its own.  

Noted. 

Sandra Yarwood  Earls Court with its rich history is missing. 
Notting Hill should be combined with Portobello  

Earl’s Court has been identified as a “place.” 
 
The creation of separate Places for Portobello and Notting Hill 
reflects their distinct characters, and a decision intended to refect 
past comments made by local residents.  

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson)  

We question whether a ‘White Paper version’ of a Local Plan will 
allow for ‘Place Chapters’ that go beyond ‘zoning’ decisions and 
specific site allocations? We also think that if such chapters 
remain they should be at the back of a new Local Plan 
document, rather than the front, or even in an annexe. 
 
In terms of the choice of the 12 proposed ‘Places’, we are 
consulting with our membership on the merits of Latimer Road 
as one of these 12 locations. 
 
As a defined ‘Place’ in a new Local Plan this small area is not 
remotely comparable in size or importance to the ‘Places’ of 
Kensal or Kensington High Street 
 
Latimer Road is a single street which includes four separate 
sections designated since the 1990s as part of the 
Freston/Latimer Employment Zone. The street has been 
physically separated by the Westway from Freston Road since 
the 1970s. 
 
This location is much smaller than the other five ‘Places’ 
proposed as ‘areas of change’. We welcome the idea of this part 

These detailed comments relating to Latimer Road will be 
considered as the Local Plan is drafted.   
The reference to Latimer in the Issues document was to recognise 
the area around the Grenfell Tower and Lancaster Road (West). 
This was as set out in the Issues document. The Council has been 
working with the residents of the Lancaster West Estate and aims 
for the estate to be a model for exemplary community housing 
which is carbon neutral by 2030. A series of green initiatives are 
planned for the estate and this will be further developed as we 
progress with the NLPR. 
 
This will include 

• the appropriateness of a “Place” which includes the 
Latimer Road Employment Zone  

• the nature/ scope of this place and whether it could be 
extended to include North Pole Road. 

• Whether Latimer Road should be considered separately 
from any possible future renewal of housing estates in 
the area. 

• Whilst there in no intention to “overrule” the policies 
within the SQWNP (polices which currently take 
precedence over those in the 2019 Local Plan), we must 
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of North Kensington receiving more focus in a new Local Plan, as 
there are longstanding problems of underinvestment in the 
area. But in the preparation of  the new Local Plan there needs 
to be clarity that: 
 
• Latimer Road will be seen as a ‘renewal’ zone and not a 
‘growth’ zone in terms of the White Paper categories and for 
‘gentle intensification’. This is recognised in the map at page 17 
of the Issues paper, but paragraph 22.1 of the Issues document 
refers to six ‘places’ that can ‘accommodate growth’ and refers 
to these as ‘areas where significant new development can take 
place. Latimer Road cannot sensibly be categorised in such 
terms. 
• The StQW Neighbourhood Plan identified in 2015 the scope for 
50-80 housing units to be delivered over time, through 
redevelopment of the light industrial/warehouse units 1-14, with 
new housing above employment space within policy LR5 on 
building heights. We understand that RBKC have assumed the 80 
unit figure in its housing trajectory forecasts. 
• As a set of street-specific policies in a ‘made’ neighbourhood 
plan these policies will continue to take precedence (under the 
NPPF) over Borough-wide policies in the 2019 Local Plan. (This 
position is acknowledged in the 2019 Local Plan). 
• The new Local Plan includes assurances that the Council is not 
intending to reverse the policies for Latimer Road achieved via 
the neighbourhood plan and will at least consider extension of 
the scope for mixed use (see our comments on RBKC Policy CF5 
below). 
 
We think it would be worth the Council considering the North 
Pole Road shopping frontages as part of a combined ‘Place’ with 
Latimer Road. So too could the St Quintin Gardens/Highlever/St 
Quintin Avenue ‘triangle’. This slightly wider area than Latimer 
Road alone was discussed and provisionally agreed with RBKC 

explore the future relationship between the SQWNP 
and the Local Plan.  This will be necessary given the 
referendum supporting the SQWNP was held in 2016, 
and the adoption of the new Local Plan is likely to be 
2023.   

• Whether it is appropriate to take the policies within the 
current SQWNP forward into the new Local Plan.  

• Any allocations within the SQWNP. 

• The impact on possible White Paper zoning on the area 
 
The Council notes that the vision for Latimer Road is ambitious.  It 
is not, however, overly ambitious.  New development can provide 
the premises required to create a hub for creatives, as well as 
“some new homes”.  This can be explored at a later date.  We do 
note that this ambition is not dependent on the underpass to 
Imperial College. 
 
The Council awaits with interest the results of the White Paper 
consultation and the nature of the new planning zones.  It is 
possible that the nature of these zones may change.  However, it 
should be noted that the Council has not indicated that Latimer 
Road could be designated as a “growth area”, and there is no 
intention to do so.   
 
The Council does recognise that the inclusion of possible future 
zones may be problematic.  However, the purpose of the issues 
paper was to consider the issues at the earliest possible stage.  It 
is likely that there may be greater certainty in this regard in later 
iterations of the plan. 
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officers in late 2019, when discussions on a design code and SPD 
for the street were started. 
 
As one of very few entry/exit points to RBKC this street badly 
needs focus on its traffic congestion, and liaison with LBHF on 
enforcement of parking restrictions. One long-term vacant shop 
has been reopened as a health and wellbeing store which has 
been widely welcomed. But the viability of the shopping parade 
remains marginal. Funding for CCTV has been sought by the 
StQW Forum as a NCIL bid. 
 
It would also be worth RBKC considering the Freston Road part 
of the combined EZ. 
 
The table at page 13 makes the following claim 
 
We see this as over-promising. Policy LR3 in the StQW Plan is 
indeed To encourage building uses which support the creative 
and cultural industries, and which contribute to the Royal 
Borough's policies on Cultural Placemaking and RBKC Core 
Strategy Policy CR6. Similar aims are expressed by the Council 
for the Kensal and Freston Road Employment Zones. We are 
keen not to raise false expectations of local residents, 
particularly when the planned Wood Lane/Latimer Road 
underpass remains subject to final go-ahead from Imperial 
College (due early 2021). 
 
We also feel that an element of confusion has crept into the 
terminology used in the NLPR document, as between the labels 
proposed in the White Paper for ‘zones’ as compared with those 
used by RBKC. Because the Government’s proposals for Local 
Plans involve the identification of all land under three categories 
labelled as Growth, Renewal and Protection, any use of the term 
‘growth’ needs to take account of this new context and should 



35 

 

Respondent Name Comments Council’s response 

not be applied to potential ‘renewal’ 
areas. 
 
In the 2015 Consolidated Local Plan and in the 2018 Local Plan 
Partial Review, the Latimer ‘Place’ covers the area around 
Latimer Road Underground station and the two parts of the 
Silchester Estate. The map and ‘vision’ for Latimer in those 
documents related to estate renewal proposals planned at that 
time, but then dropped by the Council post Grenfell. The 2019 
Local Plan makes only brief reference to a Latimer ‘Place’ and 
includes no map defining its boundaries. 
 
Most residents living in or near Latimer Road would say ‘I live in 
St Helens’ and few would identify with living in ‘Latimer’ as a 
place. As a result of historic changes in the road network Latimer 
Road is over half a mile and a 12 minute walk from Latimer Road 
Underground station (a fact that causes much confusion to 
visitors to the area). 
 
We support the idea that Lancaster West and the Grenfell Tower 
site should be covered as a separate section of the a new Local 
Plan, given that the consequences of the fire and of the 
regeneration of the estate will remain a major issue in the 
Borough for many years to come.  

Lucia Scalisi  There are more- what is happening to Sutton house dwellings 
Chelsea Green?  
I’m concerned about Chelsea Farmers Market & development 
proposals for it. Seem to be quite ‘hidden’?  

The Sutton House redevelopment will have been determined 
before the publication of the Local Plan in 2023.  As such it will 
not be included. 
 
The Council does not have any proposals before it for Chelsea 
Farmer Market.  Any proposal will be consulted on in the normal 
manner if or when submitted.   

Greg Hammond  It wasn't clear from the maps in the consultation document that 
there were eleven places or where they were. There are various 

Noted.   Future iterations of the Local Plan will be explicit in the 
nature of any places, 
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lists of types of places, but none of the combinations add up to 
eleven.  

Kerry Davis-Head  Lots village cannot accommodate more growth. it needs more 
green space not more development  

Noted.  The sites identified for possible future development are 
those identified within the current Local Plan.  These are 
considered to be sites which are appropriate for development. 

Octavia Housing 
(Andrew Brown)  

These are areas of distinctive character and prevent the borough 
having a single style and feel.  

The Council concurs with the view that the Borough is not 
homogeneous in nature.  

Nigel Crump  Impossible to say. We now live in a different world, so flexibility 
has got to be key.  

Noted. 

Oonagh Wohanka  Huge examples such as the De Vere gardens and now the new 
proposed development off Kensington Square are examples of 
more housing for the wealthy that remain half empty even 
though everything is apparently sold  

Noted.   The way market homes are occupied is not a planning 
matter, and cannot be the subject of a policy with the Local Plan. 

G Thomson  We agree with the designation of Earls Court as an Area of 
Change and as a Growth Area. The cleared site is highly 
sustainable by virtue of its location between three underground 
stations and it is one of very few sites that can deliver 
development at scale to address the Borough’s housing targets 
and ambitions for economic growth through the creation of new 
jobs. The designation of Earls Court as an Area of Change and as 
a Growth Area is consistent with the London Plan which has 
designated the Site as an opportunity area and in doing so, 
established a framework for significant change in this location.  

Support for designation as a growth area noted.   

Gerald Eve (Peter 
Edgar)  

It is considered the identified places are correct. The focus on 
promoting South Kensington as a world-class cultural destination 
and suggested improvements to public realm are supported. The 
stated aim to maintain Knightsbridge as one of London’s most 
exclusive national and international shopping destinations is also 
supported  

Support noted. 

Quod (Ben Ford)  The Council recognise that the borough contains areas that can 
accommodate growth. It references Kensal Canalside 

Support for designation as Kensal Canalside OA as a growth area 
is noted. 
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Opportunity Area. 
 
Q 2.2 The Council will look again at the existing visions for these 
Places and consider whether remain appropriate. Do you have 
any views on the visions for the Places in the current Local Plan 
and how the new ones should be drafted? – The vison for Kensal 
Canalside should be re-cast to reflect the Council’s housing 
requirements and the emerging OAPF for the growth area. This 
area should be classified as a Growth area suitable for 
substantial development. This is particularly important as the 
majority of the borough is proposed to be a protected area 
where only limited development is likely to be appropriate. 
Kensal Canalside represents only one of two Growth Areas, and 
because of this, development should be maximised in these 
locations as required by the Rt Hon Robert Jenrick Secretary of 
State for Housing, Communities and Local Government in his 
letter to Sadiq Khan the Mayor of London in his letter of 13 
March 2020.  

Port of London 
Authority (Michael 
Atkins)  

To note place 6 appears to include the Safeguarded Cremorne 
Wharf, safeguarded by Ministerial Direction and supported by 
policy in the current (policy 7.26) and emerging (policy SI 15) 
London Plan and the adopted 2019 Local Plan in policy (CE3 
Waste). To note in September 2020, the Housing Minister 
informed the Deputy Mayor for Planning, Regeneration and 
Skills on behalf of the Secretary of State confirming their 
agreement with the recommendations included in the GLA's 
Implementation Report – Safeguarded Wharves Review 2018-
2019. which includes the recommendation for Cremorne Wharf 
to continue to be Safeguarded.  
 
Therefore it must be made clear in the proposed Local Plan 
including the waste policy and specifically within an amended 
waterways policy that the borough will continue to safeguard 
Cremorne Wharf and actively promote its use for water-borne 

The Council is aware of the safeguarded wharf status of 
Cremorne Wharf, and the implications there.  Tis will be reflected 
by any relevant allocations and associated policies. 
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freight transport, in line with Ministerial Safeguarding Directions 
and London Plan.  
 
As part of this it is considered that the proposed Local Plan must 
include reference to the Agent of Change principle, introduced in 
paragraph 182 of the 2018 NPPF and policies D12 and SI15 of 
the emerging London Plan with regard residential development 
which states that development proposals adjacent to or 
opposite safeguarded wharves (including vacant wharves) 
should be designed to minimise the potential for conflicts of use 
and disturbance, in line with the Agent of Change principle. This 
must be referred to in the proposed Local Plan.  

DP9 (Kate Outterside)  Q 2.1 Do you think we have identified the correct Places? 
 
We agree with the places identified with Borough Issues 
Consultation document.  

Noted. 

Historic England (Katie 
Parsons )  

Fig 2.1 (p11) – ‘Areas that can accommodate growth’. Given the 
early stage of the plan is understandable that these are only 
loosely defined. As the plan progresses we hope to see definitive 
boundaries. Some of the areas included are large and include 
parts of conservation areas and listed buildings. The potential 
heritage impacts of large-scale development in these areas need 
to be considered at plan stage. 
 
• Kensal – the setting of Kensal Green Cemetery should be 
considered when the potential massing of development in this 
area is being masterplanned. Particular attention should be paid 
to how enhancements can be delivered to tackle Heritage at 
Risk.  
• Golborne. The setting of Trellick Tower (Grade II*) will have to 
be carefully considered, as well as the nearby Oxford Gardens 
conservation area. 
• Latimer Road is also adjacent to the Oxford Gardens 

The Council is aware that any future development within the 
“areas that can accommodate growth” must have regard to the 
impact that this will have upon any appropriate heritage assets. 
 
The Council is aware that development outside of “protected 
areas” may have implications on designated herniate assets.  This 
may have implications of the scale and the nature of 
development which may be appropriate.   



39 

 

Respondent Name Comments Council’s response 

conservation area. 
• 4/5 Earl’s Court/Warwick Road – this area is adjacent to the 
Philbeach conservation area, and the Brompton Cemetery 
conservation area, which contains many listed structures. 
• 6/7 Lots Road/World’s End – Lots Road power station is Grade 
II listed, and this area is mostly within the Lots Village 
conservation area. 
 
2.2 It is noted that the Council has committed to end estate 
regeneration on its housing estates within the borough. Given 
that these estates make up roughly half of all land outside 
conservation areas within the borough, this decision will have 
significant impacts on development pressures in the remaining 
land outside conservation areas, much of which also contains, or 
is part of the setting of, designated heritage assets. It would be 
helpful to have a review of existing permission on sites which 
have been identified as having growth potential. It may be that 
they could actually accommodate an increased capacity for 
example.  

Linda Wade  Earl’s Court had an SPD in the past, and requires a robust, 
imaginative one again. Also, guidelines, codes, and a pattern 
book to cover height, density, massing, scale, materials, and 
greening  
 
Essential that within the guidelines is the need for a solution to 
be found to improve connectivity going north under the A4 
bridge to Tesco’s; under the Lillie Canal Bridge to connect to 
West Brompton Overground Station and a step free access 
connection to Earl’s Court Station using the tunnel under the 
Warwick Road.  
 
An examination of the covering of the side area adjacent to the 
Warwick Way walkway to increase access area, create space for 
cycle parking.  

The council recognises the need for a integrated plan for the 
wider Earl’s Court Area.   
 
The Council will consider ways to increase connectivity in the 
area and to improve links to existing stations. 
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Andre Hellstrom  Kensal Canalside is unused and it's a waste. I live by the canal 
and I thank God every day how lucky I am to live next to 
houseboats passing by. It's priceless. More people should be 
able to live like me. And if you build a bit higher, many will.  

Support for development of Kensal Canalside noted. 

TfL Planning, Transport 
for London (Richard 
Carr )  

Section 2 - Areas of change Kensal 
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 ItPLP. 
 
Earl’s Court/Warwick Road 
 
We note the aspirations for this Opportunity Area which extends 
into the adjacent borough; the residential and commercial 
developments should all be car free (apart from Blue Badge 
parking) in line with the approach to car parking set out in Policy 
T6 of the ItPLP. 
 
TfL Commercial Development will provide separate comments 
due to their interest in strategic sites 4 and 5.  

Any development within, and outside, the Opportunity areas will 
reflect the parking standards as set out in the London Plan. 

William Wilson  Don't know what has been outlined, communication is not good  Noted. 

Bruno de Florence  The entire borough should be considered a distinctive place.  Noted.    

Bikeworks CIC (David 
Dansky)  

Mostly though would like to see more around Dalgarno and 
North Pole, especially revitalising the high street in North Pole 
by reducing/Calming traffic  

Noted.  The Council supports initiatives to revitalise all its centres, 
and recognises that street improvements can play a significant 
role in this regard.   

The Hillgate Village 
Residents' Association 
(Sophia Massey-Cook)  

NHG in both the last Local Plan and this consultation document 
is not, in our view correctly characterised. We reject the “major 
office location” descriptor. In a post-covid world, opportunities 
to work from home aided by the rapid rise in online 
communications technology will result in the need for less office 
space. Many of those companies across London which maintain 

Notwithstanding the comments received, Notting Hill Gate is a 
centre which does contain a significant amount of office 
floorspace.  This is not to say that this will not fall as a result of 
the changing employment patterns associated with the Covid-19 
pandemic.   The nature of changing demand is the subject of an 
ELPS which has been commissioned by the Council. 
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offices are already downsizing and falling rents in West End and 
City locations indicate that there is a considerable over supply in 
actual and pipeline premises across the capital. In a “flight to 
quality”, locations such as NHG are predicted to be under 
pressure. 
 
Wyman & Arup’s Vision for London 2025 outlines an ambitious 
plan to create start up hubs and more affordable workspaces for 
smaller businesses with a fifth of office tenants being new 
occupiers within 5 years. These types of initiatives highlight the 
challenges and also the opportunities for secondary locations 
such as NHG which has recently increased its new and 
refurbished office premises (United House, completed 2020, 
David Game House refurbished and extended, 2019, and the 
forthcoming substantial development of Newcombe House).  
Across the capital there has already been a modest shift to 
communal workspaces for SME’s which offer flexibility of 
tenancy (often for only a few months) and space. What 
distinguishes the most successful is their ability to promote the 
cross fertilisation of opportunities associated with allied 
businesses which can easily network but there are many areas 
competing for these users. To attract such tenants and to retain 
them requires constructive engagement by RBKC. It needs to 
commit to public realm improvements and to local consultation 
to rethink the quality of the built environment in NHG in a way 
which works for residents and agile businesses. NHG needs to 
become a destination not an afterthought.  
 
“Cities are known for their spaces not their buildings. The quality 
of the public space and its amenities and lifestyle, coordinated 
street furniture, removal of street paraphernalia, art, lighting 
and small object buildings all define cities as caring places. 
Amenities must be provided for all” Sir Stuart Lipton quoted in a 
recent FT interview. 

 
The Council recognises that the nature of the business sector 
across the borough is changing and likely to change further. We 
will support the creation of business hubs and drop down spaces 
although recognise that we do not have the planning powers to 
require such uses. 
 
The Council recognises that there has been a proliferation of 
coffee shops and the like in Notting Hill Gate. We concur with the 
stakeholder that the “need” for such uses may change if there is a 
long-term reduction in office workers.  With the newly created E 
class, planning permission will not be required for these to 
change to any other Class E use.  
 
The same can be said for the town centre uses supported by the 
consultee. However, whatever the ambitions, the Council must 
recognise that is not in a position to curate the town centre and 
to require such uses.   Planning permission is no longer required 
for any town centre use to change to another. 
 
However, we do recognise the value that modest street 
improvements may have to a centre, improvements which can 
attract increased numbers of visitors.  The Council would be 
happy to discuss any initiatives which support the viability of the 
centre with the stakeholder. Many of these initiatives will, 
however, fall outside the planning process, and as such not form 
part of the forthcoming Local Plan.  
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We welcome RBKC’s intention to undertake its own research 
into local office supply and demand, but we think it likely that 
the existing and pipeline of offices in NHG will be in excess of 
demand. The “office led” approach does not in any instance 
really serve residents’ needs. The proliferation of chain coffee 
and fast food outlets, many of which may not survive the current 
crisis, which serviced NHG’s office workers is not the stuff of 
which a “distinctive district centre” is made yet they have 
become its dominant retail feature.  
 
Since the 1950’s NHG has been something of a failed plan for 
local neighbourhood retail: ”2 dull slabs and an ugly tower” 
(Simon Jenkins, A Short History of London). It has for decades 
failed to be fully let especially the upper floors of the low build 
retail sections. Its high rise residential and commercial buildings 
have created a notorious wind tunnel only partially tamed by 
local community tree planting by the Notting Hill Gate 
Improvements Group (“NHIG”). It is perceived by many residents 
to be “dreary”, “hostile” and “a last resort for essential shopping 
only”. It is significant that Savills recent report for Frogmore, 
Notting Hill Gate Estate draws heavily on images from other 
retail areas, primarily Westbourne Grove, Portobello and 
Kensington Gardens rather than focussing on the dull actuality of 
NHG which is a far from “exciting” and “dynamic location” 
This is especially shocking given the large number of very 
proximate residents in the Pembridge, Hillgate Village and 
Campden Hill residential areas. These residents, their relative 
affluence and diversity and the added benefits of being a major 
transport internode confer some real advantages. The presence 
of Westfield with its vast selection of high street retailers and 
significant luxury retail offering has been something of a final 
blow for the current NHG and Kensington High Street. We 
believe that NHG however should not attempt to “out Westfield, 
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Westfield” but should pursue its own direction and reflect the 
needs of its own community.”. Lateral thought is needed to 
recreate a true neighbourhood centre from the current 
unpromising canvas.  
 
There is abundant evidence from Westbourne Grove, Portobello 
and Golborne Road that local residents and visitors welcome 
independent and relevant retail. The best of these enterprises 
may thrive even in a pandemic situation as is evidenced by the 
phenomenal success of The Notting Hill Fish Shop in Westbourne 
Grove which began as a pop up shop in April 2020 and has been 
so successful it has now taken a lease on a double shop premises 
and also sells its produce via a further shop in Holland Park. The 
new Sally Clarke shop on the key corner site of Portobello 
Road/Westbourne Grove is another example which opened in 
October. Both offer exactly what the wealthier residents of this 
area want but there is actually no reason why they are located 
here rather than in NHG other than, as their owners attest it is 
the ambience which has been created in one area Westbourne 
Grove/Portobello, which is so lacking in the other, NHG.  
The HVRA supports instead the creation of a more vibrant 
environment to support essential retail. This should include 
much needed maker spaces, galleries, SME creative industries 
and independent retail. Such enterprises would build on and 
complement well established and locally well used institutions 
such as The Gate and Coronet Theatres and the Gate Cinema. 
Many of the older NHG units are too small and deep to attract 
modern chain retailers but they are very well suited to 
adaptation to combined retail and maker spaces. It is far better 
to have even temporary users of spaces than dark shuttered 
spaces on the High Street. The easing of use class restrictions 
will also create opportunities to rethink the current office, retail 
and residential mix which should be seized.  
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There is now much useful evidence to support what the HVRA is 
advocating from the Sticky Street movement (William Whyte & 
Project for Public Spaces, Jan Gehl & Birgitte Svarre’s How to 
Study Public Life, Brent Toderian & UrbanWORKS) . These 
suggestions and evaluation tools explore exactly what 
encourages people to visit retail centres more often and for 
longer periods. It suggests that it is not only large-scale spatial 
planning changes connected with buildings and modal 
transportation shifts which change retail centres. Small and 
quickly installed improvements such as lively store windows, 
food carts, street performance, seats and tables on patios, 
visually stimulating public art, greening, better designed and 
located seating all make a huge difference. We would welcome 
the opportunity to work closely with RBKC to begin this process.  
The HVRA also wishes to preserve and re contextualise the NHIG 
legacy including supplementing the 1990’s tree planting and art 
projects such as the McMahon mural (passageway to Victoria 
Gardens), kinetic and other street sculptures. These are small 
but impactful place makers which if combined with more 
amenity-based improvements could re envision NHG and 
prepare the area for new commercial and residential spaces.  

Sue Redmond  Because simply you dont have the land to build on. Earls Court is 
a potential risk for something incredible but also runs the risk of 
it being developed so densely it increases pollution, population 
without the actual infrastructure to sustain it. This includes 
policing. It does offer the opportunity to finally build properties 
that allow our sons and daughters with learning disabilities to 
live close to us. But if the commitment is not within the 
corporate and planning services they will be ignored as usual. 
Whatever you develop on these sites needs to be steeped in 
local community consultation if you do this you will go someway 
to rebuild local peoples trust in the council.  

There is a requirement for affordable homes to be built along 
side market homes.   
 
The Council recognises the importance of effective consultation 
to a successful planning system.  However, we also recognises 
that hard decisions have to be made and that any approach 
complies with higher level policies.  This can prove frustrating as a 
LPA does not have a free hand in this regard.    
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The Pembridge 
Association (Fiona 
Fleming-Brown)  

NHG in both the last Local Plan and this consultation document 
is not, in our view correctly characterised. We reject the “major 
office location” descriptor. In a post-covid world, opportunities 
to work from home aided by the rapid rise in online 
communications technology will result in the need for less office 
space. Many of those companies across London which maintain 
offices are already downsizing and falling rents in West End and 
City locations indicate that there is a considerable over supply in 
actual and pipeline premises across the capital. In a “flight to 
quality”, locations such as NHG are predicted to be under 
pressure. 
 
Wyman & Arup’s Vision for London 2025 outlines an ambitious 
plan to create start up hubs and more affordable workspaces for 
smaller businesses with a fifth of office tenants being new 
occupiers within 5 years. These types of initiatives highlight the 
challenges and also the opportunities for secondary locations 
such as NHG which has recently increased its new and 
refurbished office premises (United House, completed 2020, 
David Game House refurbished and extended, 2019, and the 
forthcoming substantial development of Newcombe House).  
Across the capital there has already been a modest shift to 
communal workspaces for SME’s which offer flexibility of 
tenancy (often for only a few months) and space. What 
distinguishes the most successful is their ability to promote the 
cross fertilisation of opportunities associated with allied 
businesses which can easily network but there are many areas 
competing for these users. To attract such tenants and to retain 
them requires constructive engagement by RBKC. It needs to 
commit to public realm improvements and to local consultation 
to rethink the quality of the built environment in NHG in a way 
which works for residents and agile businesses. NHG needs to 
become a destination not an afterthought.  
“Cities are known for their spaces not their buildings. The quality 

Notwithstanding the comments received, Notting Hill Gate is a 
centre which does contain a significant amount of office 
floorspace.  This is not to say that this will not fall as a result of 
the changing employment patterns associated with the Covid-19 
pandemic.   The nature of changing demand is the subject of an 
ELPS which has been commissioned by the Council. 
 
The Council recognises that the nature of the business sector 
across the borough is changing and likely to change further. We 
will support the creation of business hubs and drop down spaces 
although recognise that we do not have the planning powers to 
require such uses. 
 
The Council recognises that there has been a proliferation of 
coffee shops and the like in Notting Hill Gate. We concur with the 
stakeholder that the “need” for such uses may change if there is a 
long term reduction in office workers.  With the newly created E 
class, planning permission will not be required for these to 
change to any other Class E use.  
 
The same can be said for the town centre uses supported by the 
consultee. However,  whatever the ambitions, the Council must 
recognise that is not in a position to curate the town centre and 
to require such uses.   Planning permission is no longer required 
for any town centre use to change to another. 
 
However, we do recognise the value that modest street 
improvements may have to a centre, improvements which can 
attract increased numbers of visitors.  The Council would be 
happy to discuss any initiatives which support the viability of the 
centre with the stakeholder. Many of these initiatives will, 
however, fall outside the planning process, and as such not form 
part of the forthcoming Local Plan.  
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of the public space and its amenities and lifestyle, coordinated 
street furniture, removal of street paraphernalia, art, lighting 
and small object buildings all define cities as caring places. 
Amenities must be provided for all” Sir Stuart Lipton quoted in a 
recent FT interview. 
 
We welcome RBKC’s intention to undertake its own research 
into local office supply and demand, but we think it likely that 
the existing and pipeline of offices in NHG will be in excess of 
demand. The “office led” approach does not in any instance 
really serve residents’ needs. The proliferation of chain coffee 
and fast food outlets, many of which may not survive the current 
crisis, which serviced NHG’s office workers is not the stuff of 
which a “distinctive district centre” is made yet they have 
become its dominant retail feature. 
  
Since the 1950’s NHG has been something of a failed plan for 
local neighbourhood retail: ”2 dull slabs and an ugly tower” 
(Simon Jenkins, A Short History of London). It has for decades 
failed to be fully let especially the upper floors of the low build 
retail sections. Its high rise residential and commercial buildings 
have created a notorious wind tunnel only partially tamed by 
local community tree planting by the Notting Hill Gate 
Improvements Group (“NHIG”). It is perceived by many residents 
to be “dreary”, “hostile” and “a last resort for essential shopping 
only”. It is significant that Savills recent report for Frogmore, 
Notting Hill Gate Estate draws heavily on images from other 
retail areas, primarily Westbourne Grove, Portobello and 
Kensington Gardens rather than focussing on the dull actuality of 
NHG which is a far from “exciting” and “dynamic location” 
This is especially shocking given the large number of very 
proximate residents in the Pembridge, Hillgate Village and 
Campden Hill residential areas. These residents, their relative 
affluence and diversity and the added benefits of being a major 
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transport internode confer some real advantages. The presence 
of Westfield with its vast selection of high street retailers and 
significant luxury retail offering has been something of a final 
blow for the current NHG and Kensington High Street. We 
believe that NHG however should not attempt to “out Westfield, 
Westfield” but should pursue its own direction and reflect the 
needs of its own community.”. Lateral thought is needed to 
recreate a true neighbourhood centre from the current 
unpromising canvas.  
 
There is abundant evidence from Westbourne Grove, Portobello 
and Golborne Road that local residents and visitors welcome 
independent and relevant retail. The best of these enterprises 
may thrive even in a pandemic situation as is evidenced by the 
phenomenal success of The Notting Hill Fish Shop in Westbourne 
Grove which began as a pop up shop in April 2020 and has been 
so successful it has now taken a lease on a double shop premises 
and also sells its produce via a further shop in Holland Park. The 
new Sally Clarke shop on the key corner site of Portobello 
Road/Westbourne Grove is another example which opened in 
October. Both offer exactly what the wealthier residents of this 
area want but there is actually no reason why they are located 
here rather than in NHG other than, as their owners attest it is 
the ambience which has been created in one area Westbourne 
Grove/Portobello, which is so lacking in the other, NHG.  
The PA supports instead the creation of a more vibrant 
environment to support essential retail. This should include 
much needed maker spaces, galleries, SME creative industries 
and independent retail. Such enterprises would build on and 
complement well established and locally well used institutions 
such as The Gate and Coronet Theatres and the Gate Cinema. 
Many of the older NHG units are too small and deep to attract 
modern chain retailers but they are very well suited to 
adaptation to combined retail and maker spaces. It is far better 
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to have even temporary users of spaces than dark shuttered 
spaces on the High Street. The easing of use class restrictions 
will also create opportunities to rethink the current office, retail 
and residential mix which should be seized.  
 
There is now much useful evidence to support what the PA is 
advocating from the Sticky Street movement (William Whyte & 
Project for Public Spaces, Jan Gehl & Birgitte Svarre’s How to 
Study Public Life, Brent Toderian & UrbanWORKS) . These 
suggestions and evaluation tools explore exactly what 
encourages people to visit retail centres more often and for 
longer periods. It suggests that it is not only large-scale spatial 
planning changes connected with buildings and modal 
transportation shifts which change retail centres. Small and 
quickly installed improvements such as lively store windows, 
food carts, street performance, seats and tables on patios, 
visually stimulating public art, greening, better designed and 
located seating all make a huge difference. We would welcome 
the opportunity to work closely with RBKC to begin this process.  
The PA also wishes to preserve and re contextualise the NHIG 
legacy including supplementing the 1990’s tree planting and art 
projects such as the McMahon mural (passageway to Victoria 
Gardens), kinetic and other street sculptures. These are small 
but impactful place makers which if combined with more 
amenity-based improvements could re envision NHG and 
prepare the area for new commercial and residential spaces.  

C David  It is noticeable that the areas of change are the poorer areas of 
the borough. There needs to be some levelling up in the richer 
areas as well, including designating some of the conservation 
areas as areas of change, to include housing for key workers. 
 
The local plan "places" does not align with the government 
white paper proposals for land categorisation. Most certainly 
Kensal Canalside and Earl's Court need to be developed (as 

The Council can only designate (or extend) a conservation area 
when it had an appropriate reason to do so.  The categories uses 
are set out in guidance.   We cannot designate an area as a new 
conservation area in order to “level up” when that area is of little 
architectural merit.  
 
It is not the intention to align the places with the white paper 
zones.  The two categories have a very different function.  



49 

 

Respondent Name Comments Council’s response 

growth area) with business space and social affordable (key 
worker) housing as the primary uses of the land - no more 
expensive flats being sold to the Chinese.  

However, we are of the view that the opportunity areas are likely 
to be defined as “growth areas”. 
 
The Council requires the provision of affordable homes when it is 
appropriate to do so.  However, guidance is clear in this regard 
and we cannot require a private developer to come forward with 
a proposal where social affordable housing is the primary use of 
the land.  

Clean Air in London 
(Simon Birkett)  

Knightsbridge is the only International Centre in RBKC so 
maintaining this status is important. You identify correctly the 
need to consider residents and commercial activity. 
The new Use Class E and COVID-19 may make it harder to limit 
use to ‘shopping’. You might consider requiring development in 
Knightsbridge to enhance the International Centre’s 
international reputation and standing including through high 
quality design i.e. not just shopping.  

The Council recognises the contribution that high quality design 
can have in supporting a town  centre and in enhancing its 
international reputation. 

Andre Michaud  Personally, I have a strong opinion on Latimer Road as I both live 
and work close by. It is, and has been in an awful position for 
years and is only getting worse. A huge effort needs to be made 
by all parties to encourage people to spend money on changing 
the street. Anything that helps that happen I am a happy to 
support. It's current form does not work, and hasn't for a very 
long time. This pandemic has made what was a bad situation 10 
years ago, into a an awful one now. So many things have worked 
against Latimer road in the last 10 years, I am surprised no one 
has done anything about it.  
 
- 10 years of low use units (low employee numbers/vacant units) 
- this makes it harder to rent office space. This makes crime 
worse. This makes it less safe, which in turn make it harder to 
rent office space 
- Policy restricts change of uses, and loss of employment space. 
Owners don't invest.  

The Council does not share the view that Latimer Road is a failing 
street.  Historically it has had low vacancies, with the examiner 
into the SQWMP confirming that the areas was a successful office 
location. 
 
The Council recognises that many of the commercial unit attract 
modest rents.  This is welcomed by many occupiers who do not 
wish to occupy the grade A space available elsewhere in the 
borough and beyond. 
 
The SQWNP has provided a template for new development on 
the area.  This has been taken forward as a design code for the 
area.  There has been no desire from the forum to see 
development of a scale and nature of that occurring across the 
railway in LBHF. 
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- LBHF have completely done the opposite and encouraged big 
companies to spend a fortune on creating a real hub of local 
amenities in white city. It is amazing we have watched from 
across the tracks and done nothing. Something needs to change 
- LBHF state of the art commercial space make Latimer even less 
likely to attract someone willing to open a shop, restaurant, 
office, theatre there. Why would they take a risk on that?  

The Council has commissioned a review on the need for new 
office floorspace across the borough.  This may allow for the 
release of some floorspace if not required.  This could include the 
loss of some business floorspace within Employment Zones.  This 
will be considered as the Local Plan is drafted.    
 
 

Savills (Matt Lloyd-
Ruck)  

There is logic in the spatial classification of these areas, but 
there should be no restrictive policies within them as each 
location varies widely in character. For example, we note that 
Kings Road/Sloane Square is identified as a place of national 
significance, characterised by its retail and cultural offer and that 
there is an ambition to consolidate this role. As such, the area is 
not identified as an area which can accommodate significant 
growth. 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. 
 
Similarly, we note that the Lots Road area is identified as an area 
which can accommodate significant growth. We support this 
allocation but would suggest that the area might be drawn wider 
than the suggested greenwashed zone. 
 
Moreover, while the clarification of ‘growth ‘renewal and 
‘protection’ provide developers with more certainty within the 
planning process, specific zoning should not act as a barrier to 
some forms of development. Should a site within a renewal zone 
actually be able to carry forward significant growth and planning 
benefit for the borough, then this should be supported in policy 
terms. The NLP should confirm with the Intend to Publish 
London Plan, which outlines the need to optimise sites.  

The Council has identified two areas as potentially being suitable 
for “significant growth”, in terms of the PWP zones, the Earl’s 
Court and Kensal Canalside OAs.    
 
Whilst significant development may be suitable in other areas we 
would determine any application on its own merits. 
 
Much of Knightsbridge and the King’s Road lies within 
conservation area.  These are likely to be “protected areas.”  As 
such whilst some development may be suitable in these areas we 
would not expect it to be of a scale of that within “an area of 
growth.” 
 
We also note that the White Paper is just that, a White Paper.  
We expect clarity concerning the future zones later in 2021.  
These will be reflected in future iterations of the plan. 

CHRA (I. Margaronis)  NHG in both the last Local Plan and in this consultation 
document is not, in our view correctly characterised. We reject 

Notwithstanding the comments received, Notting Hill Gate is a 
centre which does contain a significant amount of office 
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the “major office location” descriptor. In a post-covid world, 
opportunities to work from home aided by the rapid rise in 
online communications technology will result in the need for less 
office space. Many of those companies across London which 
maintain offices are already downsizing and falling rents in West 
End and City locations indicate that there is a considerable over 
supply in actual and pipeline premises across the capital. In a 
“flight to quality”, locations such as NHG are predicted to be 
under pressure. 
 
Wyman & Arup’s Vision for London 2025 outlines an ambitious 
plan to create start up hubs and more affordable workspaces for 
smaller businesses with a fifth of office tenants being new 
occupiers within 5 years. These types of initiatives highlight the 
challenges and also the opportunities for secondary locations 
such as NHG which has recently increased its new and 
refurbished office premises (United House, completed 2020, 
David Game House refurbished and extended, 2019, and the 
forthcoming substantial development of Newcombe House).  
Across the capital there has already been a modest shift to 
communal workspaces for SME’s which offer flexibility of 
tenancy (often for only a few months) and space. What 
distinguishes the most successful is their ability to promote the 
cross fertilisation of opportunities associated with allied 
businesses which can easily network but there are many areas 
competing for these users. To attract such tenants and to retain 
them requires constructive engagement by RBKC. It needs to 
commit to public realm improvements and to local consultation 
to rethink the quality of the built environment in NHG in a way 
which works for residents and agile businesses. NHG needs to 
become a destination not an afterthought.  
 
“Cities are known for their spaces not their buildings. The quality 
of the public space and its amenities and lifestyle, coordinated 

floorspace.  This is not to say that this will not fall as a result of 
the changing employment patterns associated with the Covid-19 
pandemic.   The nature of changing demand is the subject of an 
ELPS which has been commissioned by the Council. 
 
The Council recognises that the nature of the business sector 
across the borough is changing and likely to change further. We 
will support the creation of business hubs and drop down spaces 
although recognise that we do not have the planning powers to 
require such uses. 
 
The Council recognises that there has been a proliferation of 
coffee shops and the like in Notting Hill Gate. We concur with the 
stakeholder that the “need” for such uses may change if there is a 
long term reduction in office workers.  With the newly created E 
class, planning permission will not be required for these to 
change to any other Class E use.  
 
The same can be said for the town centre uses supported by the 
consultee. However,  whatever the ambitions, the Council must 
recognise that is not in a position to curate the town centre and 
to require such uses.   Planning permission is no longer required 
for any town centre use to change to another. 
 
However, we do recognise the value that modest street 
improvements may have to a centre, improvements which can 
attract increased numbers of visitors.  The Council would be 
happy to discuss any initiatives which support the viability of the 
centre with the stakeholder. Many of these initiatives will, 
however, fall outside the planning process, and as such not form 
part of the forthcoming Local Plan.  
 



52 

 

Respondent Name Comments Council’s response 

street furniture, removal of street paraphernalia, art, lighting 
and small object buildings all define cities as caring places. 
Amenities must be provided for all.” Sir Stuart Lipton quoted in a 
recent FT interview. 
 
We welcome RBKC’s intention to undertake its own research 
into local office supply and demand, but we think it likely that 
the existing and pipeline of offices in NHG will be in excess of 
demand. The “office led” approach does not in any instance 
really serve residents’ needs. The proliferation of chain coffee 
and fast food outlets, many of which may not survive the current 
crisis, which serviced NHG’s office workers, is not the stuff of 
which a “distinctive district centre” is made yet they have 
become its dominant retail feature.  
 
Since the 1950’s NHG has been something of a failed plan for 
local neighbourhood retail: ”2 dull slabs and an ugly tower” 
(Simon Jenkins, A Short History of London). It has for decades 
failed to be fully let especially the upper floors of the low build 
retail sections. Its high rise residential and commercial buildings 
have created a notorious wind tunnel only partially tamed by 
local community tree planting by the Notting Hill Gate 
Improvements Group (“NHIG”). It is perceived by many residents 
to be “dreary”, “hostile” and “a last resort for essential shopping 
only”. It is significant that Savills recent report for Frogmore, 
Notting Hill Gate Estate draws heavily on images from other 
retail areas, primarily Westbourne Grove, Portobello and 
Kensington Gardens rather than focussing on the dull actuality of 
NHG which is a far from “exciting” and “dynamic location”. 
This is especially shocking given the large number of very 
proximate residents in the Pembridge, Hillgate Village and 
Campden Hill residential areas. These residents, their relative 
affluence and diversity and the added benefits of being a major 
transport node confer some real advantages. The presence of 
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Westfield with its vast selection of high street retailers and 
significant luxury retail offering has been something of a final 
blow for the current NHG and Kensington High Street. We 
believe that NHG however should not attempt to “out Westfield, 
Westfield” but should pursue its own direction and reflect the 
needs of its own community. Lateral thinking is needed to 
recreate a true neighbourhood centre from the current 
unpromising canvas.  
 
There is abundant evidence from Westbourne Grove, Portobello 
and Golborne Road that local residents and visitors welcome 
independent and relevant retail. That the best of these 
enterprises may thrive even in a pandemic situation as is 
evidenced by the phenomenal success of The Notting Hill Fish 
Shop in Westbourne Grove which began as a pop up shop in 
April 2020 and has been so successful it has now taken a lease 
on a double shop premises and also sells its produce via a 
further shop in Holland Park. The new Sally Clarke shop on the 
key corner site of Portobello Road/Westbourne Grove is another 
example which opened in October. Both offer exactly what the 
wealthier residents of this area want but there is actually no 
reason why they are located here rather than in NHG other than, 
as their owners attest, it is the ambience which has been created 
in one area Westbourne Grove/Portobello, which is so lacking in 
the other, NHG.  
 
CHRA supports instead the creation of a more vibrant 
environment to support essential retail. This should include 
much needed maker spaces, galleries, SME creative industries 
and independent retail. Such enterprises would build on and 
complement well established and locally well used institutions 
such as The Gate and Coronet Theatres and the Gate Cinema. 
Many of the older NHG units are too small and deep to attract 
modern chain retailers but they are very well suited to 
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adaptation to combined retail and maker spaces. It is far better 
to have even temporary users of spaces than dark shuttered 
spaces on the High Street. The easing of use class restrictions 
will also create opportunities to rethink the current office, retail 
and residential mix which should be seized.  
 
There is now much useful evidence to support what the CHRA is 
advocating from the Sticky Street movement (William Whyte & 
Project for Public Spaces, Jan Gehl & Birgitte Svarre’s How to 
Study Public Life, Brent Toderian & UrbanWORKS) . These 
suggestions and evaluation tools explore exactly what 
encourages people to visit retail centres more often and for 
longer periods. It suggests that it is not only large-scale spatial 
planning changes connected with buildings and modal 
transportation shifts which change retail centres. Small and 
quickly installed improvements such as lively store windows, 
food carts, street performance, seats and tables on patios, 
visually stimulating public art, greening, better designed and 
located seating all make a huge difference. We would welcome 
the opportunity to work closely with RBKC to begin this process.  
The CHRA also wishes to preserve and re contextualise the NHIG 
legacy including supplementing the 1990’s tree planting and art 
projects such as the McMahon mural (passageway to Victoria 
Gardens), kinetic and other street sculptures. These are small 
but impactful place makers which if combined with more 
amenity-based improvements could re envision NHG and 
prepare the area for new commercial and residential spaces.  

St Helen’s Church 
(Steve Divall)  

On Latimer: 
• If it is made a ‘Place,’ it would be excellent if it could also 
include North Pole road 
• Any policies developed should reflect and include the policies 
outline in the 2018 Neighbourhood Plan 
 

Whilst the Council does not intend to usurp the policies within 
the SQWNP, we need to consider how best to manage the 
policies within the two documents.  This is particularly relevant 
given the time which will have passed between the making of the 
NP and the eventual adoption of the new Local Plan. 
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Also supportive of the Lancaster West and Grenfell Tower area 
as a separate section of the a new Local Plan.  

The extent of the Latimer Place will be explored with future 
iterations of the Local Plan.  This will include the inclusion of the 
housing estates and the North Pole Road Neighbourhood Centre. 

James Heard  On Latimer: 
• If it is made a ‘Place,’ it would be excellent if it could also 
include North Pole road 
• Any policies developed should reflect and include the policies 
outline in the 2018 Neighbourhood Plan 
 
Also supportive of the Lancaster West and Grenfell Tower area 
as a separate section of the a new Local Plan.  

Whilst the Council does not intend to usurp the policies within 
the SQWNP, we need to consider how best to manage the 
policies within the two documents.  This is particularly relevant 
given the time which will have passed between the making of the 
NP and the eventual adoption of the new Local Plan. 
 
The extent of the Latimer Place will be explored with future 
iterations of the Local Plan.  This will include the inclusion of the 
housing estates and the North Pole Road Neighbourhood Centre. 

Deloitte for Natural 
History Museum (Adam 
Donovan)  

Distinctive Places of the Borough 
The NHM supports the principle of the inclusion of the two 
additional types of places groupings suggested by the Council. 
However, it has a number of comments on these two groupings: 
 
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 

The inclusion of “areas if change” and “protected area” within 
the Issues Paper reflects the direction of travel indicated by the 
PWP.  We recognises that the implications of this designation is 
not clear as was not spelt out in the PWP.  We expect this to 
become clearer as the future direction of the planning system is 
confirmed. 
 
The Council has identified South Kensington as a “place with a 
particular national or international reputation”.  We fully 
recognised the uncertainty associated with the Covid-19 
pandemic, and recognises that some flexibility will be 
appropriate. It is not the intention of the issues paper to suggest 
that public realm improvements are the only method to try to 
support the recovery.  We do recognise that flexibility and “re-
invention” will need to have regard to impact that it may have 
upon those who live within, or close, to the centre.  
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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. 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. 
 
Places with a Particular National or International Reputation 
In terms of the “Places with a Particular National or International 
Reputation” addition, the NHM is pleased that the South 
Kensington Strategic Cultural Area is included. There seems to 
be a discrepancy, however, between the aims of this grouping 
and the suggestions set out for the area in Figure 2.2 of the New 
Local Plan Review consultation document, see below. 
 
The aims of the grouping state that thought should be given to  
ow 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 
businesses and institutions such as the NHM to better adapt to 
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changing needs, where necessary. 
 
White Paper 
In terms of the White Paper commentary, the NHM commends 
the pro activeness of the Council in terms of identifying Growth, 
Renewal and Protect Areas. The NHM would however be 
allocated as a Protect Area. The Council states that “limited 
development” would be appropriate in these areas. We note a 
word of caution over this approach given that it is not yet clear 
what the Government’s intentions are. 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 should be prepared to alter its zoning to 
better reflect sites with the potential for redevelopment.  

KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)  

2. DISTINCTIVE PLACES OF THE BOROUGH 
 
It would be better and more logical if this part of the Plan came 
after the general policies, which guide what should happen in 
the whole of the area, including the “distinctive areas”. We also 
have some doubts as to the usefulness of these chapters. The 

The Council has yet to have decided upon the structure of the 
future Local Plan.  Whilst we recognise that many have views on 
the nature of the “place” chapters, we are of the view that they 
are of value. Their nature will be the subject of further 
discussions. 
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material might be better dealt with in SPDs. 
 
Q2.1: Do you think we have identified the correct Places? 
 
We agree with the list of places identified, with the following 
comments on individual items. However, it is important not to 
give the impression that their identification does not somehow 
relegate the rest of the borough to some second-rate status. 
There should perhaps be some general statement of vision for 
the places on between. 
 
Latimer: We see no problem with the area around Grenfell 
Tower and Lancaster Road (West) should be recognised 
separately. Whatever arrangement is made, the need to protect 
green spaces/recreational areas, including Meanwhile Garden, 
should be made clear. 
 
The Plan will need to recognise that there is a neighbourhood 
plan for the St Quintin/Latimer Road area. Hence there is a good 
case for arguing that this street does not need to be within a 
Latimer ‘Place’ as it has neighbourhood specific-policies already. 
 
While the StQW Forum supports this location attracting creative 
industries, this is only one street and it is not clear why this has 
been singled out as a ‘creative hub’ as compared with Freston 
Road, and Kensal Road (also an EZ).  
 
Kensal: this will need to say something about respecting Kensal 
Cemetery. 
 
Any extension of the Oxford Gardens conservation area will 
need to be the subject of separate (and early) consultation in 
first months of 2021, along with a SPD/design code for Latimer 
Road. So we are not clear why it is raised in this document. 

The purpose of the Places is to help shape the nature of 
development within them.  It is not to relegate the rest of the 
borough to second-rate status.  It is a reflection that the rest of 
the borough (the large majority of it) is less likely to seen 
pressure of significant development within it. 
 
Latimer 
Exclusion of the housing estates noted. 
The Local Plan will recognise the existence of the SQWNP, and 
the locally determined policies within it.  Thought will be given 
how to best consider these policies given that adoption was in 
2018, and referendum was in 2016.    
 
The Council recognises that the role that all the Employment 
Zones can play in supporting the creative industries.  The 
intention is not to single out a small part of Latimer Road, but to 
reflect the ambition of the SQWNP. 
 
Reference to the Latimer design code was intended to add 
context. 
 
Kensal 
Need to reference to Kensal Cemetery noted. 
 
Portobello 
Whether Portobello should be a stand alone place or combined 
with Golborne will be considered in future iterations of the plan.   
 
The Council recognises that the new Class E mean that planning 
permission is no longer required for the change of use of a range 
of former A class uses. The change of use of a shop to a café/ 
restaurant, or the amalgamation of existing units is not 
development which requires planning permission. 
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Portobello: This area ought to include Golborne Road, even if it 
means that the road is included in both sets of areas. The 
Portobello and Golborne Road markets run into each other and 
need to be considered part of the same distinctive place. There 
will also need to be something on protection (insofar as it is 
possible within the new planning rules) from loss of retail, and 
something on amalgamations to discourage large stores. 
 
Notting Hill Gate: There needs to be a new public realm 
makeover to change from a 1950s dual carriageway to a much 
more people-oriented space. We are also concerned that it 
should be seen as a significant centre of the evening economy 
there are a couple of clubs and food outlets (eg, Mcdonalds) that 
are open a large part of the night and usefully serve 
nightworkers. But the residential areas are very close and any 
further development of this street would need to be in areas 
where it did not impact significantly on residential amenity. We 
would see more advantage in the street being developed as a 
mixed retail, office and residential area. What we think is lacking 
is a town square or open space – although this will be remedied 
if the Newcombe House redevelopment goes ahead.  
 
Kensington High Street: The vision needs revisiting to be more 
aspirational, needing more than a `’culture wash”, harnessing its 
gravity as a significant physical place. 
 
 
Kensington Church Street has a reputation for high end antique 
shops which visitors do seek out. This should be fostered and the 
street recognised as a distinctive place, possibly as an add-on to 
Notting Hill Gate. 
 
South Kensington: There is a severe tension between Strategic 

Notting Hill Gate 
The Council recognises the value that significant public realm 
improvements could have on Notting Hill Gate.  However, we do 
not underestimate the difficulties associated with reducing the 
capacity of the road net work in this key route across the borough 
and into the centre of London. 
 
We recognise the proximity of the centre to residents.  In this 
way it is similar to other centres in the borough.  A balance may 
have to be reached between supporting the vibrancy of a centre 
in an economic climate where the function of centres is rapidly 
changing, and in supporting the amenity of those who live 
nearby.  
 
We see the value of mixed uses in the street. 
 
Kensington High Street 
We would welcome further engagement to hear the Kensington 
Society’s ideas on practical ways the viability of Kensington High 
Street can be maintained. 
 
The Council recognises that the nature of the antique trade has 
changed significantly over time, and the loss of antique shops is a 
reflection of this. 
 
South Kensington 
The Council recognises the dual role of the town centre, and the 
tension between those who have moved to the area and those 
who have visited the museums since the mid 1850s.  
 
Planning permission is no longer required for the change of use of 
one E Class use to another.  This includes the former A class uses 
as well as a number of social and community uses. 
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Cultural Area (which also has a strategic conservation status) 
and the district centre, separated from one another by Cromwell 
Road. Any place “chapter” will need to reflect this – there needs 
to be workable proposal to draw the two areas together in some 
form of harmony, as both benefit from the other. Facilities for 
local residents also need to be safeguarded.  
 
We note that in Figure 2.2: many of the captions are wrong. 
Note that Portobello Road is separate from Notting Hill Gate, 
and Golborne has been omitted.  

The Philbeach 
Residents’ Association 
(Froment)  

Because of its historic and distinctive heritage, Earl’s Court site 
needs an SPD, guidelines, codes and a pattern book of its own.  

Noted. 

Units, 2,3,4,5,7,8,10 & 
11 Latimer Ind Estate 
and Ivebury Court 
(Tania Martin)  

In terms of the choice of the 12 proposed ‘Places’, we welcome 
Latimer Road being identified as an ‘area of change’ and that the 
road will receive more focus in the new Local Plan and hopefully 
encourage investment in the road. 
 
As the success of road will depend on local amenities, we would 
suggest that the shopping parade on North Pole Road, which 
struggles with viability, is included in the Latimer Road area.  

Support for designation of Latimer Road as “area for change” 
noted. 
 
Inclusion of North Pole Road centre within the area noted.  

TfL (Brendan Hodges)  We would be happy with a general approach which identifies 
areas that can accommodate growth, and also town centres and 
areas which attract significant number of visitors which will be 
subject to change and may also be suitable for growth or 
renewal. However, this should not preclude or constrain growth 
and renewal in other sustainable and suitable locations in the 
borough. 
 
The Places 
Q 2.1 Do you think we have identified the correct Places? 
Areas of change 
We agree with Earls Court being designated as an ‘area of 

Support for inclusion as an area of change noted. 
 
The nature of any allocations within Earl’s Court/Warwick Road 
will be reviewed.   This will include consideration of any extant 
permissions as well as the existing allocation.  It will also reflect 
the need for additional office floorspace following the Covid 19 
pandemic.  The 1,000 figure for offices is incorrect, and we 
recognise the extant permission or Earl’s Court does include 
10,100 sq m.    
 
We recognise that a new application for Earl’s Court will be 
before the Council later this year – and this will help inform the 
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change’, a ‘growth area’ and a ‘new urban quarter’; the cleared 
site is highly sustainable by virtue of its location between three 
underground stations and it is one of very few sites that can 
deliver development at scale to address the Borough’s housing 
targets and ambitions for economic growth through the creation 
of new jobs. 
 
The NLPR suggests that the combined strategic sites of Earls 
Court and Warwick Road will deliver development to include: 
1,350 new homes and 1,000m2 of new offices. However, the 
2013 outline planning permission (RBKC ref: PP/11/01937) for 
that part of the Earls Court site that is within the RBKC included: 
• Residential (C3): 141,339m2 (930 homes) 
• Business (B1): 10,132m2 
• Retail (A1-A5): 3,414m2 
• Hotel / Serviced Apartments (C1): 7,381m2 
• Education / Health / Community / Culture / Leisure (D1/D2): 
6,067m2 
• Ancillary: 27,463m2 
 
This illustrates that there is scope to considerably exceed the 
NLPR suggested capacity and RBKC officers have been made 
aware that ECPL is undertaking a comprehensive optimisation 
assessment in order to better understand the full development 
potential of the site with an improved mix of uses to improve 
viability and one which would ensure the delivery of more 
affordable housing, better public realm and open space, and 
other community benefits. We look forward to working with the 
borough officers to establish how development can be 
optimised.  
 
Consideration should also be given to how housing delivery 
within all of the ‘areas of change’ will be optimised to increase 
delivery, and also to the designation of further areas for growth 

allocation.  We recognise the need to optimise the use of site, 
whilst still having regard to the other policies in the plan. 
 
Whilst the Issues Paper made reference to the potential PWP 
zones, we fully recognise that the detail/ implications will depend 
on the final outcome of the consultation.  This will be explored in 
greater depth in future iterations of the plan. 
 
This is will the case for the Portobello Road and South Kensington 
as well as Earl’s Court.   
 
The Council will consider the role that “the vacant adjacent to 
South Kensington station” will have on supporting the vitality of 
the area and providing for housing needs. 
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and change. We suggest that the Council investigates the 
potential for change and growth in all sustainable locations with 
good public transport connectivity – especially around tube 
stations and other transport hubs. 
 
Places with a particular national or international reputation 
 
For ‘places with a particular national or international reputation’ 
such as 1. Portobello Road, it should be made 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. 
 
At 5. South Kensington Cultural Destination, the positive 
placemaking / design, housing delivery, economic and social 
benefits accruing from redeveloping vacant and under-used land 
adjacent to South Kensington tube station should be recognised 
and referred to alongside the development at Harrington Road.  

 
 

Places 

Q2.2: Do you have any views on the visions for the Places in the current Local Plan and how the new ones should be drafted? 

Respondent Name Comments Council’s response 

The Labour Group - 
RBKC  

Kensal 
The Council argued for over three decades about the Kensal 
Gasworks site which they said could be used to build 
2,500/3,000 houses if they could persuade Crossrail to build a 
station there – a station that Crossrail has consistently refused 
to agree to build even when the Council offered to pay £33 
million to build it and a further £15 million for the extra train 
rolling stock that would be required. The Labour Group has 

The Council supports the provision of a significant amount of 
affordable housing on the Kensal site.  Any allocation will reflect 
the considerable amount of work being carried out on the SPD 
for the site.  This will be consulted on later in the spring. 
 
The Council recognises the need high quality design across the 
borough. 
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consistently supported housing for the Kensal site but not luxury 
housing and certainly a significant proportion should be for 
social rent.  
 
The Group gave evidence at the 2010 Local Plan Inquiry 
supporting the building of a lower number of housing, as 
opposed to leaving the site vacant for a further twenty years 
whilst the various land owners haggled over how to get the 
largest possible site profit. The Labour Group said that a lower 
house-build development without a Crossrail station but with 
enhanced bus services and/or a rail link from North Kensington 
to Old Oak Common with a majority of housing for social rent 
was preferable to the current land banking policy that provided 
nothing. 
 
Qu 2.2 
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. 
 
Latimer Road must not be simply ‘scaled up’. There are all kinds 
of jobs there for which there is local need, we should not push 
these businesses out of the borough to create private housing 
for incomers.  

The Council is not proposing the demolition and reprovision of 
commercial unit in the Latimer Road.  Each proposal will be 
considered on its merits as and when it is received.   We do 
recognise that redevelopment can lead to increased rental values 
as the quality of the accommodation is improved.  We are 
exploring the provision of affordable workspaces to provide units 
for those who cannot afford market rates.  However, we note 
that such floorspace cannot render proposals unviable. 
 
The Council recognises the value of businesses across  the 
borough, but particularly within the Employment Zones. Ongng 
engagement will help establish whether stakeholders share this 
view and support the protection of such uses where they are 
shown to be viable.  

Earl's Court Society 
(Malcolm Spalding)  

The Earl’s Court site and place should remain as in present CLP, 
since they were devised after much public consultation, which 
should not be lost. Earl’s Court needs a Neighbourhood Plan, 
based on the ECWKOA SPD which contains much of the 
substance already. 
 
CV8: Earl’s Court 

Support for current Earl’s Court Place noted.    
 
It is not for the Council to bring forward a Neighbourhood Plan – 
although would welcome any engagement for a potential 
Neighbourhood Forum.  Any forum would have to meet the 
minimum requirements, and a subsequent NP recognise the 
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The vision needs to be renewed to reflect the fact that the 
Hammersmith & Fulham have withdrawn most of their land 
from the development area. The outline planning permission 
will no longer be viable and will have to be completely 
reworked. There will probably not be enough space for a 
significant cultural offering, unless a significant proportion of the 
remaining site is devoted to it, along with consolidated open 
green space. 
 
The east-west cycling Quietway may also need to be reviewed, 
as it is not obvious where that could go, as would the Broadway 
N-S relief road for Warwick Road.  

nature of the area as one which will have significant 
development. 
 
The vision for Earl’s Court will reflect the reality on the ground. 

Sandra Yarwood  Earls Court is known worldwide as a place for concerts and 
events irrespective of the demolition of the centre, this 
reputation persists. It is known for its bohemian, inclusive 
atmosphere and is associated with music and theatre and this 
should be built upon when considering any new development. 
The area is not a blank canvas with no history.  

Suggestion that Earl’s Court is known as a place for  concerts 
noted. 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson)  

As above, the mini-vision statements on page 17 for each of the 
‘Areas of Change’ over promise in guaranteeing the future of 
these areas of development as becoming ‘thriving’ and ‘vibrant 
destinations’. We feel that a greater degree of honesty is 
needed about the fact that, under the present London Plan and 
Government directives, both Kensal Canalside and Earls Court 
risk being planned and built out at densities and heights which 
RBKC would probably not be going along with if the Council had 
full discretion on its Local Plan  

As noted above, the vision is intended to be aspirational as well 
as achievable.  We would fully expect Earls’ Court and Kensal to 
be thriving and successful places. 

Gerald Eve obo CEL - 
Cadogan Estates Ltd 
(Neil Henderson)  

Knightsbridge Vision – The Estate 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 – The Estate supports the broad 

Support for the vision for Knightsbridge noted.  The Council 
recognises that the Knightsbridge place includes the northern 
part of Sloane Street. 
 
The Council is unclear what the “objectives of Sloane Square” are.  
We recognise that forms part of the King’s Road Place. 
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vision although there needs to be more specific reference to the 
objectives of Sloane Square within the vision statement.  

Lucia Scalisi  Covid calls (finally) for an opportunity to rethink the endless 
office developments. There is much empty office space across 
rbkc - why?  
 
When need for homes is a top priority & a need to bring 
responsible development for work, rest & play into our lives 
building more offices seems, well, at best lazy planning, at worst 
mad investment.  

The Council has commissioned an Employment Land Study to 
consider the need for office space over the lifetime of the plan.   
However, whilst we recognise the acute need for new housing we 
would not be in a position to require owners to change the use of 
offices to residential were they not to choose to.  

Kerry Davis-Head  lots village. less emphasis on development more emphasis on 
green open spaces. safer walkways.  

Noted.  The Council resist the loss of green space across the 
borough.  We also support initiatives to support walking. 

Oonagh Wohanka  More thought should go into diversity of economic and cultural 
opportunity in building development and rental of shops on the 
high street.. Kensington is ‘dying’ and nothing is being done to 
stop it  

Noted.   The Council cannot influence the rent sough by land 
owners within our town centres.  We are of the view that 
diversity will be necessary if our centres are to thrive. However, 
we do recognise that diversity may conflict with those who live 
within / close to our centres. 

Princes Gate Mews RA (J 
Whewell)  

South Kensington Place 
I would comment here that there has been a problem raised by 
residents for several years now that the South Kensington 
district centre no longer provides sufficient local facilities and 
services - instead being increasingly dominated by a restaurant 
monoculture. We endorse the aspiration to provide value local 
facilities and services but questioned the use of the word 
continue given the current situation is already unsatisfactory. In 
particular we would ask that any existing text in the local plan 
which endorses increased provision of restaurants cafes or food 
courts at South Kensington be revised as the area is already 
saturated with restaurants.  

With the creation of the E Class order changes of use between 
the former A classes are not development which will require 
planning permission.   
 
Restaurant and café uses which serve those visiting the museum 
may play a valuable contribute to the continued viability of the 
centre. However, we do recognise that care must be taken to 
avoid an unacceptable impact of the amenity of those who live 
nearby.  
 
 

Mr Ehrman  The issues paper sees the Latimer Road Employment Zones as 
an area of change. That would be welcome but the proposal that 
it will "become a hub for new creative industries. Development 

The Council makes no apologies for an ambitious vision for 
Latimer Road.  This reflect that within the SQWNP. 
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will be intensified and will provide new modern workspaces and 
some new homes. Public Realm improvements will make the 
area feel safer and more inviting" is ambitious. The proposed 
design code may help, but the Enterprise Zone has struggled for 
a long time with poor transport and a lack of amenities. What it 
needs is a more flexible mix of uses - especially new homes - if it 
is to overcome these handicaps and generate the footfall and 
vitality to fulfil its potential. See Q7.3 below.  

We recognise that a greater diversity of uses, as supported by the 
SQWNP, will help achieve this. The Council will consider how the 
new Local Plan can reflect the policies within the SQWNP. 

G Thomson  As above, the Vision for Earls Court should be an ambitious 
statement that supports the transformation and optimisation of 
one of the Borough’s only two brownfield Opportunity Area 
sites into a new, vibrant community. 
 
We agree with the Council’s statement that, “as a central and 
highly built up area, with extraordinarily high land values, 
Kensington and Chelsea has very little space that is free for 
development. Most land that has not been built on is strongly 
protected for either its historic or landscape value.” The 
opportunity for Earls Court to deliver sustainable development 
at scale should therefore be embraced. A clear statement 
identifying the Site as being fundamentally important to 
meeting the Council’s housing target should be included along 
with recognition of the potential of employment to create jobs. 
It should also make it clear that the Site is highly constrained by 
the existing rail infrastructure and there will be competing 
pressures on the Site that will need to be balanced. 
 
ECPL wishes to work with the Council and others to deliver an 
entirely new, ambitious vision for Earls Court which responds to 
its Opportunity Area designation and the surrounding context. 
The Local Plan’s vision should take into account emerging 
themes which ECPL are developing for Earls Court. We are keen 
to work collaboratively with the Council on the vision and share 
early thoughts and ideas.  

Noted.  The future vision for Earl’s Court will reflect ambitions for 
the area and the designation as an Opportunity Area. It will 
recognise the role that the areas must have in meeting the 
Council’s stretching housing target.  We would welcome further 
engagement with the stakeholder to help develop an appropriate 
vision for the area. 
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Grove and Company 
(Roger Grove)  

More should be made of Sloane Square and Knightsbridge 
 
Considering their importance for tourists the subway to the 
museums should be upgraded 
 
South Kensington needs to be upgraded and the space 
previously populated by Christies repurposed  

The current vision supports the refurbishment of the pedestrian 
tunnels and the value these could have to those visiting the 
museums. 
 
Comment about the former Christies unit noted. 

Gerald Eve (Peter Edgar)  It is considered that the vision for South Kensington and 
Knightsbridge remains broadly appropriate. The innovative art 
gallery cluster scheme at Cromwell Place should be recognised 
along with the potential of South Kensington to become a focus 
for further commercial art galleries as a result. The vision 
statements should be updated to reflect the flexibility created 
through the recent amendments to the Use Classes Order and 
the introduction of Class E in particular.  

Support for vision noted. 
 
The Council recognises the contribution that art galleries could 
have upon the area. 
 
The new Local Plan will reflect the freedoms offered by the new 
Class E use. 

Sport England (Mark 
Furnish)  

• Q 2.2 – Many of visions propose new residential development 
but they are almost silent on supporting sport and recreation 
infrastructure to support this growth. The occupiers of new 
development, especially residential, will generate demand for 
sporting provision. The existing provision within an area may not 
be able to accommodate this increased demand without 
exacerbating existing and/or predicted future deficiencies. 
Therefore, Sport England considers that the new provision of 
sport and recreation facilities needed to support the growth of 
these areas should be specified. The level and nature of any 
provision should be informed by a robust evidence base such as 
an up to date Sports Facilities Strategy, Playing Pitch Strategy or 
other relevant needs assessment. Sport England is unaware that 
the Council have such a evidence bases (more detail is below). 
 
Sport England would also support the visions including links to 
the Council’s desire expressed earlier in the document to 
promote healthy communities. Sport England considers that 

The need for an appropriate and proportionate evidence base is 
noted. 
 
The Council recognises the impact that new development can 
have upon the need for sports and recreation infrastructure.  
However, such a requirement may not be best placed in the 
overarching vision for each area.  
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embedding physical activity, health and wellbeing within the 
high level visions would help ensure that it is entrenched within 
local areas and schemes coming forward within those areas.  

DP9 (Kate Outterside)  Q 2.2 The Council will look again at the existing visions for these 
Places and consider whether remain appropriate. Do you have 
any views on the visions for the Places in the current Local Plan 
and how the new ones should be drafted? 
 
Page 13 of the Borough Issues Consultation identifies 3,500 
homes within Kensal. We recommend that the targets 
identified, particularly the quantum of house, are identified as 
minimums. 
 
In addition to this, whilst it is acknowledged that additional 
connections are required within Kensal, we would suggest that 
explicit reference Maximising housing delivery, avoid being too 
prescriptive on the ‘better connections’ (e.g train station and 
bridges) set out under Figure 2.1. The proposals at Kensal can be 
delivered independently of all the connections which require a 
substantial amount of coordination with numerous landowners 
to deliver. We would recommend that wording on the 
aspirations for Kensal are taken from the Kensal Canalside 
Opportunity Area SPD.  

The Council recognises that the vision for the Kensal Area must 
reflect the ambitions of the Kensal Canalside SPD. 

Linda Wade  The original SPD for the ECWKOA site was arrived at after much 
consultation, the error was not to consider the needs of the 
existing community with the use of an Area Action Plan. Any 
further documentation must not repeat the same error and both 
the needs of the existing and future development: employment, 
businesses, transport and hospitality need to be balanced.  
 
In the present plan 2.2. Earl’s Court does not appear despite the 
requirement in the SPD for a replacement venue of national and 
international status providing a footfall of 760,000 p.a.  
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Apart from which Earl’s Court has a rich cultural, musical, and 
theatrical tradition; The Finborough Theatre, The Draycott 
Theatre, The Royal Society of Sculptors, The Troubadour, Gallery 
286, The Mosaic Rooms, Grade I St Cuthbert’s Church and Choir 
and the Earl’s Court Film Festival. Music is a regular feature in 
the other pubs in the area: The Boltons, The Courtfield and The 
King’s Head.  

William Wilson  Again no idea where do you find these?  The precis of the Place visions were included in the issues 
document, alongside an explanation of where the full visions can 
be found.   Additional signposted will be used in future iterations 
of the Local Plan as appropriate.  

Boka Hotel (Spencer 
Parsons)  

Yes earls Court as mentioned above and i will repeat here  
 
The Earls Court site should be utilised for a mix of housing and 
the replacement venue promised by the council in a previous 
local plan and also by the then mayor of London Boris Johnson 
but ridden roughshod over by the previous planners and Capco .  
 
RBKC itself is a prime example of how you can marry housing 
with non-housing having such a building as part of its own 
property estate. Chesterton Square is a garden square located 
above floors of Council offices in Pembroke Road which include 
Waste Management, Environmental Health, Transportation, 
Highways, Parking and other departments. This to me is an 
example of what could be done say what was Earls Court 1, a 
new exhibition and multipurpose venue at ground level ( much 
needed to help reinvigorate business ) with housing above in a 
similar garden square creation thereby getting the best of both 
worlds, much needed housing, safe and secure as it would be 
above a venue and the much needed venue that could breathe 
life back in to businesses in the area on the basement and 
ground level and have it of an attractive design. 

Need for replacement of the cultural venue noted. 
 
The Council shares the view that Earls’ Court should be uses a 
residential led mixed use site. 
 
The scale of the future development will reflect the existing 
permission as well as the nature of the surrounding area. 
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I do not think the mayor and GLA should be used to overdevelop 
the Earl’s Court site, make it visually extremely different or 
unappealing in the long term or for it to be built too high , doing 
that then you end up with a sink estate.  

Bikeworks CIC (David 
Dansky)  

Agree the priority in response to Covid/Climate Emergency 
should be about Localism for shopping and services, improved 
public realm with clear reduced driving targets  

Noted.   

The Hillgate Village 
Residents' Association 
(Sophia Massey-Cook)  

In the last Local Plan: RBKC should review sections of Chapter 10 
Portobello with community groups. Whilst we support many of 
the observations concerning the Portobello to Golborne section 
more active enforcement is needed regarding inappropriate 
shop fronts such as the introduction of larger expanses of plate 
glass at the expense of the traditional shop window and the loss 
of period features such as corbels which create such an 
attractive back drop to the antiques and vegetable market. 
  
The protection and promotion of the unique antiques market, 
which is such a key feature of the area, should be a priority. 
RBKC should resist through planning the agglomeration of units 
which threatens the infrastructure of the arcades, but which 
favour chain retailers. All Saints/290 Westbourne Grove 
(junction of Westbourne Grove and Portobello Road) is an 
instructive case in point: A large antiques arcade was closed in 
favour of this chain fashion retailer which subsequently sublet 
part of its space to SoulCycle 115aPortobello Road a chain gym, 
as its revenues could not support the shop. The former retailer 
is in receivership, the latter is struggling and this key corner site 
which should be one of the welcoming vistas to the antiques 
market is empty.  
 
RBKC has always been keen to promote Portobello to 
international visitors. There is some criticism from residents that 

The Council will review the vision for the Portobello place with 
the relevant community groups. 
 
The Council has the policies in place which allow it to protect 
period shopfronts.  What is/ is not an appropriate design may be 
the subject of interpretation. 
 
The Council values the antiques market.  However, it should be 
noted that planning permission is not required from the change 
of use of one type of retailer to another.  The newly created Class 
E widens this flexibility further, and planning permission is now 
no longer required for the change of use of one town centre use 
to another.  This includes changes of use from shops to cafes, 
restaurants or gyms. Planning permission is also not required for 
the amalgamation of existing units. 
 
The Council recognises that the many tourists who visit 
Portobello Road have both benefits and disbenefits. They ensure 
that the centres remains vibrant in a rapidly changing retail 
market.  However, they will seek particular facilities and these 
may not be those sought by those living in the vicinity.   
 
The issue of signage has been passed on to the relevant team for 
further consideration.  However, the Council does recognise that 
Notting Hill Gate is the gateway for many visitors looking to visit 
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their homes and local shopping area should not be treated “like 
a theme park” for large groups of tourists “doing” the Notting 
Hill film tour. The PA also recommends that there is better way 
finder signage at the NHG end of the trail, and better promotion 
of the use of Ladbroke Grove station to take tourists directly 
into the heart of the market for those uninterested in antiques 
rather than overloading the overcrowded Portobello Road 
route.  
 
We regret the proliferation of foreign exchange and cheap 
souvenir shops selling low grade foreign artefacts in the antique 
market section has increased to the detriment of the 
atmosphere. RBKC should take concerted action to protect this 
area both as a place for local people to buy fresh produce from 
market stalls and shops all year round and as a centre of 
antiques and vintage goods especially as tourists will not be so 
numerous during the pandemic. The unique mixture of sections 
from the NHG end of Portobello Road through to the flea 
market of Golborne add to the vibrant local atmosphere which is 
what attracts visitors and tourists. Where RBKC itself owns 
properties in the area it should strategically use these premises 
by renting them to local users who will add to the atmosphere 
and traditional character of the area. With the creation of the E 
classification and the general decline in on site retail we also 
fear too many cafes and restaurants will also be created which 
will overwhelm the area.  

Portobello Road, and an opportunity for businesses benefitting 
from the associated footfall.   
 
As noted above planning permission has never been required 
from the change of use of one type of retailer to another.  The 
newly created Class E widens this flexibility further, and planning 
permission is now no longer required for the change of use of 
one town centre use to another.  This includes changes of use 
from shops to cafes, restaurants or foreign exchanges.  By the 
same token the planning system cannot favour the provision of 
local shops or food shops over “chain fashion” or souvenir shops. 
 
The Council does actively manage the market, and the support 
for stalls which provide fresh produce remains. 
 
 

Sue Redmond  These places should develop homes for people with learning 
disabilities. I am a parent of a young lady with complex needs, 
when I am dead where will she live? Despite the Borough have 
25 years of assessments about her and her friends needs 
nothing has been created that we as families can trust. The Earls 
Court site offers this council the opportunity to develop 
something in partnership with families that could if done 
properly lead in service development for our particularly 

The Council recognises the value of truly accessible places, 
facilities and buildings. 
 
The Council also recognises the need for homes for those with 
complex needs.   
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vulnerable group of adults.  
 
Every single part of this plan should identify how it will be 
accessible for disabled people, parks, changing places, etc.  

Federica Lowndes 
Marques Leitao  

CV8 Vision for Earl’s Court in 2028 is outdated and does not 
reflect the changing dynamics of city living. 
There should be much greater emphasis on green areas, given 
the congested parks of the borough. Buildings envisaged for this 
space are characterless and will be undistinguishable from other 
city developments around urban centres.  
Lessons should be taken from recently concluded 
redevelopments and seize the opportunity to transform Earls 
Court back into a green space with lower density buildings.  

The vision of Earl’s Court must reflect the existing permissions, its 
designation as an opportunity area and the homes that it is 
expected to provide.  It must also reflect the practicalities of 
development and that any allocation/vision must be deliverable.  
All these factors have implications on the nature of development, 
its scale and the extent of open space. 

Environment Agency 
(Lisa Mills)  

We welcome the vision to “uphold our residential quality of life 
through cherishing quality in the built environment, acting on 
environmental issues..”. These environmental issues should 
include both measures to reduce the contribution to, and 
mitigate against, climate change. The London Plan (draft 2019) 
has set ambitious targets to become a zero carbon city by 2050. 
To reflect this, the built environment 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, including tidal flood risk management if 
development is proposed in a tidal flood zone, or within close 
proximity (16m) to the River Thames tidal walls and 
embankments. 

Comments noted. Please refer to our specific responses on 
Climate Change, flood risk, green infrastructure and biodiversity 
for further detail. 
 
The Council notes the Environment Agency’s support for a more 
holistic approach for green infrastructure and open spaces. 
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We welcome the vision that focuses on Sustainable Drainage 
Systems (SuDs), where your local plan states that SuDs “will 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.”. 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 Lead Local Flood Authority (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. We are 
minded that other sources of flooding should also be 
incorporated into your future vision for places, where places 
influenced by current and future tidal flood risk should give 
regard to tidal flood risk management in line with national 
planning policy. 
 
We also welcome the mention of “Green links will help to 
improve biodiversity and air quality and noise levels will have 
been significantly improved.” The London Plan (draft 2019), sets 
high ambitions for the improvement of air quality. Policy GG3 
Creating a healthy city of the London Plan (draft 2019), seeks “to 
improve London’s air quality, reduce public exposure to poor air 
quality and minimise inequalities in levels of exposure to air 
pollution”. Therefore your visions for new places should 
prioritise both the provision of green spaces, including 
biodiversity net gain. 
These green links should also be promoted in places that are 

 
We have one of the most restrictive SuDS policies in London as 
small development requires SuDS to provide a 50% betterment or 
reduction of surface water run-off.  
We have set out detailed guidance on SuDs in section 12 of our 
Greening SPD which demonstrates our direction in terms of 
requirements for new development.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
All sources of flood risk are included in flood risk assessments 
which are also required in Critical Drainage Areas (policy CE2b)   
 
 
 
 
 
Support for multiple benefits of green infrastructure noted. This 
is embedded in the vision as proposed – putting green issues and 
environment at the heart of all new developments. The Council 
supports the reference to intertidal habitats to contribute to 
biodiversity net gain. 
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within close proximity of the River Thames tidal walls and 
embankments, seeking to enhance and preserve intertidal 
habitat and contribute to biodiversity net gain.  

The Pembridge 
Association (Fiona 
Fleming-Brown)  

RBKC should review sections of Chapter 10 Portobello with 
community groups. Whilst we support many of the observations 
concerning the Portobello to Golborne section more active 
enforcement is needed regarding inappropriate shop fronts such 
as the introduction of larger expanses of plate glass at the 
expense of the traditional shop window and the loss of period 
features such as corbels which create such an attractive back 
drop to the antiques and vegetable market.  
 
The protection and promotion of the unique antiques market, 
which is such a key feature of the area, should be a priority. 
RBKC should resist through planning the agglomeration of units 
which threatens the infrastructure of the arcades, but which 
favour chain retailers. All Saints/290 Westbourne Grove 
(junction of Westbourne Grove and Portobello Road) is an 
instructive case in point: A large antiques arcade was closed in 
favour of this chain fashion retailer which subsequently sublet 
part of its space to SoulCycle 115aPortobello Road a chain gym, 
as its revenues could not support the shop. The former retailer 
is in receivership, the latter is struggling and this key corner site 
which should be one of the welcoming vistas to the antiques 
market is empty.  
 
RBKC has always been keen to promote Portobello to 
international visitors. There is some criticism from residents that 
their homes and local shopping area should not be treated “like 
a theme park” for large groups of tourists “doing” the Notting 
Hill film tour. The PA also recommends that there is better way 
finder signage at the NHG end of the trail, and better promotion 
of the use of Ladbroke Grove station to take tourists directly 
into the heart of the market for those uninterested in antiques 

The Council will review the vision for the Portobello place with 
the relevant community groups. 
 
The Council has the policies in place which allow it to protect 
period shopfronts.  What is/ is not an appropriate design may be 
the subject of interpretation. 
 
The Council values the antiques market.  However, it should be 
noted that planning permission is not required from the change 
of use of one type of retailer to another.  The newly created Class 
E widens this flexibility further, and planning permission is now 
no longer required for the change of use of one town centre use 
to another.  This includes changes of use from shops to cafes, 
restaurants or gyms. Planning permission is also not required for 
the amalgamation of existing units. 
 
The Council recognises that the many tourists who visit 
Portobello Road have both benefits and disbenefits. They ensure 
that the centres remains vibrant in a rapidly changing retail 
market.  However, they will seek particular facilities and these 
may not be those sought by those living in the vicinity.   
 
The issue of signage has been passed on to the relevant team for 
further consideration.  However, the Council does recognise that 
Notting Hill Gate is the gateway for many visitors looking to visit 
Portobello Road, and an opportunity for businesses benefitting 
from the associated footfall.   
 
As noted above planning permission has never been required 
from the change of use of one type of retailer to another.  The 
newly created Class E widens this flexibility further, and planning 
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rather than overloading the overcrowded Portobello Road 
route.  
 
We regret the proliferation of foreign exchange and cheap 
souvenir shops selling low grade foreign artefacts in the antique 
market section has increased to the detriment of the 
atmosphere. RBKC should take concerted action to protect this 
area both as a place for local people to buy fresh produce from 
market stalls and shops all year round and as a centre of 
antiques and vintage goods especially as tourists will not be so 
numerous during the pandemic. The unique mixture of sections 
from the NHG end of Portobello Road through to the flea 
market of Golborne add to the vibrant local atmosphere which is 
what attracts visitors and tourists. Where RBKC itself owns 
properties in the area it should strategically use these premises 
by renting them to local users who will add to the atmosphere 
and traditional character of the area. With the creation of the E 
classification and the general decline in on site retail we also 
fear too many cafes and restaurants will also be created which 
will overwhelm the area.  

permission is now no longer required for the change of use of 
one town centre use to another.  This includes changes of use 
from shops to cafes, restaurants or foreign exchanges.  By the 
same token the planning system cannot favour the provision of 
local shops or food shops over “chain fashion” or souvenir shops. 
 
The Council does actively manage the market, and the support 
for stalls which provide fresh produce remains. 
 

CBRE (Miss Nicks)  Portobello Road is identified as of international and national 
significance. Given its location in adjacency to Golborne, 
identified as an area of change, there is an opportunity to 
extend the market northwards, making use of the full extent of 
Portobello Road which supports CHLs regeneration objectives at 
Wornington. CHL would support a mix of non-residential uses 
within this location to support the new homes set to be 
delivered.  

The Council supports initiatives to attract visitors beyond the 
Westway to Golborne Road.  This forms part of the ambitions for 
the Portobello place. 

Savills (Matt Lloyd-Ruck)  It is our view that both the Lots Road and Kings Road/Sloane 
Square places should anticipate the introduction of a wider 
range of land uses, alongside appropriate intensification, as 
these places respond to the economic and social challenges that 
COVID-19 and digitalisation have brought. 

The Council recognises the wide ranging implications that the 
flexibility offered under class E will have on our centres.  The 
policies within the LP will reflect this. This flexibility will have its 
challenges but also allow our centres to adapt quickly to the 
changing realities of the retail climate. 
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In regards to the King’s Walk and Sloane Square area vision, 
there is currently an emphasis of consolidating the heritage of 
King’s Road and Sloane Square and protecting these heritage 
assets. 
 
In light of the lack of public expenditure on high streets due to 
COVID-19, there should be a shift in focus towards revitalising 
our high streets, supporting local employment and the local 
economy.  
 
Moreover, some of these ‘Places’ have significant transport 
interchanges within them, that would be suitable for high 
density development in line with the Intend to Publish London 
Plan. Therefore, the visions of these ’Places’ should recognise 
the potential to develop sustainably around transport nodes, 
such as Sloane Square. Part of this should include public realm 
improvements that support pedestrian movement and reduce 
the reliance on car use. This will create areas that attract larger 
amounts of footfall to our High streets, contributing to the 
vibrancy and vitality of the Borough. 
 
The new use class E presents an opportunity to increase footfall 
to King’s Road as a result of the vibrant mix of uses possible 
within a major town centre location. This would provide 
employment opportunities to these area, by improving the 
commercial, business and retail offering. This opportunity 
should be supported within RBKC’s vision for King’s Road and 
Sloane Square.  

 
The Council will consider any opportunities to intensify uses 
within our town centres and in particular close to public transport 
interchanges.  Any such development must respect the nature of 
the local street scape. 
 
The Council recognises the value that public realm improvements 
can have in attracting visitors to centres and in increasing dwell 
times.  Both will increase the vitality and the viability of our 
centres. 
 
 

CHRA (I. Margaronis)  In the last Local Plan: RBKC should review sections of Chapter 10 
Portobello with community groups. Whilst we support many of 
the observations concerning the Portobello to Golborne section 
more active enforcement is needed regarding inappropriate 
shop fronts such as the introduction of larger expanses of plate 

The Council will review the vision for the Portobello place with 
the relevant community groups. 
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glass at the expense of the traditional shop window and the loss 
of period features such as corbels which create such an 
attractive back drop to the antiques and vegetable market.  
The protection and promotion of the unique antiques market, 
which is such a key feature of the area, should be a priority. 
RBKC should resist through planning the agglomeration of units 
which threatens the infrastructure of the arcades, but which 
favour chain retailers. All Saints/290 Westbourne Grove 
(junction of Westbourne Grove and Portobello Road) is an 
instructive case in point: A large antiques arcade was closed in 
favour of this chain fashion retailer which subsequently sublet 
part of its space to SoulCycle 115aPortobello Road a chain gym, 
as its revenues could not support the shop. The former retailer 
is in receivership, the latter is struggling and this key corner site 
which should be one of the welcoming vistas to the antiques 
market is empty.  
 
RBKC has always been keen to promote Portobello to 
international visitors. There is some criticism from residents that 
their homes and local shopping area should not be treated “like 
a theme park” for large groups of tourists “doing” the Notting 
Hill film tour. The CHRA also recommends that there is better 
way finder signage at the NHG end of the trail, and better 
promotion of the use of Ladbroke Grove station to take tourists 
directly into the heart of the market for those uninterested in 
antiques rather than overloading the overcrowded Portobello 
Road route.  
 
We regret the proliferation of foreign exchange and cheap 
souvenir shops selling low grade foreign artefacts in the antique 
market section has increased to the detriment of the 
atmosphere. RBKC should take concerted action to protect this 
area both as a place for local people to buy fresh produce from 
market stalls and shops all year round and as a centre of 

The Council has the policies in place which allow it to protect 
period shopfronts.  What is/ is not an appropriate design may be 
the subject of interpretation. 
 
The Council values the antiques market.  However, it should be 
noted that planning permission is not required from the change 
of use of one type of retailer to another.  The newly created Class 
E widens this flexibility further, and planning permission is now 
no longer required for the change of use of one town centre use 
to another.  This includes changes of use from shops to cafes, 
restaurants or gyms. Planning permission is also not required for 
the amalgamation of existing units. 
 
The Council recognises that the many tourists who visit 
Portobello Road have both benefits and disbenefits. They ensure 
that the centres remains vibrant in a rapidly changing retail 
market.  However, they will seek particular facilities and these 
may not be those sought by those living in the vicinity.   
 
The issue of signage has been passed on to the relevant team for 
further consideration.  However, the Council does recognise that 
Notting Hill Gate is the gateway for many visitors looking to visit 
Portobello Road, and an opportunity for businesses benefitting 
from the associated footfall.   
 
As noted above planning permission has never been required 
from the change of use of one type of retailer to another.  The 
newly created Class E widens this flexibility further, and planning 
permission is now no longer required for the change of use of 
one town centre use to another.  This includes changes of use 
from shops to cafes, restaurants or foreign exchanges.  By the 
same token the planning system cannot favour the provision of 
local shops or food shops over “chain fashion” or souvenir shops. 
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antiques and vintage goods especially as tourists will not be so 
numerous during the pandemic. The unique mixture of sections 
from the NHG end of Portobello Road through to the flea 
market of Golborne add to the vibrant local atmosphere which is 
what attracts visitors and tourists. Where RBKC itself owns 
properties in the area it should strategically use these premises 
by renting them to local users who will add to the atmosphere 
and traditional character of the area. With the creation of the E 
classification and the general decline in on site retail we also 
fear too many cafes and restaurants will also be created which 
will overwhelm the area.  

The Council does actively manage the market, and the support 
for stalls which provide fresh produce remains. 
 

KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)  

This is a problematic area as too often long-term visions that 
become unsuitable or unachievable because of unpredicted 
events or changes in trends. So there needs to be wriggle room, 
and these sections should not be cast in too much detail or in 
too prescriptive terms. It may make sense to differentiate 
between actions that should be considered during say a 5-year 
time-scale, and a more uncertain idea of what we should be 
aiming for in the longer term – although we have some doubts 
about the latter.  

A vision for a place is just that, a vision.  It should be ambitious.  
However, we do recognise that circumstances do change and that 
the Council must be in a position to adapt accordingly.  The 
current visions/ place policies allow for the necessary flexability.  
The new vision are likely to take the same approach, although 
their exact nature will be determined over time and with 
consultation with relevant stake holders. 

The Philbeach 
Residents’ Association 
(Froment)  

The Earl’s Court site and place should remain as it is in the 
present CLP, since they were devised after much public 
consultation, which should not be lost. Earl’s Court needs a 
Neighbourhood Plan, based on the ECWKOA SPD which contains 
much of the substance already. 
 
CV8: Earl’s Court 
The vision needs to be renewed to reflect the fact that 
Hammersmith & Fulham have withdrawn most of their land 
from the development area. The outline planning permission 
will no longer be viable and will have to be completely 
reworked. There will probably not be enough space for a 
significant cultural offering, unless a significant proportion of the 

It is not for the Council to bring forward a Neighbourhood Plan – 
although would welcome any engagement for a potential 
Neighbourhood Forum.  Any forum would have to meet the 
minimum requirements, and a subsequent NP recognise the 
nature of the area as one which will have significant 
development. 
 
The vision for Earl’s Court will reflect the reality on the ground 
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remaining site is devoted to it, along with consolidated open 
green space. 
 
The east-west cycling Quietway may also need to be reviewed, 
as it is not obvious where that could go, as would the Broadway 
N-S relief road for Warwick Road.  

Units, 2,3,4,5,7,8,10 & 
11 Latimer Ind Estate 
and Ivebury Court 
(Tania Martin)  

We would like to see Latimer Industrial Estate develop into 
buildings that support small to medium businesses/creative 
industries with housing above. 
 
We do not feel that Latimer Road, which is currently an 
Employment Zone and consists of a mix of industrial units, 
commercial buildings and residential housing, merits being 
included in the Oxford Gardens Conservation Area.  

The desire for Latimer Road to become a mixed use area, with 
commercial at ground floor noted. 
 
Any proposals to extend existing/designate new conservation 
areas will be drafted and consulted up as part of a process quite 
separate from that of the Local Plan.  All parties will be 
encouraged to participate at this time. 

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

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 Paper recognises the 
Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area as a key area of change and a 
‘Growth Area’ that is suitable for substantial development. 
 
Page 13 of the Issues Paper notes what redevelopment of Kensal 

The Council recognises the importance of ensuring that the new 
draft SPD and Local Plan are aligned.  This will assist in the 
successful delivery of one of key sites in the borough – a site 
which is expected a large number of new homes. 
 
This includes a recognition that the development is viable and 
deliverable. 
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Canalside Opportunity Area could deliver, noting 3,500 homes, 
10,000 sqm of offices and a new superstore. It should be 
ensured through the drafting of the New Local Plan that there is 
consideration of the Kensal Canalside Supplementary Planning 
Document (SPD). We understand through engagement with 
RBKC Officers that the production of the SPD for the 
Opportunity Area is in the advanced stages and it is expected 
that formal consultation on the SPD will commence at the end 
of 2020. It is therefore important that the new draft SPD and 
Local Plan are aligned. 
 
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. It is 
important that the identified Opportunity Areas are further 
recognised within emerging policy and their ability to contribute 
to growth in RBKC, in particular much needed new homes. As 
noted above, it should be ensured that emerging policy aligns 
with the emerging 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.  

GLA (Hassan Ahmed)  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 

Support from the GLA for the approach taken for the Opportunity 
Areas is noted.  Any difference from the indicative growth targets 
within the London Plan will be fully justified. 
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set out in Table 2.1 of the ItP London Plan for Kensal Canalside 
Opportunity Area are to deliver in the region of 3,500 and 2,000 
new homes and jobs respectively and the indicative growth 
target for Earls Court/West Kensington Opportunity Area is to 
deliver 6,500 new homes and 5,000 jobs. These 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. The Plan should be clear about how this 
has been done and should provide justification where figures 
differ significantly from the London Plan. RBKC’s intention to 
deliver 10,000m2 of new office space in the Kensal Canalside 
area should be supported by local and up-to-date evidence.  

TfL (Josephine Vos)  Section 2 - Areas of change 
Kensal 
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 ItP London Plan. 
 
Earl’s Court/Warwick Road 
We note the aspirations for this Opportunity Area which extends 
into the adjacent borough; 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 
ItP London Plan. 
 
TfL Commercial Development will provide separate comments 
due to their interest in strategic sites 4 and 5.  

Noted.  The Council recognises that the scale of development 
expected within the Opportunity Areas could have the potential 
to have an impact on traffic generation.  This will be addressed 
the Local Plan progresses, having regard to the policies within the 
London Plan. 

TfL (Brendan Hodges)  Quod has prepared a response to this on behalf of ECPL. In 
summary, the vision for Earls Court should be an ambitious 
statement that supports the transformation of one of the 

The Council is aware of the contribution that the Earl’s Court 
Opportunity Area will have to providing much needed housing in 
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Borough’s only two brownfield Opportunity Area (OA) sites into 
a new, vibrant community. Given the constraints on space for 
development in the borough, the opportunity for Earls Court to 
deliver sustainable development at scale should therefore be 
embraced. A clear statement identifying the site as an important 
location for making a significant contribution towards meeting 
the Council’s housing target should be included. However, it 
should also be clear that the site is highly constrained by the 
existing rail infrastructure and there will be competing pressures 
on the site that will need to be balanced. 
 
It is also important for a site allocation and vision to recognise 
that the site is part of a much larger development opportunity 
that also encompasses land in adjacent H&F owned by ECPL and 
TfL. It is important for there to be cross-borough coordination 
and cooperation in order that the benefits of development on 
the whole, larger site can be achieved. There is a great 
opportunity here for development to improve connectivity by 
addressing the physical barrier presented by the railway tracks 
in order to link the boroughs and local communities. 
 
ECPL wishes to work with the Council and others to deliver a 
new ambitious vision for Earls Court which responds to its 
Opportunity Area designation and the surrounding context.  

the borough.  This is explicit in the current allocation, and will be 
taken forward in a new allocation. 
 
That the RBKC element of the OA is a small part of the wider OA 
is also noted, and will continue to be so. 
 
We welcome working with developers to help ensure that all our 
major development sites deliver the homes and other uses 
needed by the borough and which makes the borough the place 
that it is.  

Hillgate RA We seek the reclassification of this area (Earl’s Court) to better 
serve local needs, specifically with regard to retail provision and 
to address some of its current issues. It is not just “the Gateway 
to Portobello” (Local Plan Sept 2019) but an important centre 
with a strong but submerged local character. MOVE TO NHG 
PLACE SECTION 

 
Within our CA we also represent Westbourne Grove which we 
feel was not sufficiently described in the last Local Plan. In 
marked contrast to both NHG and Kensington High Street it has 
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proved to be relatively resilient to the impact of the modal shift 
to on-line shopping and the pandemic. There are some 
transferable ideas from this retail area in terms of public 
amenity and place making which we believe are significant not 
least the enhancement of what we term Meaningful Greening 
which benefits residents, especially those in the social housing 
units around Portobello Court, retailers and tourists alike. 
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Call for Sites 

Q3.1: Are you aware of any sites that may be suitable for new development? 
 
General comments regarding broad sites or types of land use which may be suitable for future development have been noted.   
 
Similarly comments of a more general nature, or those suggesting how the Council should conduct this search for additional sites, have been noted.  

Respondent Name Comments  Council’s Response 

The Labour Group - 
RBKC  

Please clarify the objectives for land use in RBKC assets in Lots Road. There are three 
sites: Cremorne Wharf/Ashburnham Road; the car pound; and 65-73 Lots Road. These 
must be earmarked for affordable/social housing in an area of huge need. Some of the 
poorest people in the borough live in Guinness Estate off Edith Road; this is yet another 
area of extremes. The planned care home should be aimed at local need – not yet 
another ‘caviar care’ home.  
 
Elkstone Road currently has a mix of light industrial, hospitality and a GP practice. A 
plan for this area should be considered, which gives it an identity as it is currently a 
twilight zone.  
 
Any research on these issues must look at who works there – is it mainly local people, 
or not? A mix is of course acceptable, but many areas only have shops and business run 
by people from outside the borough. 
 
Re: ‘infill and densification’ – we must be careful not to confuse amenity space with 
brownfield. Buildings with some height need amenity space for residents to breathe, 
play and commune. Simply filling in such spaces takes away a valuable asset. Disused 
garages etc are a different matter.  

A separate SPD is being drafted for the area including the 
sites in question. The SPD will address the issues raised. 

Earl's Court Society 
(Malcolm Spalding)  

Underground and rail stations should be included in the Brownfield Sites Register. 
Permitted development should be retail or community uses at ground floor level, with 
residential above, up to 5 storeys (Ground plus 4) 
Run-down hotels, which are not viable (e.g. those in one, two or three houses) due to 
economy of scale, should have permitted change of use automatically to residential  

Noted. The Council cannot designate operational land 
without undertaking further detailed work. Comment on 
hotels noted. Permitted development rights are introduced 
nationally. 
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Sandra Yarwood  Land around railways. 
Some buildings could have one or two storeys added, such as Orpen House on Trebovir 
Rd.  

Noted. National permitted development rights allow 
upward extensions with certain conditions. 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson)  

The StQW Neighbourhood Plan identified Latimer Road for missed use, and RBKC own 
Unit 12 which should be reviewed as a potential housing opportunity. The narrow 
backland site at Highlever Garage (142A)is also allocate as a potential housing site. The 
Draft StQW Plan included the site at 3a Crowthorne Road but this was removed by the 
Examiner on the basis that a planning consent had been granted for a mixed use 
scheme. This consent has never been implemented, demonstrating that viability in this 
part of North Kensington remains marginal. On a new Local Plan, RBKC needs to 
examine why schemes have not come forward and whether this has been the result of 
onerous planning conditions. Fluctuations in the London housing market seem likely to 
continue for the foreseeable future, inhibiting development of smaller sites.  

Noted. These sites are included in list of potential 
allocations. However, Unit 12 will be included as part of 
Units 1-14 rather than on its own. 

Oonagh Wohanka  Let’s rethink the high street  Noted. 

G Thomson  The Earls Court site is identified as an Area of Change and a Growth Area. On this basis 
it is assumed that the Site is already identified as a location for future development 
and no further information is required in relation to this question. Should further 
information be required we would be happy to provide a detailed submission.  

Noted. It is included as it is a currently earmarked for 
development and has an extant planning permission. 

Fraslo Investment 
Holdings Limited 
(Will Kumar)  

The site location 136 Bramley Road 
the potential type of development Residential 
the scale of development; and, 15 Storey + tower to deliver significant residential units 
and affordable housing. 
possible constraints on development such as historic buildings, parks and open space 
or protected uses such as offices, education, medical use. Conservation Area nearby 
 
See attached plan.  

Noted. The site will be considered. 

Historic England 
(Katie Parsons )  

Whilst Historic England does not advocate particular sites, we suggest that our 
published guidance is consulted as you are evaluating sites being brought forward from 
other parties. It is important to take account of the historic environment when 
deciding upon which sites will be carried through to the Local Plan. 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-

Noted.  
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books/publications/historic-environment-and-site-allocations-in-local-plans/ 
 
3.2 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. Cumulative effects of site options on the historic environment 
should be considered too. 
 
3.3 The in some instances Heritage Impact Assessments (HIAs) may be required to 
assess the suitability of certain areas for development and the impact on the historic 
environment. Should the HIA conclude that development in the area could be 
acceptable and the site be allocated, the findings of the HIA should inform the Local 
Plan policy including development criteria.  
 
3.4 When considering site allocations it is important to take a design-led approach to 
determine site capacities. These assessments should form part of the published 
evidence base in order to demonstrate conformity with the Emerging London Plan 
(ELP) (in particular ELP policies GG2; D1; and D3).  

Linda Wade  Some of the hotels in the borough that can no longer afford to upgrade and who wish 
to sell on as residential should be permitted to do so.  

Noted. The policy on hotels will be based on evidence of 
need. 

Andre Hellstrom  Kensal Evangelical Church, 324 Kensal Road W10 5BZ. I have never seen anyone go in 
there in my 16 years living here. That space is a waste of space.  
 
269-271 Kensal Road must have problems, building stopped and it's looking like a 
dump. What happened? 
 
Next to 263 Kensal Road there's an old laundry I think. I think it's unused so that's a 
waste of space too.  

Noted. We will consider the allocation but religious uses 
are a social and community use. 

TfL Planning, 
Transport for 
London (Richard 
Carr)  

TfL Commercial Development will respond separately to the call for sites.  Noted. 
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LanBikeworks CIC 
(David Dansky)  

Underneath the Westway - Which has some development such as the climbing centre 
and gym and sports courts, as well as some light industry and businesses. It isn’t 
however a pleasant environment blighted by the Westway above. A challenge for any 
developed/architect would be to optimise the use of these spaces and minimise the 
effects of the Westway. There may be examples of places that better use motorway 
blighted spacers. (Recently Leicester City Council demolished a major flyover and vastly 
improved the public realm in that space-probably beyond the scope of the Borough ;)  

Noted. There is an existing SPD relating to Westway. 

Federica Lowndes 
Marques Leitao  

Brown belt sites, near tube lines and railtracks - riding the overground DLC one can 
identify many plots that are underdeveloped but central to the RBKC.  

Noted. Much of this land is designated Sites of Nature 
Conservation Importance. 

Environment Agency 
(Lisa Mills)  

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. 
 
You should ensure that your Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) incorporates the 
latest flood risk data as an evidence based document to support the strategic site 
allocations of your new local plan. 
 
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 

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).  
The proposed sites will be sequentially tested, and this 
information will be available at later stages of the local plan 
development. Flood risk assessments are required for all 
development proposals in flood zone 3 as per national 
policy and our local policy CE2b.  
We are aware of the change in EA’s policy regarding 
sleeping accommodation in relation to breach levels. This 
change in policy took place after our current Local Plan was 
examined and could therefore not be included in the 
current Local Plan. It will be however, included in the new 
Local Plan.   
 
The SFRA will be reviewed and updated to reflect updates 
to evidence base, guidance documents and plans. The Local 
Flood Risk Management Strategy will be updated 
afterwards.   
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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. 
 
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 protection zones (SPZs) 
 
We note that your borough has an area of SPZs 1 to 3 near Knightsbridge. Please use 
maps to understand where these SPZs are 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 

We are aware of surface water flooding and interaction 
with other sources of flooding. This will continue to be 
addressed in the Local Plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please refer to our response on tidal flooding above. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Constraints noted. The Environment Agency SPZ maps will 
be used.  
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through the provision of the preliminary risk assessment, where land remediation 
works may also be required.  

c david  Kensington Forum, Cromwell Road - this site should be requisitioned for 
redevelopment into social and key worker housing.  

Noted. The site will not be financially viable for the uses 
stated. 

Andre Michaud  Latimer Road. As above  Noted. 

CBRE (Miss Nicks)  CHL already have one site identified within the current Local Plan. However, they 
would also propose that the following be identified: 
Site 1: Bridge Training Centre [see supporting plan - enclosed] Type development: 
Residential led 
Scale: up to 280 residential units Constraints: not applicable 
Site 2: Friendship Centre [bring into Wornington Green allocation – see enclosed plan] 
Type Development: Community led, together with supporting commercial floor space 
Scale: up to five storeys 
Constraints: not applicable  

Noted. The sites will be considered for allocation. 

Savills (Matt Lloyd-
Ruck)  

As stated within the accompanying questionnaire, we would like to propose both The 
Plaza and Sloane Square House in response to your call for sites.  
 
The Plaza has the benefit of a recent grant of consent for refurbishment to include 
some additional floorspace through upward extension capable of being supported by 
the existing  structure. In time, and as leases come into line, The Plaza offers the 
opportunity for comprehensive development. This could take the form of commercial 
or residential development, both of which would meet a Borough need. We would 
therefore support the identification of the Plaza for residential or commercial 
development over the plan period. We would be pleased to work with the planning 
authority to explore a capacity exercise as part of this plan making exercise against 
which any presumption in favour might be considered.  
 
Sloane Square House is an existing office building with residential above. It backs onto 
and over the District Line at Sloane Square. The site presents clear opportunities for 
intensification and, as with The Plaza, it is our view that both commercial and 
residential development could be appropriate here and both would meet a Borough 
need. As with the Plaza, we would therefore support the identification of this site for 

Noted. The sites will be considered for allocation. 
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residential or commercial use over the plan period and, as with The Plaza, we would be 
pleased to work with the planning authority to explore a capacity exercise as part of 
this plan making exercise against which any presumption in favour might be 
considered. 

Deloitte for Natural 
History Museum 
(Adam Donovan)  

The Council is seeking 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 further with you.  

Noted. Given the Grade I listed status of the buildings and 
the fact that the cultural uses are also protected it would 
appear that the site allocation would not serve a purpose 
to provide new development. However, we would be very 
happy to engage with the museum to understand the 
development opportunity that is being considered. 

KENSINGTON 
SOCIETY (Amanda 
Frame)  

We have no proposals beyond the zones of ‘growth’ and ‘areas of change’ identified in 
the Issues paper. The implication of Kensington having been totally built up for over 
100 years means that major developments would require large-scale redevelopment – 
few such opportunities come up. This means that what is displaced has to be taken into 
account, including our heritage areas and green spaces.  
 
Town centres – both higher-order and local centres - should be identified as “renewal 
areas” (as proposed in the Planning White Paper) which will provide opportunities for 
town centre strategies. This could be a positive opportunity for managing their future.  

Noted 

The Philbeach 
Residents’ 
Association 
(Froment)  

Underground and rail stations should be included in the Brownfield Sites Register. 
Permitted development should be retail or community uses at ground floor level, with 
residential above, up to 5 storeys (Ground plus 4). 
Run-down hotels, which are not viable due to economy of scale (e.g. those in one, two 
or three houses), should have automatic permitted change of use to residential.  

Noted. The Council cannot designate operational land 
without undertaking further detailed work. Comment on 
hotels noted. Permitted development rights are introduced 
nationally. 

Units, 2,3,4,5,7,8,10 
& 11 Latimer Ind 

The StQW Neighbourhood Plan identified Latimer Industrial Estate for mixed use 
development. The low level industrial buildings have the potential for the airspace 
above to be used for residential units. 

Noted. Units 1-14 will be considered for site allocation as 
per the work on the SPD. 
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Estate and Ivebury 
Court (Tania Martin)  

 
The Neighbourhood Plan identified the scope for 50-80 housing units to be delivered 
over time, through redevelopment of the light industrial/warehouse units 1-14 into 
mixed use buildings, with new housing above commercial space. Also, RBKC owns Unit 
12 which could offer potential housing opportunity. 
 
Constraints 
The industrial units are small sites and the affordable housing threshold of 650 sqm 
impacts viability of development of the units on such restricted sites. If the threshold 
was raised to 1,000 sqm, in line with national policy, there is a possibility to increase 
the overall potential housing units across the Industrial Estate by 30 units and 
development will become viable and attractive for investment. 
 
Existing Scenario - unviable 
650 sqm = approx. 6/7 units (1-3 beds) 
14 industrial Units = potential of 84-98 units 
 
Potential Scenario - viable 
1,000sqm = approx. 10/11 units (1-3 beds) 
14 industrial units = potential of 140-154 units 
 
Currently, under policy the existing commercial space needs to be retained within 
Employment Zones. Some of the units have added mezzanines, which means that the 
ground and first floors would need to remain as commercial units. As there are height 
restrictions to proposed development, we would like to see flexibility on this policy, 
with commercial required only at ground floor/street level with the potential for more 
residential above. 
 
As many of the industrial units are used for warehousing, if the ground floor were to 
become offices the employment density would increase, which would more than 
compensate the loss of commercial floorspace. 
 
The commercial units on Latimer Road are having to compete with 2.2million sqft of 
new high- quality offices accommodation in White City Regeneration Area. White City 
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office space is attractive to employers and employees as is short walk from excellent 
transport links, extensive shopping areas, and lively cafes and bars – which Latimer 
Road and the local area lacks. 
 
Although we would like to think that Latimer Road will be able to compete with the 
White City area, the reality is that it will struggle because of the lack of amenities and 
poor transport links. Even though the rents are low, commercial units on Latimer Road 
still have problems attracting and retaining tenants. Plus, delays to the planned Wood 
Lane/Latimer Road underpass have not helped Latimer Road to flourish.  

TfL (Josephine Vos)  TfL Commercial Development will respond separately to the call for sites.  Noted. 

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges)  

TfL is a significant landowner in the borough. In addition to numerous underground 
stations and other public transport infrastructure we have a large and varied 
commercial portfolio of shops and workspaces that are let to small enterprises within 
stations, arches (including Lockton Street) and other premises. We also let space at and 
beneath the A40 / Westway for community and sports uses, including all weather 
pitches and climbing walls. Importantly, we own a number of sites that are suitable for 
redevelopment including: 
 
- The former Earls Court Exhibition Centre and adjacent land owned by Earls Court 
Partnership Limited (ECPL) - a JV with Delancey / DV4 and APG. Please note that this is 
part of a much larger development opportunity site which also comprises significant 
holdings in adjacent Hammersmith and Fulham (H&F) also owned by ECPL and TfL’s 
Lille Bridge Depot (also in H&F). We propose a comprehensive regeneration project 
across the three elements but our representations on the NLPR only relate to the ECPL 
holdings in RBKC. 
• Land around South Kensington underground station; 
• Land at Darfield Way; and 
• Smaller sites at Holland Road and Portobello Road. 
 
These sites are major opportunities in the Borough to deliver housing-led, mixed-use 
schemes. TfL CD seeks to work positively and in partnership with local planning 
authorities (LPAs) and communities in order to deliver sustainable development that 
makes a real difference. 

Noted.  
Earl’s Court – will be included as a site allocation given its 
significance. 
 
Land around South Kensington Station – will be considered 
for site allocation 
 
Land at Darfield Way – The sports uses are a protected 
social and community use and will not be taken forward as 
an allocation for residential. 
 
Land at Holland Road – will be considered for site 
allocation 
 
Land Between Ladbroke Grove and Portobello Road – site 
is a designated Site of Nature Conservation Importance. 
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Q 3.1 Are you aware of any sites that might be suitable for new development? 
 
Earls Court 
It is assumed that a submission for the Earls Court site is not required on the basis that 
the Site has already been identified as a Strategic Site in the Local Plan 2019. 
Furthermore, the site forms part of the West Kensington and Earls Court Opportunity 
Area in the London Plan. However, should further information be required we would 
be happy to provide a more detailed submission. 
 
Land Around South Kensington Station 
Our partner Native Land and London Underground Ltd have submitted a planning 
application for station enhancements and a mixed use residential, retail and office 
development on the 0.85ha site. The application includes: 
• Station improvements; 
• 50 new homes (a net increase of 27 homes); and 
• 3,000m2 of new Class E floorspace 
The site location plan is attached as Annex 1. 
Please see the letter from DP9 on behalf of Native Land [Kensington] Limited, TTL 
South Kensington Properties Limited and LUL for further information relating to this 
site. 
 
Land at Darfield Way 
Council officers have recently asked us to consider the feasibility of developing this 
0.91ha site for residential-led development and we would be happy to discuss this 
further. A site location plan is attached as Annex 2. 
 
Land at Holland Road 
TfL CD has been discussing the potential for housing development on this site with the 
Council for several months. We consider that it has capacity for 40-60 new homes. The 
existing cycle hire facility on the site would need to be integrated with new 
development or relocated. A site location plan is attached as Annex 3. 
 
Land Between Ladbroke Grove and Portobello Road 
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TfL has launched this 0.43 hectare site to market as part of the GLA ‘small sites, small 
builders programme’ which aims to encourage high quality development by SME house 
builders on available publicly-owned land in London. TfL has selected a development 
partner who has previously engaged positively with council officers about bringing 
forward development on this site. TfL CD believes the site has capacity for 60-100 new 
homes. A site location plan is attached as Annex 4.  

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

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 have recently 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 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. 
 
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. 
 
Call for sites 

Noted. We will consider the site for allocation. 
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Respondent Name Comments  Council’s Response 

It is acknowledged that the Review Document will set the framework for the 
development and eventual release of a New Local Plan in response to the 
Government’s White Paper Document. There is clear direction from a National level 
that the planning system needs to be reviewed. This review includes the possibility of 
including zoning as a new method of managing development within each Borough. As 
noted in the Review Document, the White Paper indicates that Boroughs should divide 
their land into three zones, being: 
• Protected Areas where only limited development is likely to be appropriate 
• Renewal areas: Suitable for some smaller scale development 
• Growth areas: suitable for substantial development 
 
Within the Review Document, the ASD Site is proposed to be zoned as a Protected 
Area. Given the Council’s acknowledgement that the ASD is appropriate and can 
therefore contribute to addressing the housing needs of the Borough, the 
Development Partners strongly believe that the ASD Site should be zoned as a Renewal 
Area, given that the site is suitable for regeneration and a defined quantum of 
development. 
 
Whilst the delivery of the ASD is currently subject to the approval of the submitted 
planning permission, the site is both able to accommodate and suitable for the delivery 
of a number of new homes, which will assist RBKC in meeting their ever-growing 
demand for housing across the Borough. The ASD is also capable of increasing the 
existing Class E floorspace for commercial purposes, ensuring that the street frontages 
remain activated, enhancing the vitality and viability of the town centre. Including this 
Site as a Renewal Area will help the RBKC deliver on the vision of the Local Plan for the 
Borough. 
 
The response to Question Three requires the following information: 
 
Site Location 
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, 
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Respondent Name Comments  Council’s Response 

London, SW7. 
 
The potential type of development 
Mixed use development comprising Residential & Commercial Class E floor space- 
retail and office. Enhancement to designated heritage assists and the delivery of Step 
Free Access and associated improvements within the Station. 
 
Development quantum: 
- 50 new homes (a net increase of 27 homes) 
- 3,000 m2 of Class E floor space 
 
The scale of development 
Four Sites for Development: 
- Thurloe Street 
- Thurloe Square 
- Pelham Street 
- The Bullnose 
 
Possible constraints on development 
The Site is located within the Thurloe Street/Smith’s Charity 
Conservation Area 
• South Kensington Station is a Grade II Listed Building (reference 
1392067) 
• The South Kensington Station subway tunnel is a Grade II Listed 
Building (reference 1392462) 
 
Associated improvements to South Kensington Station 
While the site constraints listed in the table above 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 
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Respondent Name Comments  Council’s Response 

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 mere fact that the area includes some heritage protection 
designations does not mean that the whole area needs to be zoned as a Protected 
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 zoned as a Renewal Area within 
the New Local Plan given the significant benefits the redevelopment of this Site can 
bring to the Borough, including increasing housing supply.  

 

 

Blue – Green future  
 

Issue 1: Climate change and building design  
 

Q4.1: Should the New Local Plan support the use of innovative materials, techniques and technology to assist in the retrofitting of existing buildings to ensure greater 
sustainability bearing in mind in some cases this may come at a cost to the character of the existing building stock and of our conservation areas?  
 

Respondent Name  Comments  Council’s response  
The Labour Group - RBKC   Materials must be tried and tested – no more repeats of Grenfell! 

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 and building ceiling and walls to 

The Council notes the comments and suggestions of the Labour Group.  
  
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.  
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save energy and keep the house/flat warm using the existing 
technologies instead of covering buildings externally with 
hazardous flammable materials.  
  
Also, to consider the use of solar panels on high rise buildings to 
generate enough power for heating 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.   

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 Building 
Regulations requiring the provision of sprinklers and wayfinding in 
residential buildings over 11m.  
The Council published its approach to retrofitting in the Draft Greening 
SPD in January 2021. Central to the SPD objectives are concepts such 
as the whole life-cycle approach, the circular economy, and the energy 
hierarchy, which includes supporting renewable forms of 
energy and retention, reuse and recycling of existing buildings and 
materials over demolition and new build where appropriate. The issue of 
retrofitting will be picked up in the NLPR.  

Earl's Court Society 
(Malcolm Spalding)   

Retrofitting can, and must be done, without cost to character of 
existing buildings and conservation areas  
The need to preserve their special architectural or historic 
character must be paramount.   

Comments noted.   
  
The Council has a statutory duty to preserve and enhance the character 
and appearance of conservation areas and therefore retrofitting existing 
buildings must be done in-line with this. The Council published its 
approach to retrofitting in the Draft Greening SPD in January 2021. This 
particularly focuses on buildings in a historic context and how to address 
them sensitively. The issue of retrofitting will be picked up in the NLPR.  

Sandra Yarwood   This feels too worrying and threatening to existing buildings of 
architectural merit.   

Comment noted.  
  
It is not the Council’s aim or intention to harm conservation areas and 
the Council has a statutory duty to preserve and enhance the character 
and appearance of conservation areas and therefore retrofitting existing 
buildings must be done in-line with this.  

St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson)   

Blue Green future  
  
Carbon neutral or zero carbon largely means stopping using fossil 

Comments and suggestions noted.   
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fuels, so two issues are faced; reducing our energy needs and 
changing their source to non fossil i.e. electricity and heat from 
solar, wind and tidal.  
  
Therefore support for onsite generation of energy as well as 
insulating buildings is needed; it needs to be a two 
pronged approach as if all our energy is clean then the insulation 
requirements diminish  
  
We support new materials and retrofitting provided done 
sensitively. Key to reducing energy demand is to insulate the 
old building stock, and external insulation is easier to do than 
internal (but changes the appearance). We suggest that the rears of 
properties are often not so sensitive to the character of an area so 
over-cladding with insulation and render is not as harmful there.  
  
Conservation style photovoltaics are available which are barely 
visible in slate roofs and should be Permitted Development or 
consented even where an Article 4 Direction is in place. The same 
applies to the allowance of up to 150mm adjustment in roof levels 
for increasing insulation (StQW Policy C2).  
  
Most heat escapes through windows, and the norm is refitting 
triple glazing, which is much heavier and can be hard to achieve 
with large sash windows, so alternative opening arrangements 
should be allowed. External shutters which roll down with 
adjustable louvres should be allowed , as they provide shading and 
insulation as well as security. The top box can be invisible if 
integrated into the lintel   

The Council’s Draft Greening SPD, published in January 2021, sets out our 
support for onsite generation of renewable energy where 
appropriate and the guidance in the SPD follows the New London Plan 
Energy Hierarchy.   
  
The Greening SPD also establishes the Council’s approach to 
retrofitting existing buildings, with particular focus on buildings in a 
historic context and how to address them sensitively. The suggestions 
made here, such as the fabric first approach, conservation style PV 
panels and upgrading windows are all included in the detailed guidance 
provided in section 9 of the Draft Greening SPD. The issue of retrofitting 
will be picked up in the NLPR.  

Lucia Scalisi   Too many developers & their estate agents -eg Crosstree - have too 
much say in the usage of land sites. Their plans are short term 
knowing that the land banks their clients seek are short to mid term 
gain & anything they build will be pulled down & redeveloped by 
the next investor - see current M& S site Kings Rd. it was built c. 
1989, the new investors have held it for 10 years & are now seeking 
development using plans drawn up before Covid 19.   

Comments noted.  
  
The Council agrees that development proposals should seek to be more 
sustainable and long term. Our Draft Greening SPD establishes the 
Council’s approach to this by encouraging all development to take a 
whole life-cycle carbon approach and applying circular economy 
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It is not enough for Any community to be held to ransom over their 
local environments.   
  
Councils/RBKC need to look at these development proposals from 
the environment of view o& exposure to communities of repeated 
redevelopments.   

principles (see sections 3 and 4). The whole life cycle carbon approach 
and circular economy concepts will be used to inform the NLPR.  

Kerry Davis-Head   conservation areas should not be sullied. nor should the areas 
surrounding them   

Noted. It is not the Council’s aim or intention to harm conservation 
areas and the Council has a statutory duty to preserve and enhance the 
character and appearance of conservation areas and therefore 
retrofitting existing buildings must be done in-line with this.  

Nigel Crump   As an example of the council's inflexibility and backward looking 
approach to planning, an application has recently been submitted 
for the above property which takes into account climate change 
and how dwellings should be adapted for the future but the 
planning department are unwilling to support it for the usual 
ridiculous reasons, oh you can't build up in this terrace, it's out of 
keeping, so with this sort of approach then we are all wasting our 
time trying to bring about change when planning departments 
maintain absolutely no flexibility.  
  
These are my comments on the application.  
  
247A Portobello Rd, London W11 1LT  
  
I am a local resident and Architect and have lived on the Portobello 
Road for 27 years.  
  
This is an extremely impressive application and summarises 
brilliantly the reasons why this scheme should be allowed. We now 
live in a very different world and it is high time that local authority 
planning departments understand and respect the changes that are 
taking place in the built environment and respect this when 
considering planning applications of such a high standard.  
  
The first point to consider is the application seeks to make changes 

Noted.  
  
The Council is committed to addressing the impacts of climate change 
and we published our approach to this in the Draft Greening SPD in 
January 2021. However, the Council also has a statutory duty to assess 
each application on planning balance against all relevant Local 
Development Plan policy and objectives, including our duty to preserve 
and enhance designated Conservation Areas. In cases such as 
these, a bespoke solution needs to be found that allows the 
requirements of multiple policy objectives to be met. It is not possible to 
comment further on this particular application without a planning 
application reference to identify the specific application in question.  
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to the property without detriment to the immediate residents and 
to the wider borough. They wish to create change for the wider 
good, which may be an inspiration to other local residents to 
complete similar changes to reduce the impact of their lives on the 
environment.  
  
The proposals have been developed with reference to NPPF 
guidance and RBKC Local Plan adopted September 2019. It respects 
meeting the challenge of climate change. Accounts for the changing 
climate and a low carbon future of development.  
It requires the planning system ‘to contribute to the achievement 
of sustainable development’. It sets out 3 objectives, economic, 
social and environmental.  
  
The proposed alterations will be a significant improvement to the 
existing Victorian building and terrace, there will be no significant 
visual alterations that will have any affect on the street scene or 
local amenities.  
  
The government have recently introduced legislation to encourage 
home owners to build upwards and outwards so that families can 
increase the size of their homes rather than being forced to move 
home, this is a perfect example of such a situation.   

Oonagh Wohanka   I think where possible, new developments must plan for ‘modern’ 
energy saving buildings and adapt older one where its reasonable 
to do so   

Support for use of modern energy saving technologies and retrofit of 
existing buildings where reasonable is noted. We have outlined our 
support for this approach in our Draft Greening SPD, published in January 
2021.   

Tracey Rust   With technology evolving all the time, the Council could support 
the use of some innovative materials etc but not to the significant 
detriment of a building or conservation area.  
For instance, new slim-profile glazing which achieves high energy 
efficiency would not necessarily have a harmful impact on a 
building or conservation area.   

Comments noted.  
  
The Council published its approach to retrofitting in the Draft Greening 
SPD in January 2021. This particularly focuses on buildings in a historic 
context and how to address them sensitively, acknowledging the 
Council’s statutory duty to preserve and enhance the character and 
appearance of conservation areas. The suggesting intervention to 
windows is given consideration in the SPD. The issue of retrofitting will 
be picked up in the NLPR.  
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Mr Ehrman   The existing building stock in RBKC is much admired. Do not spoil 
it.   

Noted. It is not the Council’s aim or intention to harm conservation 
areas and the Council has a statutory duty to preserve and enhance the 
character and appearance of conservation areas and therefore 
retrofitting existing buildings must be done in-line with this.  

G Thomson   Although retrofitting of existing buildings is unlikely to be directly 
relevant to the Earls Court site, we support the principle of 
updating older buildings using innovative materials, technology and 
techniques where feasible, viable and appropriate in the 
circumstances. It is important that the Borough evolves and is 
updated to meet the pressing need for environmental 
improvements and new homes at this time.   

Support for retrofitting existing buildings and use of innovative materials, 
technology and techniques where feasible and appropriate noted.   

Grove and Company (Roger 
Grove)   

Most of the borough is in Conservation Areas these should be left 
alone this would be a waste of money   

Comment noted.  
  
Planning can mainly influence new development, but we have taken the 
opportunity to provide guidance to householders in retrofitting existing 
buildings in a sensitive way, including in Conservation Areas in our Draft 
Greening SPD, published in January 2021.   

Gerald Eve (Peter Edgar)   The promotion of innovative materials, techniques and technology 
to achieve sustainability goals and the Royal Borough’s carbon 
neutral target is supported. The need to balance this against 
impacts on existing character and heritage constraints is recognised 
but one doesn’t necessarily need to be to the detriment of the 
other.   

The Council notes support for the use of innovative materials techniques 
and technology.   

Port of London Authority 
(Michael Atkins)   

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 River Thames itself, it is must be shown that 
consideration has been given to the use of green technologies as 
part of any proposals (see link below)  
  
http://www.pla.co.uk/Environment/Green-Technologies-on-River-
Thames-Structures   

The Council notes the PLA’s support for the use of innovative materials, 
techniques and technology.   

Historic England (Katie 
Parsons )   

Historic England is committed to action on the climate emergency, 
and strongly supports measures to cut carbon and energy. Our 
Position Statement can provide further guidance on this front .   
  

The Council notes Historic England’s support for measures to cut carbon 
emissions and energy use.  
  



103 

 

4.2 A careful balance needs to be struck. The NPPG tells us that 
where energy efficiency improvements require planning permission 
local planning authorities should ensure any advice to developers is 
co-ordinated to ensure consistency between energy, design and 
heritage matters . The NPPF is clear that development plans should 
place great weight on the conservation of the historic environment 
given its irreplaceable nature, and that development plans should 
positively plan for the conservation and enhancement of the 
historic environment. Placing retrofit objectives over heritage 
objectives would effectively build in harm from the outset and risks 
the plan being unsound. There are or course ways to successfully 
adapt historic buildings and this can be made clear and can be 
encouraged. Policies can provide extra guidance on how this can be 
approached so that climate change mitigation measures can still be 
secured. We are happy to discuss this further.   
  
4.3 It is important that historic assets are not seen a constraining 
factor, but as a valuable aid to achieving sustainable development. 
For example historic buildings represent a significant investment of 
expended energy. Demolishing and replacing these historic 
structures would also require a major reinvestment of embodied 
energy and other resources. Therefore encouraging the reuse of 
existing historic buildings and spaces can help achieve sustainable 
development. The plan could recognise that the beneficial re-use of 
existing buildings is a sustainable approach in its own right.   
  
4.4 We have published the following technical guidance and 
information which may be of use:   
  
Energy Efficiency and Historic Buildings: How to Improve Energy 
Efficiency https://historicengland.org.uk/images-
books/publications/eehb-how-to-improve-energy-efficiency/  
  
Energy Efficiency and Historic Buildings - Application of Part L of the 
Building Regulations to historic and traditionally constructed 
buildings https://historicengland.org.uk/images-

4.2. This Council supports retrofitting that is sensitively designed so that 
the twin objectives of improving energy performance and protecting the 
special character or appearance of existing buildings in the Borough can 
be achieved. We recognise the care that must be taken if we are to 
achieve both goals. The Council published its approach to retrofitting in 
the Draft Greening SPD in January 2021. This particularly focuses on 
buildings in a historic context and how to address them sensitively.  
  
4.3. The Council supports taking a whole life-cycle carbon approach and 
applying circular economy principles to development, which is 
established in Sections 3 and 4 of the Draft Greening SPD. For the built 
environment these concepts are about prioritising retention and 
refurbishment over demolition and rebuilding, but also ensuring new 

development is constructed sustainably and for the long term.   
  
4.4 – 4.7. The Council notes the technical guidance and 
advice suggested and will ensure these are taken into 
consideration and used to inform the NLPR.  
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books/publications/energy-efficiency-historic-buildings-ptl/   
  
Energy Efficiency and Historic Buildings: Energy Performance 
Certificates https://historicengland.org.uk/images-
books/publications/eehb-energy-performance-certificates/   
  
4.6 In addition to these technical guides we have produced a series 
of research reports which could form a useful part of the plan’s 
evidence base; these can also be found in our directory: 
https://historicengland.org.uk/content/docs/advice/technical-
conservation-guidance-and-research-brochure-pdf/   
  
4.7 With part funding from Historic England, the STBA has 
published guidance on retrofitting traditional buildings based on 
current research and practice. Planning Responsible Retrofit of 
Traditional Buildings https://historicengland.org.uk/images-
books/publications/planning-responsible-retrofit-of-traditional-
buildings/   

Linda Wade   The use of materials in new build can be considered but with 80% 
of the borough with Conservation Areas, and the use of materials 
being a significant part of their conservation status any materials 
will have to be demonstrated that they do not impair or take away 
from the original design or architectural merit. The emphasis of the 
NLPR should be that any alteration should be to enhance and 
improve rather than detract   

Comments noted.   
  
The Council has a statutory duty to preserve and enhance Conservation 
Areas and we recognise the care that must be taken if we are to achieve 
both goals. The Council published its approach to retrofitting in the Draft 
Greening SPD in January 2021. This particularly focuses on buildings in a 
historic context and how to address them sensitively.  

Woodland Trust (Bridget 
Fox)   

Wood as a building material is low carbon and if sustainably 
sourced makes a positive contribution to well-managed woodland.   
Use of green roofs, green walls, etc. brings multiple benefits for 
biodiversity and climate mitigation in addition to aesthetic 
enhancement.   

The Council notes the Woodland Trust’s support for the use of 
sustainably sourced wood and urban greening technologies.  
  
We support development that incorporates a range of urban greening 
technologies and interventions, including those suggested. We have 
included detailed guidance on these in section 11 of the Council’s Draft 
Greening SPD, published in January 2021. Encouraging development to 
incorporate urban greening will be picked up in the NLPR.  

Andre Hellstrom   I live in Quayside House on 302 Kensal road. My windows are so 
poorly designed so actually visitors think that my windows are 
OPEN! And the building was built 2004 so it's not an old building. 

Comment noted.  
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The housing association refuses to change my windows so I might 
pay for it myself. The warm energy going through the windows and 
out at winter is costly and bad for the planet.   

TfL Planning, Transport for 
London (Richard Carr )   

Cross references should be made in this section to the contribution 
of transport and travel choices in responding to the climate 
emergency and addressing issues of air quality, noise and vibration. 
Reducing travel by private vehicles 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.   

TfL’s support for green infrastructure and reducing private car travel is 
noted.  
  
This Council supports development that incorporates urban greening to 
improve air quality and promote a healthier Borough. Detailed guidance 
on supported interventions, including electric vehicle charging 
infrastructure, can be found in sections 10 and 11 of our Draft Greening 
SPD.  
  
We are also committed to promoting better travel choices so 
that walking, cycling and public transport are preferred by residents and 
visitors to private car ownership/use. This is also outlined in section 10 of 
the Greening SPD and the adopted Local Plan (Policy CT1 for 
example). Supporting and facilitating walking, cycling, and other forms 
of active and sustainable transport are a key objective for the Council 
and will be continued in the New Local Plan.   

William Wilson   We should look to maintain the architecture and heritage of the 
Borough and try and re-cycle as much as possible   

Comment noted.  
  
The Council supports the application of circular economy principles as set 
out in section 3 of our Greening SPD. These seek retention, reuse and 
recycling of existing buildings and materials over demolition and new 
build where appropriate. The circular economy concept will be used to 
inform the NLPR.  

Boka Hotel (Spencer 
Parsons)   

However this can be done without ruining the external look and 
feel of existing buildings if thought and care is used   

Comment noted.  
  
The Council supports retrofitting that is suitably and sensitively designed 
so that the twin objectives of improving energy efficiency and protecting 
the special character or appearance of existing buildings in the Borough 
can be achieved. The Council published its approach to retrofitting in the 
Draft Greening SPD in January 2021. The issue of retrofitting will be 
picked up in the NLPR.  

Bruno de Florence   Nostalgia, i.e. preservation of conservation areas, will not protect 
us from Climate Change.   

Support noted. A balance can be found between the two as set out in our 
Draft Greening SPD.   
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Bikeworks CIC (David 
Dansky)   

It's an interesting dichotomy Sustainability vs Character and 
conservation.  
  
Considering the times we are in with the social problems we have I 
would prefer to see a building become sustainable, last longer and 
be more energy efficient, or repurposed to house people or offer 
local services over conservation of bricks and mortar. (I would have 
a different view about re purposing the necessary green spaces in 
the Borough)   

Support noted.   

The Hillgate Village 
Residents' Association 
(Sophia Massey-Cook)   

The HVRA supports the use of a new and innovative materials and 
technology to achieve sustainability goals but where these 
buildings are in or adjacent to a CA then every effort should be 
made to install them on the interior of the property. Green and 
grass roofs should be set within and behind the parapet.   
Shops and offices should not rely on artificial cooling, but as 
emissions and noise are reduced due to traffic calming, working 
people should be able to open a window or use natural 
air exchange systems within the building especially as working from 
home is now so important.  
  
The HVRA also endorses the approach outlined in David Willett’s 
recent Resolution Foundation paper. This calls for immediate action 
to create training schemes to help young people and those seeking 
re- skilling, in techniques and materials handling specific to 
retrofitted construction. A well skilled work force able to work to a 
high standard on period property with these additional skills is a 
necessity for the Borough to realise its targets and would help bring 
longer term and higher value employment to local people.   

The Council notes the HVRA’s support for the use of new and innovative 
materials and technology to achieve sustainability goals but not at the 
expense of conservations areas.  
  
The Council supports retrofitting that is suitably and sensitively designed 
so that the twin objectives of improving energy efficiency and protecting 
the special character or appearance of existing buildings in the Borough 
can be achieved. We recognise the care that must be taken if we are 
to achieve both goals. The Council published its approach to retrofitting 
in the Draft Greening SPD in January 2021. This particularly focuses on 
buildings in a historic context and how to address them sensitively.  
  
The Draft Greening SPD also contains guidance on urban greening 
interventions such as grass roofs (section 11), encouraging passive 
cooling and ventilation over air conditioning (section 5) and supporting 
and facilitating active and sustainable transport over the private car 
(section 10). These are all issues that will be picked up in the NLPR.  
  
The Council will explore options for re-skilling in techniques and 
materials handling specific to retrofitted construction. However, this is 
likely outside the scope of the planning system.  

Sue Redmond   Anything that makes our community environmentally friendly 
should be used. We should involve more local people in this. We 
should also include police in any developments in terms of crime 
prevention. For example my experience of Worlds End Estate is 
that it is extremely difficult to police due to the design of it, 

Comments noted.  
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cameras cannot be fitted to ceilings on landings because they are 
too low. Ultimately making it difficult to catch thugs.   

Environment Agency (Lisa 
Mills)   

In line with the London Plan (draft 2019), proposed development 
will need to contribute towards London’s ambitious target to 
become zero carbon by 2050 by increasing energy efficiency, 
including through the use of smart technologies and utilising low 
carbon energy sources.   

The Environment Agency’s comments are noted.  
  
This Council has set the target to be a carbon neutral Borough by 
2040. We recently drafted a Greening SPD, published in January 
2021, which provides detailed guidance on a 
range supported decarbonisation measures as part of the planning 
application process. The adopted SPD will form part of the framework 
against which any future planning applications will be 
determined is aligned with the policies of the New London Plan which 
will enable us to meet our commitment to be a carbon neutral Borough 
by 2040. A key element of the work on the NLPR will be to transfer 
the guidance set out in the SPD into policy in the New Local Plan.  

The Pembridge Association 
(Fiona Fleming-Brown)   

The PA supports the use of a new and innovative materials and 
technology to achieve sustainability goals but where these 
buildings are in or adjacent to a CA then every effort should be 
made to install them on the interior of the property. Green and 
grass roofs should be set within and behind the parapet.   
Shops and offices should not rely on artificial cooling, but as 
emissions and noise are reduced due to traffic calming, working 
people should be able to open a window or use natural air 
exchange systems within the building especially as working from 
home is now so important.  
The PA also endorses the approach outlined in David Willett’s 
recent Resolution Foundation paper. This calls for immediate action 
to create training schemes to help young people and those seeking 
re- skilling, in techniques and materials handling specific to 
retrofitted construction. A well skilled work force able to work to a 
high standard on period property with these additional skills is a 
necessity for the Borough to realise its targets and would help bring 
longer term and higher value employment to local people.   

The Council notes the PA’s support for the use of new and innovative 
materials and technology to achieve sustainability goals but not at the 
expense of conservations areas.  
  
The Council supports retrofitting that is suitably and sensitively designed 
so that the twin objectives of improving energy efficiency and protecting 
the special character or appearance of existing buildings in the Borough 
can be achieved. We recognise the care that must be taken if we are to 
achieve both goals. The Council published its approach to retrofitting in 
the Draft Greening SPD in January 2021. This particularly focuses on 
buildings in a historic context and how to address them sensitively.  
  
The Draft Greening SPD also contains guidance on urban greening 
interventions such as grass roofs (section 11), encouraging passive 
cooling and ventilation over air conditioning (section 5) and supporting 
and facilitating active and sustainable transport over the private car 
(section 10). These are all issues that will be picked up in the NLPR.  
  
The Council will explore options for re-skilling in techniques and 
materials handling specific to retrofitted construction. However, this is 
likely outside the scope of the planning system.  



108 

 

C David   The council needs to be more ambitious in terms of banning private 
cars completely from the streets of Kensington and Chelsea. There 
is simply no justification for private cars being parked or driven in 
RBKC. Shared (on demand) electric vehicles can meet the needs of 
the elderly, the infirm and the lazy wealthy residents too arrogant 
to walk, cycle or use public transport.  
  
Smaller roads should be closed to traffic completely and completely 
greened apart from walkways. Larger roads should be reduced in 
size (for vehicles) and the space used for greening, pavements and 
cycle ways.   

Comments and suggestions noted. However, we cannot impose such 
restrictions through the planning regime.  

Clean Air in London (Simon 
Birkett)   

This is essential. Para 9.2.1 of the Intend to Public version of the 
London Plan explains that London’s homes and workplaces are 
responsible for producing approximately 78% of its greenhouse gas 
emissions. All development and refurbishment must be included, 
not just major development.  
Otherwise, it could be necessary to upgrade the entire legacy RBKC 
building stock at short notice shortly before the world’s total 
carbon budget is exceeded! We need to upgrade 3-5% of the 
building stock pa to get to net zero by 2040. Please consider the 
‘air’ holistically ie local air pollution and greenhouse gases together. 
Please achieve Science Based Targets eg your share of 1.5c or 2.0c 
not simply 2030, 2040 or 2050 as these timescales may soon be out 
of date.   

Comments noted.  
  
This Council has set the target to be a carbon neutral Borough by 2040. 
We recently drafted a Greening SPD, published in January 2021, which 
provides detailed guidance on a range supported decarbonisation 
measures as part of the planning application process that are in 
accordance with the requirements set out in the New London 
Plan. Almost all sections of the SPD from energy policies and retrofit of 
existing buildings, whole life cycle carbon approach and the circular 
economy, as well as air quality, urban greening and biodiversity 
all contribute to reducing carbon emissions and air pollution.  

Tom Bennett   I support using innovative materials and techniques, but we 
shouldn't promote anything that damages the character of our 
existing buildings.   

Noted.   
  
The Council has a statutory duty to preserve and enhance Conservation 
Areas and we recognise the care that must be taken if we are to achieve 
both goals. The Council published its approach to retrofitting in the Draft 
Greening SPD in January 2021. This particularly focuses on buildings in a 
historic context and how to address them sensitively. The issue of 
retrofitting will be picked up in the NLPR.  

Savills (Matt Lloyd-Ruck)   Both CEG and Savills recognise the need to create sustainable 
places in order to tackle the Borough’s climate emergency. 
However, any policy must consider the implications on the viability 
and the deliverability of a scheme should these financial burdens 

Comments noted.  
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be placed upon them. There remains an ongoing incremental shift 
within planning system to balance; sustainability, quality of 
development, need for growth, air quality and biodiversity, and any 
obligation placed upon the developer should recognise the need to 
prioritise and achieve other planning benefit, such as affordable 
housing. It would be counter-intuitive to require developers to 
meet this carbon-neutral target if it stopped sustainable 
development proposals progressing through the planning process.  
  
Developments could instead outline the steps taken to consider the 
materiality of the scheme, any sustainability features and how it 
complements the surrounding environment within their Design and 
Access statements. This would give the Case Officer an indication of 
the considerations made.   

The Council does not wish to hinder good growth and each planning 
application will continue to be determined based on planning balance 
against all relevant Local Development Plan policies and objectives.   
  
The Council’s Draft Greening SPD encourages all development to follow 
principles such as the whole life cycle carbon approach, circular 
economy, the Mayor’s energy hierarchy etc. We have included guidance 
for applicants to help them demonstrate that these principles and 
objectives have been considered and addressed where 
possible/appropriate in a proposal, for example within the Design 
and Access statement. The whole life cycle carbon approach, circular 
economy and energy hierarchy concepts will be used to inform the 
NLPR.  

CHRA (I. Margaronis)   The CHRA supports the use of a new and innovative materials and 
technology to achieve sustainability goals but where these 
buildings are in or adjacent to a CA then every effort should be 
made to install them on the interior of the property. Green and 
grass roofs should be set within and behind the parapet.   
Shops and offices should, as far as practicable, not rely on artificial 
cooling, but as emissions and noise are reduced due to traffic 
calming, working people should be able to open a window or use 
natural air exchange systems within the building, especially as 
working from home is now so important.  
  
The CHRA also endorses the approach outlined in David Willett’s 
recent Resolution Foundation paper. This calls for immediate action 
to create training schemes to help young people and those seeking 
re- skilling, in techniques and materials handling specific to 
retrofitted construction. A well skilled work force able to work to a 
high standard on period property with these additional skills is a 
necessity for the Borough to realise its targets and would help bring 
longer term and higher value employment to local people.   

The Council notes the CHRA’s support for the use of new and innovative 
materials and technology to achieve sustainability goals but not at the 
expense of conservations areas.  
  
The Council supports retrofitting that is suitably and sensitively designed 
so that the twin objectives of improving energy efficiency and protecting 
the special character or appearance of existing buildings in the Borough 
can be achieved. We recognise the care that must be taken if we are to 
achieve both goals. The Council published its approach to retrofitting in 
the Draft Greening SPD in January 2021. This particularly focuses on 
buildings in a historic context and how to address them sensitively.  
  
The Draft Greening SPD also contains guidance on urban greening 
interventions such as grass roofs (section 11), encouraging passive 
cooling and ventilation over air conditioning (section 5) and supporting 
and facilitating active and sustainable transport over the private car 
(section 10). These are all issues that will be picked up in the NLPR.  
  
The Council will explore options for re-skilling in techniques and 
materials handling specific to retrofitted construction. However, this is 
likely outside the scope of the planning system.  
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KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)   

This depends on the “cost”. For instance, we would be opposed to 
solar panels on the visible roofs of heritage value, but not if not 
visible.   

Comment noted.  
  
The Council has a statutory duty to preserve and enhance Conservation 
Areas and we recognise the care that must be taken if we are to 
achieve both goals. The Council published its approach to retrofitting in 
the Draft Greening SPD in January 2021. This particularly focuses on 
buildings in a historic context and how to address them sensitively, 
including the installation of solar panels (see section 9). The issue of 
retrofitting will be picked up in the NLPR.  

The Philbeach Residents’ 
Association (Froment)   

Retrofitting can, and must be done, without cost to character of 
existing buildings and conservation areas  
The need to preserve their special architectural or historic 
character must be paramount.   

Comments noted.  
  
The Council has a statutory duty to preserve and enhance Conservations 
Areas and we recognise the care that must be taken if we are to achieve 
both goals. The Council published its approach to retrofitting in the Draft 
Greening SPD in January 2021. This particularly focuses on buildings in a 
historic context and how to address them sensitively. The issue of 
retrofitting will be picked up in the NLPR.  

TfL (Brendan Hodges)   Issue 1 Climate change and building design  
TfL is highly committed to environmentally sustainable 
development and addressing the climate emergency; indeed it is at 
the core of all that we do. TfL CD is in the process of adopting a 
Sustainable Development Framework which will be an industry-
leading approach to maximising environmental sustainability (as 
well as social and economic sustainability) within developments on 
our land. However, as a general point it would appear that the 
issues raised in this part of the NLPR duplicate policies already in 
the ‘intend to publish’ version of the London Plan (ItP LP). 
Government guidance is that Local Plans should not duplicate NPPF 
or London Plan polices.  
  
Q 4.1 Should the NLPR support the use of innovative materials, 
techniques and technology to assist in the retrofitting of existing 
buildings to ensure greater sustainability bearing in mind in some 
cases this may come at a cost to the character of the existing 
building stock and of our conservation areas?  
  

The Council notes TfL’s comments.  
  
It is not the Council’s aim or intention to duplicate policy found in the 
NLP or NPPF. We have a statutory duty to develop planning policy that 
conforms with these higher tiers of policy.  
  
The Council published its approach to retrofitting in the Draft Greening 
SPD in January 2021. This particularly focuses on buildings in a historic 
context and how to address them sensitively.   
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As a general principle, TfL CD supports retrofitting existing buildings 
in order to improve environmental performance and reduce energy 
consumption as this has sustainability and cost savings benefits for 
the business. On our commercial estate, we will endeavour to do 
this where funding is available and where it is feasible and 
financially viable. TfL has a large portfolio of important heritage 
assets and we seek to protect that legacy from inappropriate 
development. At such buildings, if retrofitting is appropriate it will 
be undertaken in a way that is sensitive and which preserves the 
special historic and architectural interest.   

  
Issue 1: Climate change and building design 
  
Q4.2: For listed buildings we will need to find a balance between bringing them up to high standards of sustainability and the need to preserve their special 
architectural or historic character.  
 

Respondent Name  Comments  Council’s response  

The Labour Group - RBKC 
(Sir/ Madam)   

There are ways to do this without affecting character. For starters, 
most attics of Victorian housing stock are STILL not insulated! 
Secondary glazing and wooden window shutters are also effective 
in conservation areas.   

Comments noted.  
  
The Council published its approach to retrofitting in the Draft 
Greening SPD in January 2021. This particularly focuses on buildings 
in a historic context and how to address them sensitively, including 
listed buildings and properties located in conservation areas (see 
section 9). The interventions suggested here, such as secondary 
glazing, shutters and insulation are all considered within the 
guidance set out in section 9 of the SPD. The issue of 
retrofit and listed buildings will be picked up in the NLPR.  

Earl's Court Society (Malcolm 
Spalding)   

What is meant by “sustainability” and why is this posited as 
needing “balance” with “preservation”  
If the building is sustained it will be preserved, and vice-versa?   

In Q4.2 the term sustainability is used in the context of Climate 
Change and refers to improving the carbon 
footprint of listed buildings within the Borough.  
  
The reason this is posited as needing to 
be balanced with the preservation of listed buildings is that 
higher standards of sustainability such energy performance are 
often more challenging to achieve for historic buildings due to 
the need to preserve their appearance and character.  
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It should also be acknowledged here that preservation of existing 
buildings can indeed be sustainable solution as every building has a 
certain carbon cost associated with its materials and construction, 
not just its ongoing operation. This idea is built into the concepts 
of whole life cycle carbon and the circular economy and 
are supported by the Council in sections 3 and 4 of the Council’s 
Draft Greening SPD, published in January 2021. They are also key 
concepts in the New London Plan, which was published on 
02 March 2021. The Whole Life Cycle Carbon Approach and 
Circular Economy will also be used to inform the NLPR.  

Sandra Yarwood   Approach with caution. The buildings of architectural merit should 
be protected as a priority.   

Comment noted.  
  
The Council greatly values its built environment and has a statutory 
duty to protect and enhance the architectural significance of its 
many listed buildings. The Council published its approach to 
retrofitting in the Draft Greening SPD in January 2021. This 
particularly focuses on buildings in a historic context and how to 
address them sensitively, including listed buildings (see section 9).   

St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson)   

Listed Buildings need to be assessed for which parts of them are 
actually of historic value - instead of the carte blanche approach of 
protection - so that measures can be introduced where they do not 
harm fabric of value. Even covering valuable fabric can be done in a 
way that does not harm the history of it even though it makes it 
less visible.   

Comments noted.  
  
The Council published its approach to retrofitting in the Draft 
Greening SPD in January 2021. As explained in section 9, in the case 
of listed buildings or properties located within conservation areas, 
each application is dealt with on an individual basis to determine 
how a proposal may impact the special heritage interests of the 
property itself or the character of the wider conservation area.  

Gerald Eve obo CEL - 
Cadogan Estates Ltd (Neil 
Henderson)   

The extent of intervention needs to be balanced carefully between 
the significance of the heritage asset affected and the relative 
energy and sustainability benefits to be achieved over the lifetime 
of the building.   

Comments noted.  
  
The Council published its approach to retrofitting in the Draft 
Greening SPD in January 2021. This particularly focuses on buildings 
in a historic context and how to address them sensitively, including 
listed buildings (see section 9). This establishes that in the case 
of listed buildings, applications for retrofit must be assessed 
against the potential impact on the heritage value of the property 
and its setting.   
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Lucia Scalisi   The current planning of stripping whole character buildings & 
supporting only their frontages needs to be reviewed.   
The new builds hidden behind a culturally rich frontage is poor 
quality design. See the buildings a Knightsbridge - the ugly ‘modern 
concept’ windows as an example.   
Whatever the iconic FriezeGreen building on Kings Rd is going to be 
you can bet your life it will be ubiquitous in its design.   

Comments noted.  
  
The Council supports retrofitting that is suitably and sensitively 
designed so that the twin objectives of improving 
energy efficiency and protecting the special 
character or appearance of existing buildings in the Borough can be 
achieved.   

Greg Hammond   Preserving the historic built environment should take precedence if 
improved sustainability using current methods would cause harm.   

Comment noted.  
  
The Council also has a statutory duty to protect and enhance the 
architectural significance of its many listed buildings.   

Octavia Housing (Andrew 
Brown)   

Octavia Housing has a sizeable stake holding in the borough and 
with it come obligations to provide our residents with sustainable 
homes. Much of the local stock is older property and ensure that 
this meets sustainability obligations and modern living standards a 
degree of retro fit will be needed.   

Octavia Housing’s support for retrofit is noted.   

Oonagh Wohanka   As I said, they should not be demolished but just bought up to 
acceptable standards where possible   

Support for retrofit noted.   

Tracey Rust   I do feel that as a starting point, where replacement windows are 
acceptable, new slim profile glazing which achieves improved 
performance for acoustic and/or energy efficiency could be 
considered for grade II listed buildings.   

Comment and suggestions noted.   
  
The Council published its approach to retrofitting in the Draft 
Greening SPD in January 2021. This includes guidance on 
windows in listed buildings (see section 9).   

Grove and Company (Roger 
Grove)   

Other than repairs and maintenance there is no reason to damage 
fabric to improve sustainability the uniqueness of the listed 
property will be lost   

Comment noted.  
  
The Council has a statutory duty to preserve and enhance the 
special architectural significance of its many listed buildings and 
this includes the fabric. The Council has published its approach to 
retrofitting listed buildings in the Draft Greening SPD (see section 
9). This establishes that an applicant or householder should always 
seek to bring a listed building up to a good standard of repair 
before considering retrofit options. As this will deliver performance 
benefits and ensure any retrofit interventions have the intended 
benefits. It goes on to explain that any intervention that may 
impact the special character or interest etc. of a listed building will 
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require planning permission and/or Listed Building Consent to 
ensure the special characteristics of the building are not damaged.   

Gerald Eve (Peter Edgar)   The principle of improving the sustainability standards of historic 
buildings is supported. In accordance with NPPF guidance, the 
significance of the heritage asset will need to be considered when 
making interventions and balanced with the benefits of improving 
the long-term sustainability of the building and contribution 
towards meeting carbon neutral targets. However, a more flexible 
approach should be applied to ensure buildings can be 
appropriately retrofitted to achieve better sustainability 
credentials.   

Support for improving the sustainability standards of historic 
buildings is noted.   

Historic England (Katie 
Parsons)   

We support the positive approach to tackle climate change. 
However, this should not mean harm. We advocate a “whole 
house” approach and advise that any policies make specific 
reference to this. How energy efficiency approaches are applied 
will differ depending on whether the fabric is historic or if it is of 
modern construction. Policies should make this distinction clear.   

The Council notes Historic England’s support.  
  
The Council has provided in-depth technical guidance on 
retrofitting existing buildings and supported interventions 
in section 9 of our Draft Greening SPD, published in January 2021. 
Special consideration is given to what is appropriate and achievable 
for different types of properties within the Borough, including 
listed buildings and buildings within conservation areas, with 
specific guidance on what is suitable for such properties. The 
guidance is clear that these will require a different approach to 
retrofit and that high standards that can be achieved in modern 
buildings are unlikely to be achievable in historic settings.    
  
Historic England has also responded to the consultation on the 
Draft Greening SPD in which they have expressed their support for 
the guidance on retrofitting existing buildings.   

Andre   
Hellstrom   

Of all northern European countries, England is famous for having 
very cold homes, they are poorly insulated. I realise some are listed 
but is that really more important than saving the planet for the 
future? There has to be a compromise.   

Comment noted.   
  
The Council also has a statutory duty to protect and enhance the 
architectural significance of its many listed buildings.   

William Wilson   We should look at more green things like solar panels on roofs etc 
where not seen from street level.   

Comment noted.   
  
This Council supports the use of solar panels where appropriate 
and has provided advice for householders and applicants on 
the use of solar panels in sections 7 and 9 of the Draft 
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Greening SPD. However, as explained in section 9, in the case of 
listed buildings or properties located within conservation areas. 
These must be dealt with on a case by case basis to determine how 
the installation of solar panels may impact the special heritage 
interests of the property itself or the character of wider 
conservation area.   

Boka Hotel (Spencer 
Parsons)   

Refits of existing buildings can be done without losing their current 
appearance if listed or in keeping with the area   

Comment noted.   
  
The Council has provided detailed guidance on retrofitting existing 
buildings and supported interventions in section 9 of our Draft 
Greening SPD, published in January 2021.   

Bruno de Florence   Nostalgia, i.e. preservation of conservation areas, will not help in 
lowering our energy bills.   

Comment noted.  
  
The Council also has a statutory duty to protect and enhance the 
architectural significance of its many listed buildings.   

The Hillgate Village 
Residents' Association 
(Sophia Massey-Cook)   

There are a relatively small number of buildings nationally which 
are awarded listed status and the HVRA CA is fortunate in 
containing a number of Grade I and Grade II properties. We urge 
RBKC to be far more vigilant in planning decisions which involve 
listed buildings and not to consider them as like CA properties 
which are less protected. Where environmental considerations 
occur, which change or affect listed properties we advocate a 
conservative approach with the detailed involvement of RBKC 
historic building specialists, not just planning officers and the 
applicants highly partisan heritage consultants.   
New materials and techniques should be carefully assessed not just 
for their visual impact but also their effect on the historic fabric of 
the building. It should be possible to “read” the alterations and 
changes made to such important buildings and original material 
and design features should not be destroyed. We stress the 
importance of temporary and removeable changes such as 
secondary glazing to be installed on the inside surface. This would 
provide heat insulation in winter which could be removed to 
prevent over heating in Summer.  
  
We hope that the PWP anticipated design codes and pattern books 

The Council notes the HVRA’s comments and suggestions.  
  
The Council supports retrofitting that is suitably and sensitively 
designed so that the twin objectives of improving 
energy efficiency and protecting the special 
character or appearance of existing buildings in the Borough can be 
achieved. This is established in our Draft Greening SPD, published 
in January 2021. That said, the Council also has a statutory duty to 
protect and enhance the architectural significance of its many 
listed buildings. The guidance found in section 9 of the Greening 
SPD is clear that there are certain restrictions on what can be done 
to retrofit listed buildings in order to protect their special 
architectural/historic character and value.  
  
The guidance in the Draft Greening SPD also considers the impact 
of overheating and provides guidance on how to avoid this along 
with discouraging the use of energy intensive cooling systems, such 
as air conditioning.  
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will provide detailed and specific guidance of best practice in this 
area to prevent inappropriate additions specially those which mar 
the exterior of listed buildings and degrade the streetscape.  
  
The HVRA supports high standard of thermal insulation and 
techniques of passive cooling such as grass and green roofs and 
traditional sash windows and shutters rather than just the 
improvement of insulation without regard to the effect of this in 
hot weather. We already see that the over insulation of listed and 
CA properties can encourage applications for unsustainable air 
conditioning technologies as over insulated properties become 
unbearably hot in Summer. The inclusion of air conditioning with its 
accompanying damage to the fabric of the property and the 
environment is also a detrimental to our CA when views are marred 
by the unsightly presence of associated plant on roof tops which as 
it ages becomes increasingly noisy.  
  
Part of being more environmentally responsible is to avoid granting 
planning permission to aspects of applications which are 
unsatisfactory. We also hope that the Local Plan will prevent the 
increase of the size of hard standings for car parking where there 
are existing soft surfaces and will encourage the use of permeable 
gravel where off street parking is given permission. If new planning 
laws permit the reintroduction of under basements/double 
basements all the history in in the ground, the antique foundations 
and the earth figure will be lost. It also risks loss of original paved 
or brick floors of low walls and threatens the stability of the main 
building during construction. The addition of swimming pools is 
especially unsuitable for listed buildings as it produces effluent 
humid air and requires invasive electromechanical and energy 
consuming machinery.   

The Council is no longer giving permission for new car parking 
spaces with new development to help ease congestion on the 
roads.  

Sue Redmond   We need to keep our history and to respect it. But the building 
should also be fit for purpose for use of local residents. This is a 
tricky thing to achieve, but involving local business people might be 
helpful.   

Comment and suggestions noted.  
  
The Council seeks to involve the entire community of RBKC in all 
stages of its planning activities, including businesses. Consultations 
such as these are a key process for doing so.  
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Federica Lowndes Marques 
Leitao   

Public buildings such as libraries, council offices and other such 
buildings do need better insulation, heating/ cooling systems and 
efficient use of energy.   

Noted.  
  
The Council’s Climate Change Team is currently developing a 
Climate Emergency Action Plan which will set out our strategy 
to ensure all Council operations are carbon neutral by 2030.  

The Pembridge Association 
(Fiona Fleming-Brown)   

There are a relatively small number of buildings nationally which 
are awarded listed status and the PA CA is fortunate in containing a 
number of Grade I and Grade II properties. We urge RBKC to be far 
more vigilant in planning decisions which involve listed buildings 
and not to consider them as like CA properties which are less 
protected. Where environmental considerations occur, which 
change or affect listed properties we advocate a conservative 
approach with the detailed involvement of RBKC historic building 
specialists, not just planning officers and the applicants highly 
partisan heritage consultants.   
  
New materials and techniques should be carefully assessed not just 
for their visual impact but also their effect on the historic fabric of 
the building. It should be possible to “read” the alterations and 
changes made to such important buildings and original material 
and design features should not be destroyed. We stress the 
importance of temporary and removeable changes such as 
secondary glazing to be installed on the inside surface. This would 
provide heat insulation in winter which could be removed to 
prevent over heating in Summer.  
  
We hope that the PWP anticipated design codes and pattern books 
will provide detailed and specific guidance of best practice in this 
area to prevent inappropriate additions specially those which mar 
the exterior of listed buildings and degrade the streetscape.  
  
The PA supports high standard of thermal insulation and 
techniques of passive cooling such as grass and green roofs and 
traditional sash windows and shutters rather than just the 
improvement of insulation without regard to the effect of this in 
hot weather. We already see that the over insulation of listed and 

The Council notes the PA’s comments and suggestions.  
  
The Council supports retrofitting that is suitably and sensitively 
designed so that the twin objectives of improving 
energy efficiency and protecting the special 
character or appearance of existing buildings in the Borough can be 
achieved. This is established in our Draft Greening SPD, published 
in January 2021. That said, the Council also has a statutory duty to 
protect and enhance the architectural significance of its many 
listed buildings. The guidance found in section 9 of the Greening 
SPD is clear that there are certain restrictions on what can be done 
to retrofit listed buildings in order to protect their special 
architectural/historic character and value.   
  
The guidance in the Draft Greening SPD also considers the impact 
of overheating and provides guidance on how to avoid this along 
with discouraging the use of energy intensive cooling systems, such 
as air conditioning.  
  
The Council is no longer giving permission for new car parking 
spaces with new development to help ease congestion on the 
roads.  
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CA properties can encourage applications for unsustainable air 
conditioning technologies as over insulated properties become 
unbearably hot in Summer. The inclusion of air conditioning with its 
accompanying damage to the fabric of the property and the 
environment is also a detrimental to our CA when views are marred 
by the unsightly presence of associated plant on roof tops which as 
it ages becomes increasingly noisy.  
  
Part of being more environmentally responsible is to avoid granting 
planning permission to aspects of applications which are 
unsatisfactory. We also hope that the Local Plan will prevent the 
increase of the size of hard standings for car parking where there 
are existing soft surfaces and will encourage the use of permeable 
gravel where off street parking is given permission. If new planning 
laws permit the reintroduction of under basements/double 
basements all the history in in the ground, the antique foundations 
and the earth figure will be lost. It also risks loss of original paved 
or brick floors of low walls and threatens the stability of the main 
building during construction. The addition of swimming pools is 
especially unsuitable for listed buildings as it produces effluent 
humid air and requires invasive electromechanical and energy 
consuming machinery.   

Clean Air in London (Simon 
Birkett)   

See answer to Q4.1.  
Please benchmark your plan against the City of London’s Air Quality 
Strategy 2019-(which is best in class) 
https://www.cityoflondon.gov.uk/assets/Business/City-of-London-
Air-Quality-Strategy-2019- 24.pdf and its Climate Action Strategy 
https://www.cityoflondon.gov.uk/services/environmental- 
health/climate-action/climate-action-strategy.   

Noted.   
  
We will use the City of London’s Air Quality Strategy 2019 as a 
benchmark, along with relevant guidance in the New London 
Plan, for policy development in the NLPR.  

Rosemary Andreae   Must preserve architectural and historic character.  
  
Sustainability is important but is too often used as an excuse for 
ugly innovation. Many historic buildings are environmentally 
friendly.   

Noted.  
  
The Council also has a statutory duty to protect and enhance the 
architectural significance of its many listed buildings. However, we 
support retrofitting that is suitably and sensitively designed so that 
the twin objectives of improving energy efficiency and protecting 
the special character or appearance of existing buildings in the 
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Borough can be achieved. This is established in our Draft Greening 
SPD, which provides specific guidance on what is achievable in 
listed buildings without leading to damage.   

Tom Bennett   Preserving their special architectural and historic character should 
take precedence, especially where any changes cannot be 
reversed.   

Noted.  
  
The Council also has a statutory duty to protect and enhance the 
architectural significance of its many listed buildings. However, we 
support retrofitting that is suitably and sensitively designed so that 
the twin objectives of improving energy efficiency and protecting 
the special character or appearance of existing buildings in the 
Borough can be achieved. This is established in our Draft Greening 
SPD, which provides specific guidance on what is achievable in 
listed buildings without leading to damage.   

CHRA (I. Margaronis)   There are a relatively small number of buildings nationally which 
are awarded listed status and the CHRA is fortunate in containing a 
number of Grade I and Grade II properties. We urge RBKC to be far 
more vigilant in planning decisions which involve listed buildings 
and their surroundings and not to consider them as like CA 
properties which are less protected. Where environmental 
considerations occur, which change or affect listed properties, we 
advocate a conservative approach with the detailed involvement of 
RBKC historic building specialists, not just planning officers and the 
applicants highly partisan heritage consultants.   
New materials and techniques should be carefully assessed not just 
for their visual impact but also their effect on the historic fabric of 
the building. It should be possible to “read” the alterations and 
changes made to such important buildings and original material 
and design features should not be destroyed. We stress the 
importance of temporary and removeable changes such as 
secondary glazing to be installed on the inside surface. This would 
provide heat insulation in winter which could be removed to 
prevent over heating in Summer.  
  
We hope that the PWP anticipated design codes and pattern books 
will provide detailed and specific guidance of best practice in this 

The Council notes the PA’s comments and suggestions.  
  
The Council supports retrofitting that is suitably and sensitively 
designed so that the twin objectives of improving 
energy efficiency and protecting the special 
character or appearance of existing buildings in the Borough can be 
achieved. This is established in our Draft Greening SPD, published 
in January 2021. That said, the Council also has a statutory duty to 
protect and enhance the architectural significance of its many 
listed buildings. The guidance found in section 9 of the Greening 
SPD is clear that there are certain restrictions on what can be done 
to retrofit listed buildings in order to protect their special 
architectural/historic character and value.  
  
The guidance in the Draft Greening SPD also considers the impact 
of overheating and provides guidance on how to avoid this along 
with discouraging the use of energy intensive cooling systems, such 
as air conditioning.  
  
The Council is no longer giving permission for new car parking 
spaces with new development to help ease congestion on the 
roads.  
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area to prevent inappropriate additions specially those which mar 
the exterior of listed buildings and degrade the streetscape.  
  
The CHRA supports high standard of thermal insulation and 
techniques of passive cooling such as grass and green roofs and 
traditional sash windows and shutters rather than just the 
improvement of insulation without regard to the effect of this in 
hot weather. We already see that the over insulation of listed and 
CA properties can encourage applications for unsustainable air 
conditioning technologies as over insulated properties become 
unbearably hot in Summer. The inclusion of air conditioning with its 
accompanying damage to the fabric of the property and the 
environment is also a detrimental to our CA when views are marred 
by the unsightly presence of associated plant on roof tops which as 
it ages becomes increasingly noisy.  
  
Part of being more environmentally responsible is to avoid granting 
planning permission to aspects of applications which are 
unsatisfactory. We also hope that the Local Plan will prevent the 
increase of the size of hard standings for car parking where there 
are existing soft surfaces and will encourage the use of permeable 
gravel where off street parking is given permission. If new planning 
laws permit the reintroduction of under basements/double 
basements all the history in in the ground, the antique foundations 
and the earth figure will be lost. It also risks loss of original paved 
or brick floors and potentially threatens the stability of the main 
building during construction. The addition of swimming pools is 
especially unsuitable for listed buildings as it produces effluent 
humid air and requires invasive electromechanical and energy 
consuming machinery.   

KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)   

These decisions need to be taken on a case-by-case basis and it is 
difficult to set out any detailed policy. The Plan should perhaps 
make clear that adverse effects on the character of the area should 
always be taken into account and developments allowed only 
where it is clear that there is a substantive public benefit.  
  

Comments noted. The planning system cannot infringe on the 
rights of a homeowner in placing a blanket ban on extending an 
already large home in the way described. However, we can include 
policies that minimise the impact on the environment. Our 
direction of travel is set out in more detail in the Draft Greening 
SPD.  
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The Plan should also cover additions to non-listed buildings that are 
negative in environmental terms, e.g. air-conditioning, as well as 
positive, e.g. double-glazing. There is also an environmental cost to 
extensions to existing buildings. This can be offset where the 
extension creates a new dwelling or enlarges a small one to make it 
more liveable, but there is a strong environmental case for resisting 
extensions that merely enlarge already very large homes or blocks 
of flats with no increase in the number of housing units, bringing 
no public benefit, and in some cases entailing the loss of 
open/green space and increase in surface water run-off.   

The Philbeach Residents’ 
Association (Froment)   

The need to preserve their special architectural or historic 
character must be paramount.  
What is meant by “sustainability” and why is this posited as 
needing “balance” with “preservation”?  
If the building is sustained it will be preserved, and vice-versa?   

In Q4.2 the term sustainability is used in the context of Climate 
Change and refers to improving the carbon footprint of listed 
buildings within the Borough.  
  
The reason this is posited as needing to be balanced with the 
preservation of listed buildings is that higher standards of 
sustainability such energy performance are often more challenging 
to achieve for historic buildings due to the need to preserve their 
appearance and character.  
  
It should also be acknowledged here that preservation of existing 
buildings can indeed be sustainable solution as every building has a 
certain carbon cost associated with its materials and construction, 
not just its ongoing operation. This idea is built into the concepts of 
whole life cycle carbon and the circular economy and are 
supported by the Council in sections 3 and 4 of the Council’s Draft 
Greening SPD, published in January 2021. They are also key 
concepts in the New London Plan, which was published on 02 
March 2021. The whole life cycle carbon approach and circular 
economy are concepts that will be used to inform the NLPR.  

TfL (Josephine Vos)   Cross references should be made in this section to the contribution 
of transport and travel choices in responding to the climate 
emergency and addressing issues of air quality, noise and vibration. 
Reducing travel by private vehicles will help to contribute to the 
aims and objectives set out here.  
  

The Council notes TfL’s comments.  
  
This Council is committed to promoting better travel choices so 
that walking, cycling and public transport are preferred by 
residents and visitors to private car ownership and use. This is 
outlined in CO3 of the adopted Local Plan and is also covered in 
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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 10 of our Draft Greening SPD. Supporting and facilitating 
walking, cycling, and other forms of active and sustainable 
transport are a key objective for the Council and will be continued 
in the New Local Plan.  

TfL (Brendan Hodges)   Please see our response to Q 4.1.   The Council has noted TfL’s comments. Our response is provided in 
Q 4.1.  

 
 
Issue 1: Climate change and building...  
Q4.3: Should the NLPR require all new development to be zero carbon?  
 

Respondent 
Name  

Comments  Council’s response  

The Labour 
Group - 
RBKC (Sir/ 
Madam)   

RBKC declared a Climate and Environment Emergency at the January 2020 Council 
meeting, which represents a failure of at least the last ten years of governments 
and certainly longer. Sadiq Khan has probably done more than any other London 
mayor to start cleaning up the filthy chemical cocktail that kills 10,000 Londoners 
prematurely annually and damages the health of 40,000 more including babies, 
schoolchildren and the elderly with health problems. The Council needs to 
produce a strong and meaningful action plan to get its own operations to the 
promised Carbon Zero by 2030 and for the whole Borough to be carbon neutral 
by 2040.  
  
Qu 4.3  
Yes. There can be no excuse not to. There must also be post-occupancy 
evaluation of energy use, as most buildings do not live up to ‘expectations’.   

Comments noted.  
  
The Council’s Climate Change Team are developing a Climate Change 
Emergency Action Plan which will outline the Council’s strategy to 
ensure its own operations are carbon neutral by 2030.  In terms of planning 
the Council published its Draft Greening SPD in January 2021 which covers 
all facets of planning that can contribute to reducing carbon emissions and 
promote a healthier borough.  
  
Support for all new development to be zero carbon noted. In terms of 
monitoring the Council encourages all development to build reporting and 
monitoring processes into their developments in line with the Mayor’s 
energy hierarchy with requirements for major development to submit 
energy assessments, circular economy statements and whole life cycle 
assessments. This is outlined in section 8 of the Draft Greening SPD. Major 
development is also required to report on real performance against 
expected performance to the GLA upon completion to ensure buildings live 
up to expectations and to ensure we can learn from best practise. Options 
for zero carbon requirements for new development will be picked up in 
the NLPR.  

Earl's Court 
Society 

Difficult to monitor, control and police the entire supply chain via planning (e.g. 
Grenfell)  

Comment noted. However, it is beyond the scope of planning policy alone 
to influence such an outcome.  
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(Malcolm 
Spalding)   

  
Officers and Councillors need training in overlaps and conflicts between Planning, 
Building Control, Building Regulations and British Standards, as applied to 
approval of approving building materials in planning conditions. (cf Hackitt 
reforms of B. Regs approved document B)   

Sandra 
Yarwood   

That might be too high a bar, but to be aimed for where possible.   Support noted.   

St Quintin 
and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourh
ood Forum 
(Henry 
Peterson)   

For new construction net zero carbon should absolutely be the target   Support noted.   

Gerald Eve 
obo CEL - 
Cadogan 
Estates Ltd 
(Neil 
Henderson)   

The NLPR should set a target for net zero carbon to be achieved but this may be 
challenging in many circumstances due to the physical constraints or sensitivities 
concerning heritage issues. The requirement for net zero carbon may need to be 
balanced against wider planning benefits that would otherwise not be realised. 
The potential to achieve net zero carbon may improve during the life of the plan 
as technology and construction techniques evolve.   

Support noted.   
  
The Council is passionate about address the impacts of climate change, but 
we do not want to limit good growth. The Council has a statutory duty to 
determine each individual planning application on planning balance against 
all relevant Local Development Plan policy and objectives. This will 
continue and means that a proposal will not be refused or given 
permission based on sustainability considerations alone.  

Lucia Scalisi   At least the ideal.   
2 a penny ‘architects’ need to design more sustainable buildings for our high 
streets, something they would be proud to put their names to instead of walking 
away from it & never seeing it again once they've finished.   

Support noted.   

Greg 
Hammond   

We should firstly recognise that re-using existing buildings will almost always be 
more carbon efficient than tearing them down and building new ones.  
  
New buildings, where appropriate, should be built to the most exacting net zero 
carbon standards - indeed the aim should be that their carbon operating costs 
should be carbon positive by incorporating power generation (eg solar and wind) 
wherever possible.  
  
We should not forget to price in the building and demolition costs into the overall 
carbon costs of new building.   

Support noted.   
  
This Council encourages all development to take a whole life-
cycle carbon approach and apply circular economy principles. This is 
established in sections 3 and 4 of our Draft Greening SPD. These both aim 
to retain, reuse and recycle existing building and materials over demolition 
and new build where appropriate.   
  
Sections 4 to 8 of the Greening SPD also encourage all development to 
follow the energy hierarchy set out in the New London Plan, which includes 
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provisions for onsite renewable energy generation. The Whole Lifecycle 
Carbon Approach, Circular Economy and Energy Hierarchy are all concepts 
that will be used to inform the NLPR.  

Octavia 
Housing 
(Andrew 
Brown)   

New buildings should demonstrate at planning stage an ability to accommodate 
zero carbon technology within their build envelope at the point that it becomes 
mandatory.   

Support noted.   
  

Nigel 
Crump   

Impossible to achieve.   Noted.   

Oonagh 
Wohanka   

The pollution in our area is on the rise. it is important to try and curb all dangers 
to the health of our environment   

Noted.  
  
The Council is aware that air quality is a significant concern In the 
Borough and has set guidance and requirements in line with New London 
Plan policy in section 10 of our Draft Greening SPD, published in January 
2021. This requires development to be air quality neutral and not cause any 
further negative impact. In addition, all provisions in the Draft Greening 
SPD will positively impact air quality, from encouraging urban 
greening, improving energy standards of new and existing homes, 
facilitating active and sustainable transport over the private car, and 
encouraging the application of concepts such as the circular economy and 
whole life cycle carbon approach. The issue of air quality will be picked up 
in the NLPR.   

Princes Gate 
Mews RA (J 
Whewell)   

We disagree with the suggestion that retrofitting ‘green’ measures should be 
allowed to damage historic fabric and conservation areas. Where this to be 
permitted it will become a licence for destruction masquerading as low carbon. 
Low carbon can be introduced without destroying historic fabric - it just takes 
imagination and a little bit more money. We should not encourage the lowest 
common do nominator by suggesting the character of our borough can be 
compromised. Once character has gone it is gone for all time green technology is 
improving and evolving and we should be challenging developers to pursue low 
carbon but not at the cost of our borough's history.   

Noted.  
  
The Council is not suggesting that retrofitting ‘green’ measures should be 
allowed to damage historic fabric and conservation areas. The Council 
greatly values its built environment and has a statutory duty to preserve 
and enhance its listed buildings and conservation areas. We recognise the 
care that must be taken if we are to achieve both goals, but there is no 
reason to believe that the twin goals of reducing carbon emissions and 
maintaining the special character of our conservation areas must be 
mutually exclusive. The Council has set out its approach to retrofitting in its 
Draft Greening SPD. The Issue of retrofit will be picked up in the NLPR.  

G Thomson   As a general note, policies relating to reducing and minimising carbon emissions 
throughout the life cycle of development are contained in the soon-to-be-
adopted Intend to Publish London Plan (‘ItP LP’). It should not be necessary for 

Comments and support for measures intended to address climate 
change noted.  
  



125 

 

the NLPR to repeat such policies. Nevertheless, we offer our strong support for 
the principle of measures intended to address climate change and we will be 
developing a comprehensive strategy for Earls Court with this requirement at its 
heart. Where targets are set for operational and embodied emissions, they 
should use real-world energy and not Part L.  
It is critical that any requirements in the NLPR are deliverable and policy should 
therefore not be unduly prescriptive. Environmental sustainability must also be 
balanced with other sustainability credentials in the broadest sense, i.e. economic 
and social sustainability as set out at paragraph 8 of the NPPF.   

Regarding repeating New London Plan policies. The NLP sets out policy that 
applies to schemes of a scale that is referable to the Mayor of London. The 
Council is not repeating NLP policy in the NLPR, we are looking to set 
requirements and policies for development in the Borough that is informed 
by and conforms with the NLP.  

Grove and 
Company 
(Roger 
Grove)   

I think market forces should determine if and when and to what extent carbon 
reductions are desirable and appropriate  
  
Bringing forward a raft of new regulations is unecessary   

Noted.  

Gerald Eve 
(Peter 
Edgar)   

Whilst the achievement of net-zero needs to consider heritage and other 
constraints, the strategic aim of achieving net zero carbon is strongly supported. 
The greening of the electricity grid and other technological improvements may 
make this easier in the future which should be recognised in the policy 
approach.   

Support is noted.  

Port of 
London 
Authority 
(Michael 
Atkins)   

The PLA supports the requirement for developments to be net zero carbon. The 
PLA in November 2020 has announced plans to more than halve its carbon 
emissions within five years and achieve Net Zero by 2040, or sooner. As part of 
the whole life cycle of development, as noted above the PLA considers that the 
promotion and use of the boroughs only Safeguarded Wharf at Cremorne Wharf 
must continue to be supported, particularly with regard to promoting the use of 
the river for freight transport and this should be highlighted as part of the Local 
Plan review.   

PLA support is noted.  
  
Cremorne Wharf continues to be safeguarded and protected. This was 
confirmed by the Cremorne Wharf direction which came into force on 
1st March 2021 and is available at:  
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/safeguarding_direction_cre
morne_wharf.pdf  
  
This will be reflected in the new Local Plan.  

Fraslo 
Investment 
Holdings 
Limited (Will 
Kumar)   

Puts significant strain on cost of construction viability and delivery of homes.   Noted.  

DP9 (Kate 
Outterside)   

Q 4.3 Should the NLPR require all new development to be net zero carbon? This 
means looking at the whole life cycle of development from the design and 
materials used during construction to how the building is used to ensure it does 
not generate any additional carbon. Carbon can also be reduced by using 

Noted.  
  
The Council published a Draft Greening SPD in January 2021, in which we 
encourage all development to consider whole life cycle carbon 

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/safeguarding_direction_cremorne_wharf.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/safeguarding_direction_cremorne_wharf.pdf
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renewable energy sources to provide the energy needed  
by the building’s residents and users.   
  
The NLPR should accord with the latest position of the NPPF and London Plan. 
More appropriate wording would be beneficial about targeting zero carbon by 
2050 (in line with the Indent to Publish London Plan), and as such schemes should 
seek to include certain aspects.   

approach, circular economy principles and apply the Mayor’s energy 
hierarchy, setting requirements for major development, in line with the 
requirements of the London Plan.  

Woodland 
Trust 
(Bridget 
Fox)   

Climate change, with the biodiversity crisis, is the greatest threat we face. It is 
important that planning policies assist in the urgent need to reduce CO2 
emissions.   

The Woodland Trust’s support is noted.  

Andre 
Hellstrom   

Being respectful to the planet is good, but it cant control us TOO much.   Noted.  

William 
Wilson   

Not if the building is of historic interest and needs special needs or attention, 
however otherwise should be where possible.   

Noted. Q4.3 is referring to setting requirements for new development so it 
shouldn’t impact historic buildings. Retrofit of existing buildings is 
considered in Q4.1 and 4.2.   

Boka Hotel 
(Spencer 
Parsons)   

Pretty self explanatory really, new builds must be carbon zero or the council 
should not give permission, even if the developer offers cash grants for the area 
as to be honest they rarely help those who need it.   

Support for requiring new development to be net-zero carbon 
noted. Options for zero carbon requirements for new development will be 
picked up in the NLPR.  

Bruno de 
Florence   

This would be equivalent to forward evaluation and acting towards creating a 
bearable future.   

Support noted.  
  

Bikeworks 
CIC (David 
Dansky)   

Either net zero or minus producing renewables to feed back to the grid with Solar 
and other tec   

Support noted.  

The Hillgate 
Village 
Residents' 
Association 
(Sophia 
Massey-
Cook)   

Carbon neutrality whether it is achieved by 2030 or less satisfactorily 2050 is an 
established global and national imperative.   

Noted. The Council has set the target of becoming a carbon neutral 
borough by 2040.  

Environmen
t Agency 
(Lisa Mills)   

Whilst we have no comments within our remit, we would like to remind you that 
the London Plan (draft 2019) states that all cities must face up to the reality of 
climate change and “the need to limit their future contribution to this major 
global problem”. Therefore the borough should aim to require developments to 
contribute towards London’s ambitious target to become zero carbon by 2050 by 

The Council has noted the Environment Agency’s comments. The Council 
has set the target of becoming a carbon neutral borough by 2040.  
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increasing energy efficiency, including through the use of smart technologies, and 
utilising low carbon energy sources.   

The Council recently published a Draft Greening SPD which aligns our policy 
with the NLP and demonstrates our direction of travel toward the 2040 
target.  

The 
Pembridge 
Association 
(Fiona 
Fleming-
Brown)   

Carbon neutrality whether it is achieved by 2030 or less satisfactorily 2050 is an 
established global and national imperative.   

Noted. The Council has set the target of becoming a carbon neutral 
borough by 2040.  

Clean Air in 
London 
(Simon 
Birkett)   

See answer to Q4.1. Please note that we need to achieve zero air emissions from 
buildings. ‘Net’ zero assumes offsetting or off-site measures which not the 
answer. Relying on off-setting, for example, would allow people to take no action 
and simply pay for the off-set.  
  
Please see the KNP’s Policy: Utilities and communications infrastructure; Policy 
35: Renewable energy, KBR36: Retrofitting existing buildings and KBR40: Healthy 
people which may be some of its most important policies. 
https://www.knightsbridgeforum.org/media/documents/knp_made_version_dec
ember_2018_1312 18_website.pdf. Please note for example the need to remove 
hurdles for developers to achieve zero air emissions (such as BREAAM policies or 
others which encourage decentralised energy from fossil fuels (e.g. local CHP) or 
the use of local heat networks which will become white elephants as buildings 
electrify). Hydrogen and/or natural gas are not a long term answer.  
  
CAL considers that the following steps are urgently required:  
1. A full review of all existing uncontrolled CHP units in UK cities in order to 
identify emission sources and contributions to local air quality limits (plus gas 
boilers, diesel farms and biomass burners);  
2. All existing CHP units must be regulated and NO2 emissions tightly controlled 
(i.e. DEFRA to close the regulatory ‘gap’ which it acknowledges exists);  
3. Implement a moratorium on new CHPs in cities;  
4. The immediate closure of all units causing a breach of WHO guidelines (annual, 
hourly or daily);  
5. A commitment and plan to close all existing units within the shortest time 
possible, starting with those located in sensitive areas, such as near schools and 
hospitals.   

The Council notes Clean Air in London’s comments. The Council’s Draft 
Greening SPD published in January 2021, explicitly states that the Council 
does not support CHPs that use fossil fuels (see section 6). It also states that 
there are currently no heat networks in the Borough. It is considered that 
these comments are largely addressed in the Draft SPD which sets out our 
direction of travel.  
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Rosemary 
Andreae   

Probably not possible. Must be pragmatic.   Noted.  

Tom 
Bennett   

We should encourage low-carbon development, however, I think net zero carbon 
development is too onerous a standard at this time.  
  
One specific measure I would advocate is getting developers to finance an electric 
car charging point on their land or, better still, on the street whenever 
development above a certain size takes place.   

Comments and suggestions noted.  
  
The Council supports development that incorporates urban greening 
techniques such electric vehicle charging infrastructure. We published 
guidance on this on our Draft Greening SPD (see section 10).  
  

CBRE (Miss 
Nicks)   

CHL support GLA emerging Local Plan position   Noted.  

Savills (Matt 
Lloyd-Ruck)   

Both Savills and CEG support the aspiration of a net-zero carbon development. 
However, obligations such as these can form barriers to development due to the 
burden on developmental costs.  
As previously stated, there remains an ongoing incremental shift within planning 
system to balance; sustainability, quality of development, need for growth, air 
quality and biodiversity. Any obligation placed upon the developer should 
recognise the need to prioritise and achieve other planning benefit, such as 
affordable housing.  
Should the borough wish to support a net-zero carbon development, then this 
should be a target, rather than a requirement, or subject to a scheme’s viability.   

Noted.  
  
The Council is passionate about address the impacts of climate change, but 
we do not want to limit good growth. The Council has a statutory duty to 
determine each individual planning application on planning balance against 
all relevant Local Development Plan policy and objectives. This will continue 
and means that a proposal will not be refused or given permission based on 
sustainability considerations alone.  

CHRA (I. 
Margaronis) 
  

Carbon neutrality whether it is achieved by 2030 or less satisfactorily 2050 is an 
established global imperative.   

Noted. The Council has set the target of becoming a carbon neutral 
borough by 2040.  

Deloitte for 
Natural 
History 
Musuem 
(Adam 
Donovan)   

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 and agrees with question 4.1 and 4.2. New materials 
and technologies are emerging and the NHM encourages the Council to accept 
that these do not necessarily have to have a negative effect on the character of 
historic assets. In terms of new development, the NHM urges the Council to take 
a pragmatic approach to determining whether the development should be net 

The Council notes the NHM’s support for climate action.  
  
Responses to Q4.1 and 4.2 establish the Council’s approach to retrofit of 
existing buildings, including listed buildings and those in conservation 
areas. The Council is not suggesting that retrofitting measures should be 
allowed to damage historic fabric and conservation areas. The Council 
greatly values its built environment and has a statutory duty to preserve 
and enhance its listed buildings and conservation areas. We recognise the 
care that must be taken.  
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carbon neutral or not. As the Council notes, sometimes this would not be 
appropriate.   

KENSINGTO
N SOCIETY 
(Amanda 
Frame)   

We support this ambition, although it will not be easy – for instance trying to 
regulate what happens to building waste once it leaves the borough – possibly 
taken by cowboys towards the illegal sites in Essex.   
  
It is not uncommon these days for perfectly good residential buildings to be 
demolished in order that they can be rebuilt as a more expensive sort 
of accommodation – 80 Holland Park is a prime example and three 1950s houses 
in the Ladbroke area, not in bad condition, have just been demolished to be 
replaced with two bigger ones. Ideally, the environmental costs of replacing old 
buildings v. refurbishment ought to be brought into the equation.   

Comments noted.  
  
The Council published a Draft Greening SPD in January 2021, in which we 
encourage all development to consider whole life cycle carbon approach, 
circular economy principles and apply the Mayor’s energy hierarchy, setting 
requirements for major development, in line with the requirements of the 
London Plan. The whole life cycle carbon approach and circular economy 
are concepts that will be used in inform the NLPR.  

The 
Philbeach 
Residents’ 
Association 
(Froment)   

This may be a desirable aim, but must be balanced by the practicalities and cost 
of so doing.  
  
It is difficult to monitor, control and police the entire supply chain via planning 
(e.g. Grenfell)  
  
Officers and Councillors need training in overlaps and conflicts between Planning, 
Building Control, Building Regulations and British Standards, as applied to 
approval of approving building materials in planning conditions. (cf Hackitt 
reforms of B. Regs approved document B)   

Comment noted. However, it is beyond the scope of planning policy alone 
to influence such an outcome.  

TfL (Brendan 
Hodges)   

Policies relating to reducing and minimising carbon emissions throughout the 
whole life cycle of development are contained in the soon-to-be-adopted ItP LP. It 
should not be necessary for the NLPR to repeat such policies.   

The Council notes TfL’s comments.  
  
Regarding repeating New London Plan policies. The NLP sets out policy that 
applies to schemes of a scale that is referable to the Mayor of London. The 
Council is not repeating NLP policy in the NLPR, we are looking to set 
requirements and policies for development in the Borough that is informed 
by and conforms with the NLP.  

  

Issue 2: Air Quality  
Q4.4: Should the NLPR require new developments to be “air quality neutral” at each stage of its life?  

Respondent Name  Comments  Council’s response  
The Labour Group - RBKC 
(Sir/ Madam)   

Yes. But let us remember that the emphasis on electric cars 
excludes people on lower incomes. Electric cars are still very 
expensive, and are not long-lasting like petrol cars, which makes no 

Noted. The Council does not wish to penalise residents for using a private 
car but seeks to encourage the use of active and sustainable modes 
of transportation where possible. This approach is established in our 
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sense in relation to whole-life carbon costs.  
  
The types of extraction/flues for woodburning or solid fuel fires 
should be tightly controlled. External heaters for outdoor seating 
areas must also be controlled as they use fossil fuel to heat air.   

current Local Plan and the Draft Greening SPD and will be continued in 
the NLPR.  
  

Earl's Court Society (Malcolm 
Spalding)   

Maximising consolidated green space in each development, 
including green walls and roofs etc.  
Maximising sustainable rain-water soak-away or collection for 
green watering. (SUDS)   

Suggestions noted.  
  
The Council supports development that incorporates urban greening and 
techniques for minimising flood risk and increasing natural drainage such 
as SUDS. In-depth technical guidance on supported interventions can be 
found in our Draft Greening SPD. Encouraging urban greening and 
measures to minimise flood risk will be picked up in the NLPR.  

Sandra Yarwood   If realistically possible.   Noted.  
St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson)   

A desirable aim but beyond our technical competence to comment 
on its realism.   

Noted.  

Gerald Eve obo CEL - 
Cadogan Estates Ltd (Neil 
Henderson)   

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.   

Comments and suggestions noted.  
  
The Borough is within an air quality management area. As such, the 
Council encourages all proposals to consider air quality impacts 
and requires all applicants to minimise increase exposure to existing poor 
air quality. Major development is required to be air quality neutral and 
this through an AQA. This is set out in section 10 of the Council’s Draft 
Greening SPD. The issue of air quality neutral requirements for new 
development will be picked up in the NLPR.  

Lucia Scalisi   Road/route planning should be included in this. The endless traffic 
jams around the borough because of poor planning due to 
roadworks, temporary light systems - 2.5 (!) bridges out of 
commission across the river at the same time because of lack of 
joined up thinking between boroughs?   
This is pollution & a waste of energy.   
Plus the increased traffic across another delicate bridge -(Albert) 
has not even been considered by ANYone in RBKC or Wandsworth 
planners.   

Noted.  
  
The Council is aware of the traffic issue in the Borough and as such is not 
giving permission for any new parking spaces with development 
proposals at alleviate this issue.   
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Greg Hammond   Clean energy generation should be encouraged wherever it is is 
possible to do so without causing harm to listed buildings or 
conservation areas.   

Suggestion noted.  
  
The Council supports the implementation of on site renewable energy 
generating sources in both new development and retrofit scheme where 
appropriate. This is set out in section 7 and 9 of our Draft Greening SPD, 
published in January 2021.   

Kerry Davis-Head   for large scale developments, but the individual householder 
should not be penalised in this way as it would be prohibitively 
expensive as a one off   

Suggestion noted. The requirements will be proportionate to the size 
of development and will not penalise householders.  

Octavia Housing (Andrew 
Brown)   

New buildings should demonstrate at planning stage an ability to 
accommodate air quality neutral technology within their build 
envelope at the point that it becomes mandatory.   

Support noted.  

Mr Ehrman   It seems over prescriptive   Noted.  
G Thomson   Policies relating to improving air quality are contained in the soon-

to-be-adopted Intend to Publish London Plan (‘ItP LP’), including a 
requirement for all proposals to be at least Air Quality Neutral. It 
should not be necessary for the NLPR to repeat such policies. 
Nevertheless, we support the principle of measures to improve air 
quality within the Borough. As new proposals for Earls Court are 
progressed we will be developing a new air quality strategy, 
consistent with national and London Plan policy. Policy 
requirements above and beyond London Plan policies would need 
to be thoroughly tested and balanced against other 
sustainability credentials and policy requirements to ensure they 
are deliverable.   

Support noted.   
  
Regarding repeating New London Plan policies. The NLP sets out policy 
that applies to schemes of a scale that is referable to the Mayor of 
London. The Council is not repeating NLP policy in the NLPR, we are 
looking to set requirements and policies for development in the Borough 
that is informed by and conforms with the NLP.  

Grove and Company (Roger 
Grove)   

Best left to market forces,   
  
The aspiration is good but it’s not a planners job to play with public 
health look at the diesel car fiasco   

Noted.  

Gerald Eve (Peter Edgar)   The principle of air quality neutral and the resulting health benefits 
is supported but individual constraints of building and 
developments should be taken into consideration on a site by site 
basis. A blanket requirement may constrain schemes with other 
multiple planning benefits coming forward.   

Support noted. The requirements will be proportionate to the size of 
development.  

Port of London Authority 
(Michael Atkins)   

The PLA considers that by giving more emphasis in the Local Plan to 
the use of the River Thames for both passengers and freight, 

The Council notes the PLA’s suggestions.  
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particularly through the maximisation of use of the borough’s 
Safeguarded Wharf, progress can be made in addressing carbon 
emissions in the borough. For information the PLA recently 
published its Air Quality Strategy in 
https://www.pla.co.uk/Environment/Air-Quality-and-Green-
Tariff/Air-Quality which includes a number of actions to improve 
vessel emissions and encourage more freight services on the river.   
  
In addition it is considered that reference must be included in the 
proposed Local Plan to the potential use of existing piers and 
structures as part of the delivery of small scale freight over the 
timescales 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.   

Policy SI 14 of the New London Plan states that development plans 
should seek to maximise the multifunctional social, economic and 
environmental benefits of strategic waterways such as the River 
Thames.   
  
Policy SI 15 states that Development proposals should protect and 
enhance existing passenger transport piers and their 
capacity and facilitate an increase in the amount of freight transported 
on London’s waterways.  
  
The Council aims to be in conformance with all relevant London Plan 
policy and will ensure opportunities to maximise the benefits of the 
River Thames for passenger and freight transport are picked up in the 
NLPR.  

Fraslo Investment Holdings 
Limited (Will Kumar)   

Measures to reduce car use and have more parks and trees should 
be put before having to make developments air quality neutral.   

Noted.  
  
We are also committed to promoting better travel choices so 
that walking, cycling and public transport are preferred by residents 
and visitors to private car ownership and use. This is outlined in CO3 of 
the adopted Local Plan and will be continued in the NLPR.  
  
The Council agrees about the importance of trees and green open spaces 
such as parks and the current local plan contains policies that ensure we 
protect existing trees and green open spaces but also take advantage of 
opportunities brought by development to plant additional trees and 
create new green spaces (Policy CR5 and CR6). These are policy 
objectives that will also be continued in the NLPR.  

Linda Wade   On large site, although already considered to be parking permit 
free, consideration has to be calculated as to the amount of 
additional travel will be generated by the site:   
a. during the construction phase   
b. on completion   

Suggestion noted.  
  
The Council published its approach to this in section 10 of our Draft 
Greening SPD in which we encourage all development to minimise an 
increase in traffic congestion. We require high trip generating 
development to be located in areas well served by existing public 
transport connections and to add capacity if required through committed 
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infrastructure improvements. Ensuring development supports public 
transport infrastructure will be picked up in the NLPR.  

William Wilson   We need to improve the air quality within the Borough.   Support noted.  
Boka Hotel (Spencer 
Parsons)   

All developments be carefully looked at and also local people 
involved and asked opinions as whilst not planning professionals 
they do have valid opinions and often very good points to place on 
the table re green issues without damaging an areas feel   

Comments noted.  
  
The Council aims to include everyone in all stages of the planning 
process. Consultations such as these are a key process for doing so.  

Bruno de Florence   Poor air quality is a public health issue that is linked to the 
development of chronic diseases and can increase the risk of 
respiratory illness.”  
Quoted from https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-
do/planning/london-plan/current-london- plan/london-plan-
chapter-seven-londons-living-spac-16   

Noted.  

Bikeworks CIC (David 
Dansky)   

Yes. My company is piloting delivery of construction materials by 
cargo cycles with Mace construction. We deliver loads up to 
650kg from a holding area in the Olympic Park into The City and 
Borough construction sites. This could be tested in K&C   

Noted.  
  
We will consider added support for delivery of construction materials 
by cargo cycles in the NLPR.  

The Hillgate Village 
Residents' Association 
(Sophia Massey-Cook)   

Neutral air quality should be achieved by the greening of 
construction practices and use of green and sustainable materials. 
We support retrofitting where possible over the wholescale 
redevelopment of sites where all previous construction fabric is 
lost. Having opposed the Brockton Capital scheme for the 
development of Newcombe House with RBKC at the public inquiry 
we were astonished that the plans for modest refurbishment of the 
site (retaining the affordable housing element and other 
community facilities) which were shown as evidence to the 
Inspector were not more seriously considered.   
  
We also advocate that requirements are placed on developers to 
increase tree planting to assist with pollution reduction and also to 
assist with air cooling. Heat tracking studies show the considerable 
positive cooling effect which matures trees create around them in 
marked contrast to the unsustainable effect of air conditioning 
which cools an interior whilst producing warm air outside. The 
environmental considerations of tree planting scheme in new 
developments are closely allied to social and health benefits but 

The HVRA’s suggestions are noted.  
  
This Council encourages all development to take a whole life-cycle 
carbon approach and apply circular economy principles. This is 
established in sections 3 and 4 of our Draft Greening SPD. These both aim 
to retain, reuse and recycle existing building and materials over 
demolition and new build where appropriate. The Whole Lifecycle 
Carbon Approach, Circular Economy and Energy Hierarchy are all 
concepts that will be used to inform the NLPR.  
  
The Council agrees that trees are of great benefit in addressing air quality 
in the borough. Policy CR6 of the current local plan sets out that the 
Council will protect existing trees and aim to plant additional trees where 
possible/appropriate. We currently have over 8,000 street trees across 
the Borough. This policy will be continued in the NLPR.   
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they also create a more pleasant visual environment in keeping 
with the character of much of our treelined CA so that new and old 
housing would merge more sympathetically. As a respondent in the 
2019 NHG/Holland Park Save Our Trees petition observed, trees 
add intrinsic value: “Shade in summer, shelter in Winter and beauty 
all year round for everyone”.   

Sue Redmond   I live on Warwick Road, it is frankly toxic, I frequently wash thick 
black dust from the front of our house and we are breathing it. 
Earls Court 'non development' showers white dust across our 
properties and gardens and we dont actually know what 
this contains? Has anyone looked at this. Anything that can be done 
to improve air quality should be done.   

Comments noted.  
  
The Council published our Constriction Code of Practice (2019) in which 
we set restrictions and standards on construction sites in line 
with national and international standards to limit the impact of noise, 
dust and nuisances associated with development as far as possible.  
  
If you would like to make a complaint about a noise or nuisance please 
use the following link to the Council’s 
website: https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/environment/environmental-
health/noise-and-nuisance  

Environment Agency (Lisa 
Mills)   

Whilst we have no comments within our remit, we would like to 
remind you that Policy GG3 ‘Creating a healthy city’ of the London 
Plan (draft 2019), seeks “to improve London’s air quality, reduce 
public exposure to poor air quality and minimise inequalities in 
levels of exposure to air pollution”. Therefore new development 
should prioritise energy efficiency, to minimise the  
contribution to greenhouse gas emissions that impact on both air 
quality and the urban heat island effect of London.   

Noted.  
  
The Council encourages all development to apply the Mayor’s energy 
hierarchy which prioritises reducing energy demand as set out sections 4-
8 of our Draft Greening SPD.  

The Pembridge Association 
(Fiona Fleming-Brown)   

Neutral air quality should be achieved by the greening of 
construction practices and use of green and sustainable materials. 
We support retrofitting where possible over the wholescale 
redevelopment of sites where all previous construction fabric is 
lost. Having opposed the Brockton Capital scheme for the 
development of Newcombe House with RBKC at the public inquiry 
we were astonished that the plans for modest refurbishment of the 
site (retaining the affordable housing element and other 
community facilities) which were shown as evidence to the 
Inspector were not more seriously considered.   

The PA’s suggestions are noted.  
  
This Council encourages all development to take a whole life-cycle 
carbon approach and apply circular economy principles. This is 
established in sections 3 and 4 of our Draft Greening SPD. These both aim 
to retain, reuse and recycle existing building and materials over 
demolition and new build where appropriate. The Whole Lifecycle 
Carbon Approach, Circular Economy and Energy Hierarchy are all 
concepts that will be used to inform the NLPR.  
  

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/environment/environmental-health/noise-and-nuisance
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/environment/environmental-health/noise-and-nuisance
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We also advocate that requirements are placed on developers to 
increase tree planting to assist with pollution reduction and also to 
assist with air cooling. Heat tracking studies show the considerable 
positive cooling effect which matures trees create around them in 
marked contrast to the unsustainable effect of air conditioning 
which cools an interior whilst producing warm air outside. The 
environmental considerations of tree planting scheme in new 
developments are closely allied to social and health benefits but 
they also create a more pleasant visual environment in keeping 
with the character of much of our treelined CA so that new and old 
housing would merge more sympathetically. As a respondent in the 
2019 NHG/Holland Park Save Our Trees petition observed, trees 
add intrinsic value: “Shade in summer, shelter in Winter and beauty 
all year round for everyone”.   

The Council agrees that trees are of great benefit in addressing air quality 
in the borough. Policy CR6 of the current local plan sets out that the 
Council will protect existing trees and aim to plant additional trees where 
possible/appropriate. We currently have over 8,000 street trees across 
the Borough. This policy will be continued in the NLPR.  

Clean Air in London (Simon 
Birkett)   

Air Quality Neutral (AQN) is totally different to Carbon Neutral or 
Net Zero Carbon. AQN means the current development cannot be 
more polluting than the previous development whereas the latter 
mean zero air emissions (plus or minus offsetting). This could 
therefore be the difference between zero and 100% reductions in 
emissions!  
  
Please therefore conform with the ITP version of the new London 
Plan which combines AQN and air quality positive and points to 
zero air emissions (mainly driven by the energy policy). Please also 
align to the London Environment Strategy 2018 which is a statutory 
document.  
  
Please do not use or refer to out of date guidance such as the GLA’s 
2014 advice on AQN which is not technology neutral e.g. because it 
would allow more polluting fuels to pollute more.  
Please note that many greenhouse gases are not ‘carbon’ per se 
e.g. ozone which is becoming an increasing problem.   

Clean Air in London’s comments are noted.  
  
The Council recently published its Draft Greening SPD in January 2021 in 
which we set out our approach to achieving air quality neutrality in 
accordance with the requirements of the New London Plan (see section 
10). The provisions of the Draft Greening SPD are in accordance with or 
go beyond the London Environment Strategy 2018.   

Tom Bennett   This is even more important than reducing carbon. I don't whether 
it is economically viable to require developments to be completely 

Support noted.  
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neutral, but we should advocate for any negative impact on air 
quality to be as small as possible.   

Savills (Matt Lloyd-Ruck)   While this principle of providing more sustainable development 
proposals are supported, there should be no restrictive measures 
put in place that would increase the burden on the 
developer, especially in light of increased planning obligations, high 
land values and the implications of COVID- 19 on the economy and 
the need to balance other planning benefit, such as affordable 
housing. As there are substantial requirements already in place for 
the developer, increasing these would result in less growth coming 
forward within the Borough.   

Noted.  
  
The Council is passionate about address the impacts of climate change, 
but we do not want to limit good growth. The Council has a statutory 
duty to determine each individual planning application on planning 
balance against all relevant Local Development Plan policy and 
objectives. This will continue and means that a proposal will not 
be refused or given permission simply based on sustainability 
considerations alone.  
  

CHRA (I. Margaronis)   Neutral air quality should be achieved by the greening of 
construction practices and use of green and sustainable materials. 
We support retrofitting where possible over the wholescale 
redevelopment of sites where all previous construction fabric is 
lost. Having opposed the Brockton Capital scheme for the 
development of Newcombe House with RBKC at the public inquiry 
we were astonished that the plans for modest refurbishment of the 
site (retaining the affordable housing element and other 
community facilities) which were shown as evidence to the 
Inspector were not more seriously considered.   
  
We also advocate that requirements are placed on developers to 
increase tree planting to assist with pollution reduction and also to 
assist with air cooling. Heat tracking studies show the considerable 
positive cooling effect which matures trees create around them in 
marked contrast to the unsustainable effect of air conditioning 
which cools an interior whilst producing warm air outside. The 
environmental considerations of tree planting scheme in new 
developments are closely allied to social and health benefits but 
they also create a more pleasant visual environment in keeping 
with the character of much of our treelined CA so that new and old 
housing would merge more sympathetically. As a respondent in the 
2019 NHG/Holland Park Save Our Trees petition observed, trees 

The CHRA’s comments are noted.  
  
This Council encourages all development to take a whole life-cycle 
carbon approach and apply circular economy principles. This is 
established in sections 3 and 4 of our Draft Greening SPD. These both aim 
to retain, reuse and recycle existing building and materials over 
demolition and new build where appropriate. The Whole Lifecycle 
Carbon Approach, Circular Economy and Energy Hierarchy are all 
concepts that will be used to inform the NLPR.  
  
The Council agrees that trees are of great benefit in addressing air quality 
in the borough. Policy CR6 of the current local plan sets out that the 
Council will protect existing trees and aim to plant additional trees where 
possible/appropriate. We currently have over 8,000 street trees across 
the Borough. This policy will be continued in the NLPR.  
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add intrinsic value: “Shade in summer, shelter in Winter and beauty 
all year round for everyone”.   

KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)   

We support this.   Support noted.  

The Philbeach Residents’ 
Association (Froment)   

Maximising consolidated green space in each development, 
including green walls and roofs etc.  
Maximising sustainable rain-water soak-away or collection for 
green watering. (SUDS)   

Suggestions noted.   
  
The Council supports development that incorporates urban greening and 
techniques for minimising flood risk and increasing natural drainage such 
as SUDS. In-depth technical guidance on supported interventions can be 
found in our Draft Greening SPD.  

TfL (Brendan Hodges)   Policies relating to improving air quality are contained in the soon-
to-be-adopted ItP LP. It should not be necessary for the NLPR to 
repeat such policies.   

TfL’s comments are noted.  
  
Regarding repeating New London Plan policies. The NLP sets out policy 
that applies to schemes of a scale that is referable to the Mayor of 
London. The Council is not repeating NLP policy in the NLPR, we are 
looking to set requirements and policies for development in the Borough 
that is informed by and conforms with the NLP.  

  
 

Issue 3: Noise and vibration  
 

Q4.5: What noise and vibration sources should be addressed directly in the Local Plan?  
 

Respondent Name  Comments   Council’s response  
The Labour Group - RBKC 
(Sir/ Madam)   

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.  
  
The Council is aware that the ambient noise levels in many parts of the 
borough are high, which are exacerbated by noise from plant and 
equipment attached to buildings, road traffic and construction. In 
addition, vibration, largely caused by surface and underground trains is 
an issue in certain areas of the Borough.   
  
Policies within Chapter 24 – Respecting Environmental Limits of the 
Local Plan aim to control and reduce such noise. For example, Policy CE6 
– Noise and Vibration requires the Council to carefully control the 
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impact of noise and vibration generating sources which affect amenity 
both during the construction and operational phases of development.  
  
The Council aims to improve/update these policies where appropriate to 
reflect changes in the way we live and work, along with the introduction 
of new technologies associated with efforts to reduce carbon 
emissions. The issue of noise and vibration will be picked up in the 
NLPR.  
  
In addition, the Council’s Construction Code of Practice (2019) provides 
detailed guidance on our construction site management requirements, 
which aim to minimise the impact of construction on residents as far as 
possible within the Council’s planning powers.  

Earl's Court Society 
(Malcolm Spalding)   

Demolition. Air Conditioning plant. Ventilation and extraction plant. 
Covering-over of railway and underground tube lines.   

Noted, these issues will be picked up in the NLPR.  

Sandra Yarwood   Air conditioning units and extraction systems   Noted, these issues will be picked up in the NLPR.  
St Quintin and 
Woodlands Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry Peterson)   

The RBKC Construction Code has helped but too many contractors 
(even when confronted with a copy by local residents) continue to 
ignore it.   

Noted, the Council requires Contractors to follow the requirements set 
out in the Construction Code of Practice (2019). If you are aware of 
incidents where they are not, please contact the 
Council’s construction management team via email at: 
environmentalhealth@rbkc.gov.uk or tel: 020 7361 3002.  

Lucia Scalisi   The vibration from the Friezegreen site on Kings Rd is so bad that 
now the people in RBKC noise have stuck their fingers in their ears 
over that one.   

Noted. The issue of noise and vibration will be picked up in the NLPR.  

Kerry Davis-Head   air conditioning. enforcement has failed in this aspect. also the siting 
of cafes etc in amongst housing, vis a vis the permitted change to 
become takeaways, if flats are situated above then they suffer. the 
constant stream of delivery mopeds should also be considered.   

Noted.   

Nigel Crump   Air conditioning plant and machinery   Noted, these issues will be picked up in the NLPR.  
Oonagh Wohanka   Residential areas should be considered where new buildings are to 

be built.. no work over the weekends and ‘ noise’ free buildings 
where possible   

Noted. The Council’s Construction Code of Practice (2019) provides 
detailed guidance on our construction site management requirements, 
which aim to minimise the impact of construction on residents as far as 
possible within the Council’s planning powers. This includes 
restrictions on working hours which do not allow any construction works 
at the weekend.  
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Regarding noise free buildings, the New London Plan Agent of Change 
Principle requires new residential buildings to give due regard to 
adequate sound proofing in order to protect the amenity of new and 
existing residents.   

Tracey Rust   Only on when it relates to development proposals for major 
construction and/or basement development.   

Noted, these issues will be picked up in the NLPR.  

G Thomson   As new proposals for Earls Court are progressed we will be preparing 
a noise and vibration strategy, to include inter alia, road and rail 
sources. Again, policies relating to noise and vibration are contained 
in the soon-to-be-adopted ItP LP and it should not be necessary for 
the NLPR to repeat such policies however we agree with the principle 
of creating an appropriate environment for noise sensitive 
development, including residential dwellings and schools.   

Support and comments noted.   
  
Regarding repeating New London Plan policies. The NLP sets out policy 
that applies to schemes of a scale that is referable to the Mayor of 
London. The Council is not repeating NLP policy in the NLPR, we are 
looking to set requirements and policies for development in the Borough 
that is informed by and conforms with the NLP.  

Grove and Company (Roger 
Grove)   

Construction  
Utility construction  
Railways especially the Underground   

Noted, these issues will be picked up in the NLPR.  

Port of London Authority 
(Michael Atkins)   

It is considered that the Local Plan must include reference to the 
Agent of Change principle, specifically with regard to the 
Safeguarded Cremorne Wharf and the need to ensure that 
development proposals located in close proximity to the wharf are 
designed to minimise the potential for conflicts of use and 
disturbance, including noise matters in line with the Agent of Change 
Principle. This is particularly important as wharf sites can often 
operate up to 24 hours a day, in line with the tides. As noted under 
question 2.1 this would be in line with policies D12 (Agent of Change) 
and SI 15 (Water Transport) of the emerging London Plan and 
paragraph 182 of the NPPF.   

Noted. This Council supports the Agent of Change principle as it is set 
out in the New London Plan and intends to include explicit reference to 
the Agent of Change Principle in the NLPR.  
  
Cremorne Wharf continues to be safeguarded and protected. This was 
confirmed by the Cremorne Wharf direction which came into force on 
1st March 2021.  
  
This will be reflected in the new Local Plan.  

Fraslo Investment Holdings 
Limited (Will Kumar)   

Only operational one.   Noted.  

Linda Wade   The NLPR should address the issue of noise and vibration from the 
construction and completed phases of a development, particularly in 
relation to air conditioning and extraction units on residential and 
business sites.   
a. demolition   
b. air conditioning and extraction units   
c. ventilation plant   

Noted, these issues will be picked up in the NLPR.  
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William Wilson   We should look a restoration and renovation rather than building 
completely new.   

Noted. The Council supports this approach which is established in our 
Draft Greening SPD where we encourage all development to apply 
circular economy principles. For the built environment this aims to 
retain, reuse and recycle existing buildings and materials over 
demolition and new build where appropriate. The circular economy is a 
concept which will be used to inform the NLPR.  

Boka Hotel (Spencer 
Parsons)   

Any source of noise and vibration should be looked at and taken in to 
account is it of an acceptable level short term during a build, 
and that any demolition the building is enveloped so dust and debris 
do not leave the site as happened with Earls Court and the 
surrounding streets coated in dust and the comments at council 
were well that it was the residents who were dirty ???? when 
evidence was available in photographic form that the demolition 
company used small barriers so dust etc just went round and over.   

Noted, these issues will be picked up in the NLPR.  
  
The Council published a Construction Code of Practice in 2019. This sets 
out a range of requirements for construction site management in the 
Borough, include controlling dust and debris and we require all 
contractors to adhere to the code.   

Elizabeth Harrap   Currently due to COVID, more neighbours work from home and have 
done so this summer. The noise, vibration and dust from the 
basement development at no 41 Kenway Road has been distressing 
to those next door and including as far as my home. To put our 
communities first, the Council needs to further restrict the disruption 
which basement excavations are permitted to inflict on neighbours. 
Without alteration this Plan will not achieve this.   

The Council has one of the tightest policies governing basement 
developments. Having been the first in the country to introduce a policy 
restricting the extent of basements, we produced a Supplementary 
Planning Document in 2016. In addition, we have also now introduced a 
Code of Construction Practice in 2019. The issues raised should be 
addressed by the Council’s Construction Management Team who can be 
contacted via email at: environmentalhealth@rbkc.gov.uk or tel: 020 
7361 3002.  

Bruno de Florence   See: 
https://www.lichfielddc.gov.uk/downloads/file/1160/environmental-
health-technical-guide- on-noise-vibration   

Noted.  

Bikeworks CIC (David 
Dansky)   

Traffic noise   Noted. Primarily planning can influence new development and therefore 
existing traffic noise is likely beyond the remit of the planning regime to 
control. That said the Council is no longer granting permission for new 
car parking spaces with development proposals to address the traffic 
noise and congestion issue as far as we can through planning. This issue 
will be picked up in the NLPR.  

The Hillgate Village 
Residents' Association 
(Sophia Massey-Cook)   

Complaints to the HVRA regarding noisy air condition and servicing 
plant especially when roof mounted have escalated recently. These 
installations are often unsightly and noisy especially when in view 
but unscreened. Application plans do not show the height and 
impact of such equipment accurately for residents living on same 

The HVRA’s comments are noted.  
  
The Council is aware that the ambient noise levels in many parts of the 
borough are high, which are exacerbated by noise from plant and 
equipment attached to buildings, road traffic and construction. In 
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level as this plant. There is also a need for prompt RBKC enforcement 
where these have been installed without planning consent or 
enforcement actions have been instituted but the owner does not 
complete or upkeep the plant.   
  
We are also concerned that the presence of the required extraction 
machinery for cafes and restaurants will dramatically increase as 
retail premises fall vacant and easing of use class restrictions permits 
their transition to cafes, restaurants and bars. The residential 
premises above them will then become much less pleasant places to 
live. The large number of AirBnB type rentals in parts of our CA are a 
typical bi product of this cycle where longer term residents vacate 
areas which then become full of transitory occupiers who can 
tolerate these conditions as it is only temporary. This does not 
promote social cohesion and leaves areas very vulnerable when 
tourist levels fall as currently.   
  
Where extraction equipment is installed it must be enclosed in an 
internal soundproof vibration proof duct ideally made of brick and in 
a vertical format. In new builds these ducts should be internal and 
ideally also where retrofitting is required. Unsightly and noisy ducts 
rattling up the back elevations of properties are a serious visual and 
audio nuisance and should be avoided through planning and 
enforcement where illegally fitted.  
  
Construction noise and vibration can be unendurable even where 
RBKC construction hours guidelines were observed during the 
working from home period of lockdown. In parts of our CA where 
residents are living in bedsits, hostels or HMO accommodation in 
Linden and Clanricarde Gardens there is nowhere from which 
residents can escape the noise which is almost directly surrounds 
them. There is a real need for contractors to follow best practice 
advice such as using acoustic absorbency screening.  
  
We also advocate the banning of petro-mechanical devices in favour 
of the quieter practice of electrical extraction which can be conveyor 

addition, vibration, largely caused by surface and underground trains is 
an issue in certain areas of the Borough. The issue of noise and 
vibration will be picked up in the NLPR and the suggestion of requiring 
extraction equipment to be enclosed will be considered.   
  
It is worth mentioning here that the Council’s Draft Greening SPD 
explicitly discouraging active cooling methods, particularly air 
conditioning from a carbon reduction perspective as well. This is also 
something that will be looked at in the NLPR.  
  
Regarding construction site noise and vibration, the Council’s 
Construction Code of Practice (2019) restricts construction hours as far 
as possible within the Council’s planning powers. It 
also includes guidance requiring the use of electric generators.  
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belted to near pavement side skips for collection. This ensures that 
contractors can then quickly move skips without lengthy 
periods waiting (frequently with engines idling) whilst extraction 
flows load. This also discourages the backing up of idling vehicles 
approaching sites.   

Sue Redmond   Noise levels of lorries, motorbikes and of course the high powered 
cars driven by morons down Warwick Road should be addressed as 
should the speed they travel...never see any police to monitor this. 
Warwick Road is an accident waiting to happen.   
  
The development of Earls Court should also be thought and residents 
have a go to person to raise any concerns we may have.   

Noted. Primarily planning can influence new development and therefore 
existing traffic noise is likely beyond the remit of the planning regime to 
control. That said the Council is no longer granting permission for new 
car parking spaces with development proposals to address the traffic 
noise and congestion issue as far as we can through planning. This issue 
will be picked up in the NLPR.  

Federica Lowndes Marques 
Leitao   

Ambulance services near residencial areas, take due care in 
balancing the need to urgently carry patients but also be aware of 
residents near hospitals  
Heathrow flights, much too low flying over London.  
Road speed on the Warwick Road and Earls Court road, reduced and 
cycle lanes in place.   
Traffic of HGV restricted to certain hours.   

Noted, primarily planning can influence new development and therefore 
existing traffic noise, flightpaths, etc are likely beyond the remit of 
the current planning regime to control.  

The Pembridge Association 
(Fiona Fleming-Brown)   

Yes. Complaints to the PA regarding noisy air condition and servicing 
plant especially when roof mounted have escalated recently. These 
installations are often unsightly and noisy especially when in view 
but unscreened. Application plans do not show the height and 
impact of such equipment accurately for residents living on same 
level as this plant. There is also a need for prompt RBKC enforcement 
where these have been installed without planning consent or 
enforcement actions have been instituted but the owner does not 
complete or upkeep the plant.   
  
We are also concerned that the presence of the required extraction 
machinery for cafes and restaurants will dramatically increase as 
retail premises fall vacant and easing of use class restrictions permits 
their transition to cafes, restaurants and bars. The residential 
premises above them will then become much less pleasant places to 
live. The large number of AirBnB type rentals in parts of our CA are 
a typical bi product of this cycle where longer term residents vacate 

The PA’s comments are noted.  
  
The Council is aware that the ambient noise levels in many parts of the 
borough are high, which are exacerbated by noise from plant and 
equipment attached to buildings, road traffic and construction. In 
addition, vibration, largely caused by surface and underground trains is 
an issue in certain areas of the Borough. The issue of noise and 
vibration will be picked up in the NLPR and the suggestion of requiring 
extraction equipment to be enclosed will be considered.   
  
It is worth mentioning here that the Council’s Draft Greening SPD 
explicitly discouraging active cooling methods, particularly air 
conditioning from a carbon reduction perspective as well. This is also 
something that will be looked at in the NLPR.  
  
Regarding construction site noise and vibration, the Council’s 
Construction Code of Practice (2019) restricts construction hours as far 
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areas which then become full of transitory occupiers who can 
tolerate these conditions as it is only temporary. This does not 
promote social cohesion and leaves areas very vulnerable when 
tourist levels fall as currently.   
  
Where extraction equipment is installed it must be enclosed in an 
internal soundproof vibration proof duct ideally made of brick and in 
a vertical format. In new builds these ducts should be internal and 
ideally also where retrofitting is required. Unsightly and noisy ducts 
rattling up the back elevations of properties are a serious visual and 
audio nuisance and should be avoided through planning and 
enforcement where illegally fitted.  
  
Construction noise and vibration can be unendurable even where 
RBKC construction hours guidelines were observed during the 
working from home period of lockdown. In parts of our CA where 
residents are living in bedsits, hostels or HMO accommodation in 
Linden and Clanricarde Gardens there is nowhere from which 
residents can escape the noise which is almost directly surrounds 
them. There is a real need for contractors to follow best practice 
advice such as using acoustic absorbency screening.  
  
We also advocate the banning of petro-mechanical devices in favour 
of the quieter practice of electrical extraction which can be conveyor 
belted to near pavement side skips for collection. This ensures that 
contractors can then quickly move skips without lengthy periods 
waiting (frequently with engines idling) whilst extraction flows load. 
This also discourages the backing up of idling vehicles approaching 
sites.   

as possible within the Council’s planning powers. It also includes 
guidance requiring the use of electric generators.  

C David   Building/construction noise. Reduce the amount of unnecessary 
redevelopment/improvement. Focus on construction which will add 
to the amenity of the area - social housing, business space and other 
public amenities. Stop building any more luxury flats.   

Noted.  
  
Regarding construction site noise and vibration, the Council’s 
Construction Code of Practice (2019) places controls that limit the 
impact of construction sites as far as possible within the Council’s 
planning powers.  
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The Council encourages all development to adopted circular economy 
principles which seeks to retain, reuse and recycle existing building 
where appropriate. This is set out in our Draft Greening SPD, which was 
published in January 2021.  

Clean Air in London (Simon 
Birkett)   

Those from buildings, construction and vehicles. See also the 
Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Forum’s best practice guide on 
construction standards and procedures 
https://www.knightsbridgeforum.org/best-practice-guidance-
construction-standards-and- procedures/   

Noted, these issues will be picked up in the NLPR.  

Rosemary Andreae   Cranes; JCBs; removal of earth; drilling, including for ground pumps 
(long and slow);   

Noted, these issues will be picked up in the NLPR.  

CBRE (Miss Nicks)   This should be dependent on the scale of development and not 
duplicate separate building regulation requirements   

Noted.  

Savills (Matt Lloyd-Ruck)   While it is part of good planning practice to protect the amenities 
enjoyed by neighbours, the realities of construction within RBKC 
mean there will be noise and vibration impacts during the 
construction phases of any development. The current procedures of 
a suitable Acoustic Assessment and the mitigation methods that 
follow are completely adequate in alleviating any adverse impacts 
and do not need alteration.   

Noted.  

CHRA (I. Margaronis)   Complaints to the CHRA regarding noisy air condition and servicing 
plant especially when roof mounted have escalated recently. These 
installations are often unsightly and noisy especially when in view 
but unscreened. Application plans do not show the height and 
impact of such equipment accurately for residents living on same 
level as this plant. There is also a need for prompt RBKC enforcement 
where these have been installed without planning consent or 
enforcement actions have been instituted but the owner does not 
complete or upkeep the plant.   
  
We are also concerned that the presence of the required extraction 
machinery for cafes and restaurants will dramatically increase as 
retail premises fall vacant and easing of use class restrictions permits 
their transition to cafes, restaurants and bars. The residential 
premises above them will then become much less pleasant places to 
live. The large number of AirBnB type rentals in parts of our CA are a 

The CHRA’s comments are noted.  
  
The Council is aware that the ambient noise levels in many parts of the 
borough are high, which are exacerbated by noise from plant and 
equipment attached to buildings, road traffic and construction. In 
addition, vibration, largely caused by surface and underground trains is 
an issue in certain areas of the Borough. The issue of noise and 
vibration will be picked up in the NLPR and the suggestion of requiring 
extraction equipment to be enclosed will be considered.   
  
It is worth mentioning here that the Council’s Draft Greening SPD 
explicitly discouraging active cooling methods, particularly air 
conditioning from a carbon reduction perspective as well. This is also 
something that will be looked at in the NLPR.  
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typical bi product of this cycle where longer term residents vacate 
areas which then become full of transitory occupiers who can 
tolerate these conditions as it is only temporary. This does not 
promote social cohesion and leaves areas very vulnerable when 
tourist levels fall as currently. Such business models should be 
severely restricted.  
  
Where extraction equipment is installed it must be enclosed in an 
internal soundproof vibration proof duct ideally made of brick and in 
a vertical format. In new builds these ducts should be internal and 
ideally also where retrofitting is required. Unsightly and noisy ducts 
rattling up the back elevations of properties are a serious visual and 
audio nuisance and should be avoided through planning and 
enforcement where illegally fitted.  
  
Construction noise and vibration can be unendurable even where 
RBKC construction hours guidelines were observed during the 
working from home period of lockdown. In parts of our CAs where 
residents are living in bedsits, hostels or HMO accommodation in 
Linden and Clanricarde Gardens there is nowhere from which 
residents can escape the noise which is almost directly surrounds 
them. There is a real need for contractors to follow best practice 
advice such as using acoustic absorbency screening.  
  
We also advocate the banning of petro-mechanical devices in favour 
of the quieter practice of electrical extraction which can be conveyor 
belted to near pavement side skips for collection. This ensures 
that contractors can then quickly move skips without lengthy periods 
waiting (frequently with engines idling) whilst extraction flows load. 
This also discourages the backing up of idling vehicles approaching 
sites.   

Regarding construction site noise and vibration, the Council’s 
Construction Code of Practice (2019) restricts construction hours as far 
as possible within the Council’s planning powers. It also includes 
guidance requiring the use of electric generators.  

St Helen’s Church (Steve 
Divall)   

Keeping work to Mon-Fri ‘office hours’ and stopping excessive 
noise/vibration e.g. from basements projects.   

Noted.   
  
The Council’s Construction Code of Practice (2019) restrict construction 
hours to Mon-Fri (8am-6pm). We also have one of the tightest policies 
governing basement developments. Having been the first in the country 
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to introduce a policy restricting the extent of basements, we produced a 
Supplementary Planning Document in 2016.  

KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)   

Air source heat pumps are likely to become an increasing way to heat 
properties as gas use is reduced. The Plan should ensure they are 
subject to the same requirements on noise and vibration as air 
conditioning plant.  
  
Light pollution should also be covered as this is an increasing 
problem with the fashion for picture windows, large rooflights and 
garden lights, and with many offices and commercial premises 
illuminated 24/7. Especially when lighting is next to a green space, it 
can also adversely affect biodiversity. There may also be a case for 
restricting light in shop windows when shops are not open (although 
dim lights may be required in some premises as a safety measure).  
  
Outside heaters: During the pandemic there is a premium on being 
able to eat and drink outside and it is difficult to quarrel, as winter 
approaches, with the increasing use by pubs, cafés and restaurants 
of outside hearers. But in the longer term, as these are extremely 
energy inefficient, a restrictive policy would be appropriate. There 
should be a similar policy for “heat curtains” on open shop and 
restaurant frontages.   

The Kensington Societies comments are noted, and these issues will be 
picked up in the NLPR.  
  
The Council’s Draft Greening SPD sets out the requirement for proposals 
for air source heat pumps to be accompanied by a noise and vibration 
assessment.  
   
Regarding light pollution, this issue is included within the requirements 
set out in Policy CL5 of the current Local Plan, which states that the 
Council will require all development ensures good living conditions for 
occupants of new, existing and neighbouring buildings. That said, the 
historic character and dense nature of the borough means that the living 
conditions that might be expected elsewhere in modern developments 
are most unlikely to be achieved here. Particular attention needs to be 
paid to these matters to attempt to address rising public expectations in 
relation to living conditions, including access to open space. However, 
implementing living conditions by fixed standards, normally derived 
from modern suburban development, could undermine the Council’s 
duty to preserve and enhance the character and appearance of 
conservation areas. It is the overall design, taking all factors into account 
including the area’s character, that will be the determinant of whether a 
proposal provides reason- able living conditions.  

The Philbeach Residents’ 
Association (Froment)   

Demolition. Air Conditioning plant. Ventilation and extraction plant. 
Covering-over of railway and underground tube lines.   

Noted, these issues will be picked up in the NLPR.  

TfL (Brendan Hodges)   Again, policies relating to noise and vibration are contained in the 
soon-to-be-adopted ItP LP and it should not be necessary for the 
NLPR to repeat such policies. As a general principle, the Council 
should apply the ‘Agent of Change’ principles (ItP LP policy D13) and 
other relevant policies to new housing developments that are 
adjacent to transport infrastructure in order to mitigate, if necessary, 
the impacts of potential noise and vibration.   

Comments noted.  
  
This Council supports the Agent of Change principle as it is set out in the 
New London Plan and intends to include explicit reference to the Agent 
of Change Principle in the NLPR.  
  
Regarding repeating New London Plan policies. The NLP sets out policy 
that applies to schemes of a scale that is referable to the Mayor of 
London. The Council is not repeating NLP policy in the NLPR, we are 
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looking to set requirements and policies for development in the Borough 
that is informed by and conforms with the NLP.  

  
 

Issue 4: Flood risk  
Q4.6: Should the Local Plan take a more proactive approach to reducing the impact of surface water (rain) flooding?   
 

Respondent Name  Comments  Response  
The Labour Group - RBKC 
(Sir/ Madam)   

We are constantly amazed that there is no enforcement whatever of 
the regulation preventing concreting over of gardens and driveways. 
Most residents have no idea it is against planning policy, and there is 
zero enforcement despite evidence that flooding occurs 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. Far too many 
people concrete, pave or use plastic grass/astroturf in their gardens, 
eliminating a wide variety of insects and birds, and making a hostile 
environment for small mammals. Educate and enforce!   

The Council notes the comments of the Labour Group.  Information 
about paving front gardens has been included on our Greening SPD 

and SuDS webpage: https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-

control/planning-policy/flooding/sustainable-drainage-systems   
Also, policy CE2i explains that the Council will resist impermeable 
surfaces in gardens and landscaped areas.  
  
The enforcement team are aware of the issue and we are working 
together to address it.  
  

Earl's Court Society 
(Malcolm Spalding)   

Maximising consolidated green space on each development for 
SUDS   

Suggestions noted.  
  
The Council supports development that incorporates urban greening and 
techniques for minimising flood risk. We have provided in-depth 
technical guidance on supported interventions in our recent Greening 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD). The SPD explains our SuDS 
requirements  and provides examples. The SPD will form part of the 
framework against which any future planning applications will be 
determined.  

Sandra Yarwood   By encouraging maximum green space and resisting paving over of 
gardens.   

Suggestions noted. Please see above.  

St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson)   

We think that RBKC Policy CE2(f) resisting impermeable surfaces in 
front gardens is often missed by applicants and could usefully 
referred to alongside conservation policies rather than included isn a 
separate chapter of the Local Plan.   

Suggestion noted. The relevant policy is policy CE2i  of the 2019 Local 
Plan. It explains that we will resist impermeable surfaces in gardens and 
landscaped areas. All policies should be read together when deciding a 
planning application so the fact that it is not within a conservation policy 
should not deter from it being used by applicants and planning 
colleagues.  

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/flooding/sustainable-drainage-systems
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/flooding/sustainable-drainage-systems
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Kerry Davis-Head   more green open spaces, not filling every sq metre with concrete   Comments noted.  
The Council supports development that incorporates urban greening and 
techniques for minimising flood risk. We have provided in-depth 
technical guidance on supported interventions in our recent Greening 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD). The SPD explains our SuDS 
requirements and provides examples. The SPD will form part of the 
framework against which any future planning applications will be 
determined.  

Octavia Housing (Andrew 
Brown)   

Soakaways and SUDS can be utilised   Comments noted. Please see above.  

Oonagh Wohanka   Water storage wherever possible   Comment noted. Please see above.  
Tracey Rust   The Council are pro-active already and in some respects too rigid in 

their policy particularly for very small scale development.  
Existing policy CE2 with particular regard to surface water run-off and 
a 50% reduction for very small-scale development is extremely 
onerous and is not cost effective to the applicant.  
Whilst it is important to safeguard the borough from flooding, there 
needs to be robust evidence to justify any further measures.   

Support for the Council’s current policies and comments are noted. The 
current policy CE2g is backed by evidence base and has undergone public 
examination. In constrained sites the policy can be relaxed if it is too 
onerous to implement.  

G Thomson   We recognise the importance of green infrastructure in such a 
densely populated Borough and support proposals to actively 
encourage innovative solutions to reduce the impact of surface water 
flooding. It is very important that sites can respond flexibly to secure 
the most appropriate mitigation for that location and therefore we 
would not support a prescriptive approach that seeks to introduce 
formulaic responses to the reduction of surface water flooding. The 
NLPR should not repeat policy contained in the ItP LP.   

Support for green infrastructure noted.  
Our current policy CE2g is very prescriptive of what is required in 
different development proposals. We have also provided further 
information on our SuDS webpage:  
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-
policy/flooding/sustainable-drainage-systems  
  

Grove and Company (Roger 
Grove)   

Localised issues can be within the remit of the Council but flooding 
and similar should be handled by the Mayor's office dealing with all 
boroughs   

Noted. The Mayor has an overarching strategic role but Unitary 
Authorities have since 2010 their own statutory roles on Flood Risk as 
they are Lead Local Flood Authorities.   

DP9 (Kate Outterside)   Q 4.6 Should the NLPR take a more proactive approach to reducing 
the impact surface water (rain) flooding, and if so, how can the 
benefits of green infrastructure be maximised?  
  
We would recommend that the policy seeks to follow the hierarchy 
within the Intent to Publish London Plan Policy SI 13 as follows:  
  

Suggestions noted. Our current policy CE2g already follows the London 
Plan hierarchy and builds upon it to address the critical drainage issues 
we have in the borough.  
  

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/flooding/sustainable-drainage-systems
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/flooding/sustainable-drainage-systems
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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 over 
grey features, in line with the following drainage hierarchy:  
  
1) rainwater use as a resource (for example rainwater harvesting, 
blue roofs for irrigation)  
2) rainwater infiltration to ground at or close to source  
3) rainwater attenuation in green infrastructure features for gradual 
release (for example green roofs, rain gardens)  
4) rainwater discharge direct to a watercourse (unless not 
appropriate)  
5) controlled rainwater discharge to a surface water sewer or drain  
6) controlled rainwater discharge to a combined sewer.   

Linda Wade   Yes, more emphasis on water saving measures, the use of grey water 
for irrigation, green roofs, water features, green spaces, trees   

Suggestions noted. We agree that water efficiency and reuse are key.  
  
The Council supports development that incorporates urban greening and 
techniques for minimising flood risk. We have provided in-depth 
technical guidance on supported interventions in our recent Greening 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD).  The SPD explains our SuDS 
requirements and provides examples. The SPD will form part of the 
framework against which any future planning applications will be 
determined.  

Woodland Trust (Bridget 
Fox)   

We welcome a proactive approach to encouraging green 
infrastructure and Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SUDS). In 
addition to flood protection, such natural flood management 
approaches provide multiple biodiversity enhancements and natural 
capital benefits.   
  
Urban trees make a valuable contribution to SUDS. Planting trees can 
slow the flow of water and reduce surface water runoff by up to 62% 
compared to asphalt. Trees intercept water as it falls, which is then 
directly evaporated back into the atmosphere. Roots help the 
infiltration of water into the soil, lowering the risk of surface water 
flooding. Tree roots can increase infiltration rates in compacted soils 
by 63%, and in severely compacted soils by 153%. Integrating SUDS 

Support for a proactive approach to green infrastructure and SUDS is 
noted.  
  
  
  
  
The draft Greening SPD explains the importance of green infrastructure, 
including trees. It provides guidance and examples of our SuDS 
requirements. The SPD will form part of the framework against which any 
future planning applications will be determined.  
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and tree pit design can have a significant effect on ‘slowing the flow’. 
Adequate soil volumes provided within hard surfaces can retain 
substantial volumes of water within the soil matrix, reducing 
inundation and providing slow release back into natural or 
engineered drainage systems.   
  
This is in addition to the other environmental benefits of urban tree 
cover, including provision of shelter and shade, cooling through 
transpiration, screening from pollution and CO2 sequestration, as 
well as providing a valuable contribution to biodiversity and mental 
wellbeing.   

William Wilson   Flooding needs to be avoided and re-use of rain water in parks etc   Comment noted. Our current policy CE2 aims to address flood risk and 
proactively encourages SuDS to reduce one of the key flood risk sources 
in the borough (surface water).  

Boka Hotel (Spencer 
Parsons)   

more green areas , no artificial grass and paved over gardens helps 
reduce surface water a lot   

Suggestions noted. Policy CE2g requires SuDS and policy CE2i explains 
that the Council will resist impermeable surfaces in gardens and 
landscaped areas.  

Bikeworks CIC (David 
Dansky)   

Not mu expertise though if this is considered a likely hazard then of 
course being proactive in crucial. Being re-active leads to disaster   

Comment noted. Our current policy CE2 aims to address flood risk and 
proactively encourages SuDS to reduce one of the key flood risk sources 
in the borough (surface water).  

The Hillgate Village 
Residents' Association 
(Sophia Massey-Cook)   

Maximise green infrastructure: RBKC should resist the use of front 
garden paving for cars parking. The loss of garden soft surfaces both 
front and rear is an avoidable factor in flooding and hard surfaces 
decrease biodiversity. The HVRA also oppose the “moving” of street 
trees for development/transport purposes unless essential and 
therefore unavoidable. Trees provide an additional permeability 
factor in the landscape There are too many frivolous applications 
currently where “trees spoil the view” and it is claimed without 
sufficient evidence that garden walls are being undermined. The 
NHG/Holland Park Save our Trees petition in 2019 received over 
11,000 local signatures indicating the depth of concern that many 
residents have for the protection of large and varied street trees for a 
variety of environmental reasons and they remain one of the best 
loved features of our CA.  
  
We support the additional planting of street trees and shrubs 

Suggestions noted.  
  
Policy CE2i explains that the Council will resist impermeable surfaces in 
gardens and landscaped areas. The draft Greening SPD explains the 
importance of green infrastructure, including trees. It provides guidance 
and examples of our SuDS requirements. The SPD will form part of the 
framework against which any future planning applications will be 
determined  
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especially in new developments but there is a real role for the RBKC 
arboriculturists to access proposed soft landscaping applications for 
viability and longevity. We see too many plans adopting a greenwash 
approach with unfeasible trees in pots, which do not survive well 
without rooting in earth as they cannot retain enough water and 
have insufficient root ball size. Even worse is the use of plastic 
shrubbery which adds to the waste mountain. Developers’ 
illustrations are often misleading in showing unviable trees such as 
the large plane tree shown against the Newcombe tower which 
would take over a century to reach the height shown and which 
would never survive in that location, against the tower. Rather than 
being an after though we would like to see tree planting and soft 
landscaping applications required to meet high standards for 
sustainability especially given the continuance of global warming.   
  
As stated in Q1.1 the HVRA fully supports RBKC’s policy on restriction 
of double basements. We are concerned about the environmental 
damage involved especially the measures taken in basement 
construction which redirect ground water levels thereby affecting 
neighbouring properties and altering the water table. We have also 
had complaints from our members concerning the acoustic issues 
arising from the amplification of tube noise where basements act as 
sound boards  
  
We urge RBKC to continue to support the targeted programme of 
SUDS infrastructure with rainwater drainage tanks beneath roads. 
Where these have been implemented in roads such as Chepstow 
Place and Arundel Gardens there has been no subsequent flooding.   

Support for trees and shrubs is noted. The Greening SPD includes a 
section on trees in chapter 11. Where developments include new streets, 
we expect new street trees to be planted to match the high standards set 
by the Council, in accordance with Policy CR6. The existing Tree SPD will 
be updated and will form part of the framework against which any future 
planning applications will be determined.  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
Support for our basement policy CL7 noted.  
  
  
  
  
  
  
Policy CE2l. supports 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 have worked with Thames Water to reduce flood risk from the 
Counters Creek project. Further information can be seen here:   
 https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-
policy/flooding/counters-creek-project  

Environment Agency (Lisa 
Mills)   

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 

Comments are noted.  
  
RBKC’s policies on minimising flooding and flood risk conform with those 
of the emerging New London Plan. We have actually gone a step further 
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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 over 
grey features, in line with the drainage hierarchy as identified in 
Policy SI 13 Sustainable drainage in the draft (2019) London Plan. 
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 

by requiring greenfield run-off for major applications and a 50% 
reduction of surface water run-off for minors. Please refer to policy 
CE2g.  
  
We have also identified critical drainage Areas in the SWMP and the 
LFRMS contains specific actions to address local flood risk.   
  
The draft Greening SPD explains the importance of green infrastructure, 
including trees. It provides guidance and examples of our SuDS 
requirements. The SPD will form part of the framework against which any 
future planning applications will be determined  
  
The SFRA will be reviewed and updated to reflect updates to other 
guidance documents and plans. The Local Flood Risk Management 
Strategy will be updated afterwards.   
  
  
  
  
The need to maximise the multiple benefits of SuDS is noted and agreed. 
This is explained in detail in the Greening SPD.  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
The need to address water quality is noted and included in the Greening 
SPD.  
  
  
  
Noted. All potential sources of flood risk will continue to be addressed in 
future policies.  
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NPPF and TE2100 plan. As discussed above, your SFRA will need to be 
updated to reflect this.   

The Pembridge Association 
(Fiona Fleming-Brown)   

RBKC should resist the use of front garden paving for cars parking. 
The loss of garden soft surfaces both front and rear is an avoidable 
factor in flooding and hard surfaces decrease biodiversity. The PA 
also oppose the “moving” of street trees for development/transport 
purposes unless essential and therefore unavoidable. Trees provide 
an additional permeability factor in the landscape There are too 
many frivolous applications currently where “trees spoil the view” 
and it is claimed without sufficient evidence that garden walls are 
being undermined. The NHG/Holland Park Save our Trees petition in 
2019 received over 11,000 local signatures indicating the depth of 
concern that many residents have for the protection of large and 
varied street trees for a variety of environmental reasons and they 
remain one of the best loved features of our CA.  
  
We support the additional planting of street trees and shrubs 
especially in new developments but there is a real role for the RBKC 
arboriculturists to access proposed soft landscaping applications for 
viability and longevity. We see too many plans adopting a greenwash 
approach with unfeasible trees in pots, which do not survive well 
without rooting in earth as they cannot retain enough water and 
have insufficient root ball size. Even worse is the use of plastic 
shrubbery which adds to the waste mountain. Developers’ 
illustrations are often misleading in showing unviable trees such as 
the large plane tree shown against the Newcombe tower which 
would take over a century to reach the height shown and which 
would never survive in that location, against the tower. Rather than 
being an after though we would like to see tree planting and soft 
landscaping applications required to meet high standards for 
sustainability especially given the continuance of global warming.   
  
As stated in Q1.1 the PA fully supports RBKC’s policy on restriction of 
double basements. We are concerned about the environmental 
damage involved especially the measures taken in basement 
construction which redirect ground water levels thereby affecting 

Information about paving front gardens has been included on our SuDS 
webpage: https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-
control/planning-policy/flooding/sustainable-drainage-systems   
  
Also, policy CE2i explains that the Council will resist impermeable 
surfaces in gardens and landscaped areas.   
The draft Greening SPD explains the importance of green infrastructure. 
It provides guidance and examples of our SuDS requirements. The SPD 
will form part of the framework against which any future planning 
applications will be determined.  
  
  
  
  
  
  
Support for trees and shrubs is noted. The Greening SPD includes a 
section on trees in chapter 11. Where developments include new streets, 
we expect new street trees to be planted to match the high standards set 
by the Council, in accordance with Policy CR6. The existing Tree SPD will 
be updated and will form part of the framework against which any future 
planning applications will be determined.  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
Support for the basement policy CL7 is noted.  
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neighbouring properties and altering the water table. We have also 
had complaints from our members concerning the acoustic issues 
arising from the amplification of tube noise where basements act as 
sound boards.  
  
We urge RBKC to continue to support the targeted programme of 
SUDS infrastructure with rainwater drainage tanks beneath roads. 
Where these have been implemented in roads such as Chepstow 
Place and Arundel Gardens there has been no subsequent flooding.   

  
  
  
  
  
Policy CE2l. supports 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 have worked with Thames Water to reduce flood risk from the 
Counters Creek project. Further information can be seen here:   
 https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-
policy/flooding/counters-creek-project  

C David   Close roads (see above) and convert to green areas to increase the 
amount of soak away land.   

Comment noted. Our current policy CE2 aims to address flood risk and 
proactively encourages SuDS to reduce one of the key flood risk sources 
in the borough (surface water) and increase natural drainage.  

Clean Air in London (Simon 
Birkett)   

See the Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Plan Policy KBR29: Sustainable 
water. 
https://www.knightsbridgeforum.org/media//documents/knp_made
_version_december_2018_131 218_website.pdf  
Please bear in mind that SUDS is a broad category of measures and 
we need the best not average or poor forms of SUDS or blue-green 
development. See: https://www.imperial.ac.uk/civil- 
engineering/research/research-engagement/featured-research/blue-
green-dream/  
Please expect higher wind speeds also from climate change.   

Comment noted. Our current policy CE2 aims to address flood risk and 
proactively encourages SuDS to reduce one of the key flood risk sources 
in the borough (surface water). We are working with Imperial and other 
stakeholders to ensure the quality of the SuDS required is high and are in 
accordance with current guidance.  

Rosemary Andreae   Don't let so many people build basements   Noted.   
  
Policy CL7 of the adopted Local Plan places restrictions on basement 
development.  

Savills (Matt Lloyd-Ruck)   The existing requirements by the Borough to provide Sustainable 
Drainage Strategies and Flood Risk Assessments are more than 
adequate to mitigate any risk. Therefore, there is no need to 
introduce more methods of measuring the impacts of surface water 
runoff within schemes.   

Support for current Local Plan policies is noted.  
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CHRA (I. Margaronis)   Maximise green infrastructure: RBKC should resist the use of front 
garden paving for cars parking. The loss of garden soft surfaces both 
front and rear is an avoidable factor in flooding and hard surfaces 
decrease biodiversity. The CHRA also oppose the “moving” of street 
trees for development/transport purposes unless essential and 
therefore unavoidable. Trees provide an additional permeability 
factor in the landscape There are too many frivolous applications 
currently where “trees spoil the view” and it is claimed without 
sufficient evidence that garden walls are being undermined. The 
NHG/Holland Park Save our Trees petition in 2019 received over 
11,000 local signatures indicating the depth of concern that many 
residents have for the protection of large and varied street trees for a 
variety of environmental reasons and they remain one of the best 
loved features of our CA.  
  
We support the additional planting of street trees and shrubs 
especially in new developments but there is a real role for the RBKC 
arboriculturists to access proposed soft landscaping applications for 
viability and longevity. We see too many plans adopting a greenwash 
approach with unfeasible trees in pots, which do not survive well 
without rooting in earth as they cannot retain enough water and 
have insufficient root ball size. Even worse is the use of plastic 
shrubbery which adds to the waste mountain. Developers’ 
illustrations are often misleading in showing unviable trees such as 
the large plane tree shown against the Newcombe tower which 
would take over a century to reach the height shown and which 
would never survive in that location, against the tower. Rather than 
being an after though we would like to see tree planting and soft 
landscaping applications required to meet high standards for 
sustainability especially given the continuance of global warming.   
  
As stated in Q1.1 the CHRA fully supports RBKC’s policy on restriction 
of double basements. We are concerned about the environmental 
damage involved especially the measures taken in basement 
construction which redirect ground water levels thereby affecting 
neighbouring properties and altering the water table. We have also 

Suggestions noted.  
  
Information about paving front gardens has been included on our SuDS 
webpage: https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-
control/planning-policy/flooding/sustainable-drainage-systems   
Also, policy CE2i explains that the Council will resist impermeable 
surfaces in gardens and landscaped areas.   
  
The draft Greening SPD explains the importance of green infrastructure. 
It provides guidance and examples of our SuDS requirements. The SPD 
will form part of the framework against which any future planning 
applications will be determined.   
  
Support for trees and shrubs is noted. The Greening SPD includes a 
section on trees in chapter 11. Where developments include new streets, 
we expect new street trees to be planted to match the high standards set 

by the Council, in accordance with Policy CR6. The existing Tree SPD 

will be updated and will form part of the framework against which any 
future planning applications will be determined.  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
Support for the basement policy CL7 is noted.  
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had complaints from our members concerning the acoustic issues 
arising from the amplification of tube noise where basements 
remove several metres of soil between the tube and the new deeper 
structure.  
We urge RBKC to continue to support the targeted programme of 
SUDS infrastructure with rainwater drainage tanks beneath roads. 
Where these have been implemented in roads such as 
Chepstow Place and Arundel Gardens there has been no subsequent 
flooding.   

  
  
  
  
  
Policy CE2l. supports 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 have worked with Thames Water to reduce flood risk from the 
Counters Creek project. Further information can be seen here:   
 https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-
policy/flooding/counters-creek-project  

KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)   

We would like to see restrictions on impermeable paving of back 
gardens as well as front ones.   
  
  
The definition of run-off should include run-off into gutters and 
drains, not just run off into the street or the neighbouring property, 
which is how enforcement officers currently interpret it. There may 
be a case for requiring large developments to have separate systems 
for soil and rainwater, with water retention and reuse.   

Noted. Information about paving front gardens has been included on our 
SuDS webpage: https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-
control/planning-policy/flooding/sustainable-drainage-systems   
Also, policy CE2i explains that the Council will resist impermeable 
surfaces in gardens and landscaped areas.  
Surface water run-off includes onsite and offsite runoff. Normally 
developments have two drainage systems, one for surface water and one 
for foul water which are joined at the point of discharge into the sewer 
system.  
  
Support for SuDS is noted.  

The Philbeach Residents’ 
Association (Froment)   

Drainage and sewerage systems need to be created or enhanced to 
cope with a considerable margin above that expected to ensure 
flooding does not occur.  
  
Maximising consolidated green space on each development for 
SUDS   

Suggestions noted. The drainage systems are designed to follow British 
Standards, DEFRA non-statutory SuDS standards and Thames Water’s 
specification.   
  
Support for SuDS is noted and in line with our policy CE2g.  
  

TfL (Brendan Hodges)   Again, policies relating to flood risk and sustainable drainage are 
contained in the soon-to-be-adopted ItP LP and it should not be 
necessary for the NLPR to repeat such policies.   

The Council notes TfL’s comments.  
  
RBKC’s policies on minimising flooding and flood risk conform with those 
of the emerging New London Plan but go further as we have evidence 
base to back up the need for further restrictions as we need to address 



157 

 

past flooding events. The draft Greening SPD explains the importance of 
green infrastructure, including trees. It provides guidance and examples 
of our SuDS requirements. The SPD will form part of the framework 
against which any future planning applications will be determined.   

 

 

Issue 5: Biodiversity  
Q4.7: Do you have any ideas about how new developments can improve biodiversity in the Borough  
 

Respondent Name  Comments  Response  
The Labour Group - RBKC 
(Sir/ Madam)   

Planting should be carried out with great care to use native plants 
that support native wildlife, and there should be space for 
overgrowth, green walls etc. Even small corners left wild will support 
a huge variety of wildlife.   

Suggestions noted, these will inform policies that encourage and 
support urban greening and biodiversity enhancement will be included 
in the NLPR.  
  
The Council’s Draft Greening SPD sets out guidance on urban 
greening and interventions to deliver a Biodiversity net gain (see section 
11 to 13). This demonstrates our current direction of travel on these 
topics.  

Earl's Court Society 
(Malcolm Spalding)   

Establish a borough zoo. Establish an urban farm on the Earl’s Court 
site.  
Reduce human residential population, by decreasing number of 
housing units, to increase green space for rarer species and for 
targeted replanting of native species  
Supporting Covid-inspired, and post-Covid, migration out of inner 
cities   

Noted. However, many of these suggestions are beyond the remit of the 
current planning regime to control and a decrease in housing units would 
be contrary to our statutory requirement to facilitate sustainable 
development which is stipulated in the NPPF.   

Sandra Yarwood   Encouraging planting and greening and creating maximum green 
space.   

Suggestions noted. Policies that encourage and support urban greening 
and biodiversity enhancement will be included in the NLPR.  
  
The current local plan contains policy which states the Council 
will protect existing green open spaces and require new space to be 
provided (see policy CR5). This is also a policy that will be carried 
forward in the NLPR.  
  

St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson)   

It would help to try to create green links between all green spaces so 
that wildlife is not isolated in pockets.  

Suggestions noted, these will inform policies that encourage and 
support urban greening and biodiversity enhancement will be included 
in the NLPR.  



158 

 

Green verges with wildflowers introduced where paving widths 
allow.   

  
Regarding green corridors and blue-green networks. These are supported 
in the current Local Plan (see policy CE4 for example). This is also a policy 
that will be carried forward in the NLPR.  

Lucia Scalisi   More green spaces - an absolute must & every single new 
development should have a built in green space in their plans.   

Suggestions noted, these will inform policies that encourage and 
support urban greening and biodiversity enhancement will be included 
in the NLPR.  
  
The Council’s Draft Greening SPD sets out guidance on urban greening 
and intervention to deliver a Biodiversity net gain (see section 11 to 13). 
This demonstrates our current direction of travel on these topics.  
  
The current local plan contains policy which states the Council 
will protect existing green open spaces and require new space to be 
provided (see policy CR5). This is also a policy that will be carried 
forward in the NLPR.  

Kerry Davis-Head   more green space. more trees. green walls   Suggestions noted, these will inform policies that encourage and 
support urban greening and biodiversity enhancement will be included 
in the NLPR.  
  
The Council’s Draft Greening SPD sets out guidance on urban greening 
and intervention to deliver a Biodiversity net gain (see section 11 to 13). 
This demonstrates our current direction of travel on these topics.  
  
The current local plan contains policy which states the Council 
will protect existing green open spaces and require new space to be 
provided (see policy CR5). This is also a policy that will be carried 
forward in the NLPR.  
  
Policy CR6 of the current Local Plan states that the Council will protect 
existing trees and seek opportunities for additional trees to be 
planted. This again is a policy that will be carried forward in the 
NLPR. There are currently over 8,000 street trees in the Borough.  

Oonagh Wohanka   Planting new trees and providing green areas should be as important 
as parking for new developments   

Suggestions noted, these will inform policies that encourage and 
support urban greening and biodiversity enhancement will be included 
in the NLPR.  
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Policy CR6 of the current Local Plan states that the Council will protect 
existing trees and seek opportunities for additional trees to be 
planted. This is a policy that will be carried forward in the NLPR. There 
are currently over 8,000 street trees in the Borough.  
  
The current local plan contains policy which states the Council 
will protect existing green open spaces and require new space to be 
provided (see policy CR5). This is also a policy that will be carried 
forward in the NLPR.  

G Thomson   As new proposals for Earls Court are progressed we will be preparing 
a strategy for improving biodiversity on site. We support the 
opportunity for development to adopt innovative approaches to 
securing improvements. Incorporating flexibility within the policy will 
ensure that constrained sites can be optimised in the most suitable 
way for the Borough’s urban context. It is imperative that new 
housing opportunities are not lost on under-used or derelict sites, 
even if, as the NLPR recognises, they may have been “temporarily 
taken over by wildlife”. Again, the NLPR should not repeat policy 
contained in the ItP LP.   

Support noted.   
  
The Council does not wish to hinder good growth and is aware that sites 
are constrained. We have a statutory requirement to determine each and 
every planning application on balance against all relevant policy and 
objectives. We will always look for the most appropriate solution that 
provides as many benefits as possible.   
  
Regarding repeating New London Plan policies. The NLP sets out policy 
that applies to schemes of a scale that is referable to the Mayor of 
London. The Council is not repeating NLP policy in the NLPR, we are 
looking to set requirements and policies for development in the Borough 
that is informed by and conforms with the NLP.  

Grove and Company (Roger 
Grove)   

Green roofs in appropriate locations   Suggestions noted, these will inform policies that encourage and 
support urban greening and biodiversity enhancement will be included 
in the NLPR.  
  
The Council’s Draft Greening SPD sets out guidance on urban greening 
and intervention to deliver a Biodiversity net gain (see section 11 to 13). 
This demonstrates our current direction of travel on these topics.  

Port of London Authority 
(Michael Atkins)   

For riverside developments, consideration should be given to the 
estuary edges guidance, which provided information on ecological 
design for softening the riverside ‘edges’ to encourage wildlife into 
urban estuaries. The guidance was co-ordinated by the Thames 
Estuary Partnership with input from the Environment Agency, Port of 
London Authority, Tideway, Jacobs and the Institute of Fisheries 

The Council notes the PLA’s comments. We will give due consideration 
to the Estuary Edges guidance when formulating relevant policy in the 
NLPR.  
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Management, and a link to the guidance can be found at: 
https://www.estuaryedges.co.uk/   

DP9 (Kate Outterside)   The NPLR should adopt the GLA’s Urban Greening Factor 
methodology for calculating biodiversity increase within a site of 0.3 
for commercial sites and 0.4 for predominately residential sites. It 
would be inappropriate to request sites to go beyond this and as 
such all sites should be treated equally.   

Noted. The Council’s Draft Greening SPD sets out that we will adopt the 
UGF and require a score of 0.4 for residential development and 0.3 for 
commercial.   

Linda Wade   West Brompton Wetlands, a historic legacy of the Kensington Canal 
feeding down to the Thames as a stream, is a unique space which 
could be maintained, upgraded. The area that belongs to National 
Rail alongside the track at the station could be a biodiversity 
“nursery” supporting the green/pollinator corridor: Brompton 
Cemetery and the use of the railway bank along the borough 
boundary as a “wild” area.   

Noted.  

Woodland Trust (Bridget 
Fox)   

Trees outside woods, including urban park, garden and street trees, 
provide valuable micro-habitats and contribute to habitat 
connectivity.   
We recommend setting a borough-wide target for tree canopy cover 
as part of the local plan review. We further recommend adding that a 
specific target for tree canopy cover and other green infrastructure, 
ideally of 30 per cent, should be set for development sites: to be 
pursued through the retention of important trees; the appropriate 
replacement of trees lost through development, ageing or disease; 
and by new planting to support green infrastructure.   
  
Before seeking biodiversity gains, planning policies must ensure that 
any proposed development minimises land take, and avoids damage 
to any existing high-quality habitats, including small areas of ancient 
woodland and veteran trees.   
  
We encourage a presumption in favour of the retention and 
enhancement of existing trees, woodland, and hedgerow cover 
on development sites, and that where there is an unavoidable loss of 
trees on site, that an appropriate number of suitable replacement 
trees will be required to be planted.   
We recommend setting a proposed ratio of tree replacement, which 

Suggestions noted, these will inform policies that encourage and 
support urban greening and biodiversity enhancement will be included 
in the NLPR.  
  
Policy CR6 of the current Local Plan states that the Council will protect 
existing trees and seek opportunities for additional trees to be 
planted. This is a policy that will be carried forward in the NLPR. There 
are currently over 8,000 street trees in the Borough. Policy CR6 also 
stipulates that we will require trees to be replaced if development 
must remove existing trees.  
  
Section 13 of the Council’s Draft Greening SPD demonstrates our 
direction of travel with regard to biodiversity requirements and is in 
accordance with relevant New London Plan policy.   
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reflects the Woodland Trust guidance on Local Authority Tree 
Strategies (July 2016) with a ratio of at least 2:1 for all but the 
smallest trees and ratios of up to 8:1 for the largest trees. We would 
further encourage the specification where possible of UK & Ireland 
sourced and grown tree stock for new planting, to support 
biodiversity and resilience.   
  
We support setting a greater than 10% target for net gain. By setting 
a more ambitious target, the Local Plan increases the chances that 
worthwhile amounts of net gain will be delivered, given the 
possibility that initiatives intended to deliver such gain may fall short 
in practice.   
  
We would also encourage considering development of a local metric 
for more urban/brownfield sites, such as the London Urban Greening 
Factor, because such sites may already have a very low level of 
biodiversity and therefore a percentage increase may not in practice 
deliver significant enhancements.   
  
Where net gain is delivered offsite, we urge that this is part of a 
comprehensive Nature Recovery Network approach that includes 
conservation, enhancement and connection of existing habitats, 
including veteran trees and pockets of ancient woodland. The 
Woodland Trust is happy to contribute towards mapping projects to 
identify the best habitat opportunities for a Natural Capital 
investment approach.   

William Wilson   More planting of trees shrubs etc in all green areas such as 
Gloucester Road where it is needed to absorb polution and noise.   

Suggestions noted, these will inform policies that encourage and 
support urban greening and biodiversity enhancement will be included 
in the NLPR.  
  
Policy CR6 of the current Local Plan states that the Council will protect 
existing trees and seek opportunities for additional trees to be 
planted. This is a policy that will be carried forward in the NLPR. There 
are currently over 8,000 street trees in the Borough.  
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Bikeworks CIC (David 
Dansky)   

All the parks  
Diverse trees on streets and public placers-Good for shade too   

Suggestions noted, these will inform policies that encourage and 
support urban greening and biodiversity enhancement will be included 
in the NLPR.  
  
The current local plan contains policy which states the Council 
will protect existing green open spaces and require new space to be 
provided (see policy CR5). This is also a policy that will be carried 
forward in the NLPR.  
  
Policy CR6 of the current Local Plan states that the Council will protect 
existing trees and seek opportunities for additional trees to be 
planted. This again is a policy that will be carried forward in the 
NLPR. There are currently over 8,000 street trees in the Borough.  

The Hillgate Village 
Residents' Association 
(Sophia Massey-Cook)   

: The HVRA advocates for “meaningful greening” using viable, native 
& drought resistant planting for longevity. Fashionable and 
Instagramable plants such as tree ferns, for example should not be 
planted in developments without consideration as to the suitability 
of position. Unmaintained greened areas which look attractive for a 
short marketing phase which are then subsequently left to die 
represent environmental waste and poor intention cf Frogmore’s 
West Village’s ill-fated green walls. No biodiversity is achieved by 
dead plants.  
  
RBKC should resist development schemes which do not have on 
going plans for maintenance, it should be a condition of consent and 
there should be an agreement that this is passed on to the freehold 
owners or management company of the building. There is a greater 
role generally for RBKC advice and vetting of applications concerning 
landscaping to make the aspiration for future sustainability and 
biodiversity a reality rather than something a developer ticks off a 
check list with no real regard for longevity.  
  
The HVRA encourages a community led gardening approach on 
estates which has many social and health benefits. RBKC should 
support education initiatives in local schools at primary and 
secondary level to build not just biodiversity and environmental 

Suggestions noted, these will inform policies that encourage and 
support urban greening and biodiversity enhancement will be included 
in the NLPR.  
  
Section 11 and 13 of the Council’s Draft Greening SPD demonstrates our 
direction of travel with regard to urban greening biodiversity 
requirements and are in accordance with relevant New London Plan 
policy.   
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awareness but practical gardening skills which empower young 
people to assist with green improvements within their communities. 
Such initiatives, however, require long term support and investment. 
A number of schools and community housing estates have previously 
started such schemes with great energy, but it is now clear that many 
of the raised vegetable beds are abandoned to weeds. Respect for 
the environment requires sustained effort and planting for maximum 
effect.  
In the proposed Growth Areas community gardening and biodiversity 
boosting schemes could be an especially valuable way of building a 
new and integrated community. The PA would also certainly support 
any RBKC initiative to encourage projects likely to engage new 
residents such as the suggested creation of an urban farm on the 
Canalside development.   

Sue Redmond   More green spaces should be mandatorily included in any 
development, roof gardens for residents to grow their own food 
should also be included.   

Suggestions noted, these will inform policies that encourage and 
support urban greening and biodiversity enhancement will be included 
in the NLPR.  
  
Section 11 of the Council’s Draft Greening SPD demonstrates our 
direction of travel with regard to urban greening requirements and is in 
accordance with relevant New London Plan policy.  

Federica Lowndes Marques 
Leitao   

New developments should have a far greater diversity of 
landscaping, beyond common plants to a rich ecosystem of insects, 
birds, trees, plants, wilding of space within the city.   

Suggestions noted, these will inform policies that encourage and 
support urban greening and biodiversity enhancement will be included 
in the NLPR.  
  

Environment Agency (Lisa 
Mills)   

Policy GG2 ‘Making the best use of land’ of the London plan (draft 
2019) states that “protect and enhance London’s open spaces, 
including the Green Belt, Metropolitan Open Land, designated nature 
conservation sites and local spaces, and promote the creation of new 
green infrastructure and urban greening, including aiming to secure 
net biodiversity gains where possible”. Also, the NPPF (paragraph 
170) states that “planning policies and decisions should contribute to 
and enhance the national and local environment by… minimising 
impacts on and provision net gains for  
biodiversity.” Therefore developments should include a requirement 
for proposals to achieve biodiversity net gain where it is feasible and 

Section 13 of the SPD demonstrates our direction of travel on 
biodiversity, outlining the requirement that all development should have 
due regard for the protection and enhancement of biodiversity with the 
additional requirement for a 10% net gain with major development, 
which is in line with the New London Plan.  
  

1. Noted and agreed. The multiple benefits of SuDS 
are also recognised in the Greening SPD (figure 12.2).   

  
The Local Flood Risk Management Strategy will be reviewed shortly 
and will include actions to address surface water flooding, 
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proportionate to do so. Please refer to the guidance from Natural 
England for more detail on applying biodiversity net gain in planning. 
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/58509086742
28224 .  
  
Developments can improve biodiversity of the borough by:  
  
1) Incorporating SuDs (both in new developments and 
retrospectivity). 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.  
2) Enhancing and development ecological networks. The 
enhancement of biodiversity in and around the development should 
be led by a local understanding of ecological networks, and should 
seek to include:  
- Habitat restoration, recreation and expansion.  
- Prioritising native species and invasive species management  
- Improved links between existing sites  
- Buffering of existing important sites  
- New biodiversity features within the development, and  
- Securing management for long term development.  
  
3) Protecting and enhancing intertidal habitat. Any development 
within 16m of the River Thames should seek to protect and enhance 
the valuable intertidal habitat of the River Thames. Please see our 
estuary edges guidance for further information - 
https://www.estuaryedges.co.uk/   

preference of green over grey SuDS and reference to the London 
Sustainable Drainage Action Plan.  

  
2. Section 13 of the SPD also states that the Council 
expects developers to follow the recommendations and 
guidance set out in the British Standards for Biodiversity: 
BS42020, to ensure that best practice can be implemented at 
each stage of the planning process and that developments are 
informed by sufficient and appropriate ecological information.  

  
3. The need for a riverside strategy will be considered as 
part of the NLPR. Strategic priorities for the borough are not 
considered as part of SPDs but as part of the Local Plan process.  

  

The Pembridge Association 
(Fiona Fleming-Brown)   

The PA advocates for “meaningful greening” using viable, native & 
drought resistant planting for longevity. Fashionable and 
Instagramable plants such as tree ferns, for example should not be 
planted in developments without consideration as to the suitability 
of position. Unmaintained greened areas which look attractive for a 
short marketing phase which are then subsequently left to die 
represent environmental waste and poor intention cf Frogmore’s 

Suggestions noted, these will inform policies that encourage and 
support urban greening and biodiversity enhancement will be included 
in the NLPR.  
  
Section 11 and 13 of the Council’s Draft Greening SPD demonstrates our 
direction of travel with regard to urban greening biodiversity 
requirements and are in accordance with relevant New London Plan 
policy.   
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West Village’s ill-fated green walls. No biodiversity is achieved by 
dead plants.  
  
RBKC should resist development schemes which do not have on 
going plans for maintenance, it should be a condition of consent and 
there should be an agreement that this is passed on to the freehold 
owners or management company of the building. There is a greater 
role generally for RBKC advice and vetting of applications concerning 
landscaping to make the aspiration for future sustainability and 
biodiversity a reality rather than something a developer ticks off a 
check list with no real regard for longevity.  
The PA encourages a community led gardening approach on estates 
which has many social and health benefits. RBKC should support 
education initiatives in local schools at primary and secondary level 
to build not just biodiversity and environmental awareness but 
practical gardening skills which empower young people to assist with 
green improvements within their communities. Such initiatives, 
however, require long term support and investment. A number of 
schools and community housing estates have previously started such 
schemes with great energy, but it is now clear that many of the 
raised vegetable beds are abandoned to weeds. Respect for the 
environment requires sustained effort and planting for maximum 
effect.  
In the proposed Growth Areas community gardening and biodiversity 
boosting schemes could be an especially valuable way of building a 
new and integrated community. The PA would also certainly support 
any RBKC initiative to encourage projects likely to engage new 
residents such as the suggested creation of an urban farm on the 
Canalside development.   

  

C David   Close roads and convert to green space.   Noted.   
Clean Air in London (Simon 
Birkett)   

Please see the Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Plan’s policies KBR9: 
Roofscapes, KBR10: Urban greening, KBR12: Metropolitan Open 
Land; KBR37: Natural environment, KBR38: Trees: KBR39: Sustainable 
water; and KBR40 Healthy people. 
https://www.knightsbridgeforum.org/media/documents/knp_made_
version_december_2018_1312 18_website.pdf .  

Noted.  
  
Section 11 and 13 of the Council’s Draft Greening SPD demonstrates our 
direction of travel with regard to urban greening biodiversity 
requirements and are in accordance with relevant New London Plan 
policy.   
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Also the KNF’s Best practice guide on Tree Management Plans 
https://www.knightsbridgeforum.org/best-practice-guidance-tree-
management-plans/  
Please conform fully to the London Environment Strategy 2018 which 
is a statutory document eg re the need to ensure that the urban 
forest is resilient to climate change diseases and pests.   

  

Rosemary Andreae   Roof gardens   Noted. Section 11 of the Council’s Draft Greening SPD demonstrates our 
direction of travel with regard to urban greening requirements and 
includes support for green roofs.  

Savills (Matt Lloyd-Ruck)   Incorporating suitable landscaping methods within development can 
contribute towards higher standards of amenity, alleviating climate 
change and improving air quality. Within a highly constrained 
Borough such as RBKC, there should be an emphasis to deliver a high 
amount of small scale biodiversity improvements within 
development rather than a small amount of large scale biodiversity 
improvements.  
  
There are an increasing amount of modern technologies able to 
increase bio-diversity within the urban realm. For example, the 
introduction of green walls and planting has the potential to increase 
the Urban Greening Factor of any development and should therefore 
be supported. Increasing the Urban Greening of any development 
also brings with it a wellness and tranquillity to this busy central 
London location as well as enhanced visual outlook, appearance and 
improved air quality, leading to more pleasant spaces and thus and 
increased footfall of town centres.  
  
More creative methods can be put in place within schemes to 
increase biodiversity within the Borough. For example, alterations to 
the public realm to create shared spaces that prioritise the needs of 
pedestrians, rather than roads. This invites people to use public 
space, creating more vibrant areas within RBKC and should be 
supported.   

Noted.   
  
The Council does not wish to hinder good growth and is aware that sites 
are constrained. We have a statutory requirement to determine each and 
every planning application on balance against all relevant policy 
and objectives. We will always look for the most appropriate solution 
that provides as many benefits as possible.   
  

CHRA (I. Margaronis)   The CHRA advocates for “meaningful greening” using viable, native & 
drought resistant planting for longevity. Fashionable and 
Instagramable plants such as tree ferns, for example should not be 

Suggestions noted, these will inform policies that encourage and 
support urban greening and biodiversity enhancement will be included 
in the NLPR.  
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planted in developments without consideration as to the suitability 
of position. Unmaintained greened areas which look attractive for a 
short marketing phase which are then subsequently left to die 
represent environmental waste and poor intention cf Frogmore’s 
West Village’s ill-fated green walls. No biodiversity is achieved by 
dead plants.  
  
RBKC should resist development schemes which do not have on 
going plans for maintenance, it should be a condition of consent and 
there should be an agreement that this is passed on to the freehold 
owners or management company of the building. There is a greater 
role generally for RBKC advice and vetting of applications concerning 
landscaping to make the aspiration for future sustainability and 
biodiversity a reality rather than something a developer ticks off a 
check list with no real regard for longevity.  
  
The CHRA encourages a community led gardening approach on 
estates which has many social and health benefits. RBKC should 
support education initiatives in local schools at primary and 
secondary level to build not just biodiversity and environmental 
awareness but practical gardening skills which empower young 
people to assist with green improvements within their communities. 
Such initiatives, however, require long term support and investment. 
A number of schools and community housing estates have previously 
started such schemes with great energy, but it is now clear that many 
of the raised vegetable beds are abandoned to weeds. Respect for 
the environment requires sustained effort and planting for maximum 
effect.  
  
In the proposed Growth Areas community gardening and biodiversity 
boosting schemes could be an especially valuable way of building a 
new and integrated community. The CHRA would also certainly 
support any RBKC initiative to encourage projects likely to engage 
new residents such as the suggested creation of an urban farm on 
the Canalside development.   

  
Section 11 and 13 of the Council’s Draft Greening SPD demonstrates our 
direction of travel with regard to urban greening biodiversity 
requirements and are in accordance with relevant New London Plan 
policy.   
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Deloitte for Natural History 
Musuem (Adam Donovan)   

The NHM recognises the importance that biodiversity and green 
infrastructure plays in urban areas. The UNP in the Grounds of the 
NHM will play a vital base for understanding this in more detail. The 
NHM encourages that the Council seeks that green infrastructure is 
incorporated into developments across the Borough, although it 
encourages that the Council should take a pragmatic view and only 
encourage it where it is feasible. Not all development will be suitable 
for green infrastructure for example. When considering biodiversity 
and green infrastructure, the Council should consider the overall 
benefits of a proposal rather than the immediate potential impact on 
existing biodiversity.   

Comments noted.   
  
The Council does not wish to hinder good growth and is aware that sites 
are constrained. We have a statutory requirement to determine each and 
every planning application on balance against all relevant policy and 
objectives. We will always look for the most appropriate solution that 
provides as many benefits as possible.   
  
The Council’s Draft Greening SPD sets out guidance on urban greening 
and interventions to deliver a Biodiversity net gain (see section 11 to 13). 
This demonstrates our current direction of travel on these topics.  

The Philbeach Residents’ 
Association (Froment)   

Ensure they provide plenty of space for a wide variety of plants. 
Animals will follow if plants can thrive.  
  
Establish a borough zoo. Establish an urban farm on the Earl’s Court 
site.  
Reduce human residential population, by decreasing number of 
housing units, to increase green space for rarer species and for 
targeted replanting of native species  
  
Supporting Covid-inspired, and post-Covid, migration out of inner 
cities   

Noted. However, many of these suggestions are beyond the remit of the 
current planning regime to control and a decrease in housing units would 
be contrary to our statutory requirement to facilitate sustainable 
development which is stipulated in the NPPF.  

TfL (Brendan Hodges)   Again, the ItP LP contains policies relating to biodiversity and the 
Urban Greening Factor and it should not be necessary for the NLPR 
to repeat such policies.  
  
RBKC has extensive conservation area coverage which may influence 
the scale of development opportunities. Therefore it is imperative 
that new housing opportunities are not lost on under-used or derelict 
sites, even if, as the NLPR recognises, they may have been 
“temporarily taken over by wildlife”. On such sites it will be usually 
be possible to provide features such as green and brown roofs, green 
landscaping and public realm, bird and bat boxes etc that will 
accommodate wildlife in a manner that is appropriate to the 
borough’s urban context.   

Noted.  
  
Regarding repeating New London Plan policies. The NLP sets out policy 
that applies to schemes of a scale that is referable to the Mayor of 
London. The Council is not repeating NLP policy in the NLPR, we are 
looking to set requirements and policies for development in the Borough 
that is informed by and conforms with the NLP.  
  
The Council does not wish to hinder good growth and is aware that sites 
are constrained. We have a statutory requirement to determine each and 
every planning application on balance against all relevant policy and 
objectives. We will always look for the most appropriate solution that 
provides as many benefits as possible.   
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Issue 5: Biodiversity…  
Q4.8: Are there any areas which you think should be recognised for their importance to biodiversity?  
 

Respondent Name  Comments  Response  
The Labour Group - RBKC (Sir/ 
Madam)   

Grand Union Canal, cemeteries, Little Wormwood Scrubs. 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.   

Suggestions noted. These will be considered in the NLPR.  
  
Paragraph 2.2.41 of the adopted Local Plan identifies the many 
parks and green spaces in the borough as key sites of 
biodiversity, such as Holland Park, Kensington Gardens, Little 
Wormwood Scrubs, etc.   
  
Regarding roof gardens, there is a concern among residents 
that roof gardens lead to overlooking and a loss of privacy.  

Earl's Court Society (Malcolm 
Spalding)   

Holland Park, River Thames, NHM, Trees, Garden Squares, 
Private Gardens, Churches and Cemeteries, Parks and Parklets, 
public planting sites, community gardens, schools, roof gardens, 
paved areas, underground tube lines, alongside railway lines, car 
parks, underneath the Westway and other bridges etc.   

Suggestions noted. These will be considered in the NLPR.  
  
Paragraph 2.2.41 of the adopted Local Plan identifies the many 
parks and green spaces in the borough as key sites of 
biodiversity, such as Holland Park, Kensington Gardens, Little 
Wormwood Scrubs, etc.   

Sandra Yarwood   Under railway bridges.   Suggestion noted. This will be considered in the NLPR.  
St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum (Henry 
Peterson)   

All existing open spaces. A new Local Plan should make clear a 
high level of protection to Local Green Spaces designated via a 
neighbourhood plan, along with open spaces that have emerged 
in the Borough through local community efforts, such as 
Meanwhile Gardens.   

Suggestions noted. These will be considered in the NLPR.  
  
Paragraph 2.2.41 of the adopted Local Plan identifies the many 
parks and green spaces in the borough as key sites of 
biodiversity, such as Holland Park, Kensington Gardens, Little 
Wormwood Scrubs, etc.   

Lucia Scalisi   The river.   
RBKC has been astonishing in not allowing high rise 
developments along their tract of the riverside.   
It looks, smells & feels great to be along the river, we need more 
walking & more trees to build on that investment.   
Not cyclists though.   

Suggestion noted. This will be considered in the NLPR.  

Kerry Davis-Head   parks and gardens IF they are properly maintained. The scorched 
earth policy does nothing for diversity.   

Suggestions noted. These will be considered in the NLPR.  
  
Paragraph 2.2.41 of the adopted Local Plan identifies the many 
parks and green spaces in the borough as key sites of 
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biodiversity, such as Holland Park, Kensington Gardens, Little 
Wormwood Scrubs, etc.  

Grove and Company (Roger 
Grove)   

Kensington Gardens   Suggestion noted. This will be considered in the NLPR.  
  
Paragraph 2.2.41 of the adopted Local Plan identifies the many 
parks and green spaces in the borough as key sites of 
biodiversity, such as Holland Park, Kensington Gardens, Little 
Wormwood Scrubs, etc.  

Linda Wade   This area is already recognised but requires maintenance, but 
the different “corridors” provide for diversity in habitat, with the 
garden squares, our parks, private gardens, allotments, and the 
railway bank.   

Noted.  

Woodland Trust (Bridget Fox)   The Woodland Trust hosts the Ancient Tree Inventory. In 
addition to the borough’s major parks and cemeteries, there are 
important veteran trees at locations across the borough 
including Royal Crescent in Holland Park; Arundel Gardens and 
Stanley Crescent in Ladbroke Grove; Ladbroke Square Gardens; 
Old Church Street, Paultons Square in Chelsea; and the Chelsea 
Physick Garden.   
  
The Trust will be happy to contribute to evidence on SINC areas 
in due course. We also recommend working with Greenspace 
Information for Greater London CIC (GiGL) to identify 
environmentally-important areas.   

Comments noted.   
  
Policy CR6 of the current Local Plan states that the Council will 
protect existing trees and seek opportunities for additional trees 
to be planted. This again is a policy that will be carried forward 
in the NLPR.   

William Wilson   All the Boroughs Parks, would like to see more wild areas within 
the parks with no access to public   

Suggestions noted. These will be considered in the NLPR.  
  
Paragraph 2.2.41 of the adopted Local Plan identifies the many 
parks and green spaces in the borough as key sites 
of biodiversity, such as Holland Park, Kensington Gardens, Little 
Wormwood Scrubs, etc.  

Boka Hotel (Spencer Parsons)   West Brompton cemetery   Suggestion noted. This will be considered in the NLPR.  
  
Paragraph 2.2.41 of the adopted Local Plan identifies the many 
parks and green spaces in the borough as key sites of 
biodiversity, such as Holland Park, Kensington Gardens, Little 
Wormwood Scrubs, etc.  
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The Hillgate Village Residents' 
Association (Sophia Massey-
Cook)   

Communal gardens throughout RBKC, Parks especially Holland 
Park and its wonderful ecology area, the Royal Parks, the Natural 
History Museum climate gardens, Meanwhile Gardens, 
Westbourne Grove Turquoise Island and the varied tree scape 
and street trees through Westbourne Grove some of which 
include mini planted areas at their base. It is noticeable that in 
the latter area the original 1980’s PA scheme in partnership with 
RBKC has encouraged many of the retailers to add 
supplementary planting outside their shops and many of the 
terraces above these shops and the roof terraces above these 
are also full of plants. Good practice engenders good practice.   

Suggestions noted. These will be considered in the NLPR.  
  
Paragraph 2.2.41 of the adopted Local Plan identifies the many 
parks and green spaces in the borough as key sites of 
biodiversity, such as Holland Park, Kensington Gardens, Little 
Wormwood Scrubs, etc.  
  
The Council welcomes support of for encouraging retailers to 
add supplementary planting outside their shops.  

Sue Redmond   Bees. www.naturalbeekeepingtrust.org .   Noted.  
Federica Lowndes Marques 
Leitao   

Earls Courts redevelopment and surround spaces.   Suggestion noted. This will be considered in the NLPR.  

Environment Agency (Lisa 
Mills)   

Our remit to comment on biodiversity is within 8m of a main 
river, or 16m of a tidal main river, as identified by the 
Environment Agency. We note that your borough does not have 
any main rivers, other than the River Thames. In line with the 
estuary edges guidance (please see here - 
https://www.estuaryedges.co.uk/) we would encourage any 
development or works within close proximity of the River 
Thames to ensure biodiversity is protected and where possible, 
enhanced.   

Suggestions noted. These will be considered in the NLPR.  
  
We will give due consideration to the Estuary Edges guidance 
when formulating relevant policy in the NLPR.  

The Pembridge Association 
(Fiona Fleming-Brown)   

Communal gardens throughout RBKC, Parks especially Holland 
Park and its wonderful ecology area, the Royal Parks, the Natural 
History Museum climate gardens, Meanwhile Gardens, 
Westbourne Grove Turquoise Island and the varied tree scape 
and street trees through Westbourne Grove some of which 
include mini planted areas at their base. It is noticeable that in 
the latter area the original 1980’s PA scheme in partnership with 
RBKC has encouraged many of the retailers to add 
supplementary planting outside their shops and many of the 
terraces above these shops and the roof terraces above these 
are also full of plants. Good practice engenders good practice.   

Suggestions noted. These will be considered in the NLPR.  
  
Paragraph 2.2.41 of the adopted Local Plan identifies the many 
parks and green spaces in the borough as key sites of 
biodiversity, such as Holland Park, Kensington Gardens, Little 
Wormwood Scrubs, etc.  
  
The Council welcomes support of for encouraging retailers to 
add supplementary planting outside their shops.  

C David   Not sure that we have a remarkable rich mix of plants and 
animals   

Noted.  
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Clean Air in London (Simon 
Birkett)   

Local Green Spaces and Royal Parks.   Suggestions noted. These will be considered in the NLPR.  
  
Paragraph 2.2.41 of the adopted Local Plan identifies the many 
parks and green spaces in the borough as key sites of 
biodiversity, such as Holland Park, Kensington Gardens, Little 
Wormwood Scrubs, etc.  

Rosemary Andreae   Garden squares   Suggestion noted. This will be considered in the NLPR.  
  
Paragraph 2.2.41 of the adopted Local Plan identifies the many 
parks and green spaces in the borough as key sites of 
biodiversity, such as Holland Park, Kensington Gardens, Little 
Wormwood Scrubs, etc.  

CHRA (I. Margaronis)   Communal gardens throughout RBKC, Parks especially Holland 
Park and its wonderful ecology area, the Royal Parks, the Natural 
History Museum climate gardens, Meanwhile Gardens, 
Westbourne Grove Turquoise Island and the varied tree scape 
and street trees through Westbourne Grove some of which 
include mini planted areas at their base. It is noticeable that in 
the latter area the original 1980’s PA scheme in partnership with 
RBKC has encouraged many of the retailers to add 
supplementary planting outside their shops and many of the 
terraces above these shops and the roof terraces above these 
are also full of plants. Good practice engenders good practice.   

Suggestions noted. These will be considered in the NLPR.  
  
Paragraph 2.2.41 of the adopted Local Plan identifies the many 
parks and green spaces in the borough as key sites of 
biodiversity, such as Holland Park, Kensington Gardens, Little 
Wormwood Scrubs, etc.  
  
The Council welcomes support of for encouraging retailers to 
add supplementary planting outside their shops.  

KENSINGTON SOCIETY (Amanda 
Frame)   

Squares and communal gardens, and areas where a number of 
back gardens meet, creating a large green space.   

Suggestions noted. These will be considered in the NLPR.  
  
Paragraph 2.2.41 of the adopted Local Plan identifies the many 
parks and green spaces in the borough as key sites of 
biodiversity, such as Holland Park, Kensington Gardens, Little 
Wormwood Scrubs, etc.  

The Philbeach Residents’ 
Association (Froment)   

Holland Park, River Thames, NHM, Trees, Garden Squares, 
Private Gardens, Churches and Cemeteries, Parks and Parklets, 
public planting sites, community gardens, schools, roof gardens, 
paved areas, underground tube lines, alongside railway lines, car 
parks, underneath the Westway and other bridges etc.   

Suggestions noted. These will be considered in the NLPR.  
  
Paragraph 2.2.41 of the adopted Local Plan identifies the many 
parks and green spaces in the borough as key sites of 
biodiversity, such as Holland Park, Kensington Gardens, Little 
Wormwood Scrubs, etc.  
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Issue 6: Green Infrastructure  
 

Q4.9: Should the new Local Plan take a more holistic approach to ensure green infrastructure and its benefits are maximised in new development?  
 

Respondent Name  Response  Comments  
The Labour Group - RBKC (Sir/ 
Madam)   

We need to introduce new planning policies in major 
developments:  
  
1. To install industrial air purifying systems in the new 
developments in major city centres especially central London.  
2. To pay the cost of installing an electrical charging point for 
every housing unit they build.  
3. To pay for air purifying systems to be installed in the most 
polluted areas in the borough within no more than a mile from 
the development.   

Suggestions noted.  
  
We will take the recommendation for adding requirements for 
major development to install industrial air purifying systems, to 
cover the cost of installing EV charging points and to pay for 
installing air purifying systems forward.  
  
  
Section 10 of the Council’s Draft Greening SPD 
includes provisions and requirements for major development to 
support EV charging infrastructure. This should demonstrate our 
direction of travel.  

Earl's Court Society (Malcolm 
Spalding)   

Reducing the area of built-up developed land in the borough, by 
demolition of high-rise tower blocks.  
Green roofs and roof terraces mandatory on all new 
development, to replace area of footprint exactly, but at a higher 
level.   

Suggestions noted. However, demolition of high-rise tower 
blocks would be contrary to the Council’s statutory duty to 
deliver homes according to the housing target set out the Mayor 
in the NLP. It would also be contrary to concepts like the circular 
economy, whole life cycle carbon approach and energy 
hierarchy, which we conform with in line with the NLP.  
  
We support green roofs as set out in section 11 of the Draft 
Greening SPD. However, we are there is concern among 
residents about the roof terraces due to the potential for 
overlooking and a loss of privacy.  

St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum (Henry 
Peterson)   

All flat roofs should be either green or solar panelled.   Suggestions noted.  
  
The Council’s Draft Greening SPD outlines our support for solar 
energy (see section 7 and 9) and green roofs (see section 11) 
where appropriate. However, due to the highly constrained 
nature of the Borough and the large number of 
conservation areas and listed buildings it would not be 
appropriate to introduce an edict that all flat roofs should have 
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green roofs or solar panels. We need to consider each property 
on an individual basis.  

Lucia Scalisi   Absolutely.   
Instead of land bankers putting up the first thing that comes into 
their ads to fill a space maybe introduce a moratorium on 
buildings & have 5-10 year park plans?  
Even mini parks along high streets would enable rest & 
forethought. Im thinking of the Kings Walk ‘shopping mall’ as an 
example. Why build something straight away? especially as times 
are changing so rapidly now.   
Give us a break, bring in the green land bankers.   

Support noted.  
  
A key principle that we are taking forward in the NLPR is the 
idea of introducing small green spaces such as pocket parks 
where possible.  

Greg Hammond   We should explore the potential for green roofs and greenery on 
walls in new buildings. We should ensure that the design 
codes/pattern books for the growth areas contain a requirement 
for communal green spaces. Any new roads should have street 
trees as a matter of course.   

Suggestions noted. Section 11 of the Council’s Greening SPD 
outlines our support for green roofs, green walls and greens 
spaces etc. In addition, our Arboriculturally Team are always on 
the look out for opportunities to plant additional trees around 
the Borough and we already have over 8,000 street trees. These 
are policy which will continue in the NLPR.  

Nigel Crump   The planning department still have an outdated policy objecting 
to roof terraces when the rest of the world knows that the more 
plants that can be squeezed in to urban locations the better.   

Comment noted. We support green roofs as set out in section 11 
of the Draft Greening SPD. However, we are there is concern 
among residents about the roof terraces due to the potential for 
overlooking and a loss of privacy.  

G Thomson   As an area of change and an opportunity area, the Earls Court 
Site is expected to deliver a significant quantum of development 
to help the Council to meet its housing and growth targets. Given 
the constrained nature of the site, proposals for Green 
infrastructure will need to utilise a variety of different forms. On 
this basis we strongly support the Council adopting a flexible 
approach to how Green Infrastructure can be accommodated.   

Noted.  
  
The Council does not wish to hinder good growth and we will 
always look to find the most appropriate and beneficial 
solution that meets the requirements of all relevant Local 
Development Plan policy as far as possible. Green infrastructure 
considerations will not take precedence over planning objectives 
such as affordable housing.  

Grove and Company (Roger 
Grove)   

They shouldn't require to be spelled out in the local plan if 
people and companies want these things they will happen you 
should have more confidence in the people and companies in the 
borough   

Noted.  

Gerald Eve (Peter Edgar)   Historically there has been a resistance to green walls within the 
Royal Borough. Technology and design of these elements has 
evolved significantly in recent years enabling these to be 

Suggestion noted. The Council encourages all development to 
consider opportunities to incorporate urban greening including 
support for green walls and green roofs. Our direction of travel 
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successful features within new developments. The benefits of 
green walls should be recognised and promoted, alongside the 
benefits of green roofs and other urban greening initiatives.   

on this topic can be seen in section 11 of our Draft Greening SPD 
published in January 2021.  

Sport England (Mark Furnish)   • Q 4.9 - Playing fields/pitches are likely to fall within green 
infrastructure and should be protected to align with National 
Planning Policy. The New Local Plan Review (NLPR) should ensure 
that the function of playing fields are protected and are not 
eroded by schemes, including those that may involve planting. 
Sport England welcomes the multi-use of parks and open spaces 
for physical actively but any works should not be to the 
detriment of any playing field use as this would be contrary to 
Sport England and National Planning Policy.  
  
Sport England also recommend considering elements of Active 
Design guidance when seeking to maximise green infrastructure. 
Active Design is a guide to planning new developments that 
create the right environment to help people get more active, 
more often in the interests of health and wellbeing. The 
guidance sets out ten key principles for ensuring new 
developments incorporate opportunities for people to take part 
in sport and physical activity, including examples of how space 
can be enhanced to be multi-functional. The Active Design 
principles are aimed at contributing towards the Government’s 
desire for the planning system to promote healthy communities 
through good urban design. Sport England would commend the 
use of the guidance in the master planning process for new 
residential developments. The document can be downloaded via 
the following link:   
  
https://www.sportengland.org/how-we-can-help/facilities-and-
planning/design-and-cost-guidance/active-design   

Suggestions noted.  
  
The NLPR will be in accordance with the NPPF and will ensure 
due consideration is given to the needs of playing/sports fields 
and pitches within our green infrastructure policies.  
  
Thank you for the suggestion for using Active Design Guidance, 
the Council will use this to inform relevant policy in the NLPR.  
  
  

DP9 (Kate Outterside)   The use of the GLA’s Urban Greening Factor should be used here 
as a tool to assess the green infrastructure proposed   

Comments noted.  
  
The Council has introduced the Urban Greening Factor 
(UGF) approach in section 11 of our Draft Greening SPD in 
accordance with the New London Plan  
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Iceni Projects (Charlotte 
Orrell)   

Imperial seeks   
- a Plan which rises to the challenge of climate change by being 
bold and ambitious in sustainability requirements and tackling 
the Climate Change Emergency.  
  
- a Plan which acknowledges that technology is evolving and that 
planning policy should support and encourage the utilisation of 
these new technologies to harness the potential of these 
changes.   

Suggestions noted.  
  
Our Draft Greening SPD, published in January 2021 demonstrates 
our direction of travel on tackling the Climate Change 
Emergency through the planning system. We include support for, 
and guidance on a range of established and emerging 
technologies. We are aware that technology is evolving all the 
time and aim to ensure we support the best and most 
appropriate technologies.  

Historic England (Katie 
Parsons)   

Yes. Landscape parks and open space often have heritage 
interest, and it would be helpful to highlight this. It is important 
not to consider ‘multi-functional’ spaces only in terms of the 
natural environment, health and recreation. It may be helpful to 
make reference in the plan policies to the role GI can have to 
play in enhancing and conserving the historic environment. It can 
be used to improve the setting of heritage assets and to improve 
access to it, likewise heritage assets can help contribute to the 
quality of green spaces by helping to create a sense of place and 
a tangible link with local history. Opportunities can be taken to 
link GI networks into already existing green spaces in town or 
existing historic spaces such as church yards to improve the 
setting of historic buildings or historic townscape. Maintenance 
of GI networks and spaces should also be considered so that they 
continue to serve as high quality places which remain beneficial 
in the long term.   

Suggestions noted. The Council will give due consideration to 
the heritage aspect of green infrastructure in relevant NLPR 
policy.  

Linda Wade   Each development will have to comply with the Mayor’s Urban 
Greening Strategy and incorporate different elements according 
to the layout and design of the plan, but it is essential that the 
plans have ensured that there are the correct conditions to allow 
for sustainability and not for just for window dressing.   

Comment noted. The Council’s Draft Greening SPD demonstrates 
our direction on green infrastructure and has been produced in 
conformance will all relevant New London Plan policy.  

Woodland Trust (Bridget Fox)   The benefits of green infrastructure can be maximised by linking 
to other policy priorities, such as mitigating CO2 emissions, 
contributing to biodiversity net gain, and improving 
environmental quality, for example by screening from pollution 
as well as enhancing mental well-being.   

Comments noted.  
  
The Council recently published a Draft Greening SPD in January 
2021. This sets out our approach to a range of greening and 
sustainability issues and demonstrates our direction on these 
topics. The SPD includes support for a range of green 
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Design guidance should incorporate the protection and 
extension of green infrastructure including support for SUDS in 
all new developments, and encouragement of green links, such 
as tree lines and urban hedgerows, to frame residential areas 
and connect existing habitats.  
  
Green infrastructure should be protected, enhanced and 
integrated into development plans, including through local tree 
strategies, landscape management plans or urban development 
briefs.  
  
Natural green infrastructure is cost-effective: for example, trees 
cost less to maintain than regularly-mown turf and have wider 
biodiversity benefits. To achieve ongoing benefits, green 
infrastructure needs to be protected and maintained. CIL 
allocations should include green infrastructure, including 
management plans and funding for maintenance.   

infrastructure, trees, SuDs etc, as well as guidance explaining the 
importance of proper maintenance (see section 11-13).   
  
The Council will explore whether how CIL allocations can 
include green infrastructure and provision and maintenance.  
  
  

William Wilson   Any new developments should have green areas, squares or 
garden roof tops   

Suggestions noted. The Council’s Draft Greening SPD outlines our 
support for green infrastructure includes green roofs, 
walls, spaces etc. This demonstrates our direction of travel and 
we will pick these interventions up in the NLPR.  

Boka Hotel (Spencer Parsons)   Also developers must be made to follow through with promises, 
all too often park and greenwalks are no more than a few trees 
and a pavement area and have been previously welcomed by 
councils and former planning offciers   

Noted. Applicants are required to deliver development proposals 
to the exact specifications agreed to by the Council. We are able 
to enforce otherwise.  

Bruno de Florence   Ecosystems and their services are maintained and enhanced by 
establishing green infrastructure and restoring at least 15 % of 
degraded ecosystems.   

Noted.  

Bikeworks CIC (David Dansky)   Encouraging local small plot shared gardens and local allotments  
(The're is a lovely growing space on Exmore St/St Charles Sq)  
Seed bank for residents to use in their gardens  
Gardening education  
Continuation of the leaving fallow of areas in parks for wild 
flowers. Should happen in all Parks.  
  

Suggestions noted, these will be used to inform relevant green 
infrastructure policy in the NLPR.  



178 

 

Also joint Borough work on this issue as wildlife doesn't 
recognise Borough Borders   

The Hillgate Village Residents' 
Association (Sophia Massey-
Cook)   

RBKC’s new Local Plan should set ambitious targets for up to 50% 
of a developed area to be garden based. There are very 
important health, commercial and social benefits which result 
from prioritising garden space: When half of the land is devoted 
to garden whether private, mixed or communal, there is an 
marked increase in occupation during the week and more 
importantly at the weekend. This is crucial for the survival of 
local livelihoods in places such as the HVRA CA which suffer from 
absenteeism in parts. It also leads to a vibrant social life and 
better use of local markets and shops which really meet local 
requirements. This would move the borough closer to the urban 
ideal of the 5-15 minute local walk to shop or leisure activities 
rather than the environmental damaging alternative of a car 
journey or multiple deliveries.  
  
Given the objective of greater volumes of Affordable Housing 
envisaged by the PWP in RBKC which is one of the most 
expensive places in Europe to build, it is worth looking at 
successful local examples which balance high residential density 
with shared green spaces. E.g. Elgin Crescent where communal 
gardens are a significant size, is capable of supporting a mixed 
but integrated community of residents (including those resident 
in properties owned by Housing Associations, private landlords 
and assured tenancy and private owner residents). Garden 
maintenance costs are proportionate to income and size of 
dwelling, but everyone enjoys an enhanced environment. The 
density of habitation around Arundel and Elgin Gardens is equal 
to that achieved in many local authority social housing estates. 
This is not an isolated example, Create Streets cites many other 
similar instances of high densities within Victorian buildings in 
London www.createstreets.com   
  
Developments should be prevented from using plastic foliage, 
plants and trees in their marketing and subsequent occupancy. 

Suggestions noted, these will be used to inform relevant green 
infrastructure policy in the NLPR.  
  
The Council’s Draft Greening SPD sets the requirement for major 
development to be deliver with a UGF score of 0.4 (if residential 
and 0.3 (if commercial). This requirement is in line with the New 
London Plan and is expected to deliver high quality green 
infrastructure with new development.   
  
It should be noted here that RBKC is a highly constrained 
borough and this controls what green infrastructure can be 
delivered. The Council encourages all development to give due 
consideration to urban greening and has provided guidance on 
a range of possible inventions in section 11 of the Greening 
SPD. We aim to be flexible and seek the best, most appropriate 
solution to urban greening and green infrastructure specific to 
each development proposal.   
  
It is not usually in the remit of planning to set requirements on 
what type of plants can be used. That said, we will explore 
what is possible in the NLPR.  
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RBKC should resist unviable “winter gardens” or mature trees in 
pots (cf Brockton Capital’s Newcombe House application where a 
mature street tree incorporating a street seat on NHG will be lost 
and the proposed greening consists of small trees in planters 
which are unlikely to survive beneath the canopies).   

Federica Lowndes Marques 
Leitao   

Capture the moment and review the Earls Court development 
plan to include much more green spaces, both private and 
public. Tree planting throughout the RBKC should be 
reenforced.   

Suggestion noted.  
  
The Council will seek higher standards from sites such as Earl’s 
Court. Given their strategic and long-term nature there is a need 
for development to be future proof. Schemes of the scale such as 
Earl’s Court will need to consider a wide range of policies and 
possibly have exemplary standards.   
  
Regarding trees, the Council’s Arboriculture Team is always 
looking for opportunities to plant more trees across the Borough 
and we currently have over 8,000 street trees. Policy CR6 of the 
current Local Plan states that the Council will protect existing 
trees and seek opportunities for additional trees to be 
planted. These will continue with the NLPR.  

Environment Agency (Lisa 
Mills)   

We support the holistic approach for incorporating SuDs, both in 
new developments and retrospectivity. 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.  
We would also encourage that you prioritise the riverside 
strategies plan as a holistic approach to promote green 
infrastructure and networks along the River Thames riverside 
frontage. 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 should be to ensure access to the 

The Environment Agency’s support for a more holistic 
approach and incorporating SuDs is noted.  
  
We have set out detailed guidance on SuDs in section 12 of our 
Draft Greening SPD which demonstrates our direction in terms of 
requirements for new development.   
  
The need for a riverside strategy will be considered as part of 
the NLPR.  



180 

 

riverside is protected, enhanced and adapts to the challenges of 
climate change and population growth.   

The Pembridge Association 
(Fiona Fleming-Brown)   

RBKC’s new Local Plan should set ambitious targets for up to 50% 
of a developed area to be garden based. There are very 
important health, commercial and social benefits which result 
from prioritising garden space: When half of the land is devoted 
to garden whether private, mixed or communal, there is an 
marked increase in occupation during the week and 
more importantly at the weekend. This is crucial for the survival 
of local livelihoods in places such as the PA CA which suffer from 
absenteeism in parts. It also leads to a vibrant social life and 
better use of local markets and shops which really meet local 
requirements. This would move the borough closer to the urban 
ideal of the 5-15 minute local walk to shop or leisure activities 
rather than the environmental damaging alternative of a car 
journey or multiple deliveries.  
  
Given the objective of greater volumes of Affordable Housing 
envisaged by the PWP in RBKC which is one of the most 
expensive places in Europe to build, it is worth looking at 
successful local examples which balance high residential density 
with shared green spaces. E.g. Elgin Crescent where communal 
gardens are a significant size, is capable of supporting a mixed 
but integrated community of residents (including those resident 
in properties owned by Housing Associations, private landlords 
and assured tenancy and private owner residents). Garden 
maintenance costs are proportionate to income and size of 
dwelling, but everyone enjoys an enhanced environment. The 
density of habitation around Arundel and Elgin Gardens is equal 
to that achieved in many local authority social housing estates. 
This is not an isolated example, Create Streets cites many other 
similar instances of high densities within Victorian buildings in 
London www.createstreets.com   
  
Developments should be prevented from using plastic foliage, 
plants and trees in their marketing and subsequent occupancy. 

Suggestions noted, these will be used to inform relevant green 
infrastructure policy in the NLPR.  
  
The Council’s Draft Greening SPD sets the requirement for major 
development to be deliver with a UGF score of 0.4 (if residential 
and 0.3 (if commercial). This requirement is in line with the 
New London Plan and is expected to deliver high quality green 
infrastructure with new development.   
  
It should be noted here that RBKC is a highly constrained 
borough and this controls what green infrastructure can be 
delivered. The Council encourages all development to give due 
consideration to urban greening and has provided guidance on a 
range of possible inventions in section 11 of the Greening SPD. 
We aim to be flexible and seek the best, most appropriate 
solution to urban greening and green infrastructure specific to 
each development proposal.   
  
It is not usually in the remit of planning to set requirements on 
what type of plants can be used. That said, we will explore 
what is possible in the NLPR.  
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RBKC should resist unviable “winter gardens” or mature trees in 
pots (cf Brockton Capital’s Newcombe House application where a 
mature street tree incorporating a street seat on NHG will be lost 
and the proposed greening consists of small trees in planters 
which are unlikely to survive beneath the canopies).   

Savills (Matt Lloyd-Ruck)   Green Infrastructure increases the vitality and vibrancy of 
spaces, and thus footfall, and should be supported in policy 
terms.  
  
A more holistic approach to green infrastructure is supported by 
the CEG and Savills. There is also opportunity to increase green 
infrastructure within the public realm. The NLP should build 
upon RBKC’s efforts to shift towards more sustainable 
transportation systems by reducing the reliance on private cars 
and increasing more environmentally friendly methods of 
transportation such as walking and cycling, especially around 
Transport Hubs such as Sloane Square Station. This can be done 
by creating a more attractive environment for these sustainable 
methods, such as shared spaces and larger public highways.  
Developers should take the opportunity to implement green 
infrastructure as part of their development should they wish to 
do so, but not be forced to do this in policy terms so any 
scheme’s viability or deliverability is detrimentally impacted.   

Support for a more holistic approach and green infrastructure 
noted.  
  
Objective CO3 of the current Local Plan – encouraging the use of 
active and sustainable modes of transportation over the private 
car is an objective that will be continued in the NLPR. Section 10 
of the Council’s Draft Greening SPD includes provisions for how 
development to support this and enhance walking and cycling 
routes across the Borough so that they are inclusive and 
attractive to all.  
  
The Greening SPD also sets green infrastructure requirements for 
major development that are in accordance with New London 
Plan policy (see section 11).  

CHRA (I. Margaronis)   RBKC’s new Local Plan should set ambitious targets for up to 50% 
of a developed area to be garden based. There are very 
important health, commercial and social benefits which result 
from prioritising garden space: When half of the land is devoted 
to garden whether private, mixed or communal, there is an 
marked increase in occupation during the week and more 
importantly at the weekend. This is crucial for the survival of 
local livelihoods in places such as the PA CA which suffer from 
absenteeism in parts. It also leads to a vibrant social life and 
better use of local markets and shops which really meet local 
requirements. This would move the borough closer to the urban 
ideal of the 5-15 minute local walk to shop or leisure activities 

Suggestions noted, these will be used to inform relevant green 
infrastructure policy in the NLPR.  
  
The Council’s Draft Greening SPD sets the requirement for major 
development to be deliver with a UGF score of 0.4 (if residential 
and 0.3 (if commercial). This requirement is in line with the New 
London Plan and is expected to deliver high quality green 
infrastructure with new development.   
  
It should be noted here that RBKC is a highly constrained 
borough and this controls what green infrastructure can be 
delivered. The Council encourages all development to give due 
consideration to urban greening and has provided guidance on a 
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rather than the environmental damaging alternative of a car 
journey or multiple deliveries.  
  
Given the objective of greater volumes of Affordable 
Housing envisaged by the PWP in RBKC which is one of the most 
expensive places in Europe to build, it is worth looking at 
successful local examples which balance high residential density 
with shared green spaces. E.g. Elgin Crescent where communal 
gardens are a significant size, is capable of supporting a mixed 
but integrated community of residents (including those resident 
in properties owned by Housing Associations, private landlords 
and assured tenancy and private owner residents). Garden 
maintenance costs are proportionate to income and size of 
dwelling, but everyone enjoys an enhanced environment. The 
density of habitation around Arundel and Elgin Gardens is equal 
to that achieved in many local authority social housing estates. 
This is not an isolated example, Create Streets cites many other 
similar instances of high densities within Victorian buildings in 
London www.createstreets.com   
  
Developments should be prevented from using plastic foliage, 
plants and trees in their marketing and subsequent occupancy. 
RBKC should resist unviable “winter gardens” or mature trees in 
pots (cf Brockton Capital’s Newcombe House application where a 
mature street tree incorporating a street seat on NHG will be lost 
and the proposed greening consists of small trees in planters 
which are unlikely to survive beneath the canopies).   

range of possible inventions in section 11 of the Greening SPD. 
We aim to be flexible and seek the best, most 
appropriate solution to urban greening and green infrastructure 
specific to each development proposal.   
  
It is not usually in the remit of planning to set requirements on 
what type of plants can be used. That said, we will explore 
what is possible in the NLPR.  
  

St Helen’s Church (Steve 
Divall)   

Yes! Let’s do all we can to green the area – with planters and 
innovative ways of introducing plants (such as have been 
suggested at public meetings of the Westway Trust – to grow 
things over and around the concrete (in a way that doesn’t 
degrade the structures!)   

Support noted. These suggestions will be taken forward and 
used to inform relevant NLPR policy on green infrastructure.  

James Heard   Yes! Let’s do all we can to green the area – with planters and 
innovative ways of introducing plants (such as have been 
suggested at public meetings of the Westway Trust – to grow 

Support noted. These suggestions will be taken forward and 
used to inform relevant NLPR policy on green infrastructure.  
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things over and around the concrete (in a way that doesn’t 
degrade the structures!)   

KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)   

Yes. The OPDC Draft Local Plan has a draft policy on biodiversity 
which could be drawn upon.   

Support noted. The Council will review the OPDC Draft Local 
Plan policy on biodiversity and use it to inform relevant NLPR 
policy.  

The Philbeach Residents’ 
Association (Froment)   

Reducing the area of built-up developed land in the borough, by 
demolition of high-rise tower blocks.  
Green roofs and roof terraces mandatory on all new 
development, to replace area of footprint exactly, but at a higher 
level.   

Suggestions noted. However, demolition of high-rise tower 
blocks would be contrary to the Council’s statutory duty to 
deliver homes according to the housing target set out the Mayor 
in the NLP. It would also be contrary to concepts like the circular 
economy, whole life cycle carbon approach and energy 
hierarchy, which we conform with in line with the NLP.  
  
We support green roofs as set out in section 11 of the Draft 
Greening SPD. However, we are there is concern among 
residents about the roof terraces due to the potential for 
overlooking and a loss of privacy.  

TfL (Brendan Hodges)   Again, the ItP LP contains policies relating to green infrastructure 
and it should not be necessary for the NLPR to repeat such 
policies. However, the borough should prepare a green 
infrastructure strategy.   

TfL’s suggestions are noted.   
  
The NLP sets out policy that applies to schemes of a scale that is 
referable to the Mayor of London. The Council is not repeating 
NLP policy in the NLPR, we are looking to set requirements and 
policies for development in the Borough that is informed by and 
conforms with the NLP.  
  
Our Draft Greening SPD sets out our direction of travel on green 
infrastructure policy (please see section 11).  

  

 
Issue 7: Waste Management  
 

Q4.10: Should the New Local Plan support the Circular Economy approach and require development to prepare circular economy statements? If so, should this be for all 
development or just major development?  
 

Respondent Name  Response  Comments  
The Labour Group - RBKC (Sir/ 
Madam)   

We should look at areas where they have had considerable success, 
such as in Wales! We are sure Kensington and Chelsea residents are 

Suggestions noted.  
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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 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.   

The New London Plan sets requirements for waste storage in new 
development and the Council will conform relevant policy with this.  
  
Regarding waste and recycling advice, this is outside the remit of the 
planning regime and is managed by the Council’s waste management 
team.  
  

Earl's Court Society (Malcolm 
Spalding)   

Just major.  
Adequate waste storage in all others.  
Area waste to heat generation plant   

Noted.   
  
We have set the requirement for major development to submit a 
circular economy statement in section 3 of the Council’s Draft Greening 
SPD.  
  
The New London Plan sets requirements for waste storage in new 
development and the Council will conform relevant policy with this.  
  
RBKC does not have any waste management facilities within the 
borough and likely does not have the space to accommodate any. We 
maintain relationships with neighbouring boroughs to manage waste 
disposal.  

Sandra Yarwood   Just major. Probably too great a burden for small ones.   Noted.   
  
We have set the requirement for major development to submit a 
circular economy statement in section 3 of the Council’s Draft Greening 
SPD.  

St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum (Henry 
Peterson)   

An awareness of the Circular Economy should be incorporated in all 
new developments   

Noted.   
  
We have set the requirement for major development to submit a 
circular economy statement and encourage all development to 
incorporate circular economy principles in section 3 of the Council’s 
Draft Greening SPD.  

Lucia Scalisi   I do not know what this is? Terminology needs some descriptive 
here.   

A Circular Economy is one where materials are retained in use at their 
highest value for as long as possible and are then reused or recycled, 
leaving a minimum of residual waste. For the built environment this is 



185 

 

about prioritising retention and refurbishment of existing building and 
materials over demolition and rebuilding where appropriate.  

Kerry Davis-Head   for major developments as they have maximum impact   Noted. We have set the requirement for major development to submit 
a circular economy statement in section 3 of the Council’s Draft 
Greening SPD.  

Oonagh Wohanka   Small example  
No more plastic bags provided at all. in Copenhagen if you forget 
your bag you are forced to carry your produce home in your arms. 
You only forget once!!!   

Noted. Day to day municipal waste and recycling is largely outside the 
remit of the planning regime and is managed by the Council’s waste 
management team. That said, the New London Plan sets requirements 
for waste storage in new development and the Council will conform 
relevant policy with this.  

G Thomson   The need for major development to provide a Circular Economy 
Statement is a requirement of London Plan Policy. We have no 
particular view on whether it is appropriate for smaller sites to be 
required to produce such a statement.   

Noted. We have set the requirement for major development to submit 
a circular economy statement in section 3 of the Council’s Draft 
Greening SPD in line with New London Plan policy.  

Grove and Company (Roger 
Grove)   

Within reason yes but reusing building items for example is 
expensive and rarely saves money   

Noted. We have set the requirement for major development to submit 
a circular economy statement in section 3 of the Council’s Draft 
Greening SPD.  

Gerald Eve (Peter Edgar)   The reduction of waste and recycling of materials is supported. The 
requirement for a circular economy statement should be 
proportionate to the proposed development. For example, it should 
be recognised that there is very limited opportunity to incorporate 
these principles into minor extensions or changes of use.   

Suggestion noted.  
  
We have set the requirement for major development to submit a 
circular economy statement in section 3 of the Council’s Draft Greening 
SPD. This demonstrate our direction of travel. The Council agrees 
that the requirement for a circular economy statement should be 
proportionate to the proposed development and this will be reflected 
in the NLPR.  

Port of London Authority 
(Michael Atkins)   

Related to this, the PLA considers that Cremorne Wharf should 
continued to be safeguarded as a safeguarded waste site, in line 
with Adopted Local Plan policy CE3 (Waste)   

PLA support is noted.  
  
Cremorne Wharf continues to be safeguarded and protected. This was 
confirmed by the Cremorne Wharf direction which came into force on 
1st March 2021.  
  
This will be reflected in the new Local Plan.  

DP9 (Kate Outterside)   Q 4.10 Should the NLPR support the Circular Economy approach and 
require development to prepare circular economy statements? If so 
should this be for all development or just major development?  
  

Support for circular economy principles is noted.  
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We welcome the inclusion of the circular economy approach within 
the NLPR. Policy SI 7 of the Intend to Publish London Plan sets out a 
methodology for resource conservation, waste reduction and 
material re-use and recycling.  
  
Policy SI 7 (Intend to Publish London Plan) provides the criterion for 
what is required to be included within a Circular Economy 
Statement, required to be submitted for referable schemes, as 
follows:  
  
1) how all materials arising from demolition and remediation works 
will be re-used and/or recycled  
2) how the proposal’s design and construction will reduce material 
demands and enable building materials, components and products 
to be disassembled and re-used at the end of their useful life  
3) opportunities for managing as much waste as possible on site  
4) adequate and easily accessible storage space and collection 
systems to support recycling and re-use  
5) how much waste the proposal is expected to generate, and how 
and where the waste will be managed in accordance with the waste 
hierarchy  
6) how performance will be monitored and reported  
  
We consider that the GLA requirements and targets should be the 
basis of any RBKC policy and should not seek to impose anything 
greater.   

We have set the requirement for major development to submit a 
circular economy statement in section 3 of the Council’s Draft Greening 
SPD, in accordance with the New London Plan.  

Linda Wade   Yes. All applications that come in for re-developments of existing 
buildings should incorporate sufficient capacity for appropriate 
waste disposal facilities.   
  
Major developments should incorporate waste reduction/recycling 
facilities on site.   

Support for all development to be required to apply circular economy 
principles noted.  

William Wilson   A better re-cycle plan for the Borough with more large bins on the 
street area to bring re-cycle materials to   

Noted. However, day to day municipal waste and recycling is largely 
outside the remit of the planning regime and is managed by the 
Council’s waste management team. That said, the New London Plan 
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sets requirements for waste storage in new development and the 
Council will conform relevant policy with this.  

  
The Hillgate Village Residents' 
Association (Sophia Massey-
Cook)   

The HVRA believes that retrofitting, conversion, adaptation or 
enhancement is a more efficient energy use both at outset and in 
maintenance than demolition. It also represents an important way 
to reduce the impact of developments on communities & 
environment.   
The UK construction industry is considered to be one of the largest 
users of resources consuming 400 million tonnes of material every 
year. This consumption of material alone accounts for some 10% of 
UK carbon emissions. Buildings consume energy and emit CO2 at 
every point in their lifecycle, but construction is an especially 
environmentally damaging process as it typically requires raw 
material extraction and their subsequent processing, manufacture, 
transportation and assembly. Subsequent use of energy and 
materials through maintenance, operation (heating, lighting etc) 
can be improved through the application of green technologies but 
the embedded construction environmental cost is effectively 
wasted each time a building is demolished and added to each time a 
new building is constructed.  
  
The HVRA therefore believes that when any decision is taken to 
demolish, refurbish or build a new property RBKC should require 
developers to consider: the energy already embedded in the 
property, the energy required to demolish it and the energy 
required to replace it. We also urge RBKC to encourage developers 
and architects with projects in the borough to familiarise 
themselves with the Retrofit First 
campaign https://www.architectsjournal.co.uk/news/introducing-
retrofirst-a-new-aj-campaign-championing-reuse-in-the-built-
environment   
  
To further the move towards a more responsible attitude to 
refurbishment we also believe that local authorities should petition 
government to legislate to make demolition a less advantageous 
choice. New builds should not enjoy the advantage over 

Support for circular economy noted.  
  
The Council has set out our support for all development to consider 
circular economy principles and take a whole life cycle carbon 
approach, requiring major development to submit a circular economy 
statement and whole life cycle assessment, in accordance with relevant 
New London Plan policy in our Draft Greening SPD.  
  
Both the whole life cycle approach and circular economy 
seek retention, reuse and recycling of existing building and materials 
over demolition and new build where appropriate.  
  
The Greening SPD also provides detailed guidance on the Council’s 
approach to retrofitting (please see section 9).  
  

https://www.architectsjournal.co.uk/news/introducing-retrofirst-a-new-aj-campaign-championing-reuse-in-the-built-environment
https://www.architectsjournal.co.uk/news/introducing-retrofirst-a-new-aj-campaign-championing-reuse-in-the-built-environment
https://www.architectsjournal.co.uk/news/introducing-retrofirst-a-new-aj-campaign-championing-reuse-in-the-built-environment
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refurbishments through the VAT structure as currently since this 
acts as a perverse incentive to demolish rather than to refurbish.   

Environment Agency (Lisa 
Mills)   

Whilst we have no comments within our remit, we note that Policy 
SI 7 of the London Plan (draft 2019), focuses on reducing waste and 
supporting the circular economy. Resource conservation, waste 
reduction, increases in material re-use and recycling, and reductions 
in waste going for disposal are a priority for London. Waste planning 
authorities and industry should be working in collaboration to 
promote a more circular economy that improves resource efficiency 
and innovation to keep products and materials at their highest use 
for as long as possible.   

Support noted.  
  
We have set the requirement for major development to submit a 
circular economy statement in section 3 of the Council’s Draft Greening 
SPD, in accordance with the New London Plan.  
RBKC does not have any waste management facilities within the 
borough and likely does not have the space to accommodate any. We 
maintain relationships with neighbouring boroughs to manage waste 
disposal.  

The Pembridge Association 
(Fiona Fleming-Brown)   

The PA believes that retrofitting, conversion, adaptation or 
enhancement is a more efficient energy use both at outset and in 
maintenance than demolition. It also represents an important way 
to reduce the impact of developments on communities & 
environment.   
  
The UK construction industry is considered to be one of the largest 
users of resources consuming 400 million tonnes of material every 
year. This consumption of material alone accounts for some 10% of 
UK carbon emissions. Buildings consume energy and emit CO2 at 
every point in their lifecycle, but construction is an especially 
environmentally damaging process as it typically requires raw 
material extraction and their subsequent processing, manufacture, 
transportation and assembly. Subsequent use of energy and 
materials through maintenance, operation (heating, lighting etc) 
can be improved through the application of green technologies but 
the embedded construction environmental cost is effectively 
wasted each time a building is demolished and added to each time a 
new building is constructed.  
  
The PA therefore believes that when any decision is taken to 
demolish, refurbish or build a new property RBKC should require 
developers to consider: the energy already embedded in the 
property, the energy required to demolish it and the energy 
required to replace it. We also urge RBKC to encourage developers 

Support for circular economy noted.  
  
The Council has set out our support for all development to consider 
circular economy principles and take a whole life cycle carbon 
approach, requiring major development to submit a circular economy 
statement and whole life cycle assessment, in accordance with relevant 
New London Plan policy in our Draft Greening SPD.  
  
Both the whole life cycle approach and circular economy seek 
retention, reuse and recycling of existing building and materials over 
demolition and new build where appropriate.  
  
The Greening SPD also provides detailed guidance on the Council’s 
approach to retrofitting (please see section 9).  
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and architects with projects in the borough to familiarise 
themselves with the Retrofit First 
campaign https://www.architectsjournal.co.uk/news/introducing-
retrofirst-a-new-aj-campaign-championing-reuse-in-the-built-
environment   
  
To further the move towards a more responsible attitude to 
refurbishment we also believe that local authorities should petition 
government to legislate to make demolition a less advantageous 
choice. New builds should not enjoy the advantage over 
refurbishments through the VAT structure as currently since this 
acts as a perverse incentive to demolish rather than to refurbish.   

c david   Require households to sort out their rubbish so that it can be 
properly recycled.  
Ban all plastic packaging in RBKC - force shops to change.  
  
Best thing for addressing development in terms of circular economy 
is to start from premise of no development.   

Noted. However, no development would be contrary to the 
Council’s statutory duty to facilitate sustainable development as set out 
in the NPPF.   
  
Day to day municipal waste and recycling is largely outside the remit of 
the planning regime and is managed by the Council’s waste 
management team. That said, the New London Plan sets requirements 
for waste storage in new development and the Council will conform 
relevant policy with this.  

Clean Air in London (Simon 
Birkett)   

Please see the Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Plan’s policy KBR21: 
Household and commercial waste consolidation 
https://www.knightsbridgeforum.org/media//documents/knp_mad
e_version_december_2018_131 218_website.pdf   

Noted, the Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Plan will be given due 
consideration in the NLPR.  

Tom Bennett   Let's only put it in if it's meaningful. The danger would be that it 
becomes a tick-box exercise, where big developers have a prepared 
statement, but for the smaller developers, particularly people 
building or extending their own home, this becomes an additional 
cost and barrier to development, without adding much benefit.   

Noted. We have set the requirement for major development to submit 
a circular economy statement in section 3 of the Council’s Draft 
Greening SPD. This demonstrate our direction of travel. The Council 
agrees that the requirement for a circular economy statement should 
be proportionate to the proposed development and this will be 
reflected in the NLPR.  

Savills (Matt Lloyd-Ruck)   Circular economy statements would increase financial burden on 
the developer and reduce the likely deliverability of any scheme.   

Noted. However, the New London Plan sets out the requirement for 
major development to submit a circular economy statement and we 
have conformed with this requirement in section 3 of the Council’s 
Draft Greening SPD, published in January 2021.  

https://www.architectsjournal.co.uk/news/introducing-retrofirst-a-new-aj-campaign-championing-reuse-in-the-built-environment
https://www.architectsjournal.co.uk/news/introducing-retrofirst-a-new-aj-campaign-championing-reuse-in-the-built-environment
https://www.architectsjournal.co.uk/news/introducing-retrofirst-a-new-aj-campaign-championing-reuse-in-the-built-environment
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CHRA (I. Margaronis)   The CHRA believes that retrofitting, conversion, adaptation or 
enhancement is a more efficient energy use both at outset and in 
maintenance than demolition. It also represents an important way 
to reduce the impact of developments on communities & 
environment.   
  
The UK construction industry is considered to be one of the largest 
users of resources consuming 400 million tonnes of material every 
year. This consumption of material alone accounts for some 10% of 
UK carbon emissions. Buildings consume energy and emit CO2 at 
every point in their lifecycle, but construction is an especially 
environmentally damaging process as it typically requires raw 
material extraction and their subsequent processing, manufacture, 
transportation and assembly. Subsequent use of energy and 
materials through maintenance, operation (heating, lighting etc) 
can be improved through the application of green technologies but 
the embedded construction environmental cost is effectively 
wasted each time a building is demolished and added to each time a 
new building is constructed.  
  
The CHRA therefore believes that when any decision is taken to 
demolish, refurbish or build a new property RBKC should require 
developers to consider: the energy already embedded in the 
property, the energy required to demolish it and the energy 
required to replace it. We also urge RBKC to encourage developers 
and architects with projects in the borough to familiarise 
themselves with the Retrofit First campaign   
https://www.architectsjournal.co.uk/news/introducing-retrofirst-a-
new-aj-campaign-championing-reuse-in-the-built-environment   
  
To further the move towards a more responsible attitude to 
refurbishment we also believe that local authorities should petition 
government to legislate to make demolition a less advantageous 
choice. New builds should not enjoy the advantage over 
refurbishments through the VAT structure as currently since this 
acts as a perverse incentive to demolish rather than to refurbish.   

Support for circular economy noted.  
  
The Council has set out our support for all development to consider 
circular economy principles and take a whole life cycle carbon 
approach, requiring major development to submit a circular economy 
statement and whole life cycle assessment, in accordance with relevant 
New London Plan policy in our Draft Greening SPD.  
  
Both the whole life cycle approach and circular economy seek 
retention, reuse and recycling of existing building and materials over 
demolition and new build where appropriate.  
  
The Greening SPD also provides detailed guidance on the Council’s 
approach to retrofitting (please see section 9).  
  

https://www.architectsjournal.co.uk/news/introducing-retrofirst-a-new-aj-campaign-championing-reuse-in-the-built-environment
https://www.architectsjournal.co.uk/news/introducing-retrofirst-a-new-aj-campaign-championing-reuse-in-the-built-environment
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KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)   

We have doubts about the usefulness of such statements. They 
would create more paperwork for uncertain return.  
  
Is it suitable to retain any existing Local Plan Policies?  
  
We agree that the policies on climate change, energy, building 
design and biodiversity need a step change to be forward looking 
and set ambitious targets for the next 20 years.   

Noted. However, the New London Plan sets out the requirement for 
major development to submit a circular economy statement and we 
have conformed with this requirement in section 3 of the Council’s 
Draft Greening SPD, published in January 2021.  
  
The Greening SPD sets out the Council’s direction of travel with policy 
on climate change, energy, building design and biodiversity. The NLPR 
will pick up all these issues.  

The Philbeach Residents’ 
Association (Froment)   

Just major.  
Adequate waste storage in all others.  
Area waste to heat generation plant   

Noted.  
  
We have set the requirement for major development to submit a 
circular economy statement in section 3 of the Council’s Draft Greening 
SPD.  
  
The New London Plan sets requirements for waste storage in new 
development and the Council will conform relevant policy with this.  
  
RBKC does not have any waste management facilities within the 
borough and likely does not have the space to accommodate any. We 
maintain relationships with neighbouring boroughs to manage waste 
disposal.  

TfL (Brendan Hodges)   In accordance with the ItP LP, a circular economy statement should 
only be required for major, referable developments.   

Noted. We have set the requirement for major development to submit 
a circular economy statement in section 3 of the Council’s Draft 
Greening SPD in line with the New London Plan.  

  

 

Homes  
 

Issue 1: Delivering the homes that we need   
Q5.1: Do you have any suggestions as to how we should improve the delivery of homes on each site?  
 

Respondent Name  Comments  Council’s response  
The Labour Group - RBKC 
(Sir/ Madam)   

Islington Council refused partnerships with developers who 
wanted over 12% profit. They still managed to build! If the Council 

Noted.  
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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. This applies to the Council 
too.   

Earl's Court Society 
(Malcolm Spalding)   

We reject the premise that “we need” extra homes.  
Reject the Mayor’s targets as unrealistic, unachievable and 
fictional.  
Unilaterally change the targets to be achievable  
Create new algorithm which works as follows:  
FREE LAND PERCENTAGE (FLP%) = undeveloped land area/total 
land area x 100%  
DENSITY FACTOR = homes per hectare in RBKC/homes per hectare 
national average  
  

HOUSING TARGET = WAITING LIST x FLP / DENSITY FACTOR   

The Council has to work to targets set on a London-wide level through the 
London Plan process. This is set out in national policy. The Local Plan 
would be found unsound if we took a different approach working to a 
lower target. .  

Sandra Yarwood   Very concerned that target is not realistic and will increase density 
too much which will cause more problems later with infrastructure 
etc.   

While the Council recognises the extremely dense built up character of 
the borough, each London borough is apportioned a housing figure by the 
London Plan.   
  
The current target for net housing completions in RBKC was identified 
as 4,480 over a period of ten years (Policy H1 of the New London Plan). 
This housing target is based on evidence in the London SHLAA 2017, 
which considers various development constraints such as infrastructure.  

St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson)   

Concerns of local residents about ‘buy to leave’ residences, 
purchased as assets and left vacant, remains high even if there has 
been a fall in offshore buyers. We understand that in from 1979 
and into the 1980s the Council operated a policy under which 
compulsory purchase action was initiated against owners of 
properties left unoccupied for more than 12 months. It was 
apparently extremely rare to have to take the threat through to an 
inquiry, but in extreme cases this did happen, and a CPO was 
granted. This sounds like a policy well worth re-examining.   

Noted.   
  
This issue was addressed in the last review of housing policies. This is 
reflected in the current Local Plan as Buy to Leave homes are generally 
very large units and therefore restricting the size of units together with 
the restrictions on amalgamations (Local Plan Policy CH1, 
‘Amalgamations’ and ‘Restrict very large units’ may help address this 
issue.  The Council’s report on Buy to Leave, 2015 did find evidence that 
there are empty homes and that they are seldom occupied.   
  
Furthermore, following the Rating (Property in Common Occupation) and 
Council Tax (Empty Dwellings) Act 2018 and since April 2020, RBKC is 
increasing the premium charged on empty properties. For properties that 
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have been empty and substantially unfurnished for five years of more, the 
premium will be 200%.  
  
Our understanding of the market now is that this is less of an issue than it 
was at the time of the last review. Nevertheless, we will be looking at 
strengthening this policy.  

Lucia Scalisi   There is too much off plan purchasing which is land banking & 
years of empty housing which leads to sterile areas.   

Noted.  
  
This issue was addressed in the last review of housing policies. This is 
reflected in the current Local Plan as Buy to Leave homes are generally 
very large units and therefore restricting the size of units together with 
the restrictions on amalgamations (Local Plan Policy CH1, 
‘Amalgamations’ and ‘Restrict very large units’ may help address this 
issue.  The Council’s report on Buy to Leave, 2015 did find evidence that 
there are empty homes and that they are seldom occupied.   
  
Furthermore, following the Rating (Property in Common Occupation) and 
Council Tax (Empty Dwellings) Act 2018 and since April 2020, RBKC is 
increasing the premium charged on empty properties. For properties that 
have been empty and substantially unfurnished for five years of more, the 
premium will be 200%.  
  
Our understanding of the market now is that this is less of an issue than it 
was at the time of the last review. Nevertheless, we will be looking at 
strengthening this policy.  

Greg Hammond   The important thing, in the face of what we presume will still be a 
housing shortage in London post-pandemic, is to create more 
homes of all sorts. For private housing, the more that is created (in 
all boroughs), the more affordable individual units will be to either 
buy or rent, including in our borough. This is not something that 
RBKC can solve on its own, but we must make our contribution.  
  

The target may have some science behind it, but it is impossible to 
predict the actual demand and the only thing we can be certain of 
is that the target is wrong, whether it is this one or a new one that 
is given to us in future. Of course we should use the target as a 

The NLPR will be looking to addressing housing needs of all types. Housing 
targets are set on London-wide basis. This is done based on land 
availability as set out in the latest Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment 2017. This identifies the sites in the Borough where supply 
will come from but also has a component for small sites based on 
assumptions/past trends.  
  
The Government has introduced penalties for local authorities for not 
meeting housing target - Housing Delivery Test. Therefore, it is important 
that we proactively plan to meet the target.  
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guide, but it is more important to build the types of homes people 
want and need, not hit an artificial target.  
  

In particular, the artificial target drives behaviours, for example the 
building of the largest possible number of units. A lesson from re-
housing the wider Grenfell community is that we do not have 
enough family-sized social housing. On social housing, we should 
sacrifice numbers of units to improve the balance in larger 
properties that we are currently lacking.  
  

It is also vital that we examine the research on health outcomes for 
people in different types of building, and ensure that we are 
building the types of environment in which people thrive best, and 
not build new examples of those which have the worst health 
outcomes. If this results in our sacrificing numbers, particularly for 
our social housing, we should do so, confident that we are doing 
the right thing for future generations of residents.   

Point on housing and health noted.  
  

Octavia Housing (Andrew 
Brown)   

Permit higher densities in areas of good public transport access   Agreed but this is be done based on any heritage/other constraints.  

Oonagh Wohanka   Fewer developments of luxury housing   Noted. We have existing policies in place that balance the demand for 
super-prime properties with the need to optimise sites and enable family 
sized accommodation. We will be looking to strengthen these policies in 
the NLPR.   

G Thomson   We agree that the delivery of housing is a critical issue in the 
Borough and past delivery rates have been very low. The NLPR 
recognises that there is very little space that is free for 
development and there is potential for the housing requirement to 
increase “dramatically”. It is therefore critical that the Local Plan 
seeks to optimise brownfield sites in regeneration areas. This must 
include support for well-designed high quality, high density 
development including taller buildings in appropriate locations 
such as Earls Court.  
  

We agree with the need for sites to be optimised but do not 
support the inclusion of a restriction on unit sizes. As agreed in the 
Local Plan 2019, the most appropriate tool to ensure optimisation 

Noted.   
  
The policy on restriction of very large units refers explicitly to the London 
Plan density policy which is now set out in Policy D3.   
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is through the application of the London Plan density policy which 
would provide more flexibility and may in turn support more 
affordable housing. In the ItP LP this is set out in Policy D3 
(Optimising site capacity through the design-led approach).   

Grove and Company (Roger 
Grove)   

Let market forces determine what use land is put this will boost 
housing starts in the borough   

Noted. The NLPR has to be produced within the current planning 
framework.  
  

Port of London Authority 
(Michael Atkins)   

No comment   Noted.  

Fraslo Investment Holdings 
Limited (Will Kumar)   

Higher density.  
Taller buildings.  
Allowing other redundant uses to come forward, especially 
offices.   

Noted. The NLPR will be addressing these issues. Any changes of use will 
be based on the latest evidence of need.  

DP9 (Kate Outterside)   Q 5.1 Do you have any comments on the above suggestions to 
improve delivery of homes on each site?  
  

We support Paragraph 5.7 in respect of optimising delivery of new 
homes, particularly within the two opportunity areas within the 
Borough.  
  

Paragraph 5.8 notes that the Borough is also considering setting a 
maximum floorspace for homes. We consider that this should be 
on a case by case basis as there needs to be flexibility  
  

for larger homes to come forward to meet market demands and 
deliver high quality residential properties. Therefore, we do not 
consider that maximum space standards should be included within 
the NLPR.   

Noted.  
  
Introduction of a maximum limit will assist in optimising sites and 
also cater to meeting housing needs. We note the need for flexibility on 
this point.  
  
  

Linda Wade   It is essential that we deliver more homes, but it is unclear as to 
where the Mayor got his figures from, as in a borough of 4.7 
square miles and covered by 80% Conservation Areas, the question 
has to be where and what kind of homes.  
  

At present developers have delivered add-on single units to make 
the figures rather than delivering the houses that the borough 
knows that it needs. This question and this target might prove to 

The housing target is based on land availability as set out in 
the GLA’s latest Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 2017. This 
identifies the sites in the Borough where supply will come from but also 
has a component for small sites based on assumptions/past trends. The 
SHLAA forms an important evidence base document supporting the 
London Plan and was rigorously examined.  
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be outdated in the post COVID world, when there will be different 
requirements.   
  

However, we do need urgently to improve our social 
rented housing stock. Much was developed in the 70s and no 
longer is fit for purpose. I would ask that further discussions are 
held with Housing Providers that there should be consideration of 
amalgamations of the studios which they find hard to rent to 
create larger sized units. Perhaps buy some of the hotels on the 
market so that residents could be decanted and get the properties 
to a liveable standard, removing the problems of poor insulation, 
outdated heating, electricity and sound proofing as well as 
improving on the fire regulations. Get the units that we require.   

The points regarding existing housing stock are dealt with by housing 
management rather than planning.  

Andre Hellstrom   Look at Germany and Sweden, incredible quality homes. England 
has. a long way to go. I wish homes were built like that here. Often 
it feel cheap here. Some new builds even with carpets in the 
corridors!   

Noted.  

William Wilson   Identify unused buildings, above shops etc to convert to residential 
and not always look to build new   

Recent Government changes to planning regulations allow for a multitude 
of uses to change use in the way described.  
  

Boka Hotel (Spencer 
Parsons)   

work with developers and include the local community in initial 
stages not just show a completed plan ignoring local ideas   

Noted.  

Bruno de Florence   I refer you the ideas put forward by the recent Housing 
Consultation for Council tenants.   

Noted.  
  

Bikeworks CIC 
(David Dansky)   

Is office space being made available since covid due to WFH?  
If so then office space could be repurposed for housing ONLY if 
done with utility and comfort in mind.   

Noted. New evidence on employment land has been commissioned which 
will inform the NLPR if there is still a need for offices/employment space 
in the Borough. Future policy on this issue will be informed by this 
evidence.  

The Hillgate Village 
Residents' Association 
(Sophia Massey-Cook)   

RBKC is not short of large homes some of which remain 
unoccupied, but it does lack genuinely affordable homes for local 
peoples which is challenging for a borough with exceptionally high 
land values and little additional land to develop. Limiting the 
floorspace for new homes appears a sound way to achieve more 
affordable housing units.   
  

The land banking with planning consent issue is a significant 

Support noted.  
  
The Government has recognised the issue of land banking and is 
contemplating placing a levy on developers who fail to build out 
permissions in time.  
The point on communal features and shared green space is addressed in 
paragraph 23.3.59 of Policy CH3, which encourages the creation of new 



197 

 

feature of the land and homes shortage acknowledged by both the 
PWP and The London Forum. Further taxes could therefore be 
justified to apply in cases where developers make just a token start 
but no meaningful progress on a project, in order to avoid losing 
their planning consent at the end of the five year statutory period.  
  

Ensuring that these small homes are pleasant to live in requires 
excellent design and build standards. Much could be learned from 
Continental models of apartment building. In both Germany and 
Scandinavia seek to mitigate the impact of living in small units by 
including communal features such as laundry and secure storage 
rooms in basement areas to ensure that precious living space is not 
taken up by the replication of equipment or storage units. As has 
been previously stated, the HVRA also advocates shared green 
space to create both community spirit and a sense of 
spaciousness.   

external amenity spaces in new developments including communal 
space.  

Sue Redmond   As I have said we need more homes for people with learning 
disabilities. All homes developed should be automatically fully 
accessible to ultimately be lifelong homes. Maximising a sites 
potential should not compromise its quality nor its safety. So 
please look at Kensal house as a potential model of good social 
housing...it works.   

In accordance with the NPPF and government guidance, the Borough 
commissioned its evidence base on local housing requirements through 
the 2015 SHMA. This SHMA considered the housing requirements of 
specific groups including households with disabilities. It forecasted an 
increase in the number of people with disability, as well as wheelchair 
needs.  
  
This evidence was used to inform the Local Plan policies. While it does not 
explicitly refer to people with learning disabilities, Policy CH3 
a. requires “new residential developments to include […] homes to reflect 
the varying needs of the borough […] and current evidence in relation to 

housing need.” Policy CH4 h. and i. resist the loss of supported housing 
and residential hostels which meet community needs, traditionally 
catering groups with specialist needs such as people who are mentally ill 
or disabled. The SHMA will be updated to reflect changes in the evidence 
of the needs for specific groups including people with learning 
disabilities.   
  
Furthermore, RBKC and Westminster co-produced a Big Plan for 
supporting adults learning disabilities 2018-2020 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/650050/18224037.1/PDF/-/1512RBKC_SHMA.pdf
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(https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/health-and-social-care/our-big-plan-adults-
learning-disabilities) which is underpinned by the premise that all 
residents who have learning disabilities should be able to expect a home 
of their own that is appropriate to their needs.   
  
Regarding lifelong homes, our current Local Plan has adopted the higher 
‘optional’ building regulations standards requiring 90 per cent of new 
homes on major sites to be ‘accessible and adaptable dwelling’ and 10 
per cent to be ‘wheelchair user dwellings’. See Policy CH3 
b. which requires new residential developments to be designed to meet 
the housing standards on access as set out in the Local Plan.  

Federica Lowndes 
Marques Leitao   

Build up where possible, encourage new use of office spaces 
towards residential ends.   

Recent Government changes to planning regulations allow for a multitude 
of uses to change use in the way described.  
  

Environment Agency (Lisa 
Mills)   

We appreciate the pressures for housing and competing land use 
challenges in the borough are made even more challenging in the 
face of climate change. However, your new local plan should place 
emphasis on new development being built to be resilient to the 
effects of, and not contribute to, climate change. In particular, new 
housing will need to ensure that it meets the requirements of the 
NPPF and TE2100 plan with regards to managing flood risk, and 
new housing will need to be sequentially tested to ensure that 
development is steered away from areas of tidal flood risk.  
Change of use developments to maximise the use of land, or the 
demolition of existing buildings in favour of new housing, must 
consider the constraints of tidal breach flooding, and be supported 
by a site specific flood risk assessment if they are proposed in a 
flood zone. Change of use to residential uses must also ensure that 
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).  
Water resources should also be prioritised when considering 
effective housing delivery. Water Resources. The London Plan 
describes a need for “new dwellings to meet the Building 

Policy CE2 of the Local Plan is in line with the NPPF, London Plan and it 
refers to the TE2100 plan. We are aware of the change in EA’s policy 
regarding sleeping accommodation in relation to breach levels. We will 
refer to this change of policy in the Greening SPD and future policy 
development. This change in policy took place after our Local Plan was 
examined and could therefore not be included in the current Local Plan. It 
will be however, included in the new Local Plan.    
   
Tidal flood risk is addressed by current policy CE2 as it refers to the 
TE2100 Plan and its actions. We consider that the SPD does not need to 
expand on this but the review of the Local Plan will consider the updates 
to the TE2100 Plan.   
   
The revised NPPF does not refer to or require sleeping accommodation to 
be located above the tidal breach. That is a change in EA policy which we 
are already addressing and will refer to in the new Local Plan.   
   
The need for a riverside strategy will be considered as part of the review 
of the Local Plan. Strategic priorities for the borough are not considered 
as part of SPDs but as part of the Local Plan process  

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/health-and-social-care/our-big-plan-adults-learning-disabilities
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/health-and-social-care/our-big-plan-adults-learning-disabilities
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Regulations optional requirement of 110 litres per person per day 
for water consumption”. Additionally, we recommend that new 
non-residential commercial buildings are required to achieve a 
BREEAM ‘excellent’ rating for water efficiency (or an equivalent 
rating with any successors). We strongly recommend the 
retrofitting of existing buildings where opportunities arise through 
refurbishments and changes of use. There are a number 
of BREEAM Technical Standards documents to support retrofitting 
for commercial and residential buildings we recommend you refer 
to.   

The Pembridge Association 
(Fiona Fleming-Brown)   

RBKC is not short of large homes some of which remain 
unoccupied, but it does lack genuinely affordable homes for local 
peoples which is challenging for a borough with exceptionally high 
land values and little additional land to develop. Limiting the 
floorspace for new homes appears a sound way to achieve more 
affordable housing units.   
The land banking with planning consent issue is a significant 
feature of the land and homes shortage acknowledged by both the 
PWP and The London Forum. Further taxes could therefore be 
justified to apply in cases where developers make just a token start 
but no meaningful progress on a project, in order to avoid losing 
their planning consent at the end of the five year statutory period.  
  

Ensuring that these small homes are pleasant to live in requires 
excellent design and build standards. Much could be learned 
from Continental models of apartment building. In both Germany 
and Scandinavia seek to mitigate the impact of living in small units 
by including communal features such as laundry and secure 
storage rooms in basement areas to ensure that precious living 
space is not taken up by the replication of equipment or storage 
units. As has been previously stated, the PA also advocates shared 
green space to create both community spirit and a sense of 
spaciousness.   

Support noted.  
  
The Government has recognised the issue of land banking and is 
contemplating placing a levy on developers who fail to build out 
permissions in time.  
  

C David   Require all successful planning applications (whatever their size) to 
contribute a levy (say 5% of development value) to fund 

We have policies based on evidence to secure 35% affordable housing (of 
which 70% should be social rent) from relevant development. It is a 
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construction or conversion of property in the borough into social 
housing and key worker housing.   

legislative requirement to base such policies on viability evidence. Further 
planning contributions must meet three legal tests - They must be:  

• necessary to make the development acceptable in 
planning terms;  

• directly related to the development; and  

• fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the 
development.  

Andre Michaud   As detailed above. Latimer Road needs housing in mixed use 
buildings. This will encourage investors to put their hands in their 
pockets and spend millions. Nothing else is going to tempt 
investors to buy any of those sites in this climate. Commercial 
prices are worse than uncertain, they cannot rent them, and they 
certainly not rent commercial spaces in Latimer Road which is 
miles away from a tube station. My view would be to allow 
residential use so that they are encouraged to buy up these sites 
and develop them quickly. We need the housing now, not in 10 
years. No one has created any housing in Latimer Road since the 
clock house was converted. We need more of that.   

Noted. The issue raised is more relevant to the Latimer Road SPD that was 
consulted in April/May 2021.   
  
The Council has commissioned an Employment Land Needs Study. This 
will look at the likely trends post-pandemic and future policy on 
protecting offices or taking a more permissive approach in certain 
circumstances will be based on this evidence.  

Tom Bennett   Let's try to avoid micro-managing this too much. The supply of all 
types of homes will meet the demand if we remove barriers to 
supplying homes. Our focus should be on a) removing those 
barriers, while b)ensuring development enhances the beauty and 
character of the borough - as these are the externalities 
that developers will not take into account. The types of houses 
people want are not externalities, and thus the market will 
respond if allowed. Putting in rules for things like maximum floor 
space is an unnecessary level of interference.  
  

We also need to remember we're part of a city-wide and indeed 
nation-wide effort to create more homes. We can't do everything 
ourselves in RBKC.   

Noted.  

Savills (Matt Lloyd-Ruck)   As referred to within section 1, there has been a shift within RBKC 
to recognise the planning benefits within schemes, weighing these 
up against public support or objection. This is supported, as it will 
allow more development proposals to be granted, increasing the 
delivery of residential units within the borough.  

Noted.  
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The NLP should also recognise the need to optimise of sites in line 
with the Intend to Publish London Plan. This is vital to the growth 
of a greatly constrained Borough. Designating parts of the borough 
as potential renewal zones allows developers greater certainty to 
what proposals will likely be acceptable, but they should not 
restrict the types of proposals being bought forward. This should 
be done on a site-by-site basis.  
Therefore, the NLP should reference the Intend to Publish London 
Plan and clarify that development proposals should optimise 
their site specific context.   

CHRA (I. Margaronis)   RBKC is not short of large homes some of which remain 
unoccupied, but it does lack genuinely affordable homes for local 
peoples which is challenging for a borough with exceptionally high 
land values and little additional land to develop. Limiting the 
floorspace for new homes is possibly a way to achieve more 
affordable housing units.   
  

The land banking with planning consent issue is a significant 
feature of the land and homes shortage acknowledged by both the 
PWP and The London Forum. Further taxes could therefore 
be justified to apply in cases where developers make just a token 
start but no meaningful progress on a project, in order to avoid 
losing their planning consent at the end of the five year statutory 
period. These would have to be sufficient to discourage just sitting 
on the development.  
  

Ensuring that these small homes are pleasant to live in requires 
excellent design and build standards. Much could be learned from 
Continental models of apartment building. In both Germany and 
Scandinavia seek to mitigate the impact of living in small units by 
including communal features such as laundry and secure storage 
rooms in basement areas to ensure that precious living space is not 
taken up by the replication of equipment or storage units. As has 
been previously stated, the CHRA also advocates shared green 
space to create both community spirit and a sense of 
spaciousness.   

Support noted.  
  
The Government has recognised the issue of land banking and is 
contemplating placing a levy on developers who fail to build out 
permissions in time.  
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KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)   

We agree that the Council needs to revisit its policies – not only to 
secure the right mix of market and affordable housing, but also a 
more appropriate size mix, recognising that in the last ten years we 
have sub-optimised the amount and type of housing produced, by 
focusing primarily on large, high-value housing units which bear 
little resemblance to the need and demographics of local 
population.   
  

The housing that has been delivered through new-build or 
conversion has not met the needs of smaller households, especially 
older people. Large sites have not been optimised as a result 
of focus on the top end of the housing market. Whilst the strategic 
objective (CO6) focuses on diversity, in terms of a better mix of 
housing types and tenures to produce mixed communities, what 
has been delivered has failed to produce this. There is a need to 
refocus on affordability as well as recognise the need for specialist 
housing.  
  

Since there are already plenty of large houses and flats in this 
borough, new housing could be better focused on smaller, more 
affordable units. This would require a change in the size-mix policy 
to favour not only smaller units but especially specialist housing.  
  

Policy CH1(d) is potentially misleading as its heading “Restrict very 
large units” is just one aspect of sub-optimising the density of 
development of housing sites. Too often developers have been 
advised to change the housing mix because they were sub-
optimising the use of the site – see Holland Park School South Site 
(Native Land), 80 Holland Park (Candy and Candy).   

Noted. A Local Housing Needs Assessment is underway and will inform 
the future development of these policies including those for older 
people.   
  
  
Policy CH1(d) will be revised and the policy on optimising sites will be 
developed further to ensure clarity on this point.  

The Philbeach Residents’ 
Association (Froment)   

Given the extremely limited amount of land available in the 
borough, it is important to fight for a much-reduced target that can 
be realistically achieved.  
We reject the premise that “we need” extra homes.  
We reject the Mayor’s targets as unrealistic, unachievable and 
fictional.  
We should unilaterally change the targets to be achievable.  

The Council has to work to targets set on a London-wide level through the 
London Plan process. This is set out in national policy. The Local Plan 
would be found unsound if we took a different approach working to a 
lower target.  
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We need a new algorithm along the following lines:  
FREE LAND PERCENTAGE (FLP%) = undeveloped land area/total 
land area x 100%  
DENSITY FACTOR = homes per hectare in RBKC/homes per hectare 
national average  
  

HOUSING TARGET = WAITING LIST x FLP / DENSITY FACTOR   
Rolf Judd on behalf of 
Ballymore Group Limited 
and Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets L...   

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 5.6). Our client is supportive of the statement that ‘each site 
that comes forward should maximise potential housing delivery’ 
(para 5.7). The redevelopment of the Kensal Canalside Opportunity 
Area will provide a significant contribution to meeting the Council’s 
housing need.   

Support noted.  

GLA (Hassan Ahmed)   The Mayor recognises and welcomes RBKC’s intention in paragraph 
5.6 of the consultation document to meet and exceed its housing 
target of 448 new homes a year as set out in Table 4.1 of 
the ItP London Plan. RBKC should take account of the importance 
that small housing site delivery can play in achieving the borough’s 
housing target. Table 4.2 of the ItP London Plan sets the minimum 
small sites housing target for RBKC to deliver 129 new homes a 
year and this should be reflected in the draft Local Plan. The 
important role that small sites can play in delivering more of the 
housing that London needs should be incorporated in the draft 
Local Plan in accordance with paragraphs 4.1.8 and 4.2.1 of 
the ItP London Plan.   

Noted. We recognise the importance of small sites and indeed due to the 
special constraints in the Borough rely on them for housing supply. As 
a result, our call for sites invite sites of all sizes. In addition, we are 
undertaking a Character Study which will further assist in identifying 
growth from small sites. Incorporate small sites in the draft Local Plan.  

TfL (Brendan Hodges)   The delivery of new, high quality homes and especially affordable 
housing is the most important issue facing the council.  
  

Given the borough’s housing target and the very high proportion of 
the borough which is covered by Conservation Area designations 
(70%+) it is imperative that major opportunity sites such as Earls 
Court are optimised for housing delivery. It is also important to 
have policies in place that will encourage a design-led approach to 
the optimal development of all housing sites in accordance with 

Noted. The Council recognises the need to optimise opportunity area 
sites. We will be developing policies including locations for tall buildings 
in conformity with the London Plan 2021.  
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Policy D3 of the ItP LP and especially those in the most sustainable 
locations at or near public transport hubs. This will need to include 
support for taller buildings in appropriate locations, including Earls 
Court and around stations and other transport hubs.   

  
  
  

Issue 1: Delivering the homes that we need  
Q5.2: Do you have any other ideas to improve housing delivery in the Borough?  
 

Respondent Name  Comments  Response  
The Labour Group - RBKC 
(Sir/ Madam)   

STOP SELLING OFF COUNCIL LAND TO DEVELOPERS FOR PRIVATE 
DEVELOPMENT. And use Council land to build social/affordable 
homes only. Ensure homes are built to proper construction 
standards. Shorten the time in which permissions must be built – 
half of permissions are not built!   

In October 2018 the Council announced a programme to build 600 new 
homes including a minimum of 300 homes for social rent as required in 
the London Plan and the Local Plan 2019. This is detailed in the Housing 
Strategy Action Plan (up to March 2021).   
  
New developments have to deliver the standards set out in the Local 
Plan 2019 and the London Plan.   
  
The Government has recognised the issue of land banking and is 
contemplating placing a levy on developers who fail to build out 
permissions in time.  

Earl's Court Society (Malcolm 
Spalding)   

Reduce the total number of housing units in the borough. Create a 
negative housing target  
Alternatively, use the formula above to create genuinely achievable 
targets   

Noted. Housing need figures now have to be based on a standardised 
Government formula. The housing target has to be based on the SHLAA 
which is carried out on a pan-London basis by the GLA and embedded 
within the London Plan. The Government’s Housing Delivery Test 
measures delivery against this target.  

Sandra Yarwood   Stronger regulations to prevent owners using properties 
for airbnb short term lets on a commercial basis thus taking the 
property out of the market for long term housing.   

Local Plan 2019 Policy CF9 protects all permanent residential 
accommodation from changes of use to short term lets. The issue of 
Air b’n’b 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.  

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/atoms/files/Housing%20Strategy%20Action%20Plan%202020-2021.pdf
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/atoms/files/Housing%20Strategy%20Action%20Plan%202020-2021.pdf
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St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson)   

We would support the Borough in finding ways of ensuring that 
those new homes which do get built are then occupied rather than 
used solely as investment assets. We are aware that 
neighbourhood plans have introduced Principal Residence Policies 
which have survived legal challenge   

Point on Principal Residence Policies noted.  
  
This issue was addressed in the last review of housing policies. This is 
reflected in the current Local Plan as Buy to Leave homes are generally 
very large units and therefore restricting the size of units together with 
the restrictions on amalgamations (Local Plan Policy 
CH1, ‘Amalgamations’ and ‘Restrict very large units’ may help address 
this issue.  The Council’s report on Buy to Leave, 2015 did find evidence 
that there are empty homes and that they are seldom occupied.   
  
Furthermore, following the Rating (Property in Common Occupation) 
and Council Tax (Empty Dwellings) Act 2018 and since April 2020, RBKC 
is increasing the premium charged on empty properties. For properties 
that have been empty and substantially unfurnished for five years of 
more, the premium will be 200%.  
  
Our understanding of the market now is that this is less of an issue than 
it was at the time of the last review. Nevertheless, we will be looking at 
strengthening this policy.  

Greg Hammond   There is already an over-supply of retail facilities in the borough, 
demonstrated by the number of empty shops, but Government 
proposals to increase the flexibility to change between use classes 
are welcome. While we do not know if post-pandemic office 
occupancy levels will remain above 95%, the freeing up of shops 
would create opportunities for additional offices if they are 
needed.  
  

With the pressing need for housing, we should encourage the 
conversion of offices that were originally built as housing (eg flats 
above shops or converted houses) back into residential units. We 
should, however, continue to protect purpose-built office buildings 
for their original purpose, both to protect some of the office supply 
and to negate the risk of sub-standard housing being created in 
these buildings.   

Noted. The changed to planning regulations do mean that shops can 
change to offices without the need for planning permission.  
  
The Council has commissioned an Employment Land Needs Study. This 
will look at the likely trends post-pandemic and future policy on 
protecting offices or taking a more permissive approach in certain 
circumstances will be based on this evidence.  
  

Octavia Housing (Andrew 
Brown)   

Permit high quality residential development to be constructed 
above complimenting commercial uses   

Flats can be built above shops without planning permission (Class G 
of the General Permitted Development Order permitted development)  

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2015/596/schedule/2/part/3/crossheading/class-g-retail-or-betting-office-or-pay-day-loan-shop-to-mixed-use/made
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2015/596/schedule/2/part/3/crossheading/class-g-retail-or-betting-office-or-pay-day-loan-shop-to-mixed-use/made
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However, this is subject to change – see Technical consultation on 
consequential changes to permitted development rights - GOV.UK 
(www.gov.uk)  
  

Nigel Crump   I have already explained my views, convert shops into flats   From 1 August 2021, shops can be converted to homes without the need 
for planning permission through a prior approval process.  

Oonagh Wohanka   As above   From 1 August 2021, shops can be converted to homes without the need 
for planning permission through a prior approval process.  

Mr Ehrman   RBKC needs to be flexible about allowing outdated or surplus 
commercial property to change to residential - especially in the 
aftermath of the pandemic and given the strength of the forces 
currently battering the economy.   

From 1 August 2021, commercial uses can be converted to homes 
without the need for planning permission through a prior approval 
process although for offices this will kick in on 1 August 2022. The office 
market in RBKC did not have a surplus pre-pandemic and was recognised 
as of national importance due to a cluster of music and 
media businesses. This evidence is currently being collated again.   

Grove and Company (Roger 
Grove)   

Recognise that after Covid many offices will have to be replaced or 
converted to housing   

Noted. The Council has commissioned an Employment Land Needs 
Study. This will look at the likely trends post-pandemic and future policy 
on protecting offices or taking a more permissive approach in certain 
circumstances will be based on this evidence.  

Fraslo Investment Holdings 
Limited (Will Kumar)   

Be more flexible in the approach to loss of existing uses. Allow 
higher density development and taller buildings in appropriate 
places.   

Noted.  

DP9 (Kate Outterside)   Q 5.2 Do you have any other ideas to improve housing delivery in 
the Borough? Identify areas suitable for higher density 
development.  
  

The NLPR should focus on seeking housing sites to optimise the 
quantum of new homes delivered. The focus for higher density 
should be located within key locations, in particular the 
opportunity areas. All housing allocations should be a minimum of 
with flexibility to go above and beyond any quoted figure, subject 
to detailed considerations.   

Noted. We are undertaking a call for sites to include more 
site allocations in the NLPR. We support optimising our opportunity area 
sites.  

Iceni Projects 
(Charlotte Orrell)   

Imperial seeks a Local Plan that seeks to deliver a diverse mix of 
homes, specifically:  
o To maximise the provision of affordable housing in the Borough 
and to explore innovative models of residential housing including 

Noted.  
  
The products outlined are being looked at in terms of the need they may 
serve.  
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co-living and Build to Rent accommodation. Imperial staff are 
witnessing a shortage in affordable housing within the Borough 
which diminishes the attractiveness to work and live in RBKC 
thereby making it challenging to attract and retain the staff 
Imperial require to maintain its top 10 global position.  
  

o To acknowledge the important role that key worker 
accommodation plays in providing affordable housing for essential 
workers and for institutes such as Imperial to attract and retain 
staff within the Borough. Imperial are committed to providing this 
form of affordable housing and ask that the Local Plan 
acknowledge the existing lack of support for this valuable group 
within the Borough and to specifically acknowledge key worker 
accommodation as an affordable provision within the new Local 
Plan.  
  

o To 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.   

  
Regarding housing for key workers, the Council committed in its Housing 
Strategy to develop plans for key worker housing. The Council will pilot a 
key worker housing scheme and develop, consult and implement a Key 
Worker Housing Policy.  
  
New evidence on Local Housing Needs Assessment will inform future 
policy development on student housing. The policy will be based on 
strategic borough-need rather than institutional needs.  
  
  

Linda Wade   Buy some of the older hotels.   Noted. This is not a planning issue.  
Andre Hellstrom   Build like mentioned 6-7 floors, and pay more attention to the 

design and think ahead- will this look good in 30-40 years? London 
should've learned from all the rapid buildings it did in the 60's and 
70's. Those buildings are bulldozed down now, they cause anti-
social behaviours. But looking at many low and tall buildings 
in Stratford and Vauxhall, they are horrendous. They won’t last 
time. I actually love tall buildings but some being built are quite 
frankly offensive.   

Noted.  

Boka Hotel (Spencer 
Parsons)   

yes make developers build on land they purchase and not as we 
have seen landbank for years and sell on for low sums   

 The Government has recognised the issue of land banking and is 
contemplating placing a levy on developers who fail to build out 
permissions in time.  
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Bruno de Florence   New housing ought to be disabled friendly, elderly friendly & young 
families friendly. Large developments ought to encourage inter-
generational mixing.   

The Borough already have existing policies supporting accessibility 
standards in new homes, including requiring housing schemes to include 
outdoor amenity space, and the NLPR is expected to carry this forward 
and strengthen these policies.  

The Hillgate Village 
Residents' Association 
(Sophia Massey-Cook)   

The HVRA suggests that developers should be incentivised to build 
homes which have already achieved planning consent rather than 
continuing the current system as outlined in Q5.1. This is a huge 
national problem which distorts the current search for land to 
develop for affordable homes. Rather than removing local decision 
making in planning, which is the PWP’s solution, more could be 
achieved by penalising such developers by requiring them to 
provide a realistic timetable to build the homes as a precondition 
of planning permission. Council tax could then be applied from the 
stated completion date regardless of whether the buildings 
were actually completed.   

Noted. The Government has recognised the issue of land banking and is 
contemplating placing a levy on developers who fail to build out 
permissions in time.  

Sue Redmond   Look at the Kensal house model, it has created a community within 
a community and although left for a while without being 
maintained properly it stands the test of time.   

Noted.  

Federica Lowndes 
Marques Leitao   

Reconvert unused shops and offices to residential buildings, 
encourage building up on top of existing buildings where possible.   

In its Housing Strategy, the Council discusses creative approaches to 
housing delivery such as exploring ways of adding additional storeys to 
existing blocks.  
  
From 1 August 2021, commercial uses can be converted to homes 
without the need for planning permission through a prior approval 
process although for offices this will kick in on 1 August 2022. The 
office market in RBKC did not have a surplus pre-pandemic and was 
recognised as of national importance due to a cluster of music and 
media businesses. This evidence is currently being collated again.  

Environment Agency (Lisa 
Mills)   

No other comments within our remit.   Noted.  

The Pembridge Association 
(Fiona Fleming-Brown)   

The PA suggests that developers should be incentivised to build 
homes which have already achieved planning consent rather than 
continuing the current system as outlined in Q5.1. This is a huge 
national problem which distorts the current search for land to 
develop for affordable homes. Rather than removing local decision 
making in planning, which is the PWP’s solution, more could be 

Noted. The Government has recognised the issue of land banking and is 
contemplating placing a levy on developers who fail to build out 
permissions in time.  

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/atoms/files/Housing%20Strategy%202019-2022.pdf
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achieved by penalising such developers by requiring them to 
provide a realistic timetable to build the homes as a precondition 
of planning permission. Council tax could then be applied from the 
stated completion date regardless of whether the buildings 
were actually completed.   

Umair Mallick   Perhaps in addition to first time buyers the council should also 
come forward to assist people who genuinely require larger living 
spaces.   

A Local Housing Needs Assessment is underway and will inform 
the NLPR’s policy on the mix of sizes of homes to reflect the varying 
needs of the Borough, including the needs of people who require larger 
living spaces.  

Rosemary Andreae   Stop foreign buyers taking all good new build. This is a scandal 
across London.   

Noted.   

Tom Bennett   There are a number of office properties in the borough that used to 
be dwellings, before they were converted into offices. We should 
allow these properties to be converted back into dwellings. This 
strikes a balance between retaining the majority of our office 
space, while allowing for some additional residential. This will also 
ensure only appropriate-quality properties are converted to 
residential, as it would only apply to properties that were originally 
built to be residential. The predicted reduction in central-London 
office demand post-Covid further strengthens the argument for 
this policy.  
  

As shops tend to require much less storage space these days due to 
more efficient delivery models, it also makes sense to allow for the 
rooms above shops to be converted into standalone residential, 
rather than ensuring they have some commercial use. This would 
also help the vitality of our high streets, as there would be more 
people living on them.   

Noted. The changed to planning regulations do mean that shops can 
change to offices without the need for planning permission.  
  
The Council has commissioned an Employment Land Needs Study. This 
will look at the likely trends post-pandemic and future policy on 
protecting offices or taking a more permissive approach in certain 
circumstances will be based on this evidence.  
  
Flats can be built above shops without planning permission (Class G of 
the General Permitted Development Order permitted 
development). However, this is subject to change – see Technical 
consultation on consequential changes to permitted development rights 
- GOV.UK (www.gov.uk).  

Savills (Matt Lloyd-Ruck)   As stated above, the growth, renewal and protections zones 
provide developers with more clarity, but these zones should not 
restrict the optimisation of any site. Assessments should be made 
on a site-by-site basis. For example, it could be possible bring 
forward a large scale redevelopment proposal that would result in 
a positive impact on the surrounding heritage assets than the 
existing situation. Thus, windfall sites should be supported and 

Noted. These will be developed as more clarity emerges from the 
Government.   

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2015/596/schedule/2/part/3/crossheading/class-g-retail-or-betting-office-or-pay-day-loan-shop-to-mixed-use/made
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2015/596/schedule/2/part/3/crossheading/class-g-retail-or-betting-office-or-pay-day-loan-shop-to-mixed-use/made
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2015/596/schedule/2/part/3/crossheading/class-g-retail-or-betting-office-or-pay-day-loan-shop-to-mixed-use/made


210 

 

these zones should not be used prescriptively, as they may form a 
barrier to growth in the borough.   

CHRA (I. Margaronis)   The CHRA suggests that developers should be incentivised to build 
homes which have already achieved planning consent rather than 
continuing the current system as outlined in Q5.1. This is a huge 
national problem which distorts the current search for land to 
develop for affordable homes. Rather than removing local decision 
making in planning, which is the PWP’s solution, more could be 
achieved by penalising such developers by requiring them to 
provide a realistic timetable to build the homes as a precondition 
of planning permission. Council tax and other penalties could then 
be applied from the stated completion date regardless of whether 
the buildings were actually completed, to make a delay not 
financially attractive.   

The Government has recognised the issue of land banking and is 
contemplating placing a levy on developers who fail to build out 
permissions in time.  

KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)   

Setting a maximum size in square metres for new units 
(cf Westminster City Plan  
should be part of the optimisation policy.   

Support noted.  

The Philbeach Residents’ 
Association (Froment)   

Reduce the total number of housing units in the borough. Create a 
negative housing target.  
Alternatively, use the formula along the lines outlined above to 
create genuinely achievable targets.   

 Noted. Housing need figures now have to be based on a standardised 
Government formula. The housing target has to be based on the SHLAA 
which is carried out on a pan-London basis by the GLA and embedded 
within the London Plan. The Government’s Housing Delivery Test 
measures delivery against this target.  

  
  
Issue 2: Protecting existing homes   
Q5.3: Do you think we should stop the loss of any homes unless there is a robust case for an exception to be made?  
 

Respondent Name  Comments  Council’s response  
Earl's Court Society 
(Malcolm Spalding)   

Too many dilapidated, low quality single units (e.g. in Earl’s Court) 
that need amalgamations of two to create decent houses.   
There are plenty of instances in which it makes sense to combine 
neighbouring flats, especially  
if they are small. This does not necessarily reduce the number of 
occupants, or habitable space, just the number of properties.  
  

Noted. New policies will be based on updated evidence. This 
considers the nature of existing stock, future needs based on 
demographic forecasts, our own housing register and the 
effectiveness of current policies.   
  
Large parts of the Borough are extremely affluent with much higher 
than average income levels. There is also extreme deprivation in 
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There is an unbalanced emphasis on homes for the poor. The rich 
need somewhere to live as well. Planning policy cannot, and is not 
designed to, artificially control the supply and demand for housing.  
  

The low-earning key workers have always been the real victims of 
lack of affordable housing, and have been the neglected middle in 
society for too long.   

the Borough. The NLPR must strive to address this imbalance and 
reduce social inequality.   
  
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.  

Sandra Yarwood   Many units are too small   Noted.  
St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson)   

Within the StQW neighbourhood are there are houses whose 
‘basic’ footprint is above RBKC’s 170 sq m ‘new home’ criterion on 
amalgamations. We support a policy that amalgamations should 
not lead to loss of more than one housing unit.   

Noted.  

Gerald Eve obo CEL - 
Cadogan Estates Ltd (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 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 ‘affordable’ 
accommodation but also a reduction in a sites’ potential to deliver 
unit numbers for the Borough.   

We recognise that Class C4 HMOs do not need planning permission 
to convert to C3 residential. The policy is mainly about the larger 
HMOs. We are looking at the evidence of loss of HMOs in policy 
formulation. This has an impact on overall housing delivery. The 
conversion of HMOs to studios is not affordable housing but can be 
a form of low cost housing but clearly studios will be much more 
expensive than HMOs.    

Lucia Scalisi   If the buildings are returned to their original purpose - houses 
becoming houses instead of broken up into flats maybe?   
Returning buildings to their original purposing?  
I’m not sure, given what’s happened in covid everyone needs 
access to outside space.   
We need more outdoor.   

Noted.  

Greg Hammond   The biggest problem we've got in protecting existing homes is 
increasing usage for short term letting, a trend that appears to have 
been temporarily halted by the pandemic but will surely return as 
and when the economy recovers. London Councils' February 2020 
report gave an estimate of 5723 short term lets in RBKC as at May 
2019. While these properties are serving a purpose, their existence 
and increasing numbers make a mockery of the new-build target, 
and the opportunity cost of this number of lost dwellings will have 

Local Plan 2019 Policy CF9 protects all permanent residential 
accommodation from changes of use to short term lets. The issue 
of Air b’n’b 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.  
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an additional effect of raising private rental prices for the reduced 
numbers of AST properties that are available on the market. 
Reversing this trend should be a key part of tackling the housing 
shortage.  
  

As a point in the opposite direction, however, there is a need for 
family sized homes and it is not uncommon for families to occupy 
more than one flat in a building; de-conversion meets a need and 
we should be relaxed about the effect on the (arbitrary) target. It 
would also go 'with the grain' of protecting our historic buildings 
and conservation areas if previously converted smaller units are 
amalgamated into larger ones.  
  

We should also continue to allow remaining HMOs to be converted 
to smaller numbers of units that meet acceptable modern 
standards for living.  
  

We should not, however, allow buildings or flats that were 
originally built as separate units to be knocked through.   

We are reviewing the effectiveness of our policies by looking at 
evidence of loss from amalgamations and of HMOs. This loss has an 
impact on overall housing delivery which we are measured against 
by the Government.  

Kerry Davis-Head   If it is a terraced house combining a basement to make one 
property that is fair enough, but the other conversions sound as if 
they force a situation for new properties to be created, this makes 
for an even denser environment than the existing. To have to build 
new homes, higher and denser, just to compensate for lost homes 
does not seem very fair to other residents.   

Noted.  

Oonagh Wohanka   If you demolish buildings you will ruin the charm and diversity of 
the area   

Noted.  

Tracey Rust   There are many purpose-built houses in the borough, where over 
the passage of time, now have self-contained basement flats but 
were originally part of the building. Where these basement flats are 
in the same ownership of the dwelling above, it would not be 
unreasonable to allow these to be amalgamated for improved 
family accommodation.  
More often than not, these basement flats in any event are used by 
the owner/occupiers of the whole building either by staff or other 
family members.   

Proposals to amalgamate basements flats with the dwellings 
above   
can be possible under the current Local Plan. However, this may 
change with the NLPR. Any changes will be based on robust up-to-
date evidence which will consider the effectiveness of the policies 
in striking a balance between the need for family housing 
and meeting the housing target.  
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Grove and Company (Roger 
Grove)   

Often better to return a house to a single family dwelling to a good 
standard than have families living in poor 1960's conversions even 
though the latter looks better on paper   

Noted.  

Gerald Eve (Peter Edgar)   It is considered that the current policy approach of allowing 
amalgamation within set parameters is a proportionate and 
balanced approach which allows for better quality accommodation 
in many circumstances. Further restrictions would reduce flexibility 
and make it more difficult to improve the quality of existing 
housing stock where they are substandard (in terms of space, 
amenity, light etc).   

Support noted.  

DP9 (Kate Outterside)   N/A     
DP9 (Kate Outterside)       
Linda Wade   This should be addressed on a case-by-case basis. Many of the 

houses were converted into flats and now some of the flats are in 
poor condition and are hard to rent and so amalgamation would 
provide the opportunity to upgrade and provide better living 
conditions.   

This will be taken into consideration.   

William Wilson   in this Borough there should be a restriction on flat/house size as it 
is so densely populated already   

Noted, this is something that we are considering.   

Boka Hotel (Spencer 
Parsons)   

yes existing homes must be protected and certainly not allowed to 
be demolished for developers profits or as happened with the Earls 
Court site and Lillie Road people visited in their homes in an 
evening with "employees or representatives" of the developer 
offering people to buy their homes and when they refused be told 
that they should sell or they would be compulsory purchased at a 
lower price in the end   

Noted.  

Bikeworks CIC 
(David Dansky)   

Interesting point. In some ways breaking a single unit house to 
flatlets often leads to poor quality housing as is done by landlords 
to optimise their income.  
  

I suppose if done will provide light quality, comfortable homes 
for more people then that is ok. There may/.should be guidelines 
about minimum standards for such modifications   

The Housing Act 2004 requires that sub-divided buildings meet 
standards and houses in multiple occupation are licensed.  

The Hillgate Village 
Residents' Association 
(Sophia Massey-Cook)   

The HVRA can see both sides of the argument and favours a case by 
case approach by RBKC. Parts of Pembridge ward have been 
particularly adversely affected by the agglomeration of flats and 

Noted.  
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bedsits into single family dwellings of immense size. As a result, the 
population of the parts of the CA is greatly diminished. Some 
streets such as Pembridge Place have become deserted with only 
security guards to patrol the wonderful houses boasting 
subterranean swimming pools and cinema rooms which stand in 
darkness a once busy street is now akin to a ghost town.  
Amalgamation by target sq m may be positive however when it 
allows residents to combine their property when their families 
expand. This increases social cohesion and stable, balanced 
communities but excessive amalgamation especially for absentee 
owners depopulates areas and destroys social and demographic 
balance. In areas where flats are too expensive to ever be truly 
affordable amalgamation may be preferable to a restrictive policy 
resulting in multiple Airbnb’s or unoccupied pied a terre which do 
not increase the supply of dwelling units either. RBKC Planning 
policy should not be too rigid but sensitive to local consultation on 
this issue.   
  

Historically local planning has found it difficult to strike a balance 
between these two extremes in its highest priced areas. One 
solution would be to remove amalgamation and integration of flats 
from planning altogether and allow the market to respond, subject 
to structural, fire and building regulations, but set a simple 
minimum standard that a flat at should be no smaller than 500sq ft, 
ideally have a double aspect and must include access to a shared 
garden space. Amalgamated properties would remain liable for the 
Council Tax of the properties combined in addition to the building 
service charge.   

The Pembridge Association 
(Fiona Fleming-Brown)   

The PA can see both sides of the argument and favours a case by 
case approach by RBKC. Parts of Pembridge ward have been 
particularly adversely affected by the agglomeration of flats and 
bedsits into single family dwellings of immense size. As a result, the 
population of the parts of the CA is greatly diminished. Some 
streets such as Pembridge Place have become deserted with only 
security guards to patrol the wonderful houses boasting 
subterranean swimming pools and cinema rooms which stand in 

Noted.   
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darkness a once busy street is now akin to a ghost town.  
Amalgamation by target sq m may be positive however when it 
allows residents to combine their property when their families 
expand. This increases social cohesion and stable, balanced 
communities but excessive amalgamation especially for absentee 
owners depopulates areas and destroys social and demographic 
balance. In areas where flats are too expensive to ever be truly 
affordable amalgamation may be preferable to a restrictive policy 
resulting in multiple Airbnb’s or unoccupied pied a terre which do 
not increase the supply of dwelling units either. RBKC Planning 
policy should not be too rigid but sensitive to local consultation on 
this issue.   
  

Historically local planning has found it difficult to strike a balance 
between these two extremes in its highest priced areas. One 
solution would be to remove amalgamation and integration of flats 
from planning altogether and allow the market to respond, subject 
to structural, fire and building regulations, but set a simple 
minimum standard that a flat at should be no smaller than 500sq ft, 
ideally have a double aspect and must include access to a shared 
garden space. Amalgamated properties would remain liable for the 
Council Tax of the properties combined in addition to the building 
service charge.   

C David   This is self-evident. Stop the take-over of the area by foreign 
billionaires.   

Noted.  

Tom Bennett   We should perhaps stop two full terraced houses being knocked 
together, but often families outgrow their flats, and by allowing 
two flats to be combined we can better accommodate families 
wishing to remain in the borough. If a house was sub-divided into 
flats some years ago, I see no issue with removing those divisions to 
restore it to the family home it once was.   

The current policy on amalgamation is formulated to strike a 
balance to allow families to expand.  

Savills (Matt Lloyd-Ruck)   The loss of a residential unit within the borough could be justified 
should there is an uplift in planning benefit resulting from it. This 
could take the form of a significant amount of commercial floor 
space being delivered as part of the scheme.  
Policy that restricts the loss of residential accommodation should 

Noted. The loss of homes reduces existing housing stock and does 
not achieve the NPPF aim of boosting housing supply.  
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be consulted on with local landowners and developers and 
clarification on that a ‘robust case’ is should be made.   

  
CHRA (I. Margaronis)   

The CHRA can see both sides of the argument and favours a case by 
case approach by RBKC. Parts of Pembridge ward have been 
particularly adversely affected by the agglomeration of flats and 
bedsits into single family dwellings of immense size. As a result, the 
population of the parts of the CA is greatly diminished. Some 
streets such as Pembridge Place have become deserted with only 
security guards to patrol the wonderful houses boasting 
subterranean swimming pools and cinema rooms which stand in 
darkness a once busy street is now akin to a ghost town.  
Amalgamation by target sq. m. may be positive however when it 
allows residents to combine their property when their families 
expand. This increases social cohesion and stable, balanced 
communities but excessive amalgamation especially for absentee 
owners depopulates areas and destroys social and demographic 
balance. In areas where flats are too expensive to ever be truly 
affordable, amalgamation may be preferable to a restrictive policy 
resulting in multiple Airbnb’s or unoccupied pied a terre which do 
not increase the supply of dwelling units either. RBKC Planning 
policy should not be too rigid but sensitive to local consultation on 
this issue.   
  

Historically local planning has found it difficult to strike a balance 
between these two extremes in its highest priced areas. One 
solution would be to remove amalgamation and integration of flats 
from planning altogether and allow the market to respond, subject 
to structural, fire and building regulations, but set a simple 
minimum standard that a flat at should be no smaller than 50 sq. 
metres, ideally have a double aspect and must include access to a 
shared garden space. Amalgamated properties would remain liable 
for the Council Tax of the properties combined in addition to the 
building service charge.   

Noted.  

KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)   

We strongly support policy for resisting amalgamations, whether 
through deconversion of houses converted into flats or 
amalgamation of adjoining houses or flats in purpose-built blocks, 

Support noted. This is something we are considering.  
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as these involve both the loss of housing but also loss of smaller 
units.   
  

It is also important that where dwellings are divided a legal 
agreement should be put in case requiring no letting as short lets  
  

We also need a much stronger policy to control loss of HMOs and 
student accommodation – an additional source of loss of affordable 
housing   

We are looking at the evidence of loss of 
HMOs and of units through amalgamation in policy formulation 
which is having an impact on overall housing delivery. The 
conversion of HMOs to studios is not affordable housing but can be 
a form of low-cost housing as studios will be much more expensive 
than HMOs.   

The Philbeach Residents’ 
Association (Froment)   

There are many dilapidated, low quality single units (e.g. in Earl’s 
Court) that should be amalgamated to create decent-sized homes.   
There are plenty of instances in which it makes sense to combine 
neighbouring flats, especially if they are small. This does not 
necessarily reduce the number of occupants, or habitable space, 
just the number of properties.  
  

There is an unbalanced emphasis on homes for the poor. Wealthier 
people need somewhere to live as well, and we need these people 
to generate wealth within the Borough.   
Planning policy cannot, and is not designed to, artificially control 
the supply and demand for housing.  
The low-earning key workers have always been the real victims of 
lack of affordable housing, and have been the neglected middle in 
society for too long.   

Noted. New policies will be based on updated evidence. This 
considers the nature of existing stock, future needs based on 
demographic forecasts, our own housing register and the 
effectiveness of current policies.   
  
Large parts of the Borough are extremely affluent with much higher 
than average income levels. There is also extreme deprivation in 
the Borough. The NLPR must strive to address this imbalance and 
reduce social inequality.   
  
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.  

GLA (Hassan Ahmed)   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 
4.2.9 of the ItP London Plan, 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. However, setting the limit for the resulting premises 
to be no larger than 170sqm is considered to be excessive, 
especially when compared with the figures in Table 3.1 of 
the ItP London Plan, which sets the minimum space standard for a 
6 bedroom, 8 person dwelling at 138sqm. The limit to be imposed 

Noted. We are currently reviewing the effectiveness of this policy 
by looking at evidence of loss via amalgamation.  
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should be supported by local evidence which demonstrates that it 
would prevent the loss of housing over the plan period.   

  
 

Issue 3: RBKC Community Housing  
Q5.4: Should we endeavor to retain our 650 sq m trigger?  
 

Respondent Name  Comments  Council’s response  
The Labour Group - RBKC 
(Sir/ Madam)   

Yes. In a small borough we must mobilise every possible small 
development to ensure it delivers affordable homes. The proposed 
national regulations will counteract that and decrease the number 
built. Kensington and Chelsea is exceptional. Let’s make an 
exception.   

Noted.  

Earl's Court Society (Malcolm 
Spalding)   

Only for affordable (nor social) rent products for key workers.   Noted. The floorspace is a trigger for all affordable housing and we 
cannot set separate floorspace thresholds for different products.   

St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson)   

A Government policy of setting the affordable housing threshold at 
50 units, even for a two year period, would severely reduce the 
number of new affordable homes in the borough and should be 
resisted. The current RBKC policy on a 650 sq m threshold is an 
outlier as compared with national policy. If it were to be retained in 
a new Local Plan it should be applied with careful assessment on 
the impact on viability. For small-scale redevelopments, the 
prospects will inevitably be slim of finding a Registered Provider 
willing to manage a single affordable unit.   

Noted. The Government has decided not to progress this proposal 
further. New viability evidence will be produced relooking at the 
appropriate threshold and testing it on smaller schemes.  

Gerald Eve obo CEL - 
Cadogan Estates Ltd (Neil 
Henderson)   

The Estate 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 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 
invest in replenishing existing stock or to take opportunities to 

Noted. This is being tested in a new viability study.  
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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.   

Lucia Scalisi   Aim high for better quality living for all.   Noted.  
Octavia Housing (Andrew 
Brown)   

Without replacing the affordable homes lost to the right to buy 
where will the borough house newly formed local modest income 
households that it has a continuing legal obligation to house? RPs 
often attract negative publicity if they acquire high land value sites 
from the open market because in order to produce a modest 
numbers of affordable homes with the subsidy available they will 
need to cross subsidize these homes by producing high value 
homes for market sale to make the scheme viable. This is 
sometimes criticised as not being the best use of such 
organisation’s resources. This places added reliance on the local 
authority to generate a stream of affordable homes.   

Providing enough affordable housing to meet needs is extremely 
challenging in the Borough given the constrained supply of land. 
Nevertheless, the Council is committed to supporting and 
increasing the delivery of new affordable homes. It is doing so 
through its own house building programme and also by 
providing appropriate policies to support this such as set out in the 
Community Housing SPD.  
   

Oonagh Wohanka   But not by demolishing older buildings   Noted.  
Mr Ehrman   The recent White Paper set the trigger point at 1,000 sq m. A lower 

limit might provide more social housing in theory. But the risk is 
that it could also discourage or render otherwise viable 
developments unviable and thus stymie new housing overall.   

Noted. Even if the existing 650 sqm threshold is kept, it will be 
based on updated viability evidence.  

Grove and Company (Roger 
Grove)   

we should conform with national policy   Noted. Any deviation from national policy can only be based on 
robust local evidence which was the case for the present policy. 
Even if the existing 650 sqm threshold is kept, it will be based on 
updated viability evidence.  

Gerald Eve (Peter Edgar)   The importance of affordable housing and meeting housing needs 
of all is recognised. However, it is considered that national level 
triggers for affordable housing are proportionate and well-
reasoned. Seeking to maintain an alternative threshold has the 
potential to create conflict and confusion. Also, the 
current approach to applying affordable requirements to gross 
floorspace rather than net uplift is a significant disincentive to 
residential delivery and has likely resulted in less new affordable 
housing overall. This element of the policy should be modified in 
line with a ‘net uplift’ approach.   

Noted. Any deviation from national policy can only be based on 
robust local evidence which was the case for the present policy. 
Even if the existing 650 sqm threshold is kept, it will be based on 
updated viability evidence.  
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William Wilson   This is an exceptionally expensive area, and private owners have 
to restrict the size of the housing they can afford to live in   

Concern noted.  

Boka Hotel (Spencer 
Parsons)   

You can try and take each case as it comes , but it should be about 
need and not builders’ profits   

Noted.  

Bikeworks CIC 
(David Dansky)   

The more affordable housing the better. And more council run or 
housing association. This would ensure a more diverse population 
and minimise enclaves of a certain social class (Like gated 
communities)  
  

I would support retaining, even increasing affordable housing as a 
major priority, especially after Grenfell   

Support noted.  

The Hillgate Village 
Residents' Association 
(Sophia Massey-Cook)   

One of the failures of the PWP‘s nationally focussed “one size fits 
all” recommendations is that 650 sq m for a property in RBKC is 
quite a large home which is not the case in other parts of the UK 
where land is much cheaper and easier to acquire. One of the key 
issues in RBKC is the need for more social housing that can be 
afforded by lower income families. We are not short of 
unaffordable housing. We fear that if RBKC loses its 650 
m sq trigger then fewer schemes will be obliged to provide the 
social housing that the borough needs.   

Noted.  

The Pembridge Association 
(Fiona Fleming-Brown)   

One of the failures of the PWP‘s nationally focussed “one size fits 
all” recommendations is that 650 sq m for a property in RBKC is 
quite a large home which is not the case in other parts of the UK 
where land is much cheaper and easier to acquire. One of the key 
issues in RBKC is the need for more social housing that can be 
afforded by lower income families. We are not short of 
unaffordable housing. We fear that if RBKC loses its 650 
m sq trigger then fewer schemes will be obliged to provide the 
social housing that the borough needs.   

Noted.  

C David   yes all development in the borough must contribute to the 
construction of social housing   

Noted.  

Andre Michaud   The trigger is too low. It has been in place for years and NO ONE 
has developed any of those buildings. There is a logical reason for 
that... they will lose money. The policies are too restrictive, they 
need a fundamental change. Allow more residential (which we 
need), this has a more predictable value (albeit a falling one in this 

Noted. Smaller scale development make a financial contribution to 
create affordable housing in the Borough. The Council is developing 
its own housing and such contributions can assist in increasing 
overall delivery. Even if the existing 650 sqm threshold is kept, it 
will be based on updated viability evidence.  
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climate), and we will see life come back to the road. Good quality 
new build cheap housing (it backs onto the tracks and has poor 
transport links), and we can control the size of the units to ensure 
we are hitting the quota we have been set. We have 450 houses to 
create, what better place than Latimer Road. My only regret is that 
this should have happened 10 years ago. It has become so much 
worse in the last ten years. Assuming the industrial units could 
have 12 one or two bed flats each, we would suddenly create 170 
new apartments! How amazing that would be. This would lead to a 
DIRECT need for shops and other amenities, it would create life, no 
more fly tipping, no more graffiti, our cars would be safer, and the 
buildings would be prettier without the awful loading bay gaps 
between them.   

  
The Council consulted on a Draft SPD to develop Units 1-14 at 
Latimer Road in April/May 2021.  

Tom Bennett   We need to look at the bigger picture across London of allowing 
supply to respond to demand. The Government has identified that 
this isn't happening because too many limitations and being put on 
supply. We need to be careful that this policy wouldn't do more 
harm than good. 650sqm is not a large development, and I would 
worry that this policy would strangle small development.   

Noted. If this policy is carried forward it will be based on viability 
testing which is currently underway. We will also look relevant 
planning permissions and what has been secured in them which 
will be financial contributions from smaller schemes. The policy has 
been in place for about two years now and this would provide 
some indication of its effectiveness.  

Savills (Matt Lloyd-Ruck)   Savills and CEG consider that including affordable housing trigger 
point under regional and national policy thresholds would be 
unlawful and result in any emerging policy being found unsound.   

Noted. Noted. Any deviation from national policy can only be based 
on robust local evidence which was the case for the present policy. 
The national policy existed when the current policy went through 
examination and this was considered by the Inspector 
in great detail. Even if the existing 650 sqm threshold is kept, it will 
be based on updated viability evidence.  

CHRA (I. Margaronis)   your question contains a typo: 650m2 is an enormous property! 
One of the failures of the PWP‘s nationally focussed “one size fits 
all” recommendations is that 650 sq m (sq feet?) for a property in 
RBKC is quite a large home which is not the case in other parts of 
the UK where land is much cheaper and easier to acquire. One of 
the key issues in RBKC is the need for more social housing that can 
be afforded by lower income families. We are not short of 
unaffordable housing. We fear that if RBKC loses its 650 (m) sq Ft? 
trigger then fewer schemes will be obliged to provide the social 
housing that the borough needs.   

Noted. The reference to the 650 sq m floorspace is not to a 
property but the floorspace of the entire development. Once a 
residential development reaches this threshold it becomes liable to 
affordable housing contribution under existing Local Plan policy.  
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Nicholas Sabine   The Proposed Destruction Of Social Housing Requirements is 
unacceptable as they Should Be Increased And Strengthened. The 
current proposals reduce these requirements which are already 
unenforceable and often ignored by developers. Current policy 
requires at least 35 per cent affordable housing on residential 
development over 650 sq. m.  
  

The Problem is - these proposals require social housing only where 
10 homes are being created or there is a floorspace of 1,000 sq. m. 
This would mean many smaller scale developments which are 
common in Kensington and Chelsea will be exempt from the 
requirement to provide affordable housing. Furthermore, to help 
small scale developers, the Government may temporarily (for a 
period of 18 months) raise the threshold for the provision of 
affordable housing to 40 or 50 homes.   

Noted. We are looking a various options including keeping the 
existing 650 sq m threshold in policy. However, the 10 homes or 
1,000 sq m threshold is national policy and we need to bear that in 
mind.  
  
The Government has decided not to carry forward the proposal to 
raise the threshold as described.  

KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)   

We must provide the evidence to support a tailored policy for 
London/RBKC, otherwise there could be little or no affordable 
housing secured.  
  

We have evolved a better mix of housing, but it has been a slow 
process. Our Local Plan and the London Plan have produced 
the current requirement. The latest proposal to earmark 25% for 
subsidised homeownership may not work in Kensington and 
Chelsea – even if “required” by legislation. However, it may be 
merely enabling rather than mandatory. This is a matter for 
responding to the Planning White Paper.   

Noted. The Government has announced that they will be 
progressing with the First Homes proposal with a cap on properties 
of £420,000. This would enable a property of £600,000 with a 30% 
discount to be a first home. This may work in certain parts of the 
Borough and will be tested in the viability study.  

The Philbeach Residents’ 
Association (Froment)   

Only for affordable (nor social) rent products for key workers.   Noted. The floorspace is a trigger for all affordable housing and we 
cannot set separate floorspace thresholds for different products.   

Units, 2,3,4,5,7,8,10 & 11 
Latimer 
Ind Estate and Ivebury Court 
(Tania Martin)   

The Government policy for setting the affordable housing threshold 
at 50 units, could potentially see some of the units immediately 
sold and developed. The current RBKC policy on a 650 sqm 
affordable housing threshold is not in line with national policy and 
severely hampers the potential for small-scale redevelopments, 
such as those on Latimer Road and will deter much needed 
investment in the road.  
  

Noted. The Government has decided not to progress this proposal 
further. New viability evidence will be produced relooking at the 
appropriate threshold and testing it on smaller schemes.  
  
The Council consulted on a Draft SPD to develop Units 1-14 at 
Latimer Road in April/May 2021.  
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RBKC Planning Department is currently carrying out a viability study 
of one of the Industrial Units and this should be referred to when 
assessing the 650 sqm affordable housing threshold, as this 
threshold will deter investment for the redevelopment of the 
industrial units.   

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

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 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 

As noted the Kensal Canalside SPD will be accompanied by a very 
detailed DIF Study. The points made will be relevant to the Kensal 
Canalside site allocation which will follow the SPD.  
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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.   

TfL (Brendan Hodges)   We would expect the Council’s approach to be based on a robust, 
up to date evidence base and to be in general conformity with 
the ItP LP as well as the NPPF.   

Noted.  

  
  
Issue 3: RBKC Community Housing  
 

Q5.5: Do you have any views on the housing products that we consider to be genuinely affordable? Given 25 per cent of affordable homes could be required by 
legislation to be First Homes for sale, should there be any other types of affordable housing in addition to those described above?  
 

Respondent Name  Comments  Council’s response  
The Labour Group - RBKC 
(Sir/ Madam)   

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 – especially as keyworkers often move home as 
they progress up the career ladder. Landlords must be registered 
so there is accountability, particularly in relation to the Homes Fit 

Point on First Homes noted but this will be based on the 
Government guidance and legislation.  
  
The Labour group’s policy on regeneration of Council managed 
estates is noted. Although following the Grenfell Tower tragedy, 
the Council made a commitment to end estate regeneration on 
Council owned estates and this remains the case. We have also 
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for Human Habitation Act. The First Homes scheme is poorly 
conceived.   

  
  

RBKC LABOUR GROUP POLICY ON REGENERATION OF Council-
managed ESTATES  
The selection of estates for regeneration will be guided and 
confirmed against a clear set of published criteria, the most 
important of which are:  
(a) that the regeneration will result in a significant increase in social 
rented housing in order to reach Borough targets for “affordable” 
homes as set out in the London Plan and to address the Council’s 
Housing Allocations register; and  
(b) that the estate has been subject to a financial viability 
assessment to prove that it is beyond repair and regeneration 
through demolition is the only way to provide this increase in social 
housing.  
  

Any programme to redevelop Council-managed estates will only 
progress where the following conditions are met:  
• The process will begin with an extensive consultation with 
residents and other stakeholders, leading to the production of an 
agreed Supplementary Planning Document  
• The development will not deviate from the terms of the SPD 
(unless to make improvements and then only with the full 
agreement of all stakeholders)  
• The new estate will be built to the highest possible standards, 
with an assurance that the Council is not building something that 
will become a slum in 30 years  
• The preferred option will be environmentally-friendly, involving 
retrofitting, in-fill development and additional storeys to preserve 
embodied carbon wherever possible, to achieve regeneration more 
quickly and less contentiously than full demolition and 
reconstruction  
• All current infrastructure – such as shops, nurseries, public 
houses, community rooms etc. - shall be replaced and additional 

embedded Circular Economy principles in our new Greening SPD. 
This requires consideration of reusing/refurbishing existing 
buildings before demolition and rebuild which is in-line with one of 
the policies stated.  
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primary care facilities provided where there is evidence of need  
• Regenerated estates may be rebuilt to a higher density, but 
should retain at least as much public open green space and 
playgrounds as before  
• Where density is significantly higher than before, additional 
infrastructure facilities should be included as required   
• Once built, the new estate will be properly maintained and 
not allowed to run down. This will become more complex over 
time, as the maintenance and repair of private sector homes will 
differ from the maintenance and repair programmes of Council-
managed properties  
• As well as providing additional “affordable” housing and homes 
for market sale and rent, there will be a net increase in the 
provision of social rented homes  
• The Council should introduce London Living Rents for all the 
“affordable” rented housing other than those currently let at the 
social rent  
• The Council will not use dwellings that become void and are then 
allocated as Temporary Accommodation as the estate is 
redeveloped as a reason to reduce the provision of social rented 
homes in the new development; the total number of social 
tenancies must be increased not decreased.  
• Homes for social and other sub-market rent will not be located on 
the worse parts of the estate and will be indistinguishable in quality 
from the rest of the estate  
• No property for sale will be marketed out of the UK and/or as a 
Buy-to-Leave and/or Buy-to-Let investment. A restrictive covenant 
to this effect shall be placed on the lease and this will be strictly 
monitored and enforced by the Council  
• The existing resident community will be retained on site. To this 
end the following criteria will apply:  
  

o All council tenants (with secure tenancies and time-limited 
tenancies) who wish will be rehoused on the regenerated estate, 
on the same tenure and rent levels and ideally after only one 
move   
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o Adult children living with parents who are secure tenants will be 
rehoused on the regenerated estate, either separately or with their 
parents  
o Residents for whom the Council has accepted a duty to rehouse 
who are living in temporary accommodation on the estate will 
be offered tenancies on the regenerated estate  
o Older tenants who are currently under-occupying but not subject 
to the spare room subsidy (“bedroom tax”) will be rehoused in a 
home with one additional bedroom as they wish   
o All resident leaseholders who wish may buy a comparable sized 
unit on the regenerated estate. Where required, the Council will 
provide a ‘top up’ of shared equity to bridge any differential in 
market value between the existing and new unit at no cost to the 
leaseholder. This retained equity will not be subject to charge and 
will be returned to the Council on the sale of the property  
o The Council will assist returning resident leaseholders to find 
alternative homes during the construction period  
o Long-standing tenants of Right-to-Buy landlords on the estate will 
have priority for a new London Living Rental home on the 
regenerated estate.   

Earl's Court Society (Malcolm 
Spalding)   

25% Intermediate products for key workers, veterans, and 
downsizers, in addition to 25% first homes.  
Maximum 25% social rented homes (Council or RSL) to maintain 
fair and balanced communities.   

Policies need to be based on robust evidence. We are currently 
working on the evidence of need in a new Local Housing Needs 
Assessment.  

Sandra Yarwood   For key workers and for retired long term residents   We will consider the specific needs of key workers and retired 
residents in our evidence base and when drafting policy.  

St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson)   

If the First Homes scheme will have a price cap of £420,000 in 
London there will be very few eligible properties in RBK&C (so 
whether a discount of 50% rather than 30% were available would 
make no difference on the supply side). We are surprised that 
there is no mention of shared ownership (SO). This merits a single 
paragraph in the Council’s Community Housing Supplementary 
Planning Document of June 2020 (household income cap of 
£90,000 etc).  
  

An example of a ‘25%’ shared ownership scheme is St Quintin 

Noted. The Government has announced that they will be 
progressing with the First Homes proposal with a cap on properties 
of £420,000. This would enable a property of £600,000 with a 30% 
discount to be a first home. This may work in certain parts of the 
Borough and will be tested in the viability study.  
  
Shared ownership as noted has a high income cap of £90,000. The 
evidence of need which supports the Community Housing SPD 
shows the need is greater for lower income groups. The intention 
of all products remaining genuinely affordable is that they can be 
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House in Pangbourne Avenue provided by Clarion Housing Group. 
Residents include many young professionals - some with 
families. In the 1970s the Council found ways of supporting small 
co-ownership housing associations to refurbish or build new 
housing schemes, with occupants able to obtain 100% RBKC 
mortgages on long leases. Such housing products may no longer 
be possible but the Council needs to do something to enable the 
20-35 generation to remain in the Borough   

accessed by a wide range of income levels below the 
maximum thresholds. Share ownership can be supported as long 
as it achieves this objective.   
  

Kerry Davis-Head   It would seem that there is affordable housing which is gained 
initially and then the occupants circumstances change. ie they then 
sub-let and move back in with family etc therefore profiting from 
the new property. in addition, affordable rental property is sublet 
with occupants renting in a cheaper area, again profiting from the 
difference. Measures should be in place to ensure that the initial 
criteria for obtaining these properties are met throughout the 
tenure   

This is a housing rather than a planning issue that can be addressed 
in the NLPR. However please refer to the Council’s webpage 
on tenancy fraud.  
  
Moreover, the Housing Strategy’s action to make more efficient 
use of our exiting social housing stock sets the following 
milestones:  

• Review the Void process and ensure the re-letting 
of properties is more efficient;  

• Ensure the social housing stock is fairly and 
appropriately tenanted by taking counter fraud actions to 
identify illegal sublets; and  

• Review and improve the under 
occupation scheme to provide better incentives and more 
help to households who want to downsize.   

Octavia Housing (Andrew 
Brown)   

There needs to be an ongoing supply of new social rented homes to 
cater for newly forming local families on modest incomes. The 
households are often employed in the service industries supporting 
the local prosperous majority and in local businesses. The council 
stock is shrinking through the right to buy and the obligation to 
rehouse homeless families with a local connection is an ongoing 
duty.   

Providing enough affordable housing to meet needs is extremely 
challenging in the Borough given the constrained supply of land. 
Nevertheless, the Council is committed to supporting and 
increasing the delivery of new affordable homes. It is doing so 
through its own house building programme and also by providing 
appropriate policies to support this such as set out in the 
Community Housing SPD.  
  

Oonagh Wohanka   It is perfectly possible to ‘adapt’ the model of affordable housing to 
a realistic flat/house type   

The provision of affordable housing does not preclude the delivery 
of a diversity of housing types. In fact, Local Plan Policy CH2 f. 
requires affordable housing and market housing to be integrated 
in any development and have the same external appearance. This 
is know as ‘tenure blind’ development.  

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/business-and-enterprise/fraud-awareness/tenancy-fraud
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G Thomson   The Council must prepare a robust, up-to-date evidence base to 
support all future Community Housing policies. It is not appropriate 
to rely on the Community Housing SPD as its evidence was not 
subject to statutory consultation or public examination with 
Inspector scrutiny as to the soundness of the proposed policies.  
  

ECPL submitted extensive representations to the Council’s 
consultation on Community Housing SPD stating that it did not 
agree with the process that had been undertaken. The SPD’s 
methodology was not robust.  
  

For instance, instead of testing a range of affordability of 
intermediate property, as was done for the 2015 SHMA, the 2019 
SHMA Partial Update applied a single affordability scenario, which 
is identified as being the ‘Average London Living Rent Level’. In 
trying to replicate this calculation, it is not possible to reconcile 
London Living Rent (‘LLR’) levels to the average assumed to inform 
the draft SPD. Within RBKC, LLR levels for a 1 bed unit in 2020 
range across wards from £959 pcm and up to  
£1,439 pcm. The Average LLR level assumed is higher than any 
rent actually being charged in RBKC.  
  

The actual Average LLR level, based on 2020 rents, is significantly 
below those assumed to inform the SPD. The consequence is that it 
implies that any household earning under £63,500 is unable to 
afford a 1 bed intermediate home, with incomes required being 
materially higher than this for larger homes. This is not an accurate 
reflection of intermediate affordability and therefore housing 
needs. This appears to be compounded by a downward adjustment 
to the household income data relied upon, which could be up to a 
c. 25% deduction. This further undermines the reliability of the 
evidence base that informed the SPD.  
  

Recognition of the distinct economics associated 
with BtR development  
  

The ItP LP recognises the contribution that BtR development can 

Robust, up-to-date evidence base:  
New evidence on housing need is underway both on housing need 
and viability.  
  
Council officers will work with ECPL to develop a site allocation that 
is deliverable. Nevertheless, the strategic borough policy on 
affordable housing has to be based on evidence of need. Given the 
large numbers on the Council’s housing register this need is for a 
range of income levels which is what the Community Housing SPD 
addresses. It does not preclude other products as long as they cater 
to a range of income levels.  
  
The new evidence will test the viability of providing a range of rent 
levels including the LLR at Notting Dale ward levels.  
  
BtR:  
  
The Community Housing SPD when prescribing in Par 3.24 
that "Council will seek a range of genuinely affordable homes with 
70 per cent at social rent (or affordable rent where justified) and 
the remaining 30 per cent Discounted Market Rent (DMR) at LLR 
levels" is not contrary to Para 4.11.10 of the New London Plan 
2021.  
  
While Para 4.11.10 notes that “it is not appropriate to seek DMR at 
or close to social rent levels”, this only applies to the DMR element 
of the provision, which must meet the definition of intermediate 
housing.  
  
BtR schemes can take advantage of the Fast Track Route offered to 
Build for Sale schemes. To do so, they should provide 30 per cent of 
DMR homes at an equivalent rent to LLR while the remaining 70 
per cent should be "at a range of genuinely affordable 
rents", according to Policy H11 Criterion D.  Para 4.11.6 further 
specifies that "the remainder should be provided at a range of 
genuinely affordable discounts below market rent based on local 
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make to the delivery of housing (which is also recognised in 2019 
Local Plan paragraph 23.3.72) and the distinct economics 
associated with BtR development. This recognition is reflected 
in ItP LP Policy H11, which prescribes an alternative approach to 
the delivery of affordable housing for BtR development where 
relevant criteria are met. It allows BtR schemes to provide 
intermediate tenure types, to comprise 30% at LLR levels with the 
remainder to be provided as Discount Market Rent (‘DMR’) at a 
range of levels of affordability having regard to local need and 
project viability. One of the objectives stated in the Community 
Housing SPD is to bring it more in line with the ItP LP, but the SPD 
does not accord with the ItP LP in this regard. It instead prescribes 
a similar approach to tenure split for BtR as for traditional Build to 
Sell (‘BtS’) development in seeking 70% of all new affordable 
homes delivered by BtR development to be at social rent or 
affordable rent levels. This is contrary to paragraph 4.11.10 of 
the ItP LP, which notes that “it is not appropriate to seek DMR at or 
close to social rent levels”.  
  

Intermediate Housing  
  

ECPL does not support the requirement for all intermediate 
housing across the Borough to be at the level of the lowest 
Borough LLR level (Notting Dale Ward), which again conflicts with 
the approach taken in the ItP LP. The ItP LP identifies intermediate 
rents by reference to ward incomes for the ward in which the 
homes are proposed, allowing the rents for this tenure type to 
reflect the circumstances of the local area. It is considered 
that intermediate homes should target a range of incomes 
reflective of local housing needs and site specific circumstances.  
  

ECPL is, therefore, concerned that such a reduction in affordability 
levels will threaten the viability and deliverability of proposed 
development. ECPL is keen to work with Officers to ensure that any 
proposals for affordable housing delivery are supported by a robust 
evidence base and are in accordance with relevant legislation and 
planning policy at national, regional and local level. A range of 

need to be agreed with the borough and Mayor where 
relevant". This means that what makes up the remaining 70 per 
cent is to be decided by the borough, is based on local need and 
has to be below market rent.   
  
  
Intermediate Housing  
  
New evidence both on housing need and viability are underway 
and they will inform the NLPR’s policy on intermediate housing.   
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intermediate products should be considered having regard to local 
housing need and affordability, a flexible approach should be taken 
having regard to site specific circumstances and viability 
constraints. ECPL consider a range of types of intermediate housing 
could be appropriate e.g. first homes, shared ownership, 
intermediate rent, DMR, London Living Rent and Discount Market 
Sale and Shared Equity and a one size fits all approach is not 
appropriate in that regard.   

Fraslo Investment Holdings 
Limited (Will Kumar)   

Provision of small amounts of affordable housing on sites makes it 
unattractive to RPs to deliver and manage, as there is not enough 
scale. RBKC should look to extract more contributions towards 
affordable housing and deliver truly affordable homes themselves 
as a Local Housing Authority Provider.   

Noted. Smaller schemes do make a financial contribution which the 
Council may use for its own house building programme.   

DP9 (Kate Outterside)   Q 5.5 Do you have any views on the housing products that we 
consider to be genuinely affordable? Given 25 per cent of 
affordable homes could be required by legislation to be First 
Homes for sale, should there be any other types of affordable 
housing in addition to those described above?  
  

There is no in principle issue with the provision of a mixture of 
housing tenures. However, the overall tenure split should be 
subject to viability and the policy should not seek to predetermine 
the output of site-specific viability. We would suggest that housing 
policies identify aspirations for mix, whilst also acknowledging that 
alternative housing mix may come forward based on site specific 
solutions.   

The housing tenure mix will be based on both the latest evidence of 
need and viability.  

Linda Wade   Yes. There should be a range of housing options and these should 
be clearly defined, with distinct housing application lists and 
protocols. Social affordability at 80% of market rent cannot be 
described as affordable and so the definition of what is genuinely 
affordable must be spelt out.   
a. social rented to include family sized units i.e. 3 bed   
b. social rented independent older resident purpose-built 
accommodation   
c. discounted market rent: keyworkers: nurses, teachers, etc.   
d. first time buyers   

The RBKC Community Housing SPD adopted in June 
2020 defines products that are genuinely affordable in the 
Borough. The products considered affordable are social rent, 
affordable (at London Affordable Rent levels) and intermediate 
rent at the lowest London Living Rent (LLR) levels in the Borough. 
While the NPPF requires affordable rent to be at least 20 per cent 
below local market rent, 80 per cent of market rent is 
not considered genuinely affordable in this borough and does not 
apply to any of the products we seeks or set out in the Community 
Housing SPD.   
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Boka Hotel (Spencer 
Parsons)   

Affordable should be a mix, rental and owner occupied, for social 
tenants, key workers and first time buyers   

Noted.  

Bikeworks CIC 
(David Dansky)   

Council Housing  
Housing Associations and cooperatives  
Protected Sheltered housing   

Noted.  

The Hillgate Village 
Residents' Association 
(Sophia Massey-Cook)   

Community housing should reflect the actual needs of RBKC 
residents. If it is deemed after local assessment, for example that 
more homes are required for larger families or older people than 
for First Homes then it makes no sense to prioritise other groups. 
We therefore disagree with the introduction of the 25% First 
Homes Scheme and hope that RBKC will preserve its Community 
Housing numbers. There are currently some 3000 people on the 
borough’s housing list so the preference for building Community 
Housing over other types is justified.  
  

If the First Homes Scheme is enforced by government, we would 
like to see some permanent restrictions applied to these 
properties. These include the prohibition of letting (otherwise this 
will fuel another Buy-to-Let boom). It should also retain its 
First Homes discount status so if sold the original owner would be 
required to offer the same discount to the next First Time buyer. 
This would avoid the problems of the Right to Buy Scheme for 
social housing which resulted in a thriving private market of fully 
priced rental   

Noted. The Government proposal for First Homes is going ahead 
but further detail on developing local policy on this is yet to 
emerge. This will be developed in-line with Government guidance. 
However, the impact on viability and on other affordable housing 
products will be considered in the evidence. Due to the very high 
land values in RBKC it is likely that First Homes policy will not kick in 
many parts of the Borough as the property value cap of £420,000 
will be exceeded even with a 40% or 50% discount but this will be 
verified in the evidence.  

Sue Redmond   I actually don't know what an 'affordable' home means in RBKC. I 
don’t know anyone who could afford a property in RBKC as a first 
time buyer.   
  

We frankly need more local lifelong accessible social housing,   

The RBKC Community Housing SPD adopted in June 2020 defines 
products that are genuinely affordable in the Borough. The 
products considered affordable are social rent, affordable (at 
London Affordable Rent levels) and intermediate rent at the lowest 
London Living Rent (LLR) levels in the Borough. While the NPPF 
requires affordable rent to be at least 20 per cent below local 
market rent, 80 per cent of market rent is not considered genuinely 
affordable in this borough and does not apply to any of the 
products we seeks or set out in the Community Housing SPD.   
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The Pembridge Association 
(Fiona Fleming-Brown)   

If it is deemed after local assessment, for example that more 
homes are required for larger families or older people than for First 
Homes then it makes no sense to prioritise other groups. We 
therefore disagree with the introduction of the 25% First Homes 
Scheme and hope that RBKC will preserve its Community Housing 
numbers. There are currently some 3000 people on the borough’s 
housing list so the preference for building Community Housing over 
other types is justified.  
  

If the First Homes Scheme is enforced by government, we would 
like to see some permanent restrictions applied to these 
properties. These include the prohibition of letting (otherwise this 
will fuel another Buy-to-Let boom). It should also retain its First 
Homes discount status so if sold the original owner would be 
required to offer the same discount to the next First Time buyer. 
This would avoid the problems of the Right to Buy Scheme for 
social housing which resulted in a thriving private market of fully 
priced rental   

Noted. The Government proposal for First Homes is going ahead 
but further detail on developing local policy on this is yet to 
emerge. This will be developed in-line with Government guidance. 
However, the impact on viability and on other affordable housing 
products will be considered in the evidence. Due to the very high 
land values in RBKC it is likely that First Homes policy will not kick in 
many parts of the Borough as the property value cap of £420,000 
will be exceeded even with a 40% or 50% discount but this will be 
verified in the evidence.  
  

C David   Stop talking about affordable housing (80% of market value) in 
RBKC as it is obviously unaffordable for the normal person. We 
need to fund and build social and key worker housing with rents 
typically 25-30% of the market rent in RBKC.   

The RBKC Community Housing SPD adopted in June 2020 defines 
products that are genuinely affordable in the Borough. The 
products considered affordable are social rent, affordable (at 
London Affordable Rent levels) and intermediate rent at the lowest 
London Living Rent (LLR) levels in the Borough. While the NPPF 
requires affordable rent to be at least 20 per cent below local 
market rent, 80 per cent of market rent is not considered genuinely 
affordable in this borough and does not apply to any of the 
products we seeks or set out in the Community Housing SPD.   

CBRE (Miss Nicks)   Any affordable housing required alongside first homes should be 
subject to viability. As an affordable housing provider CHL is 
supportive of delivery of new affordable tenures, however delivery 
of first homes should not be at the expense of other more 
affordable products. Consideration should also be given to the 
appropriateness of First Homes throughout the Borough, as it can 
be an unaffordable product in high value areas   

Noted. Policies will be based on robust up to date evidence of need 
and viability.  
  
The Government proposal for First Homes is going ahead but 
further detail on developing local policy on this is yet to emerge. 
This will be developed in-line with Government guidance. However, 
the impact on viability and on other affordable housing products 
will be considered in the evidence. Due to the very high land values 
in RBKC it is likely that First Homes policy will not kick in many parts 
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of the Borough as the property value cap of £420,000 will be 
exceeded even with a 40% or 50% discount but this will be 
verified in the evidence.  
  
   

CHRA (I. Margaronis)   Community housing should reflect the actual needs of RBKC 
residents. If it is deemed after local assessment, for example that 
more homes are required for larger families or older people than 
for First Homes then it makes no sense to prioritise other groups. 
We therefore disagree with the introduction of the 25% First 
Homes Scheme and hope that RBKC will preserve its Community 
Housing numbers. There are currently some 3000 people on the 
borough’s housing list so the preference for building Community 
Housing over other types is justified.  
  

If the First Homes Scheme is enforced by government, we would 
like to see some permanent restrictions applied to these 
properties. These include the prohibition of letting (otherwise this 
will fuel another Buy-to-Let boom). It should also retain its First 
Homes discount status so if sold the original owner would be 
required to offer the same discount to the next First Time buyer. 
This would avoid the problems of the Right to Buy Scheme for 
social housing which resulted in a thriving private market of fully 
priced rental   

Noted. The Government proposal for First Homes is going ahead 
but further detail on developing local policy on this is yet to 
emerge. This will be developed in-line with Government guidance. 
However, the impact on viability and on other affordable housing 
products will be considered in the evidence. Due to the very high 
land values in RBKC it is likely that First Homes policy will not kick in 
many parts of the Borough as the property value cap of £420,000 
will be exceeded even with a 40% or 50% discount but this will be 
verified in the evidence.  
  

St Helen’s Church 
(Steve Divall)   

Could small ‘co-operatives’ be encouraged once again, such as 
those that gave rise to the housing associations that have grown 
out of the North of the Borough? Apparently RBKC had a policy in 
the 70s of supporting small co-ownership housing associations to 
take on conversion of buildings into flats. At that time they would 
lend funds for the conversion and then provide 100% mortgages 
for these to be repaid on 99 year leases.   

Noted, this is not something that the NLPR can address and is more 
of a housing policy issue.  

James Heard   Could small ‘co-operatives’ be encouraged once again, such as 
those that gave rise to the housing associations that have grown 
out of the North of the Borough? Apparently RBKC had a policy in 
the 70s of supporting small co-ownership housing associations to 
take on conversion of buildings into flats. At that time they would 

Noted, this is not something that the NLPR can address and is more 
of a housing policy issue.  
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lend funds for the conversion and then provide 100% mortgages 
for these to be repaid on 99 year leases.   

Deloitte for Natural History 
Museum (Adam Donovan)   

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.   

Support noted. The Council is committed to developing a Key 
Worker Housing Policy.  

KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)   

The thresholds for affordable housing provision in London and, 
especially in Kensington and Chelsea, are tailored to the special 
circumstances – very high housing values, high density, small sites 
and, above all, high unmet need for genuinely affordable housing. 
We must argue that one-size-fits-all national policy is inappropriate 
in London/RBKC – we learnt that more than 20 years ago! Help for 
SME developers is not a good argument in this borough.  
  

First Homes are unlikely to be an effective alternative in this 
borough, much like Starter Homes. Moreover, if they were 
required, it could be at the expense of other, more needed types of 
affordable housing.   

Support noted. The Government proposal for First Homes is going 
ahead but further detail on developing local policy on this is yet to 
emerge. This will be developed in-line with Government guidance. 
However, the impact on viability and on other affordable housing 
products will be considered in the evidence. Due to the very high 
land values in RBKC it is likely that First Homes policy will not kick in 
many parts of the Borough as the property value cap of £420,000 
will be exceeded even with a 40% or 50% discount but this will be 
verified in the evidence.  

The Philbeach Residents’ 
Association (Froment)   

25% Intermediate products for key workers, veterans, and 
downsizers, in addition to 25% first homes.  
Maximum 25% social rented homes (Council or RSL) to maintain 
fair and balanced communities.   

Policies need to be based on robust evidence. We are currently 
working on the evidence of need in a new Local Housing Needs 
Assessment.  

GLA (Hassan Ahmed)   The Mayor is pleased that RBKC’s community housing typology 
includes genuinely affordable housing in the form of London 
affordable rent, and intermediate housing set at London Living 
Rents and social rented housing as set out in paragraph 4.6.3 of 
the ItP London Plan. The Mayor would support RBKC’s intention at 
paragraph 5.23 of the draft document to continue their policy 
approach to require on-site community housing in accordance with 
Policy H4B of the ItP London Plan except where exceptional 
circumstances can be demonstrated in line with paragraphs 4.4.9 
and 4.4.10 of the ItP London Plan.  

Mayor’s support on community housing typologies noted.  
  
Mayor’s support of RBKC’s requirement for affordable housing 
noted.  
  
Our approach is aligned with the threshold approach and as policy 
develops based on viability evidence this will be developed further. 
This could be entirely as per the Mayor’s threshold approach but 
will be based on local evidence.  
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RBKC’s current requirement for affordable housing is triggered by 
residential proposals that exceed a threshold of 650sqm. 
The ItP London Plan through Policy H4 sets the requirement for 
affordable housing to be triggered by all major development 
proposals of 10 or more units (as recognised in the draft Local Plan) 
and RBKC should explicitly require this. The Mayor encourages 
boroughs, including RBKC, to require affordable housing 
contributions from development proposals of less than 10 
dwellings where this is supported by local evidence and these 
should take the form of cash in lieu contributions as set out in 
paragraph 4.2.12 of the ItP London Plan.  
  

It is the Mayor’s ambition 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 ItP London Plan 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 ItP London Plan. The threshold approach means 
that residential proposals that can deliver at least 35% gross 
affordable housing, or 50% on public sector land or for designated 
industrial land where the scheme would result in the loss of 
industrial capacity, will not be required to submit viability evidence; 
these planning applications will follow the Fast Track Route. Those 
residential proposals that cannot meet the threshold will be 
required to take the Viability Tested Route and will be subjected to 
late stage viability review mechanisms. RBKC should follow 
guidance set out in Policy H5 of the ItP London Plan and its 
supporting text.   

  

Issue 4: Housing for older people  
 

Q5.6: Do you have any views on older people’s housing provision in the Borough both in terms of the support the NLPR needs to provide and the type of 
accommodation to be provided? If you were moving to older peoples’ housing what would you like to see?  
 

Respondent Name  Comments  Council’s response  
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The Labour Group - RBKC 
(Sir/ Madam)   

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 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. 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. The Council recognises that we need to revisit and 
understand the future need for the various types of specialist older 
people’s housing in the Borough which will be done through a new 
Local Housing Needs Assessment which will include identifying the 
need for and various products for housing for older people.  

Earl's Court Society (Malcolm 
Spalding)   

Quantity needed to match demographic change (increase due to 
baby boom of 1940/50/60s)  
Lifetime standards, capable of gradual adjustment for changing 
care needs. Communal areas, gardens, fitness and social facilities.  
Low service charges. Self-ownership and self-managed.   

Noted.  

Sandra Yarwood   Yes these should be provided for.   Noted.  
St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson)   

We see a need for more extra care housing.   Noted. A new Local Housing Needs Assessment which will include 
identifying the need for and various products for housing for older 
people. Our existing policies will be further developed based on 
this.    

Lucia Scalisi   Green space.   
Accessibility to the neighbourhood.   

Noted.  

Kerry Davis-Head   There is a distinct lack of property suitable for the older or disabled 
resident. Areas have housing where the vast majority is accessed 

We recognise the need to provide more homes for older people. A 
new Local Housing Needs Assessment which will include identifying 
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via raised ground floor or basements, with no level street access. 
Because of this lack the majority of new build should be accessible 
otherwise we will become an area devoid of a proper mix of 
people, the rest consigned to the suburbs. The promised "extra 
care" homes for Lots Road seem all too distant, and wrapped up 
and surrounded by large development. The development should 
focus on older residents, not confine them to the top floor where 
they will be isolated. Older persons housing needs to be connected 
but secure, in a safe area where they can walk without being run 
over by cyclists and scooters using the pavements, it needs to be 
accessible to buses so they can maintain their independence   

the need for and various products for housing for older people. Our 
existing policies will be further developed based on this.   
  
The planning department is working on a new SPD for the Lots 
Road site being referred to and some early engagement has taken 
place. The site is currently allocated to provide extra care homes 
and this requirement will remain.  

Octavia Housing (Andrew 
Brown)   

There is a growing need for affordable and high end extra care 
sheltered housing for the frail elderly who comprise an increasing 
proportion of the population. The borough has the influence to 
enable development opportunities through this local plan and 
should do so.   

We recognise the need to provide more homes for older people at 
various affordability levels. A new Local Housing Needs Assessment 
which will include identifying the need for and various products for 
housing for older people. Our existing policies will be further 
developed based on this.   
  
  
  

Oonagh Wohanka   We have an ever ageing population in our area .. practical building 
considerations must be thought of for the elderly.. handrails etc   

The London Plan requires that ninety percent of new housing 
should meet Building Regulation requirement M4 (2) ‘accessible 
and adaptable dwellings’. Our existing Local Plan Policy CH3 
Housing Size Mix and Standards b. requires that new 
residential developments must be designed to meet the housing 
standards on space and access as set out in the London Plan.  

Mr Ehrman   More housing designed for older people would be welcome. It 
might replace redundant retail premises and old offices.   

Noted.  

G Thomson   In principle we support the opportunity to provide a range of 
housing types, including housing for older people.  
It is important that the NLPR recognises that different housing 
types will have distinct economics and should therefore be subject 
to different affordable housing thresholds and requirements. The 
evidence base for the NLPR should consider a diverse range of 
housing products.   

The evidence base for the New Local Plan Review (NLPR) will 
consider a diverse range of housing products, in line with 
the National Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) on Addressing the 
need for different types of housing.   

Grove and Company (Roger 
Grove)   

Homes of good quality well equipped in good locations   Noted.  

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-needs-of-different-groups
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-needs-of-different-groups
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Fraslo Investment Holdings 
Limited (Will Kumar)   

Allowing for older people to downsize and free up housing stock to 
families and younger people frees up existing housing stock making 
housing more available.   

Noted.   

Linda Wade   There is a short fall in affordable accommodation for older 
residents in the borough. We are facing a large increase in our over 
65 and 85-year-old population by 2030 that we cannot match. 
2/3rds of our present independent living accommodation was built 
before 1880 and has been converted. We need to examine the 
concept and needs of “Sheltered” accommodation and what it 
means today as attitudes to aging have changed and through 
design not only can lives be transformed but older residents can 
continue to have better health and welfare outcomes.   
  

We need to have a policy that provides developers of large sites: 
Kensal Canalside, Earl’s Court and Lots Road with a specification of 
what we require:   
  

1. Independent purpose-built accommodation   
2. Nursing, step-down provision after hospitalisation, care   
3. Dementia care   
4. Extra Care   
  

This needs to be delivered in:   
  

1. Social affordable rent   
2. Social Intermediate rent   
3. Home ownership   
  

The role of the warden has been re-evaluated in the post COVID-19 
era.   
  

The need for Wi-Fi connectivity as standard to support Telecare, 
design to counter isolation. Accommodation that is designed to be 
able to respond to changing care needs.   

These suggestions will be taken into consideration in the new 
evidence on housing need to inform the New Local Plan Review 
(NLPR).   
  
Contributions for Kensal Canalside, Earl’s Court and Lots Road will 
be considered in detail before a new site allocation is made. For 
Kensal Canalside and Lots Road new SPDs are being developed.  

William Wilson   These should be throughout the Borough in areas with more 
space   

Noted.  
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Boka Hotel (Spencer 
Parsons)   

We need sheltered housing but also a mix of housing so you have a 
genuine community feel , get a community you have a more 
pleasant place to live and people care about it.   

Noted.  

Bruno de Florence   It would be beneficial to have inter-generational housing, rather 
than ghettos.   

Noted.  

Bikeworks CIC 
(David Dansky)   

The borough should engage not for profit companies to run 
housing estates and care homes on a on profit basis (An example is 
Anchor/Hanover housing in Hackney)   

Noted. This is not a planning but a housing management issue.  

The Hillgate Village 
Residents' Association 
(Sophia Massey-Cook)   

The HVRA does not favour “silos” for specific demographics but 
mixed age and income living with those with special needs being 
integrated within the community. Again, we feel that shared 
communal green spaces are an important factor in the health and 
enjoyment of older residents and provide a natural way for 
residents to meet and interact.  
  

An accepted view amongst those developing spaces for the elderly 
is that they should be kept very warm. In an era of global warming, 
more consideration should be given to keeping them cool in 
summer. A case in point in the Borough is the excellent Reed 
Community Centre in Convent Gardens, off Kensington Park Road, 
which was built following the latest, modern green guidelines and 
carefully insulated, but which is uncomfortably hot . The building is 
now being surveyed to see what corrective measures can be taken 
and these will then have to be retrofitted at great expense. The 
main issue is that due to the heat preserving design there are very 
few windows that can be opened. All new build facilities for the 
elderly should be constructed to have a natural airflow and to have 
windows that open.   

Noted.  
A new Greening SPD has been developed which sets out the 
guidance and standards addressing a range of green issues 
including those set out.  

Sue Redmond   It seems there is quite a lot of housing for older people including 
supported housing. There is NOTHING for people with learning 
disabilities, this is something that should be addressed as a priority. 
I have been told that 'corporate services' whoever they are view 
this as a priority.....what this actually means will no doubt continue 
to be a mystery.   
  

We need homes for a very fragile group of people with learning 

In accordance with the NPPF and government guidance, the 
Borough commissioned its evidence base on local housing 
requirements through the 2015 SHMA. This SHMA considered the 
housing requirements of specific groups including households with 
disabilities. It forecasted an increase in the number of people with 
disability, as well as wheelchair needs.  
  

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/650050/18224037.1/PDF/-/1512RBKC_SHMA.pdf
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disabilities to try to prevent them from being housed out of 
Borough in expensive placements which are ultimately difficult to 
monitor.   

This evidence was used to inform the Local Plan policies. While it 
does not explicitly refer to people with learning disabilities, Policy 
CH3 a. requires “new residential developments to include […] 
homes to reflect the varying needs of the borough […] and current 

evidence in relation to housing need.” Policy CH4 h. and i. resist the 
loss of supported housing and residential hostels which meet 
community needs, traditionally catering groups with specialist 
needs such as people who are mentally ill or disabled. The SHMA 
will be updated to reflect changes in the evidence of the needs for 
specific groups including people with learning disabilities.   
  
Furthermore, RBKC and Westminster co-produced a Big Plan for 
supporting adults learning disabilities 2018-2020 
(https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/health-and-social-care/our-big-plan-
adults-learning-disabilities) which is underpinned by the premise 
that all residents who have learning disabilities should be able to 
expect a home of their own that is appropriate to their needs.   
  
Regarding lifelong homes, our current Local Plan has adopted the 
higher ‘optional’ building regulations standards requiring 90 per 
cent of new homes on major sites to be ‘accessible and adaptable 
dwelling’ and 10 per cent to be ‘wheelchair user dwellings’. 
See Policy CH3 b. which requires new residential developments to 
be designed to meet the housing standards on access as set out in 
the Local Plan.  

Environment Agency (Lisa 
Mills)   

No comments within our remit.   Noted.  

The Pembridge Association 
(Fiona Fleming-Brown)   

The PA does not favour “silos” for specific demographics but mixed 
age and income living with those with special needs being 
integrated within the community. Again, we feel that shared 
communal green spaces are an important factor in the health and 
enjoyment of older residents and provide a natural way for 
residents to meet and interact.  
  

An accepted view amongst those developing spaces for the elderly 
is that they should be kept very warm. In an era of global warming, 

Noted.  
  
A new Greening SPD has been developed which sets out the 
guidance and standards addressing a range of green issues 
including those set out.  

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/health-and-social-care/our-big-plan-adults-learning-disabilities
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/health-and-social-care/our-big-plan-adults-learning-disabilities
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more consideration should be given to keeping them cool in 
summer. A case in point in the Borough is the excellent Reed 
Community Centre in Convent Gardens, off Kensington Park Road, 
which was built following the latest, modern green guidelines and 
carefully insulated, but which is uncomfortably hot . The building is 
now being surveyed to see what corrective measures can be taken 
and these will then have to be retrofitted at great expense. The 
main issue is that due to the heat preserving design there are very 
few windows that can be opened. All new build facilities for the 
elderly should be constructed to have a natural airflow and to have 
windows that open.   

c david   yes provide more genuinely affordable (social) housing for old 
people - no more fancy retirement developments where the flats 
cost more than £2m.   

The Local Plan specifies in paragraph 23.3.65 that the Council 
should continue to apply Policy CH2 to seek affordable housing on 
older people’s housing scheme.   

Andre Michaud   I don't know enough about this to comment   Noted.  
Savills (UK) Limited 
(Tara Kemmitt)   

These representations are submitted on behalf of Auriens Group 
who have overseen a series of developments in RBKC recently, in 
particular the Heythrop extra-care facility which comprises 142 
extra care units, and Dovehouse Street Extra Care Facility which 
comprises 56 extra care units. The Auriens Group recognises the 
challenges that older people in the RBKC and elsewhere are facing 
– the worry of maintaining dwellings that may no longer be fit for 
purpose or suitable for their advancing years or failing health – and 
the particular lack of unsuitable accommodation within the RBKC 
that will offer them the care, comfort and security they require.  
  

The adopted Local Plan (2019) Policy CH4 currently sets out that 
the Council ‘will support the provision for older people’s housing 
including new extra care and sheltered housing to meet identified 
local needs’. This policy support should be retained and 
strengthened in the new local plan.  
  

The new Local Plan needs to be supported by an updated local 
housing needs assessment which defines the needs relevant to 
each type of specialist accommodation e.g. extra care, dementia 
care, sheltered housing, care home. The older people’s housing 

Point on retained and strengthening current Local Plan Policy CH4 
noted.  
  
The new Local Plan will be supported by an updated Local Housing 
Needs Assessment, with a clear focus on housing for older people.  
  
The LHNA will look at need on a strategic basis which is different 
from the work that may have been done for the two schemes 
mentioned.  
  
We are very much aware of the clarity in the London Plan in 
seeking affordable housing in extra care schemes but not care 
homes. We have followed this approach in relevant schemes. We 
do not agree that further clarity stating C2/C3 will help in this 
regard as the London Plan is clear enough.  
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provision in the Borough needs to provide housing to meet the 
needs of all the residents and relevant needs.  
  

Turning to the provision of affordable, whilst we appreciate there is 
a need for affordable housing, the policy must take into 
consideration the ‘local need’ for private provision. The market 
research into the demand for both 
the Heythrop and Dovehouse extra care schemes demonstrates 
that the facilities will cater for Borough residents and, there is a 
demand for private provision of extra-care in the Borough.  
  

In December last year, the Mayor issued Intend to Publish Version 
which puts forward Draft Policy H13 which confirms the Mayor’s 
policy for housing for older people. Following several approaches 
to classify housing for older persons into use classes during the 
drafting of the new London Plan, the Mayor has settled on an 
approach which omits any reference to use classes. The Mayor now 
adopts a criteria based approach and defines the attributes that 
differentiate between “care home accommodation”, and “specialist 
older persons accommodation.  
  

In doing so, the Mayor makes his position clear on seeking 
affordable housing in relation to housing for older people, that it 
will be sought on ”specialist older persons accommodation” but 
not “care home accommodation.” The division of all forms of 
specialist accommodation for older persons into two categories 
suggests that the breath and complexities of this type of 
accommodation is not fully understood or appreciated. In the 
interim, the limited benchmarks for this type of housing available 
to support viability appraisals, means that the viability tested route 
will be complex and also an uncertain path for developers. 
Furthermore, specialist forms of housing for older people will 
continue to compete with general housing in the market, despite 
not being comparative in nature and efficiency.  
  

All levels of planning policy set out that the viability of 
delivering affordable housing must be taken into account. We note 
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that the Panel of Inspectors report relating to the examination of 
the Draft London Plan provided comments on Draft Policy H15 
(Policy H13 of the Intend to Publish version) relating to specialist 
older persons housing and found that this type of accommodation 
should deliver amongst other things, affordable housing to provide 
choice to Londoners.  
  

However, the Inspectors also acknowledged that specialist older 
persons housing attracts higher build costs than mainstream 
housing and that viability for sheltered and extra care housing is 
more difficult than a normal house building product. The Inspectors 
expressed concerns that viability could hamper the delivery of 
specialist older persons housing but they acknowledged the 
availability of the viability tested route to assess the impact of 
viability on affordable housing requirements and felt that this 
approach should be tested and reviewed in the future if required. 
This reasoning clearly signifies a potential concern over the normal 
residential (C3) application of affordable housing policy.  
  

While the approach taken by the Mayor is to be “reviewed in the 
future” developers are in no doubt that this will hamper the 
delivery of specialised housing for older people within the Capital 
especially in the short to medium term. It would be useful to have a 
clearer definition in local policy of how the two uses classes relate 
to specialist accommodation in Borough given the growing and 
critical need for housing for older people in the Royal Borough of 
Kensington and Chelsea.   

Tom Bennett   We should take the default option of not meddling where possible. 
The market should respond to the different needs of older people if 
allowed. Also, there are studies that show that 'over-doing' 
accessibility and removing all stairs can harm the health of many 
older people, who actually benefit from the exercise of going up 
and down stairs.   

Noted.   

Savills (Matt Lloyd-Ruck)   Savills and CEG recognise the importance of creating a sustainable 
and balanced society, providing jobs and a varied housing offer to 
cater for different needs. In order to support the delivery of older 

The parameters of development for housing mix will be based on 
the latest evidence of housing need.  
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persons housing, it is important to allow businesses and developers 
the flexibility to bend to the market as the need to increase the 
quantum of older persons housing is projected to rise. Therefore, 
any zoning that identifies an area of the Borough as being able to 
provide an amount of residential floor space should not be 
prescriptive in the parameters of development.   

CHRA (I. Margaronis)   The CHRA does not favour “silos” for specific demographics but 
mixed age and income living with those with special needs being 
integrated within the community. Again, we feel that shared 
communal green spaces are an important factor in the health and 
enjoyment of older residents and provide a natural way for 
residents to meet and interact.  
  

An accepted view amongst those developing spaces for the elderly 
is that they should be kept very warm. In an era of global warming, 
more consideration should be given to keeping them cool in 
summer. A case in point in the Borough is the excellent Reed 
Community Centre in Convent Gardens, off Kensington 
Park Road which was built following the latest, modern green 
guidelines and carefully insulated, but which is uncomfortably hot. 
The building is now being surveyed to see what corrective 
measures can be taken and these will then have to be retrofitted at 
great expense. The main issue is that due to the heat preserving 
design there are very few windows that can be opened. All new 
build facilities for the elderly should be constructed to have a 
natural airflow and to have windows that open.   

Noted.  
  
A new Greening SPD has been developed which sets out the 
guidance and standards addressing a range of green issues 
including those set out.  

St Helen’s Church 
(Steve Divall)   

Evelyn Fox Court is an excellent model of supported living – 
maintaining people’s independence as long as possible, with 
warden support and extra care available at the end of life.   

Noted.  

James Heard   Evelyn Fox Court is an excellent model of supported living – 
maintaining people’s independence as long as possible, with 
warden support and extra care available at the end of life.   

Noted.  

KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)   

We agree that this is a policy area which needs considerable 
clarification. We badly need real alternatives for people needing to 
downsize. They need to be attractive and in the right places. The 
types of affordable required were considered in the last SHMA – 

Noted. The NLPR evidence will look at the feasibility of seeking 
affordable extra care in schemes as per the comment.  
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the biggest need is for the care home end of the spectrum. Recent 
experience, however, shows that provision has been at the super-
luxury end of the spectrum, which has more in common with luxury 
housing rather than the care home end.  
  

As with the exception of care homes, most of these are housing 
products, we will need to ensure that a significant proportion of 
these units are affordable. Instead we are getting retirement 
ghettos that contribute little for meeting local housing need.  
  

Older people’s housing needs to provide an attractive and 
affordable alternative to encourage residents to move to more 
suitable accommodation. It needs to be appropriately designed and 
located in places where they can have easy access to their day-to-
day needs. They need to be part of the mainstream of housing, 
rather than super-luxury schemes catering primarily for a non-local 
market. These schemes represent a wasted opportunity. They must 
contribute to creating and maintaining mixed and balanced 
communities.   

The evidence will also be looking at care home need and other 
forms of accommodation for the elderly.  
  

The Philbeach Residents’ 
Association (Froment)   

Housing for older people needs to provide a safe environment for 
them to live in and create a community that they can feel part of.  
The quantity needs to match demographic change (increase due to 
baby boom of 1940/50/60s).  
  

Lifetime standards, capable of gradual adjustment for changing 
care needs. Communal areas, gardens, fitness and social facilities.  
Low service charges. Self-ownership and self-managed.   

Noted.  

GLA (Hassan Ahmed)   RBKC should note that in the absence of locally evidenced need for 
specialist older persons housing the annual borough benchmark set 
out in the ItP London Plan is for 85 new homes a year and this 
should be reflected in the draft Local Plan.   

Noted. The SHMA 2015 provides evidence for specialist older 
persons and will be updated to inform the new Local Plan policies.  

  
  
Issue 5: Other housing products  
Q5.7: Do you have any comments on the other forms of housing set out above or any information that may help support the evidence?  
 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/650050/18224037.1/PDF/-/1512RBKC_SHMA.pdf
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Respondent Name  Comments  Council’s response  
Earl's Court Society (Malcolm 
Spalding)   

Restrictions on empty second homes. Registration and Licensing of 
short-term holiday-lets. Registration of all HMOs, RSLs, and private 
rental lettings. Licensing to ensure minimum standards.   

Restrictions on empty second homes:  
  
This issue was addressed in the last review of housing policies. Our 
understanding of the market now is that this is less of an issue than 
it was at the time of the last review. Nevertheless, we will be 
looking at strengthening this policy.  
  
Registration and licensing of short-term holiday lets:  
The issue of Air b’n’b 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.  
  
Registration and licensing in general are dealt with by 
Environmental Health.  

Sandra Yarwood   Need to make sure that Air BnB landlords are properly controlled 
to prevent depletion of the housing available to rent   

Local Plan 2019 Policy CF9 protects all permanent residential 
accommodation from changes of use to short term lets. 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.   

Lucia Scalisi   Shared living, build to rent are always going to have people who 
want that so why not.   

Support for shared living and Build to Rent noted.  

Greg Hammond   We should continue to allow remaining HMOs to be converted to 
smaller numbers of units that meet acceptable modern standards 
for living.   

We are looking at the evidence of loss of HMOs in policy 
formulation which is having an impact on overall housing delivery.   

Octavia Housing (Andrew 
Brown)   

Due to high property values locally the borough may wish to 
consider, in place of shared ownership affordable housing, 
intermediate rental products that are affordable to those in 
employment on modest incomes.   

Noted. This point is addressed in the Community Housing SPD and 
we agree that other rental products work better in the Borough.  

Oonagh Wohanka   Good idea.. there are a ridiculous number of elderly people living in 
too large empty buildings .. could we not develop a plan to 
voluntarily rent rooms out to students under some sort of 
supervised scheme ?   

Such programmes already exist but this is beyond planning policy’s 
remit.  
  

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/atoms/files/Community%20Housing%20Supplementary%20Planning%20Document%20%28SPD%29.pdf
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G Thomson   We support the intention to include policies in the NLPR on the 
delivery of a range of different housing types. We welcome the 
preparation of an evidence base that will consider different models 
of housing such as Build to Rent (‘BtR’). The evidence base should 
consider the need for different products in the Borough and seek to 
understand the locational and management requirements.  
  

Build to Rent development can make a positive contribution to 
increasing housing supply by accelerating delivery on individual 
sites; being less prone to ‘absorption constraints’ on build-
out rates; attracting investment into the housing market; and 
providing a more consistent and at- scale demand for often more 
sustainable off-site manufacture.  
  

As stated above at question 5.6, an alternative approach to the 
delivery of affordable housing for BtR development should be 
applied where relevant criteria are met. Policy must 
allow BtR schemes to provide intermediate tenure types, to 
comprise 30% at LLR levels with the remainder to be provided as 
Discount Market Rent (‘DMR’) at a range of levels of affordability 
having regard to local need and project viability. One of the 
objectives stated in the Community Housing SPD is to bring it more 
in line with the draft London Plan, but the SPD does not accord 
with the ItP LP in this regard. It instead prescribes a similar 
approach to tenure split for BtR as for traditional Build to Sell (‘BtS’) 
development in seeking 70% of all new affordable homes delivered 
by BtR development to be at social rent or affordable rent levels. 
This is contrary to paragraph 4.11.10 of the ItP LP, which notes that 
“it is not appropriate to seek DMR at or close to social rent levels”.   

Support noted. We are considering BtR and different models of 
housing in more detail in the Local Housing Needs Assessment 
evidence we have commissioned to inform our housing policies.  
  
The Community Housing SPD when prescribing in Par 3.24 
that "Council will seek a range of genuinely affordable homes with 
70 per cent at social rent (or affordable rent where justified) and 
the remaining 30 per cent Discounted Market Rent (DMR) at LLR 
levels" is not contrary to Par 4.11.10 of the New London Plan 2021.  
  
While this Par notes that “it is not appropriate to seek DMR at or 
close to social rent levels”, this only applies to the DMR element of 
the provision, which must meet the definition of intermediate 
housing.  
  
BtR schemes can take advantage of the Fast Track Route offered to 
Build for Sale schemes. To do so, they should provide 30 per cent of 
DMR homes at an equivalent rent to LLR while the remaining 70 
per cent should be "at a range of genuinely affordable rents", 
according to Policy H11 Criterion D.  Par 4.11.6 further specifies 
that "the remainder should be provided at a range of genuinely 
affordable discounts below market rent based on local need to be 
agreed with the borough and Mayor where relevant". This means 
that what makes up the remaining 70 per cent is to be decided by 
the borough, is based on local need and has to be below market 
rent. Therefore, this can include low-cost rent such as Social Rent 
or London Affordable Rent as explained in the beginning of Par 
4.11.10 "Where justified in a Development Plan, boroughs can 
require a proportion of affordable housing as low-cost rent (social 
rent or London Affordable Rent on Build to Rent schemes".   

Grove and Company (Roger 
Grove)   

Housing through PD rights following change of use   There is a borough-wide exemption to the office to residential 
permitted development rights.  

Fraslo Investment Holdings 
Limited (Will Kumar)   

All types of residential accommodation should be encouraged as it 
frees up traditional housing stock.  
The planning system is too slow and cumbersome to react to the 
way people live and their changing habits.   

Support for a diversity of residential accommodation noted.  

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/atoms/files/Community%20Housing%20Supplementary%20Planning%20Document%20%28SPD%29.pdf
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Linda Wade   The Council has to introduce a Private Landlord registration scheme 
to impose standards for all renters. The Council has recently 
introduced an RSL Liaison officer, but for this officer to be effective 
there needs to be officer enforcement back up in Environmental 
Health. Licensing and registration of all properties used 
for AirBnB to ensure that properties are to standard, comply with 
fire regulations, and comply with the under 90-day ruling.   

Noted. This is a housing management issue rather than a planning 
issue that can be dealt with in the NLPR.  

William Wilson   Subsidised housing seems to be open for abuse with sub-letting 
and over occupation   

Please refer to the Council’s webpage on tenancy fraud.  

Bikeworks CIC 
(David Dansky)   

The more variety the better, especially if the result is lower priced 
housing and reduced private rental   

Support for a diversity of residential accommodation noted.  

The Hillgate Village 
Residents' Association 
(Sophia Massey-Cook)   

One of the most attractive aspects of life in the Notting Hill area of 
RBKC is this range of accommodation means that its residents are 
naturally diverse and this lends the CAs a distinct character which 
should be preserved through planning.  
Partnering with experts in social housing provision especially for 
vulnerable groups such as rough sleepers, asylum seekers and 
disabled people is very important in accessing the suitability of 
accommodation available to those being housed especially as the 
standards required change. A mixture of provision is very valuable 
as with homeless residents they may require and benefit from 
moving through a cycle of provision as their circumstances improve 
so they move from temporary emergency housing to sheltered or 
supported or adapted accommodation to rented, social or HA 
provision. RBKC existing links with K&C Disability Forum, various 
HAs and user group led charities should inform policy.  
  

There are however real issues to address as to how best to protect 
the existing range of low cost housing given the escalating price of 
property in the Borough. Many of the Convents, housing 
associations, and old school charities which owned large buildings 
in the CA have sold them as they became more valuable to fund 
their organisations.   

Whilst we have planning policies in place to protect existing 
affordable housing and floorspace, the low cost housing described 
falls within general market housing. It is not development to 
change these to private housing and therefore cannot be 
controlled through planning.  

Sue Redmond   I think a similar model to Camphill Communities could be achieved 
for people with learning disabilities. This involves shared living the 

Noted.  

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/business-and-enterprise/fraud-awareness/tenancy-fraud
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following is a link to their Milton Keynes project 
www.camphillmk.co.uk   

The Pembridge Association 
(Fiona Fleming-Brown)   

The Pembridge Association CA is especially diverse: it ranges from 
large listed buildings for wealthy individuals in the Pembridge 
Gardens and Square area to a diverse variety of HMO, hostels and 
temporary flats in nearby Clanricarde and Linden Gardens plus 
mansion flats with largely older populations plus HA and RBKC and 
TMO community accommodation distributed throughout our CA. 
One of the most attractive aspects of life in this part of RBKC is this 
range of accommodation means that its residents are naturally 
diverse and this lends the CA a distinct character which should be 
preserved through planning.  
  

Partnering with experts in social housing provision especially for 
vulnerable groups such as rough sleepers, asylum seekers and 
disabled people is very important in accessing the suitability of 
accommodation available to those being housed especially as the 
standards required change. A mixture of provision is very valuable 
as with homeless residents they may require and benefit from 
moving through a cycle of provision as their circumstances improve 
so they move from temporary emergency housing to sheltered or 
supported or adapted accommodation to rented, social or HA 
provision. RBKC existing links with K&C Disability Forum, various 
HAs and user group led charities should inform policy.  
  

There are however real issues to address as to how best to protect 
the existing range of low cost housing given the escalating price of 
property in the Borough. Many of the Convents, housing 
associations, and old school charities which owned large buildings 
in the CA have sold them as they became more valuable to fund 
their organisations.   

Whilst we have planning policies in place to protect existing 
affordable housing and floorspace, the low cost housing described 
falls within general market housing. It is not development to 
change these to private housing and therefore cannot be 
controlled through planning.  

C David   sure - support the construction/conversion of buildings into 
affordable shared housing for young workers who would not 
qualify for social or key worker housing   

New London Plan Policy H9 Part C states that boroughs should take 
account of the role of housing in multiple occupation in meeting 
local and strategic housing needs. Where they are of a reasonable 
standard they should generally be protected. In the 
Borough conversion to HMOs are, however, allowed under Policy 
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CH4 c. We are looking at policies to stop such losses in the New 
Local Plan Review.  
  
The New London Plan 2021 also includes a policy on Large-scale 
purpose-built shared living which are is a housing type not referred 
to in the Borough’s Local Plan 2019. However, we will look at the 
latest evidence on the need for these housing products and try to 
improve existing Local Plan policies in response to evidenced local 
need.  

CHRA (I. Margaronis)   Partnering with experts in social housing provision especially for 
vulnerable groups such as rough sleepers, asylum seekers and 
disabled people is very important in accessing the suitability of 
accommodation available to those being housed especially as the 
standards required change. A mixture of provision is very valuable 
as with homeless residents they may require and benefit from 
moving through a cycle of provision as their circumstances improve 
so they move from temporary emergency housing to sheltered or 
supported or adapted accommodation to rented, social or HA 
provision. RBKC existing links with K&C Disability Forum, various 
HAs and user group led charities should inform policy.  
  

There are however real issues to address as to how best to protect 
the existing range of low cost housing given the escalating price of 
property in the Borough. Many of the Convents, housing 
associations, and old school charities which owned large buildings 
in the CA have sold them as they became more valuable to fund 
their organisations.   

Whilst we have planning policies in place to protect existing 
affordable housing and floorspace, the low cost housing described 
falls within general market housing. It is not development to 
change these to private housing and therefore cannot be 
controlled through planning.  

St Helen’s Church 
(Steve Divall)   

The concentration of poverty in the three wards to the North of the 
Borough (45% of children in poverty are here) is a result of previous 
planning policies concentrating council and social housing in these 
areas. A question to consider is how social housing could be spread 
across the borough  
– e.g. as office space becomes vacant.   

Land availability in the borough is very limited as a result there are 
few opportunities to rebalance the spread as stated. However, our 
current policies which will be further developed in the 
NLPR require on-site provision of affordable housing on all 
qualifying developments which will be across the Borough.  

KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)   

We need to devise stronger policies that avoid the current losses, 
for older people, students and single people, who have been 

The NLPR will be taking forward Policy CH4 and seek to reinforce 
provisions on the loss of existing housing that meets identified 
needs.   
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pushed out of the Borough because our policies do not match our 
aspirations.  
  

Kensington and Chelsea has traditionally had one of the highest 
proportions of rented housing in the country, even after the big 
sell-off on long leases in the 1970s. This housing plays an important 
role for people coming to London to work and, of course, for 
people who want to live here but cannot afford to buy.  
The existing supply of student housing and, particularly, HMOs, is 
being lost at an accelerating rate, either to very large housing units 
(eg Pembridge Gardens), to temporary tourist housing (eg Airbnb 
– Clanricarde Gardens) or just larger market housing 
(eg Nevern Square). There have been significant losses to 
“affordable” rented housing for both students, single people and 
older people. We agree that further research is needed; and 
policies need to be devised that combat these trends.  
  

We need to devise stronger policies and, if necessary, legal 
agreements to tackle the “drift” into temporary sleeping 
accommodation.   
  

Homeworking/Garden sheds. Another issue is to design homes that 
allow for homeworking – e.g. a room separate from the general 
living area that can be used both as a bedroom and a workroom. 
This cannot be achieved through planning, but may be a subject for 
guidance.   

  
We are looking at the evidence of loss of HMOs in policy 
formulation. This has an impact on overall housing delivery. The 
conversion of HMOs to studios is not affordable housing but can be 
a form of low-cost housing as studios will be much more expensive 
than HMOs.    
  
  

The Philbeach Residents’ 
Association (Froment)   

Restrictions on empty second homes.   
Registration and Licensing of short-term holiday-lets.   
Registration of all HMOs, RSLs, and private rental lettings.   
Licensing to ensure minimum standards.   

Restrictions on empty second homes:  
  
This issue was addressed in the last review of housing policies. Our 
understanding of the market now is that this is less of an issue than 
it was at the time of the last review. Nevertheless, we will be 
looking at strengthening this policy.  
  
Registration and licensing of short-term holiday lets:  
The issue of Air b’n’b is one that is controlled nationally. Planning 
permission is required to let properties for more than 90 days in a 
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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.  
  
Registration and licensing in general are dealt with by 
Environmental Health.  

GLA (Hassan Ahmed)   The Mayor welcomes RBKC’s intention to work with neighbouring 
Hammersmith and Fulham to meet the housing needs of Gypsies 
and Travellers in the area. It is noted that RBKC and Hammersmith 
and Fulham 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. The draft 
document sets out its goal to provide a strategic plan for the next 
20 years which means that there is a gap in the evidence that 
would need to be addressed. RBKC should 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 4.14.8 of the ItP London Plan.   

The Council notes the Mayor’s support. We intend to carry out an 
updated Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Needs Assessment.  

TfL (Brendan Hodges)   TfL CD’s larger developments, including Earls Court, will provide a 
range of housing tenures and typologies to meet a wide range of 
needs. This should be enabled by the NLPR and should include 
Build to Rent (BtR) which is promoted through Policy H11 of 
the ItP LP. As well as meeting housing needs, BtR can also make a 
positive contribution to increasing housing supply by accelerating 
delivery on individual sites - being less prone to ‘absorption 
constraints’ on build-out rates, attracting investment into the 
housing market, and providing a more consistent and at-scale 
demand for often more sustainable off-site manufacture.  
  

Policies on BtR should be in general conformity with the ItP LP 
including in respect of affordable housing provision.   

Support noted. We are considering BtR in more detail in the Local 
Housing Needs Assessment evidence we have commissioned to 
inform our housing policies.  
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Issue 6: Estate renewal policy  
Q5.8: Please provide us with your views on the Council’s estate renewal policy   
 

Respondent Name  Comments  Council’s response  
The Labour Group - RBKC    Please see the attachment entitled “K&C Labour Group Policy 

on Estate Regeneration”. This is our response to this question.   
We will consider the relevant planning objectives/issues 
in the K&C Labour Group Policy on Estate Regeneration 
when reviewing this policy.  

Earl's Court Society (Malcolm 
Spalding)   

No densification or increases in number of units at the expense 
of open space, green space or air space (i.e. no high-rise flats 
or tall buildings)  
  

Essential factoring-in of social-distancing in the post-Covid 
world   

Noted. The NLPR will embed the principle of good growth 
throughout. This means taking account of all the elements that 
make a good place whilst optimising development.   

St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson)   

RBKC schemes for estate renewal have a difficult track record. 
The renewal of the Wornington Estate (by Clarion Housing 
Association met with met with This relates to RBKC’s estate 
renewal policy, which it does not intend to change (but the 
Council dropped all specific plans and site allocations for estate 
renewal after Grenfell. RBKC will find it very hard to meet 
housing targets, even at current London Plan levels, without 
any estate renewal. The targets implied in the recent 
Government algorithm for spreading 300,000 new homes 
across England look completely unattainable.   

Noted. The Council made a commitment to end estate 
regeneration on Council owned estates and this is still the 
case. Instead the Council has its New Homes Programme which 
will enable the development of 600 new homes. The Council 
can demonstrate a five-year housing land supply without the 
need for estate regeneration as referred to.    

Lucia Scalisi   Community guidance always a premium but not without 
expert guidance - & honesty.   

Noted.  

Octavia Housing (Andrew 
Brown)   

We support this particularly where a range of tenures can be 
introduced into the regeneration project. However, there 
should be no net loss of social rented housing on completion of 
the project.   

Support noted. Policy CH5 of the current Local Plan 2019 
requires no net loss of existing social rented provision.  

Oonagh Wohanka   Good idea   Support noted.  
Linda Wade   Estate renewal policy: this should be examined on a case-by-

case basis but no increase in height should be permitted or loss 
of green space.   

Noted. The NLPR will embed the principle of good growth 
throughout. This means taking account of all the elements that 
make a good place whilst optimising development.  

Woodland Trust (Bridget 
Fox)   

We look to estate renewal as with other developments to 
maximise the potential for the retention of existing mature 
trees and hedgerows, and to increase the amount of green 

Noted.  
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infrastructure on site.  
  

We encourage a presumption in favour of the retention and 
enhancement of existing trees, woodland, and hedgerow cover 
on development sites, and that where there is an unavoidable 
loss of trees on site, that an appropriate number of suitable 
replacement trees will be required to be planted.   
  

We welcome the policy that existing trees, green spaces, and 
hedges, should be integrated, protected and enhanced in new 
developments. Integrating trees and green spaces into 
developments early on in the design process minimises costs 
and maximises the environmental, social and economic 
benefits that they can provide. We recommend the 
guidance published by the Woodland Trust “Residential 
developments and trees - the importance of trees and green 
spaces” (January 2019).  
  

Trees can play a significant aesthetic role helping integrate 
new developments into existing ones and creating a local 
identity.   

Boka Hotel (Spencer 
Parsons)   

Regeneration should be done in a safe manner and not a 
wholesale removal of tenants with private developers taking 
control of an estate moving people on and selling or renting to 
higher rent clients Addition of new housing would be great if 
feasible   

Noted. Policy (c) CH5 of the Local Plan 2019 requires 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.   
  

London Plan 2021 Policy H8 Part E, requires all development 
proposals that include the demolition and replacement of 
affordable housing to provide an uplift in affordable housing in 
addition to the replacement affordable housing 
floorspace. This is already reflected in our Community 
Housing SPD, June 2020 and will be taken forward in the 
NLPR.  

The Hillgate Village 
Residents' Association 
(Sophia Massey-Cook)   

Where densification and renewal are proposed for non RBKC 
owned estates we advocate that mixed occupancy with shared 
social spaces and local consultation led development is 

Noted. Shared social space is something we have already 
recognised in the Community Housing SPD.     
  



256 

 

supported. This should include whether the addition of more 
community homes is a more suitable solution than 
replacement.   

  

Sue Redmond   Anything that involves local people improving their homes and 
the areas around them is a good thing. The council also forgets 
that there are residents in these properties that have expertise 
and can contribute to the ongoing development and upkeep of 
their homes/estates.   

Noted. The Council is committed to working with residents and 
puts consultation at the heart of everything we do. An example 
is the work being done in Lancaster West.  

The Pembridge Association 
(Fiona Fleming-Brown)   

Where densification and renewal are proposed for non RBKC 
owned estates we advocate that mixed occupancy with shared 
social spaces and local consultation led development is 
supported. This should include whether the addition of more 
community homes is a more suitable solution than 
replacement.   

Noted. Shared social space is something we have already 
recognised in the Community Housing SPD.     
  

C David   Where it makes sense, of course we must consider the 
redevelopment of areas of poor quality housing (whether 
private or public) into better housing, with better use of land 
and air space (increasing low rise 2/storey buildings to 5/6 
storeys).   

Noted.  

Tom Bennett   We should make our estates greener wherever possible, 
including converting the walls and roofs into green-walls and 
green-roofs. Studies show this will improve the physical and 
mental health of the residents.   

Noted. The Council’s Greening SPD supports such measures. 
In addition, the Council is proactively looking at making its 
estates greener with Lancaster West Estate being the leading 
example.   

CBRE (Miss Nicks)   CHL take the view that RBKC should be following the London 
Plan. No further requirements, which could be onerous and 
counter intuitive to estate renewal programmes, should be 
adopted.   

Noted. The strategic London-wide policy requires a 
Local Plan and that is what we intend to do. .  

CHRA (I. Margaronis)   Where densification and renewal are proposed for non RBKC 
owned estates we advocate that mixed occupancy with shared 
social spaces and local consultation led development is 
supported. This should include whether the addition of more 
community homes is a more suitable solution than 
replacement.   

Noted. Shared social space is something we have already 
recognised in the Community Housing SPD.     
  

KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)   

We strongly support the Council’s policy for both Council-
owned estates and for those of other registered providers. 
They should be more clearly expressed, as a commitment to 

Support noted. London Plan 2021 Policy H8 Part E, requires all 
development proposals that include the demolition and 
replacement of affordable housing to provide an uplift in 
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their future generally, and to ensuring net additional 
community homes. However, this is an extremely sensitive 
issue. There should be greater clarity, as well as a commitment 
that any project will need to be co-designed with residents.  
  

Is it suitable to retain any existing Local Plan policies?  
  

Yes, CH1, CH2, CH3, CH4 and CH5 are all tailored to the special 
circumstances of this borough. Indeed, some need better 
specification. Whilst others could be covered by London Plan 
policies, it is unlikely that national policies would cover many 
of the issues that we need for our particular housing market.  
  

Standard Methodology and housing need  
  

The needs based approach used in the London Plan and Local 
Plan is strongly supported. We have objected to the proposed 
new methodology which allocates a huge number to RBKC 
before considering capacity.  
  

Local Housing Market Assessment  
  

We support the approach in paragraph 5.27.  
  

Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment  
  

This should be very easy to update during the call for sites.   

affordable housing in addition to the replacement affordable 
housing floorspace. This is already reflected in our Community 
Housing SPD, June 2020 and will be taken forward in the 
NLPR.  
  
The Council’s commitment to co-design is reflected in 
our Statement of Community Involvement but will also be 
referred to in the NLPR.  
  
  
   

The Philbeach Residents’ 
Association (Froment)   

No densification or increases in number of units at the expense 
of open space, green space or air space (i.e. no high-rise flats 
or tall buildings).  
  

Essential factoring-in of social-distancing in the post-Covid 
world   

Noted. The NLPR will embed the principle of good growth 
throughout. This means taking account of all the elements that 
make a good place whilst optimising development.  
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Town Centres 

Issue 1: Covid-19 recovery and maintaining the vitality of our centers  
Q6.1: Are there any measures introduced as part of the Covid-19 recovery which should be used elsewhere in the Borough, or which should be made permanent?  
 

Respondent Name  Comments  Council’s response  
The Labour Group - RBKC 
(Sir/ Madam)   

In a situation where we have moved from one economically 
damaging Covid-19 Lockdown and into a second in November, 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.   
  

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.   

Need to re-imagine to re-energise our town centres is noted.  This is 
essential of our centres are to continue to thrive.  

Earl's Court Society 
(Malcolm Spalding)   

Expedited and officer-supported Pavement Licences and suspension 
of visitors’ parking bays. 20mph speed limits. More electric charging 
points for small personal electric vehicles, to reduce public transport 
use by vulnerable. More open and green space on new 
developments to facilitate social-distancing   
  
Few of the traffic measures taken so far should be made permanent. 
They are already a menace and should be removed as soon as 
possible. Most are barely used.   

Noted.  

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson)   

Pop-up cycleway in Ken High Street has not gone down well. RBKC 
must be grateful that its proposed Low Traffic Neighbourhood in Ste 
Helens/Dalgarno was stopped after our early feedback. Wandsworth 
and Ealing have had to abandon such schemes after a few weeks of 
large-scale protests.   

Noted.  

Gerald Eve obo CEL - 
Cadogan Estates Ltd (Neil 
Henderson)   

Creating an environment that achieves strong demand from retailers 
and tenants is critical to the success of town centres. Even prior to 
COVID, the growth in online shopping has meant that town centres 
have needed to adapt and find new ways to be vital and attract 

Importance of good urban design and creation of pedestrian friendly 
environment noted.  
  
Provision of informal seating areas to encourage dwell times noted.  
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footfall. Creating pedestrian friendly environments and providing 
more opportunities for visitors to eat, drink, shop and explore is 
critical to attracting footfall and increasing dwell time. The measures 
that have been introduced through COVID have been critical to 
stimulating footfall and increasing dwell time but have also 
demonstrated how positive these changes can be to maintaining 
vibrancy in our town centres. The stopping up of the south end of 
Pavilion Road to create an informal outside seating area is a very 
positive example of this and the Estate are keen to maintain this on a 
permanent basis.  
  

Generally, the Estate is keen to see a framework which supports a 
flexible approach to town centre uses, encourages more active use 
of outside space and allows for rapid decision making on these 
matters.   

  
Need for flexibility and rapid decision making noted.  

Lucia Scalisi   Im concerned about the increased cycle routes. They're white male 
predominant for a start.  
Cyclists do not adhere to road rules - stopping at lights/crossings etc 
They just don't & that is something that should be addressed 
openly.   
Im not convinced that extended cycle routes are the way forward...... 
see what happens in the winter....   
Relaxing licensing rules is good, everybody needs a break - 
businesses & individuals alike.   

Objection to cycle routes and behaviour of cyclists noted.  
  
Support for relaxation of licencing rules noted.  

Kerry Davis-Head   cycle lanes are serving to increase congestion unfortunately. the 
relaxation of licensing rules just penalises residents living nearby, it 
should not be encouraged or extended unless all residents are in 
agreement   

Noted  

Oonagh Wohanka   The cycle lanes are a hazard and I cycle!!   Noted  
Princes Gate Mews RA (J 
Whewell)   

South Kensington  
It is important for the council to remember that South Kensington is 
a profoundly residential area. While we completely agree it will be 
important to revitalise areas suffering from the impacts of Covid, this 
is also an opportunity to improve the balance of uses in the area and 
limit the disruption to residents already caused by unbalanced 
promotion of restaurants and food uses. We strongly oppose the 

The Council notes the view that South Kensington is a “profoundly 
residential area.”  A balance must be reached between the needs of the 
residents and those of the many who visit the South Kensington Museum 
complex.  
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retention of licensing and external tables and chairs rules beyond the 
immediate Covid emergency. At South Kensington in particular 
there is already harm to the vitality of the area from the excessive 
numbers of cafes and tables and chairs and late-night licensing 
causing repeated unjustified disruption to residents.   
  

Suggestion that diversification of uses necessary. (para 6.6) It is too 
sweeping and does not acknowledge sufficiently the variety of 
existing situations in the borough. In fact in South Kensington the 
opposite of this paragraph is true and vitality is being harmed by the 
lack of diversity and inability for residents to shop locally in retail 
shops as there are no longer shops but only restaurants. We regret 
the changes in control over planning uses and would very much 
endorse the council using its related policies e.g. licensing to seek to 
limit impacts on residents from uncontrolled changes in use to cafes 
restaurants and bars.   

We concur with the view that the reforms to the E class order means that 
planning permission is no longer requires for a shop to be used as a café 
or a restaurant, and the role that the licencing regime must play.  

Mr Ehrman   The cycle lanes seem to be rather controversial. Allowing pubs to 
colonise the pavement needs to be monitored and policed and 
should not necessarily become permanent.   

Noted.  

G Thomson   In principle we agree with the support given to protect the vitality of 
the Borough’s town centres and we agree with the retention of these 
measures where they continue to provide such support.   

Noted.  

Grove and Company 
(Roger Grove)   

Repurpose offices and where practical shops to housing   The repurposing of offices to housing may have impact on the local and 
the wider economy where the offices have a long term future.  The ELPS 
will consider the need for offices going forward.  
  
The Council is of the view that the unplanned loss of shops to housing 
could have a profound affect on the vitality of our centres 
and directly  contribute to their decline.   

JMW Barnard LLP 
(Jeremy Barnard)   

Increased use of pavements and forecourts for seating has added to 
vitality of the borough and should be continued   

Noted.  

Gerald Eve (Peter Edgar)   Covid-19 is just one of several challenges the retail sector faces 
currently. The move away from shopping on the high street and the 
rise of internet shopping has meant that town centres have needed 
to diversity and adapt. The proliferation of restaurants / cafes and 
complementary town centre uses other than shops within South 

The council recognises the need to allow centres to evolve if they are to 
remain relevant.  
  
The Council recognises the value that cafes and restaurants can 
have in adding to the diversity and vitality needed to ensue the long 
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Kensington District Centre in particular is considered to have 
increased its vitality and vibrancy. The new Use Classes Order 
amendments have provided an opportunity to further add to the 
variety found in town centres and should be embraced. The specific 
measures introduced as part of the Covid recovery such as creating 
pedestrian safe environments and allowing further outdoor seating 
have had significant positive impacts of stimulating footfall and 
increasing dwell time and should be supported going forwards.   

term success of our centres.  However, a balance must be reached 
whereby the amenity of local residents is protected.  The licencing regime 
will have an important part to play in this regard given the freedoms 
offered by the E class.  
  
The value of outdoor seating in increasing dwell time is noted.  

Linda Wade   COVID-19 Social Distancing requirements could have been used far 
more creatively. If as part of the recovery programme we build in for 
more walkable streets, with more of a café culture, safer 
cycling, market and flower stalls, this could promote more local 
shopping, more local dining, reduced traffic, and more pleasant 
shopping and living experience. This could be a real game changer 
and we must take this opportunity. Less traffic could be the saviour 
of High Street Kensington, Kings Road and Earl’s Court.   
  

Great example: Over Under Café in Hogarth Road two suspended 
parking bays, it has made the road nicer, people meet, sit, talk as 
they pass, less rough sleepers in the doorways. Larger vehicles do 
not try and enter the street.   

The Council recognises the value of good urban design and of the 
“walkable street” in revitalising our centres.  
  
.   

William Wilson   Road widening has been a complete disaster, Earls Court Road is a 
complete mess, no thought to the fact that these roads are key 
artery roads.  
Proper Cycle Lanes are necessary with thought given to car users.  
Licencing Rules should not be relaxed further, already abused by 
many.   

Rejection of relaxation of licencing noted.  
  
Value of cycle lanes noted.  
  
Note issues associated with road widening.  

Boka Hotel (Spencer 
Parsons)   

Cycle lanes need to work, adding two large cycle lanes that are 
largely empty whilst watching traffic sitting in jams creating more 
pollution at a time people have been told to use public transport less 
seems rushed .More care is needed and more residents input   

Noted.  

Bikeworks CIC 
(David Dansky)   

Wider pavements on High streets and narrower roads  
Permanent (or temporary when there is high footfall) 
pedestrianisation on key shopping streets like Portobello and 
Golborne road  
More Low Traffic town centres as well 

Support for increased pedestrianisation of town centres noted.  
  
Support for increases and wider cycle lanes noted.  
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as neighbourhoods, Something like the Mini Holland schemes in WF 
and Kingston  
The cycle lanes could be wider with some additional cycle only 
contraflows on one way streets (off topic but-Broomfield Rd in 
Westminster is a key cycling desire line that should be 2-way for 
riders)   

The Hillgate Village 
Residents' Association 
(Sophia Massey-Cook)   

The original CS10 cycleway through NHG was the source of 
considerable opposition from residents and guarantees were given 
by RBKC’s Lead for Planning & Transport that the TfL style lanes 
would not be adopted nor would temporary cycle pop up lanes 
become permanent without proper consultation. We welcome this 
and the approach RBKC took to working jointly with 
residents’ associations to develop alternative cycle friendly routes 
across HP/NHG/KHS.  
  

As predicted the temporary lanes have not been especially well used 
during the darker months or outside rush hour particularly as 
“through borough commuter cycling” has been reduced by working 
from home measures. The latter category which represented a large 
proportion of regular cycle way users (data from SOS10 Survey, 
2019), may not resume their routes when COVID-19 restriction 
recede as many people will continue home based working. It is clear 
however, that congestion has increased on routes with temporary 
cycle lanes and journey times for bus travellers have lengthened as 
lane space has been given to cyclists. Given that buses are the typical 
transport choice of the most disadvantaged and vulnerable people in 
RBKC this is significant.  
  

The HVRA in particular rejects the blanket coupling of the interests of 
walkers and cyclists in many of the government and TfL schemes. 
Walkers are a much larger, more diverse and demographically 
distributed group and include some of the most vulnerable people in 
our society including the disabled, the elderly and those with several 
small children. Walkers and especially those who are vulnerable, are 
greatly disadvantaged by shared crossings and spaces with cyclists, e-
bikes, e scooter and the disruption to bus services through 

Opposition to cycle lanes noted.  
  
Use of scooters etc on pavements is an enforcement rather 
than a  planning matter.  
  
Support for walking noted, and need to separate the needs of walkers and 
cyclists.  Measures to keep pavement unclutter to encourage safe walking 
noted.  
  
Need to restrict hours that shops can be serviced noted.  
  
Need to tightly control licencing, to ensure amenity of residents, noted  
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congestion and slower transit times created by segregated cycle 
infrastructure.  
  

We are particularly concerned about the increasing use of e-bikes, e-
scooters and hoverboards on pavements during the Covid-19 period. 
These vehicles are speedy, silent and heavy and have already led 
locally to a number of pedestrian injuries. They also serve to 
undermine public confidence and enjoyment in walking which are 
essentials for promoting modal shift. Given that the status of several 
of these vehicles is that they are prohibited for road use they should 
equally clearly be prohibited from pavements. This will not be 
resolved in our opinion unless there is more publicity about their use 
and fixed penalty fines are introduced to be administered by police, 
traffic wardens or neighbourhood support staff.   
  

Environmental changes such as benches (elderly and disabled 
walkers), trees for shade and shelter, uncluttered pavements and 
restricted hours deliveries to retail units make walking more pleasant 
especially in busy and rather “unfriendly” areas such as NHG or 
crowded areas such as the markets area of Portobello   
We also have concerns about the permanent relaxation of licensing 
restrictions. Much of RBKC is densely residential and late-night 
drinking especially where takeaway alcohol licenses are concerned, 
or very late hours are permitted (post 11.30 weekdays and 1.00 am 
at weekends) can lead to anti-social behaviour. Litter and the 
disturbance caused by departure of drinkers and also anti-social 
hours deliveries and waste removal are common causes of complaint 
from residents.  
  

Where licensing restrictions are loosened early review of licenses 
should be a priority and more consultation should be undertaken 
with neighbours. The automatic granting of licensed outside tables 
and chairs should be subject to more scrutiny to prevent the 
obstruction of pavements as well as noise limitation including 
recorded and live music creating a nuisance via open doors and 
window in licensed premises.   
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Sue Redmond   We should have cycle lanes throughout the borough, with maps that 
people know where they actually are.....link the north from the south 
making it safe for children to also use them.   
  

Something needs to be done to address the empty shop fronts on 
the high street, offer them to local business/charities that may be 
finding it difficult to operate as they ordinarily would. This could 
be done for six months/a year until we know this virus has cleared. It 
would also help some charities reach harder to reach people.   

Support for increased use of cycle lanes noted.  
  
The Council recognises the impact that empty shopfronts can have upon 
the viability of a town centre.  However, it is beyond the remit of 
government (local or otherwise) to offer them to local businesses or 
charities., whatever the benefit of such an initiative.   

Federica Lowndes 
Marques Leitao   

There has been a vacuum of visitors to London from the US and the 
EU, which has a severe impact on the arts & culture revenue of the 
Borough, alongside all the hospitality sector. COVID-19 respecting 
measures need to be clear and practical, currently a mess.   

The Council recognises the difficulties associated with the national covid-
19 respecting measures.  

The Pembridge 
Association (Fiona 
Fleming-Brown)   

The original CS10 cycleway through NHG was the source of 
considerable opposition from residents and guarantees were given 
by RBKC’s Lead for Planning & Transport that the TfL style lanes 
would not be adopted nor would temporary cycle pop up lanes 
become permanent without proper consultation. We welcome this 
and the approach RBKC took to working jointly with residents’ 
associations to develop alternative cycle friendly routes across 
HP/NHG/KHS.  
  

As predicted the temporary lanes have not been especially well used 
during the darker months or outside rush hour particularly as 
“through borough commuter cycling” has been reduced by working 
from home measures. The latter category which represented a large 
proportion of regular cycle way users (data from SOS10 Survey, 
2019), may not resume their routes when COVID-19 restriction 
recede as many people will continue home based working. It is clear 
however, that congestion has increased on routes with temporary 
cycle lanes and journey times for bus travellers have lengthened as 
lane space has been given to cyclists. Given that buses are the typical 
transport choice of the most disadvantaged and vulnerable people in 
RBKC this is significant.  
  

The PA in particular rejects the blanket coupling of the interests of 

Opposition to cycle lanes noted.  
  
Use of scooters etc on pavements is an enforcement rather 
than a  planning matter.  
  
Support for walking noted, and need to separate the needs of walkers and 
cyclists.  Measures to keep pavement unclutter to encourage safe walking 
noted.  
  
Need to restrict hours that shops can be serviced noted.  
  
Need to tightly control licencing, to ensure amenity of residents, noted  
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walkers and cyclists in many of the government and TfL schemes. 
Walkers are a much larger, more diverse and demographically 
distributed group and include some of the most vulnerable people in 
our society including the disabled, the elderly and those with several 
small children. Walkers and especially those who are vulnerable, are 
greatly disadvantaged by shared crossings and spaces with cyclists, e-
bikes, e scooter and the disruption to bus services through 
congestion and slower transit times created by segregated cycle 
infrastructure.  
  

We are particularly concerned about the increasing use of e-bikes, e-
scooters and hoverboards on pavements during the Covid-19 period. 
These vehicles are speedy, silent and heavy and have already led 
locally to a number of pedestrian injuries. They also serve to 
undermine public confidence and enjoyment in walking which are 
essentials for promoting modal shift. Given that the status of several 
of these vehicles is that they are prohibited for road use they should 
equally clearly be prohibited from pavements. This will not be 
resolved in our opinion unless there is more publicity about their use 
and fixed penalty fines are introduced to be administered by police, 
traffic wardens or neighbourhood support staff.   
  

Environmental changes such as benches (elderly and disabled 
walkers), trees for shade and shelter, uncluttered pavements and 
restricted hours deliveries to retail units make walking more pleasant 
especially in busy and rather “unfriendly” areas such as NHG or 
crowded areas such as the markets area of Portobello   
We also have concerns about the permanent relaxation of licensing 
restrictions. Much of RBKC is densely residential and late-night 
drinking especially where takeaway alcohol licenses are concerned, 
or very late hours are permitted (post 11.30 weekdays and 1.00 am 
at weekends) can lead to anti-social behaviour. Litter and the 
disturbance caused by departure of drinkers and also anti-social 
hours deliveries and waste removal are common causes of complaint 
from residents.  
  

Where licensing restrictions are loosened early review of 
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licenses should be a priority and more consultation should be 
undertaken with neighbours. The automatic granting of licensed 
outside tables and chairs should be subject to more scrutiny to 
prevent the obstruction of pavements as well as noise limitation 
including recorded and live music creating a nuisance via open doors 
and window in licensed premises.   

C David   Make permanent all the measures recently introduced to convert 
road space to pavement and cycle space.   

Support to make permanent measures to support walking and 
cycling noted.  

Rosemary Andreae   Make sure cycle lanes are temporary. For older people, getting 
anywhere by car is currently impossible.   

Noted.  

Tom Bennett   Pavement licenses which allow for more al-fresco dining have been 
very successful, and should continue.   

Contribution that increased al-fresco dining have to success of town 
centres in noted. However, a balance must be reached whereby the 
amenity of local residents is protected.  

Savills (Matt Lloyd-Ruck)   The relaxation of licencing rules is a welcome change. This allows 
businesses the flexibility to adapt to changing circumstances.   

Contribution that increased al-fresco dining have to success of town 
centres in noted. However, a balance must be reached whereby the 
amenity of local residents is protected.  

CHRA (I. Margaronis)   The original CS10 cycleway through NHG was the source of 
considerable opposition from residents and guarantees were given 
by RBKC’s Lead for Planning & Transport that the TfL style lanes 
would not be adopted nor would temporary cycle pop up lanes 
become permanent without proper consultation. We welcome this 
and the approach RBKC took to working jointly with residents’ 
associations to develop alternative cycle friendly routes across 
HP/NHG/KHS.  
  

As predicted the temporary lanes have been minimally used during 
the darker months or outside rush hour, particularly as “through 
borough commuter cycling” has been reduced by working from 
home measures. The latter category which represented a large 
proportion of regular cycle way users (data from SOS10 Survey, 
2019), may not resume their routes when COVID-19 restriction 
recede as many people will continue home based working. It is 
clear however, that congestion has increased on routes with 
temporary cycle lanes and journey times for bus travellers have 
lengthened as lane space has been given to cyclists. Given that buses 
are the typical transport choice of the most disadvantaged and 

Opposition to cycle lanes noted.  
  
Use of scooters etc on pavements is an enforcement rather 
than a  planning matter.  
  
Support for walking noted, and need to separate the needs of walkers and 
cyclists.  Measures to keep pavement unclutter to encourage safe walking 
noted.  
  
Need to restrict hours that shops can be serviced noted.  
  
Need to tightly control licencing, to ensure amenity of residents, noted  
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vulnerable people in RBKC this is significant and is to be regretted.  
The CHRA in particular rejects the unjustifiable blanket coupling of 
the interests of walkers and cyclists in many of the government and 
TfL schemes. Walkers are a much larger, more diverse and 
demographically distributed group and include some of the most 
vulnerable people in our society including the disabled, the elderly 
and those with several small children. Walkers and especially those 
who are vulnerable, are greatly disadvantaged by shared crossings 
and spaces with cyclists, e-bikes, e scooters and the disruption to bus 
services through congestion and slower transit times created by 
segregated cycle infrastructure.  
  

We are particularly concerned about the increasing use of e-bikes, e-
scooters and hoverboards on pavements during the Covid-19 period. 
These vehicles are speedy, silent and heavy and have already led 
locally to a number of pedestrian injuries. They also serve to 
undermine public confidence and enjoyment in walking which are 
essentials for promoting modal shift. Given that the status of several 
of these vehicles is that they are prohibited for road use they are 
equally clearly be prohibited from pavements, but this is not 
enforced. This will not be resolved in our opinion unless there is 
more publicity about their use and fixed penalty fines are introduced 
to be administered by police, traffic wardens or neighbourhood 
support staff.   
  

Environmental changes such as benches (elderly and disabled 
walkers), trees for shade and shelter, uncluttered pavements and 
restricted hours deliveries to retail units make walking more pleasant 
especially in busy and rather “unfriendly” areas such as NHG or 
crowded areas such as the markets area of Portobello.   
We also have concerns about the permanent relaxation of licensing 
restrictions. Much of RBKC is densely residential and late-night 
drinking especially where takeaway alcohol licenses are concerned, 
or very late hours are permitted (post 11.30 weekdays and 1.00 am 
at weekends) can lead to anti-social behaviour. Litter and the 
disturbance caused by departure of drinkers and also anti-social 
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hours deliveries and waste removal are common causes of complaint 
from residents.  
  

Where licensing restrictions are loosened early review of licenses 
should be a priority and more consultation should be undertaken 
with neighbours. The automatic granting of licensed outside tables 
and chairs should be subject to more scrutiny to prevent the 
obstruction of pavements as well as noise limitation including 
recorded and live music creating a nuisance via open doors and 
window in licensed premises.   

KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)   

All centres need more attention to the public realm, including better 
pedestrian routes to and within the centre, including better 
crossings, more space and facilities, such as seating, to make the 
centre more attractive and more pleasant to be in. So we welcome 
such improvements as have been made as a result of Covid-19.  
  

We also favour more coordinated shared space for cafés, such as 
shared seating as in food courts, and pavement enlargements to 
create more terrace space for cafés. This should, however, still 
maintain sufficient space for pedestrian flows, as specified in the 
Transport and Streets SPD   

Role that improvements to the public realm can have to success of centres 
is noted.  
  
Support for planned shared spaces for outdoor seating notes, as is the 
need to ensure that it does not disrupt pedestrian flows.  

The Philbeach Residents’ 
Association (Froment)   

More electric charging points for small personal electric vehicles, to 
reduce public transport use by the vulnerable. More open and green 
space on new developments to facilitate social-distancing.  
Few of the traffic measures taken so far should be made permanent. 
They are already a menace and should be removed as soon as 
possible. Most are barely used.   

Noted.  

 
 
Issue 2: The future nature of our town centres  
Q6.2: Should the Local Plan encourage the development of an evening economy in any of the Borough’s larger centres?  
 

Respondent Name  Comment  Council’s response  
The Labour Group - 
RBKC   

Yes, but not to the detriment of local residents. The problems of 
coexistence should be resolved before any permissions are given. 
Close at 11pm!   

Noted.  
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Earl's Court Society 
(Malcolm Spalding)   

A new cultural venue, at Earl’s Court of at least National significance, 
with 750,000 visitors pa.  
  

(History of hosting National events: Boat Show, Motor Show, Ideal 
Home Show, Royal Tournament, Olympic Games, Book Fairs, 
Antiques Fairs etc.)  
  

Excellent transport links, on-site parking provision, good 
local hotel and restaurant provision. An internationally recognised 
brand, which is being renewed by the EC Business Forum.   

Noted.  The Council is expecting an new application for the Earl’s 
Court.  This is likely to be before the new Local Plan is adopted.  Any 
application will be determined having regard to the original 
permission and the current site allocation.  This includes a 
“significant cultural facility”.  

Sandra Yarwood   Already causes terrible problems for residents.   Noted.  
Gerald Eve obo CEL - 
Cadogan Estates Ltd (Neil 
Henderson)   

Supporting an evening economy is critical to the vitality and vibrancy 
of any town centre. Providing a range of uses for people to visit 
during the day and then into the evening encourages both dwell time 
and footfall. These additional attractions are critical to maintaining 
interest and vibrancy to town centres.   

Noted.  

Lucia Scalisi   Bridge & tunnel economies are cheap & usually bring out poor 
behaviour in humans who do not see a local environment as their 
responsibility.  
Not sure about this, as tempting as it might sound.   

Noted.  

Kerry Davis-Head   The West End is not far away   Noted.   A choice will have to be made.  Does the Council support a 
diversity of uses within centres (which may include evening uses) or 
should it plan to manage decline?  

Oonagh Wohanka   Just save our local high street by lowering rents so new restaurants 
etc can open.  

The Council does not have the power to directly lower rents.    

Princes Gate Mews RA (J 
Whewell)   

South Kensington  
A we strongly oppose the suggestion that the museum district and all 
South Kensington should be designated or promoted as an 
entertainment quarter. This locality is profoundly residential with 
multiple homes directly opposite the museums and multiple flats 
above the shops and restaurants of South Kensington. This is not a 
town centre area nor an area remotely suitable for designation as an 
entertainment quarter. There is no difficulty attracting visitors as a 
general rule indeed too many visitors has been a problem for several 
of the museums in recent history.  
  

The Council notes the statement that South Kensington 
is “profoundly residential” and that this residential nature must 
be balanced with “literally millions of visitors during the day”.  
  
The Council also notes the view that south Kensington is not a “town 
centre area”.  We take a different view, as South Kensington is 
designated with the London Plan and our own local Plan as a town 
centre.   
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Can we work with the existing cultural institutions to attract more 
visitors?   
  

We strongly oppose suggestion that it is the job of the council to 
encourage more visitors to the cultural institutions. In fact so many 
visitors were coming to the museums prior to Covid that the science 
Museum is a policy actively sought to discourage more visitors. Sheer 
weight of visitors damages the borough increasing cleaning and 
rubbish collection costs as well as maintenance of the streetscape. 
While we are very supportive of the need to help the museums get 
back on their feet and restore traffic to them, we strongly oppose 
any suggestion that attracting visitors is a beneficial aim in itself 
and would strongly oppose any inclusion of the local plan of an 
objective to attract more visitors to the cultural institutions. We 
would however have no objection to a statement that refers to 
helping the cultural institutions get back on their feet again post 
Covid. As the council knows only too well the local plan is a long-
term document and an unqualified endorsement of increasing visitor 
numbers could have untold damaging effects once the museums are 
back on their feet again post Covid.   
  

Portobello Market  
We strongly endorse the reference here to the need to avoid 
harming the living conditions of local residents and the reference to 
the need to serve the needs of local people. It will be important that 
this qualification is given the same weight throughout the local plan 
as endorsement for the needs of visitors and the aspirations 
of developers cultural institutions and other commercial interests. 
We would ask for greater use of the expression ‘the need to balance 
the needs of residents against the needs of visitors and commercial 
interests’ throughout the local plan as unqualified endorsement of 
commercial and cultural interests will be exploited going forward as 
indeed has happened in the past.   
  

Q 6.2 Should the Local Plan encourage the development of an 
evening economy in any of the Borough’s larger centres?   
  

We note the view that the museums already attract too 
many visitors and it is not the Council’s role to assist the museums in 
their desire to attract still more.  
  
We note that the stakeholder is of the strong view that South 
Kensington is not a larger centre and an area is not “remotely 
suitable for designation as an entertainment quarter”.  
  
We recognise the view that the Local Plan should be explicit in the 
need to avoid harm to the living conditions of local residents and to 
serve the needs of local people across the Borough, including within 
South Kensington.  
  
The Council recognises there must be a balance.  However, if the 
Council wishes its centres to remain vital and viable they must be 
allowed to diversify and to build upon their strengths.     
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For clarity we should like to be clear that South Kensington is not one 
of the borough's larger centres it is a district centre, profoundly 
residential, and an area where evening quiet is a welcome respite for 
residents who have suffered the impacts of literally millions of 
visitors during the day. We'll be strongly opposed to any suggestion 
that South Kensington and Exhibition Road are suitable locations for 
the development of an evening economy.   

Mr Ehrman   It already exists in most places. But it has to reopen once Covid is 
contained and for that it may well need help.   

Noted.  

G Thomson   The Earls Court site is considered to be an appropriate location for 
the provision of entertainment uses that will add to the activity and 
interest of the area. This would be consistent with its designation as 
an Area of Change in the NLPR and its designation as an Opportunity 
Area in the London Plan, within which a mix of uses is supported.  
  

A commercial strategy for Earls Court will be prepared in due 
course and this will help identify the nature of the evening economy 
as part of the site’s redevelopment. The new masterplan will be 
designed to accommodate evening uses in an appropriate and 
sensitive way.   

Noted.  

Grove and Company 
(Roger Grove)   

There are already too many drunken people in the borough in the 
late evening  
  

This should be better controlled through licensing   

Noted.  

JMW Barnard LLP 
(Jeremy Barnard)   

An evening economy will assist the centres in establishing a new 
function post Covid and post traditional retail functions, the end of 
which has been accelerated by the crisis   

Noted.  

Gerald Eve (Peter Edgar)   The evening economy is a key facet of successful town centres and 
should be supported. Providing a range of uses for people to visit 
throughout the day and into the evening encourages footfall and 
increased expenditure. This is particularly important in South 
Kensington District Centre given its status as a world-class cultural 
destination and the number of tourists which visit every year.   

Noted.  The Council recognises that centres which contain a wide 
range of uses are likely to attract more visitors and, as such, are 
more likely to remain successful.    

DP9 (Kate Outterside)   Q 6.2 Should the Local Plan encourage the development of an 
evening economy in any of the Borough’s larger centres?  
  

Support for an evening economy in both larger centres and 
within the Kensal and Earl’s Court OA noted.  
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We would recommend encouraging the development of an evening 
economy in the larger centres and new centres created within the 
two opportunity areas. Including a focus on the evening economy 
could positively contribute to placemaking and provide natural 
surveillance/improve safety subject to uses.  
  

The Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area site allocation allows for 
2,000sqm non-residential social/community/shopping uses which we 
believe could contribute to the creation of an appropriate night-time 
economy.  
  

Whilst including evening economy as an acceptable use. It 
is important that flexibility is retained to allow commercial spaces to 
change uses subject to demand.   

Iceni Projects 
(Charlotte Orrell)   

To continue the protection of the Strategic Cultural Area of South 
Kensington and continue to protect the uses, character and function 
of the area. The policy should also recognise Imperial’s contribution 
to the cultural area through collaborations with adjacent museums 
and institutions in the Exhibition Road Cultural Group but also the 
elements of the South Kensington campus fall within ‘cultural uses’.   

Role of Imperial College’s contribution to South Kensington Strategic 
Cultural Area noted.  

Linda Wade   Yes. I would like to see the road paving widening improved on Earl’s 
Court Road to provide a safe cycle lane, but also to permit the cafés 
to come out onto the pavements. It would make the place feel alive, 
promote more independent businesses.   
  

The issue post-COVID will be the turnover of the empty shops and so 
I would ask that the Council is proactive in going out with a guide to 
support local and start-ups so that they get their planning right, their 
air conditioning right, their waste collections right, their deliveries 
right and to promote a sense of ownership. If they are going to put 
their tables out on the street, they will clean their pavements.   

Support for design improvements to allow pavement cafes in Earl’s 
Court noted.  
  
  

William Wilson   But with clear restrictions on evening closing, and how restaurants 
and bars affect the residents nearby.   

Balance between supporting diversity and protecting residential 
amenity noted.  

Boka Hotel (Spencer 
Parsons)   

More cafes and pubs, we are losing many pubs anyway and Covid is 
set to obliterate the hospitality industry without help ( help it is not 
getting from banks who have mainly refused to grant loans)   

Difficulties associated with Vovid-19 restrictions noted.  
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Bikeworks CIC 
(David Dansky)   

European like squares and streets where bars and restaurants can 
offer space on the streets. Portobello and especially Golborne Rd 
would be great  
A LTN around Phillimore gdns East of Holland park may be good for 
street evening dining   

Noted.  

The Hillgate Village 
Residents' Association 
(Sophia Massey-Cook)   

We welcome operators who keep town centres alive not only for 
economic reasons but also for their function in maintaining safer 
streets. We value living in a vibrant and lively area. NHG and 
Portobello/Golborne have traditionally hosted a great variety of 
successful licensed premises and restaurants/cafes. Key issues are 
the operating hours, how responsive operators are to residents’ 
concerns as they arise and what support RBKC will offer when issues 
require higher level enforcement regarding noise, waste or anti -
social behaviour especially in residential areas.  
  

Building control officers should have a significant role to play in the 
early design submission and build stages of new premises for night 
time entertainment venues as sound proofing, extraction 
management (see Q4.5) waste management areas, delivery bays etc 
should be implemented with nuisance minimisation from the outset 
rather than the current approach where nuisance must be rectified 
after premises have been proven to be a problem for residents. The 
Gold in Portobello Road is a case in point where poor acoustic 
measures combined with roof top access have created problems for 
adjacent residents late at night with noisy guests, deliveries and 
cars.   

Support for vibrant centres – but where amenity of residents is 
protected noted.  
  
Role of technical methods (inc sound proofing, waste, licencing) to 
reduce conflict noted.  

Sue Redmond   At this time its difficult to think about this due to COVID.   Noted.  
Federica Lowndes 
Marques Leitao   

Entertainment, arts and culture is fundamental to city life - otherwise 
just another small town. London needs to get its' mojo back and the 
evening economy is an essential part of it's energy.   

Noted.  

The Pembridge 
Association (Fiona 
Fleming-Brown)   

We welcome operators who keep town centres alive not only for 
economic reasons but also for their function in maintaining safer 
streets. We value living in a vibrant and lively area. NHG and 
Portobello/Golborne have traditionally hosted a great variety of 
successful licensed premises and restaurants/cafes. Key issues are 
the operating hours, how responsive operators are to residents’ 

Support for vibrant centres – but where amenity of residents is 
protected noted.  
  
Role of technical methods (inc sound proofing, waste, licencing) to 
reduce conflict noted.  
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concerns as they arise and what support RBKC will offer when issues 
require higher level enforcement regarding noise, waste or anti -
social behaviour especially in residential areas.  
Building control officers should have a significant role to play in the 
early design submission and build stages of new premises for night 
time entertainment venues as sound proofing, extraction 
management (see Q4.5) waste management areas, delivery bays etc 
should be implemented with nuisance minimisation from the outset 
rather than the current approach where nuisance must be rectified 
after premises have been proven to be a problem for residents. The 
Gold in Portobello Road is a case in point where poor acoustic 
measures combined with roof top access have created problems for 
adjacent residents late at night with noisy guests, deliveries and 
cars.   

Savills (Matt Lloyd-Ruck)   King’s Road and Sloane Square Town Centre would greatly benefit in 
a greater emphasis on its evening economy. Creating attractive 
places that drive footfall would catalyse economic growth within 
town centres, through an increased expenditure.  
It’s worth noting that the new Use Class Order will permit any unit 
within the class E to function as a restaurant. Therefore, it may be 
appropriate to allow entertainment uses throughout the borough, 
not just within town centres. This would allow market driven change 
as some businesses will seek to utilise the flexibility of the new Use 
Class Order.   

Support for diversification in King’s Road/Sloane Square noted.  
  
The Council notes the freedoms offered by the E classes.  This will 
relate to all commercial, business and service use across the borough 
and not merely those within our town centres.   Whilst support for 
the evening economy my be appropriate in some town centres it is 
less likely to be so in residential areas where the impact on amenity 
may be significant.  
  
  

CHRA (I. Margaronis)   We welcome operators who keep town centres alive not only for 
economic reasons but also for their function in maintaining safer 
streets. We value living in a vibrant and lively area. NHG and 
Portobello/Golborne have traditionally hosted a great variety of 
successful licensed premises and restaurants/cafes. Key issues are 
the operating hours, how responsive operators are to residents’ 
concerns as they arise and what support RBKC will offer when issues 
require higher level enforcement regarding noise, waste or anti-
social behaviour especially in residential areas.  
  

Building control officers should have a significant role to play in 
the early design submission and build stages of new premises 

Support for vibrant centres – but where amenity of residents is 
protected noted.  
  
Role of technical methods (inc sound proofing, waste, licencing) to 
reduce conflict noted.  
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for night time entertainment venues as sound proofing, extraction 
management (see Q4.5) waste management areas, delivery bays etc 
should be implemented with nuisance minimisation from the outset 
rather than the current approach where nuisance must be rectified 
after premises have been proven to be a problem for residents. The 
Gold in Portobello Road is a case in point where poor acoustic 
measures combined with roof top access have created problems for 
adjacent residents late at night with noisy guests, deliveries and 
cars.   

Nicholas Sabine   “The Future Nature Of Our Town Centres” Should Not Be Left To 
Destruction By Developers. Councils should have power to fine tune 
types of development, control change of use and fine tune the 
frontages and service mix in town centres. Traditionally this Council 
has used a series of land use frontage policies to try to shape what 
uses are in different parts of our town centres and have sought high 
numbers of shops in certain areas and have tried to restrict new 
restaurants, bars and other non-shop uses to those areas where they 
will have the greatest benefit.   
  

The Problem is - the Government’s proposed changes to planning 
regulations mean that Councils can no longer take this approach. A 
landowner no longer needs planning permission to change a shop to 
restaurant or indeed to an office, thereby allowing developers to 
change shops, estate agents, cafes and restaurants, offices, medical 
uses, gyms and nurseries without requiring planning permission.   

The Council recognises that the changes to the GPDO and the 
creation of the E class does resist to control the mix f uses within its 
centres as it has previously.  

KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)   

The nature of the evening economy of Borough’s higher-order 
centres is limited as regards late-night venues which attract a large 
number of visitors, such as nightclubs and music venues. Most of our 
higher-order centres are surrounded by residential areas. The 
evening economy therefore is primarily pubs, bars and restaurants 
which close by midnight. Late night venues therefore need to 
be discreet and we are not convinced that there is much scope 
for enlarging this sector, at any rate in Kensington.   
  

The New London Plan has classified South Kensington town centre 
(Annex 1: Centre 142) as NT1: Area of International or national 

Proximity of town centres and homes and potential conflict is noted.  
  
Explanation why LP has classified South Kensington 
an area suitable for expanded night time economy is noted.   
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significance, as having a broad mix of activity during the evening and 
night, and, therefore is covered by Policy HC6. This is largely due to 
the Albert Hall (800m walk) and places to eat (which are supported 
by tourism and local people). The last night club closed several years 
ago, however, and is now Five Guys.   
The Albert Hall, outside the Borough, attracts large audiences, but 
they mainly arrive for 7.30pm and leave by 10.30pm. While this can 
produce short-lived pressures on public transport, the normally early 
finishing time and the lack of other entertainment venues in the area 
does not make it part of a late night economy area and we see it as 
wrong to lump it with South Kensington.   

The Philbeach Residents’ 
Association (Froment)   

A new cultural venue, at Earl’s Court of at least National significance, 
with 750,000 visitors pa.  
(History of hosting National events: Boat Show, Motor Show, Ideal 
Home Show, Royal Tournament, Olympic Games, Book Fairs, 
Antiques Fairs etc.)  
Excellent transport links, on-site parking provision, good 
local hotel and restaurant provision. An internationally recognised 
brand, which is being renewed by the EC Business Forum.   

Noted.  The Council is expecting an new application for the Earl’s 
Court.  This is likely to be before the new Local Plan is adopted.  Any 
application will be determined having regard to the original 
permission and the current site allocation.  This includes a 
“significant cultural facility”.  

TfL (Brendan Hodges)   Yes, the evening and night-time economy is important culturally and 
financially throughout central London. It may also be important to 
London’s post-Covid recovery and, as part of a range of permissible 
uses, may help to minimise void units. Clearly measures may need to 
be taken to protect residents’ amenity but the general presumption 
should be to encourage and enable the evening and night-time 
economy.  
  

We endorse Quod’s views on behalf of ECPL in respect of Earls 
Court ie. that the NLPR should include Earls Court in the list 
of locations appropriate for the development of an evening 
economy. A commercial strategy for Earls Court will be prepared in 
due course and this will help identify the nature of an evening 
economy as part of the site’s redevelopment. The new masterplan 
will be designed to accommodate evening uses in an appropriate and 
sensitive way.   

Contribution of night time economy to town centres is noted, and 
the role that it will have in reducing vacancy in the post Covid-19 
economy.  
  
The Council also notes the recognition of the need to protect 
resident’s amenity.  
View that Earl’s Court OA should be identified as a 
location appropriate for an expanded evening economy noted.  
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Business and Culture  
 
Issue 1: The provision of offices  
Q7.1: Should the Council continue its current approach and, when it can, protect all offices across the Borough, unless it can be established that there is no long-term 
future of an office in that location?  
 

Respondent Name  Comment  Council’s response  
The Labour Group - 
RBKC    

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 using 
public transport which leads to reducing air pollution.  
Our approach to this issue needs to change accordingly.   
  

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 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.   

The Council notes the comments of the Labour Group and fully recognises 
that the legacy of Covid-19 on the business sector could be profound. We 
have commissioned an Employment Land Study which will quantify both the 
amount and nature of employment space needed in the future.  This will 
feed into the next stage of the review.   
  
The Council recognises the value of its Employment Zones, although we will 
have to determine the future need for business space before we decide if 
we should continue to require an uplift in commercial floorspace where 
residential is proposed.  
  
A degree of flexibility is required if proposals to replace/ modernise/ provide 
additional floorspace are to be viable and come forward.  However, the 
Council is exploring the possibility of providing affordable workspaces in 
some circumstances for developments of a certain scale.  This will be 
taken forward to the next stage of the plan’s progression.    

Earl's Court Society 
(Malcolm Spalding)   

Allow offices to change planning use to residential, with high level 
of CIL if automatic.   

Noted. The Council has commissioned evidence to establish the need for 
additional office floorspace in the future.  A balance must be reached in 
meeting the need for residential and office floorspace. A policy presumption 
in favour of the change of use of offices to residential will result in 
the wholescale loss of office premises as property owners seek to benefit in 
the uplift in value.  This will result in the loss of land uses which serve the 
local and the wider economy.  
   

Sandra Yarwood   If we need more units then this is an obvious place to get them 
without depleting our availability of green space.   

The Council recognises that un-needed office sites can play a contribution to 
providing for much needed housing.  Office floorspace which is not needed 
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in the longer-term land should be released to other uses.  The forthcoming 
ELS will establish the level of future need.  
  

Gerald Eve obo CEL - 
Cadogan Estates Ltd 
(Neil Henderson)   

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.   

Noted.  The Council concurs with the view that maintaining a range and 
balance of office floorspace is critical to the maintenance of a mixed and 
balanced community.  We also concur with the view that policy protection is 
necessary of offices are not to be lost to higher value uses such as 
residential.  
  
The next stage of the Local Plan will be informed by the Employment Land 
Study, a document which will estimate the need for new office floorspace 
over time. The Council may choose to release land in more peripheral areas 
to maintain the role that offices have in supporting the viability of its town 
centres.  

Lucia Scalisi   The borough needs less offices. How many empty offices are there 
in rbkc?   
Do you know?   
Thousands I’ll bet.   
Stop building more offices - at least for now.   

The Council has commissioned an Employment Land Study to assess the 
need for additional office space over time.  This will inform the next stage of 
the Local Plan review. We will only protect existing offices if there is 
evidence to suggest that there is a need.    
  
  

Greg Hammond   With the pressing need for housing, we should encourage the 
conversion of offices that were originally built as housing (eg flats 
above shops or converted houses) back into residential units. We 
should, however, continue to protect purpose-built office buildings 
for their original purpose, both to protect some of the office 
supply and to negate the risk of sub-standard housing being created 
in these buildings.   

Noted.  The Council shares the view that we must protect office space if we 
are satisfied that it is needed.  The Employment Land 
Study will  consider need over time.  However, we also recognise the need 
to provide additional homes. The release of commercial land which does not 
meet a need can assist in meeting our housing needs, without harming the 
local or wider economy.  

Princes Gate Mews RA (J 
Whewell)   

Should we protect all offices across the borough?  
We strongly endorse the continuation of this policy CF2   

Support for Borough wide protection of offices noted.  

Tracey Rust   There may be existing office premises that are not in suitable 
locations and perhaps these could be identified in the new Plan 
where a change of use may be permitted, subject to other policies.  
If it can be adequately demonstrated that there is no long-term 
future for office premises in a particular location then yes, I consider 

Noted. The Council concurs with the view that there is little value in 
retaining office premises where they have no long-term future as 
offices. Our Employment Land Study will inform us of future need, and this 
may allow the Council to release office floorspace where no longer 
needed.  This will assist the Council in meeting housing need.  
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that it should be allowed to change to another suitable use for that 
location.   

Mr Ehrman   As a result of Covid, the widespread adoption of working from home 
and new technology, and concerns over using public transport, the 
future of the office is uncertain. It may well be that going forward 
the London economy, even when it recovers, will require 
significantly less office space. Policy to deal with this therefore needs 
to be flexible, not prescriptive. Where offices can be reused for 
housing or other uses that should be facilitated.  
With the introduction of the new Class E which combines a wide 
range of commercial activities under one use, it is anyway hard to 
see how offices could be singled out for special protection. Why 
protect them at the expense of housing, which all parties agree is the 
thing we need most?   

Noted.  The Council will support the loss of offices (to residential) where we 
are satisfied that they are no longer required. The forthcoming Employment 
Land and Premises study will help establish the future level of need.   
  
We do recognise that there will be uncertainty post Covid-19 recovery as 
employment patterns change.  It is important that office uses which do have 
a long-term future are not lost – as once lost to a high value use such as 
residential they will not revert to offices.  
  
Note the uncertainty in relation to the E class use, and the practicalities of 
protecting one particular use within it.  This will be explored in later 
iterations of the Local Plan.  

G Thomson   As noted in the consultation document, the Government has made 
radical changes to legislation to support significantly greater 
flexibility for commercial assets. This includes the opportunity for 
flexibility between office, retail and some leisure uses. It would 
therefore be inconsistent with legislation to apply protection 
specifically to office use. Nevertheless, Earls Court is considered to 
be a highly appropriate location for commercial, business and service 
use (Class E). Future proposals are expected to include a range of 
commercial uses and we would welcome recognition in the Earls 
Court vision of the potential to provide a significant employment 
component. Consents already allow up to 10,132 sq.m of 
employment floorspace on the Site in RBKC and there is potential for 
significantly more employment floorspace under new planning 
proposals for the Site to complement residential and other uses.   

Note the uncertainty in relation to the E class use, and the practicalities of 
protecting one particular use within it.  This will be explored in later 
iterations of the Local Plan.  
  
The Council does concur with the stakeholder’s view that this does not 
preclude site allocations requiring the provision of office or other 
commercial floorspace when we are satisfied that this is in an appropriate 
location and where it will help address an objectively assessed need.  
  
The nature of all site allocation swill be viewed as part of the plan 
formulation process.  

Grove and Company 
(Roger Grove)   

Absolutely not the market should decide what use buildings are put 
not planners   

Noted.  We have a planning system in place which is tasked to reflect 
the policies of Central Government  (through the NPPF) and locally elected 
councillors.    
  
The Council has chosen to use this system to balance the conflicting need of 
various sectors.  We intend to maximise the delivery of homes whilst 
providing for the commercial uses needed.  Future need will 
be established by the forthcoming Employment Land Study.  
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Letting the “market decide” with no restraint will merely see the 
gradual homogenisation of the Borough as most uses change to those which 
offer the landowner the maximum return.  
  
  
   

JMW Barnard LLP 
(Jeremy Barnard)   

There will be an oversupply of offices throughout the borough and 
London generally with the new paradigm of work from home and 
flexi working. A policy that demands proof that offices are not in 
demand in a specific location presents an unnecessary obstacle to 
enterprise.   

The forthcoming Employment Land Study will inform the next stage of the 
review.  This may suggest that there is excess supply in the longer term, and 
this would suggest that offices in some locations can be lost to alternative 
uses.  However, the Council is of the view that it is essential that any such 
loss would be evidence based.  

Gerald Eve (Peter 
Edgar)   

The threat of losing offices to higher value uses (such as residential) 
is acknowledged, as is maintaining a range of office floorspace across 
the Borough, particularly in town centre locations. There is still a 
need to protect offices, but the flexibility introduced by the recent 
Use Classes Order amendments should be recognised. Policy should 
be responsive to changes in demand and allow for the managed 
release of offices in locations where they are no longer viable.   

Noted. The Council shares this view. The forthcoming Employment Land 
Study will help establish future need.  
  
Note the uncertainty in relation to the E class use, and the practicalities of 
protecting one particular use within it.  This will be explored in later 
iterations of the Local Plan.  

Fraslo Investment 
Holdings Limited (Will 
Kumar)   

Most of the offices stock within RBKC is outmoded and outdated not 
fit for the current expectations of tenants and occupiers. Office stock 
outside town centres should be permitted to change to residential.   

The forthcoming Employment Land Study will inform the next stage of the 
review. This will determine the need for office stock across the borough, 
both in terms of quantity and nature.  The Council recognises that there is 
no value in protecting office stock of it does not have a long-term future.   

Linda Wade   No. In the post COVID-19 environment the look of the office will 
change and so we might need more workspace for start-ups, artist 
studios, places that support those working from home with the 
provision of meeting rooms and support facilities.   

The ELS will establish future need and consider the need for new forms of 
business accommodation.  This is likely that to support home workers.  

William Wilson   This Borough is largely residential offices can be elsewhere or 
outside London   

The Council is of the view that one of the strengths of the borough is its 
diversity and that it is not merely a residential dormitory.  The provision of a 
mix of uses including those to provide employment opportunities for those 
living within it is a central tenet of sustainable development.   

Boka Hotel (Spencer 
Parsons)   

yes try and retain businesses as the shops and cafes etc need the 
footfall from them but if there is proof they are no longer viable and 
will sit empty for years then convert to housing or other uses should 
be looked at   

The value of offices within our town centres is recognised.  However, we 
also concur with the view that there is no value in retaining office uses if we 
are satisfied that they have no long-term future.  The ELS will assist in this 
regard.  
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Bikeworks CIC 
(David Dansky)   

With the new WFH movement reduced offices use may have a short 
term effect on some local businesses. If this is balanced with more 
localism and improved public realm, while providing more housing, 
then why protect offices?   

We concur with the view that there is no value in retaining office uses if we 
are satisfied that they have no long-term future.  The ELS will assist in this 
regard.  

The Hillgate Village 
Residents' Association 
(Sophia Massey-Cook)   

Generally, the HVRA consider this an area for the market to decide 
rather than for intervention by RBKC. In particular we question the 
continued approach of RBKC in NHG (outlined in its most recent 
Local Plan and supported by the SPD) where the existing provision 
via the re-development or refurbishment of properties by Frogmore 
(David Game House, United House etc) has already greatly increased 
the supply of office accommodation even before Newcombe House 
adds further units to the pipeline. There is a real absorbency issue 
here as we have outlined in Q2.1   

We concur with the view that there is no value in retaining office uses if we 
are satisfied that they have no long-term future.  The ELS will assist in this 
regard. However, letting the market decide will generally lead to a loss of 
office supply, a loss driven by a differential in value rather than any 
structural weakness in the office market.  
  
The comment itself recognises that “the market” does not necessarily 
provide what we (and our residents) may desire.  
  
  

Sue Redmond   It is difficult to predict how things will pan out due to covid. If offices 
are no longer needed turn them into homes.   

Noted. We concur with the view that there is no value in retaining office 
uses if we are satisfied that they have no long-term future.  The ELS will 
assist in this regard.  

Environment Agency 
(Lisa Mills)   

It should be noted that any proposed changes of use within a flood 
zone will need to be supported by a flood risk assessment in line 
with the NPPF. Any change of use from an office block to residential 
within the tidal breach extent must not propose any sleeping 
accommodation located at or below 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). Any change of use within close proximity to the River Thames 
tidal defences and embankments must meet the requirements of the 
TE2010 plan.   

Noted.  

The Pembridge 
Association (Fiona 
Fleming-Brown)   

Generally, the PA consider this an area for the market to decide 
rather than for intervention by RBKC. In particular we question the 
continued approach of RBKC in NHG (outlined in its most recent 
Local Plan and supported by the SPD) where the existing provision 
via the re-development or refurbishment of properties by Frogmore 
(David Game House, United House etc) has already greatly increased 
the supply of office accommodation even before Newcombe House 

We concur with the view that there is no value in retaining office uses if we 
are satisfied that they have no long-term future.  The ELS will assist in this 
regard. However, letting the market decide will generally lead to a loss of 
office supply, a loss driven by a differential in value rather than any 
structural weakness in the office market.  
  
The comment itself recognises that “the market” does not necessarily 
provide what we (and our residents) may desire.  
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adds further units to the pipeline. There is a real absorbency issue 
here as we have outlined in Q2.1   

  

C David   we must keep our vibrant economy going at all costs   Noted.  The Council supports the provision of commercial premises where it 
is satisfied that these meet a need.  

Andre Michaud   As above. Loss of office space in Latimer Road is inevitable. The 
question is when will it happen. It has been poor for so long and no 
one has done anything. If the policies do not change, there will be no 
miracle where suddenly (in this climate especially), property owners 
or any prospective buyers decide they will suddenly be able to either 
let their office space, or they will create fancy new office space. If 
they did, they wouldn't be able to let it, and would have spent 
millions on the refurbishment.   

Noted.  The forthcoming ELS will consider the need for office floorspace 
across the borough.  This will include in the Latimer Road Employment 
Zone.     

Rosemary Andreae   Some offices can surely now become residential   Noted. We concur with the view that there is no value in retaining office 
uses if we are satisfied that they have no long-term future.  The ELS will 
assist in this regard.  

Tom Bennett   Housing needs to be prioritised, especially given the predicted fall in 
demand for central-London office space. A sensible measure would 
be to allow former dwellings that are now offices to be converted 
back to dwellings. This wouldn't affect the majority of offices in the 
borough (which are purpose-built), but would allow for some 
increase in residential.   

Noted.  We concur with the view that there is no value in retaining office 
uses if we are satisfied that they have no long-term future.  The ELS will 
assist in this regard.    
  
If the ELS does indicate that there is an oversupply of offices the 
Council, through the Local Plan process, will have to decide which offices can 
be lost.  This could take a spatial or a typology approach.   

Savills (Matt Lloyd-
Ruck)   

NLP policy should promote greater flexibility within land uses and 
not restricting the development potential of site. For example, the 
redevelopment of a modest amount of office floor space could result 
in a vast uplift in residential floor space of planning benefit for the 
borough.   

Noted. We concur with the view that there is no value in retaining office 
uses if we are satisfied that they have no long-term future.  The ELS will 
assist in this regard.  
  
We also recognise that the change of use of offices to residential will assist 
the Council in meeting its need for housing.  This is not to say that housing 
will “trump” any other use, as the Council recognises the value of a mix and 
balance of uses.    

CHRA (I. Margaronis)   Generally, the CHRA consider this an area for the market to decide 
rather than for intervention by RBKC. In particular we question the 
continued approach of RBKC in NHG (outlined in its most recent 
Local Plan and supported by the SPD) where the existing provision 
via the re-development or refurbishment of properties by Frogmore 
(David Game House, United House etc) has already greatly increased 

We concur with the view that there is no value in retaining office uses if we 
are satisfied that they have no long-term future.  The ELS will assist in this 
regard. However, letting the market decide will generally lead to a loss of 
office supply, a loss driven by a differential in value rather than any 
structural weakness in the office market.  
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the supply of office accommodation even before Newcombe House 
adds further units to the pipeline. There is a real absorbency issue 
here as we have outlined in Q2.1   

The comment itself recognises that “the market” does not necessarily 
provide what we (and our residents) may desire.  
  

KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)   

The existing policy should continue, be monitored closely and 
reviewed regularly. Covid-19 may change the demand for offices, but 
there is no indication what the longer-term implications will be . It 
seems likely, however, that some part of the move towards 
homeworking will be permanent, although it seems likely that there 
will continue to be a need for premises for small firms, providing 
accommodation for less than ten employees. We need more 
research.   
  

Most of our offices are for small firms, providing accommodation for 
less than ten employees. It is far less likely that these local 
businesses will cease to require premises, than large firms in the City 
and Westminster. They are likely to be the ones that may be most 
affected. We are concerned with what will happen to local small 
firms. We do not know what they will do. We need more research 
before making any policy changes.  
  

We need to retain the focus on town centres as accessible locations 
and the support these businesses give to the vitality and viability of 
these centres  
  

Flexible space – both firms sharing space and offices in homes may 
become more popular. The policy may need to be more nuanced and 
should allow for locations where commercial space proves 
impossible to let. Recent changes to freedom to change the use of 
offices to other business uses will anyway provide sufficient 
flexibility to accommodate change. Change of use to residential can 
be a one-way trip which is reinforced by a tendency to become long-
lease home ownership rather than short-lease rental. A significant 
shift to residential could risk undermining the diversity and vitality of 
the Borough if it went too far. A priority for offices in town centres 
should be reinforced as offices provide a significant support to the 

The Council recognises the need for research to identify both the 
quantum, the nature and the size of offices required over the plan period.   
The borough is currently well represented by smaller offices, and we 
recognise that these premises may be less affected by changing employment 
patterns associate with the Covis-19 crisis than the larger.   
  
The ELS should assist in this regard.    
  
The Council recognises that offices do play a particularly valuable role in 
supporting the function, the vitality and the viability of our larger town 
centres.  
  
We concur with the view that there is no value in retaining office uses if we 
are satisfied that they have no long-term future.  As such flexibility may be 
required for certain types of office in certain locations if we are satisfied that 
such premises do not have a long-term future. However, we do concur 
with the view that it is essential to try to maintain a diversity of uses within 
the borough, as it is this diversity which makes the borough the special place 
that it is.  
  
The Council does recognise that the creation of the E class does 
remove much of the control that the Council had in this regard.  The impact 
of the E class will be explored as part of this review.   
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viability and vitality of the centres. Upper floors in our high streets 
should be acknowledged as a good location for small businesses.   

The Philbeach Residents’ 
Association (Froment)   

Allow offices to change planning use to residential, with high level 
of CIL if automatic.   

Noted. The Council has commissioned evidence to establish the need for 
additional office floorspace in the future.  A balance must be reached in 
meeting the need for residential and office floorspace. A policy presumption 
in favour of the change of use of offices to residential will result in the 
wholescale loss of office premises as property owners seek to benefit in the 
uplift in value.  This will result in the loss of land uses which serve the local 
and the wider economy.  
  

GLA (Hassan Ahmed)   RBKC are relying on data from the London Office Policy Review 
(LOPR) Update from 2014 (as discussed in the borough’s 
Employment Land Need and Availability Background Paper from 
2016) which established an estimated need for approximately 
45,000m2 of office space by 2028. RBKC should note that a more up-
to-date LOPR 2017 has been undertaken to support the preparation 
of the ItP London Plan and having been through the examination 
process is now a material planning consideration. It establishes a 
composite projection for in the region of 93,000m2 of office space 
up to 2041 (Appendix Seven of the report) which should be reflected 
in the draft Local Plan or based on more local and up-to-date 
evidence of need.  
  

Table A1.1 of the ItP London Plan identifies those town centres 
through the office guidelines that are suitable to accommodate 
various types of office development and RBKC should promote these 
locations as such. Knightsbridge is located within the CAZ and 
therefore Policy SD5 of the ItP London Plan 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 ItP London 
Plan and further opportunities could also be explored in the 
borough’s emerging OAs.   

The Local Plan was informed by an update to an original ELPS which made 
direct reference to the LOPR 2017. I note that the GLA did not raise any 
objection to the methodology uses, or the OAN for office floorspace 
identified at the examination into the local plan.  
  
The Council does recognise the importance of an up-to-date evidence base 
to inform its Local Plan, and to this end has commissioned an Employment 
Land Study.  This includes an assessment of future need, having account to 
the changes in employment patterns accelerated by the Covid 19 crisis.  
  
The Council notes the view that offices should be accommodated within the 
borough’s larger town centres.  
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Issue 1: The provision of offices   
Q7.2: Are there any parts of the Borough where it is no longer appropriate to protect offices, or any types of buildings which are inherently unsuitable for an office 
use?  
 

Respondent Name  Comment  Council’s response  
Lucia Scalisi   Many places along Kings Road have vacant offices above shops. 

Developers are currently planning to build even more because they 
can’t think what else to do with the space - & habit.   
Have a moratorium to enable fresh thinking.   

Noted. We concur with the view that there is no value in retaining 
office uses if we are satisfied that they have no long-
term future.  The ELS will assist in this regard.   
  
However, we would be reluctant to see the loss of viable offices in 
our town centres given the contribution that they play in 
supporting the viability of our centres.    
  

Greg Hammond   Properties that were originally built as dwellings have in some 
cases been converted into offices. In many cases it will be difficult 
for these to be made compliant with modern office standards, and 
the need for housing is high. We should encourage these to be 
converted back into dwellings, while continuing to protect purpose-
built offices and welcome the new flexibility that will allow unused 
retail to be used for offices or other activities. Far better for the 
market to find a use for these places than for unwanted shops to 
continue to stand empty.   

Noted. We concur with the view that there is no value in retaining 
office uses if we are satisfied that they have no long-
term future.  The ELS will assist in this regard.   
  
We also recognise the need to provide additional homes.  The 
release of commercial land which does not meet a need can assist 
in meeting our housing needs, without harming the local or wider 
economy.    
  
The Council supports the idea that there is little value in retail 
premises standing empty. Whilst we may have misgivings about 
office floorspace within retail frontages creating dead frontage we 
also recognise that changes of use within the E class is not 
development which can require planning permission.  The 
freedoms offered by the reforms to the GPDO will be addressed 
within the future Local Plan.  

Octavia Housing (Andrew 
Brown)   

Where office uses have become unviable then change of use 
should be considered. Care must be taken that the quality of the 
homes is at least as high quality as new build and avoid running 
dual planning systems permitting conversion to residential at lower 
standard than new build would deliver.   

Noted.  We recognise the need for newly created homes to be of a 
high standard.  
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Grove and Company 
(Roger Grove)   

Where offices are in the middle of residential areas they should be 
allowed to convert to the prevailing use   
  

Offices should then be persuaded to go further north in the 
borough as the office staff will help regeneration   

Noted. The ELS will be able to demonstrate the need to retain 
offices.  This will consider whether loss may be appropriate in 
any particular areas or any particular building types.  
  
The mix of commercial and residential uses is something which has 
traditionally been valued by this council as adds vitality.  
  
We do recognise that change of use of offices in otherwise 
residential areas will contribute to the borough’s housing stock.  

JMW Barnard LLP 
(Jeremy Barnard)   

The office market London-wide will rationalise and RBKC has no 
power to influence this. Offices will remain occupied in the optimal 
office locations. Most office workers in the borough are 
not residents; most residents work outside the borough. Offices 
which are distant from the underground and local 
amenities eg Latimer Road have therefore always been difficult to 
let, for the reason stated above, even before the present crisis 
made the task even harder.   

Whilst the majority of those who work in offices within the 
Borough are not residents there is significant minority who 
do.  In addition the value of offices goes beyond employment 
opportunities but their contribution to the local and the wider 
economy.  
  
The Council does not share the view that offices in Latimer road 
have always been difficult to let.  This was confirmed by 
the Inspector at the examination into the SQWNP. However, we do 
recognise that the office market does change over time.  To this 
end we have asked the ELS to consider those locations where 
offices are no longer viable.  

Fraslo Investment 
Holdings Limited (Will 
Kumar)   

Offices in locations of high residential surroundings are suitable for 
loss to residential.  
  

Offices which are not in town centres should also be permitted to 
change use to residential .   

Noted. The ELS will be able to demonstrate the need to retain 
offices.  This will consider whether loss may be appropriate in 
any particular areas or any particular building types.  
  
The mix of commercial and residential uses is something which has 
traditionally been valued by this council as adds vitality.  We 
recognise the particular value that offices within our town centres 
have in supporting the vitality of these town centres.   
  
We do recognise that change of use of offices in otherwise 
residential areas will contribute to the borough’s housing stock.   

Linda Wade   On a case-by-case basis   Noted.  
William Wilson   This Borough is largely residential offices can be elsewhere or 

outside London  
As above we are a largely residential and shopping Borough.   

Noted  
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Boka Hotel (Spencer 
Parsons)   

Cannot answer that at present time will tell   We note the uncertainty in the future office market.  

The Hillgate Village 
Residents' Association 
(Sophia Massey-Cook)   

With regard to NHG over supply (Above Q7.1) We do however 
believe that there will be a modest growth in the market for 
flexible size and short term office accommodation to support 
project teams or those wanting to work partially in a more 
professional environment than their domestic residence. The 
WeWork approach which creates networking opportunities for 
multiple tenants, prioritises attractive premises and includes 
greater range of communal facilities than the traditional corporate 
office should be investigated. These more characterful spaces have 
the potential to add to the appeal of NHG and also to support local 
retail and entertainment venues. This links with our proposals 
concerning sticky streets in Q2.1 concerning the decline of retail.   
  

Given the appetite within the borough for maker spaces and 
studios many of the smaller units in NHG above the retail area 
should be reconsidered. These upper floors which have never been 
tenanted in their entirety throughout the existence of the 1950’s 
blocks could easily be given over to this type of use given the 
loosening of use class orders envisaged in the PWP. Partnership 
with organisations such as HAND, the Portobello Business Centre 
etc who are already working with small creative producers would 
provide plenty of candidates for such spaces. Flexibility is 
important when considering these types of venture and much 
could be achieved and learned through temporary tenanting which 
is always a better solution than shuttered and empty spaces.   
  

As well as tenanting unused space there are many precedents for 
the creative led regeneration of areas cf Hoxton, Kings Cross etc. 
Collaboration with RBKC’s leading arts and design institutions 
would open up exciting possibilities to create a creative zone to 
enliven a dull and failing space. Open Studio visits and events 
based programmes to encourage use of NHG would both be in 
keeping with both the character of Notting Hill and a considerable 

The forthcoming ELS will consider the changing needs of the office 
market across the borough.  
  
Planning permission is not required for changes of use within the E 
class or for the change of one type of business use to another. We 
support the provision of shared and workers spaces of the type 
described.  However, we have not taken the view that the Council 
should be prescriptive about this.  
  
Planning permission is no longer required for a former shop (or any 
other former Class A use) to be used as a maker space 
or studio.  Such uses would be expected to fall with the 
wide Commercial, business and service E class use.  
  
The Council recognises the value of tenanting unused spaces within 
our town centres and other commercial areas and are 
exploring approaches such as this in other workstreams.  
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service to a sector of the economy which especially requires 
support to recover.   

Environment Agency (Lisa 
Mills)   

It should be noted that any proposed changes of use within a flood 
zone will need to be supported by a flood risk assessment in line 
with the NPPF. Any change of use from and office block to 
residential within the tidal breach extent must not propose any 
sleeping accommodation located at or below 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). Any change of use within close proximity to the 
River Thames tidal defences and embankments must meet the 
requirements of the TE2010 plan.   

Noted.  

The Pembridge 
Association (Fiona 
Fleming-Brown)   

With regard to NHG over supply (Above Q7.1) We do however 
believe that there will be a modest growth in the market for 
flexible size and short term office accommodation to support 
project teams or those wanting to work partially in a more 
professional environment than their domestic residence. The 
WeWork approach which creates networking opportunities for 
multiple tenants, prioritises attractive premises and includes 
greater range of communal facilities than the traditional corporate 
office should be investigated. These more characterful spaces have 
the potential to add to the appeal of NHG and also to support local 
retail and entertainment venues. This links with our proposals 
concerning sticky streets in Q2.1 concerning the decline of retail.  
  

Given the appetite within the borough for maker spaces and 
studios many of the smaller units in NHG above the retail area 
should be reconsidered. These upper floors which have never been 
tenanted in their entirety throughout the existence of the 1950’s 
blocks could easily be given over to this type of use given the 
loosening of use class orders envisaged in the PWP. Partnership 
with organisations such as HAND, the Portobello Business Centre 
etc who are already working with small creative producers would 
provide plenty of candidates for such spaces. Flexibility is 
important when considering these types of venture and much 

The forthcoming ELS will consider the changing needs of the office 
market across the borough.  
  
Planning permission is not required for changes of use within the E 
class or for the change of one type of business use to another. We 
support the provision of shared and workers spaces of the type 
described.  However, we have not taken the view that the Council 
should be prescriptive about this.  
  
Planning permission is no longer required for a former shop (or any 
other former Class A use) to be used as a maker space or 
studio.  Such uses would be expected to fall with the wide 
Commercial, business and service E class use.  
  
The council recognises the value of tenanting unused spaces within 
our town centres and other commercial areas and are exploring 
approaches such as this in other workstreams.  
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could be achieved and learned through temporary tenanting which 
is always a better solution than shuttered and empty spaces.   
  

As well as tenanting unused space there are many precedents for 
the creative led regeneration of areas cf Hoxton, Kings Cross etc. 
Collaboration with RBKC’s leading arts and design institutions 
would open up exciting possibilities to create a creative zone to 
enliven a dull and failing space. Open Studio visits and events 
based programmes to encourage use of NHG would both be in 
keeping with both the character of Notting Hill and a considerable 
service to a sector of the economy which especially requires 
support to recover   

Andre Michaud   Latimer Road is clearly top of this list in my view. It is an awful place 
to work.   

Noted.  Historically the Latimer Road area has been popular with 
occupiers looking for lower cost premises.  However, we note that 
some occupiers are concerned with the lack of facilities in the 
area.    

Tom Bennett   As mentioned above, buildings that were originally built as housing, 
and are now operating as offices, should be allowed to return to 
their original purpose.   

Noted.  

Savills (Matt Lloyd-Ruck)   In light of the White Paper recognising that the changing demands 
of the High Street, it is important to build flexibility into any 
planning framework around employment generating uses and this 
may allow for some diversification away from existing commercial 
uses. Therefore, CEG and Savills would support any policy that 
allows the flexible change of use within renewal zones to permit 
each site to be optimised in a highly constrained Borough.   

The Council notes flexibility of operation 
within the commercial, business and service uses.  

CHRA (I. Margaronis)   With regard to NHG over supply (Above Q7.1) We do however 
believe that there will be a modest growth in the market for 
flexible size and short term office accommodation to support 
project teams or those wanting to work partially in a more 
professional environment than their domestic residence. The 
WeWork approach which creates networking opportunities for 
multiple tenants, prioritises attractive premises and includes 
greater range of communal facilities than the traditional corporate 
office should be investigated. These more characterful spaces have 
the potential to add to the appeal of NHG and also to support local 

The forthcoming ELS will consider the changing needs of the office 
market across the borough.  
  
Planning permission is not required for changes of use within the E 
class or for the change of one type of business use to another. We 
support the provision of shared and workers spaces of the type 
described.  However, we have not taken the view that the Council 
should be prescriptive about this.  
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retail and entertainment venues. This links with our proposals 
concerning sticky streets in Q2.1 concerning the decline of retail.  
  

Given the appetite within the borough for maker spaces and 
studios many of the smaller units in NHG above the retail area 
should be reconsidered. These upper floors which have never been 
tenanted in their entirety throughout the existence of the 1950’s 
blocks could easily be given over to this type of use given the 
loosening of use class orders envisaged in the PWP. Partnership 
with organisations such as HAND, the Portobello Business Centre 
etc who are already working with small creative producers would 
provide plenty of candidates for such spaces. Flexibility is 
important when considering these types of venture and much 
could be achieved and learned through temporary tenanting which 
is always a better solution than shuttered and empty spaces.   
  

As well as tenanting unused space there are many precedents for 
the creative led regeneration of areas cf Hoxton, Kings Cross etc. 
Collaboration with RBKC’s leading arts and design institutions 
would open up exciting possibilities to create a creative zone to 
enliven a dull and failing space. Open Studio visits and events 
based programmes to encourage use of NHG would both be in 
keeping with both the character of Notting Hill and a considerable 
service to a sector of the economy which especially requires 
support to recover.   

Planning permission is no longer required for a former shop (or any 
other former Class A use) to be used as a maker space or 
studio.  Such uses would be expected to fall with the wide 
Commercial, business and service E class use.  
  
The council recognises the value of tenanting unused spaces within 
our town centres and other commercial areas and are exploring 
approaches such as this in other workstreams.  
  

KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)   

Local offices in neighbourhoods provide essential diversity – 
entirely residential areas lack vitality. However, there are some EZ’s 
in the Borough, which have long been marginal in terms of viability 
for office use where change of residential now needs to be allowed 
for in RBKC Local Plan policies.   

Noted.  The forthcoming ELS will consider the need and future 
demand for office spaces across the borough.  This will include 
within the Employment Zones.  
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Issue 2: The provision of offices  
Q7.3: Should the Council continue with its “business led” requirement for development within the Employment Zones?  
 

Respondent Name  Comments  Council’s response  
St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson)   

Given uncertainties in the property market, it is likely to prove 
impossible in the foreseeable future for RBKC to establish whether 
there are long-term prospects for viable office use at specific 
locations in the Borough. The major change in working and 
commuting patterns, and the extent to which organisations are 
reconsidering their outgoings on office space, are showing up in 
surveys in all major cities across the globe.  
  

Coupled with the introduction of the E1 use class, we suggest that a 
new RBKC Local Plan should pursue a far more flexible approach to 
the use of non-residential buildings. There is no merit in seeking to 
impose specific uses, or to protect existing uses, if such policies 
result in empty buildings. RBKC will retain some powers to limit 
uses which are environmentally damaging or which cause 
neighbour nuisance, but a rethink of Local Plan policies on all non-
residential uses is now needed.  
  

We are not aware of any study of the extent of homeworking, as a 
significant part of the Borough’s economy, in the pre-lockdown era. 
We think ‘working from home’ has been extensive in North 
Kensington for many years. Hence many sectors of the Borough’s 
economy may remain healthy in the years to come, even if 
occupation levels in what has hitherto been classed as B1 office 
floorspace shrink markedly. A new Local Plan should focus more on 
how redundant building stock can best be re-purposed for new 
uses, including residential.  
  

In this context we believe that RBKC Policy C5 should be revised 
and should drop the restrictive elements relating to office space in 
Employment Zones (Café to CFn). Protection of existing light 
industrial space has perhaps more justification, as there are certain 
uses which residents need relatively close to home (e.g. motor 

The Council recognises the current uncertainty relating to future 
need for business floorspace across the borough.  However, we do 
expect the forthcoming ELS to attempt to address this issue.  
  
If the ELS does suggest an over supply of business floorspace we 
recognise that this may provide an opportunity to provide 
additional housing.  Repurposing vacant/ underused commercial 
building will an element of this.   However, it is possible that 
the proposed changes to the GPDO may mean that such change of 
use will no longer require planning permission.  
  
We recognise that the newly created E class combining 
all commercial, business and service uses will change the way the 
Council can plan for different land uses. Planning permission is no 
longer required for a change of use from an office to, for example a 
shop or a café.  This will require the Council to take a new 
approach.  
  
The Council recognises that there is no value in safeguarding 
employment sites when there is no realistic prospect of that use.     
  
The Council notes that planning permission is no longer required 
for a change of use of a office to an café or any other E class 
use.  Any future policy will reflect the realities of the planning 
system.  
  
The Council will have regard to estimates of need of future office 
floorspace.  If this indicates an oversupply the Council will a 
number of options to release that which is no longer required.  This 
may include a review of the boundaries of the Borough’s 
Employment Zones.    
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vehicle repair).  
  

In the case of Latimer Road, we consider the EZ status assigned to 
Units 1-14 and to three separate sections of the eastern side of the 
street to have been unhelpful for many years. Latimer Road has 
been a mixed use street since the 19th century. The physical nature 
of the street, alongside a railway line, means that residential values 
will never approach the ‘prime London’ values which could force 
out all uses other than residential. The gap between office and 
residential values is already smaller than in other parts of the 
Borough.  
  

De-designation of the EZ sections of the street, we suggest, should 
be seriously considered for inclusion in the new Local Plan.  
  

Assuming the proposed underpass between Imperial College/Wood 
Lane and Latimer Road is finally commissioned (decision due early 
2021) we believe that the street will be viable for a range of 
successful E1 uses of the kind which can serve the immediate 
neighbourhood and a wider area.  
  

Although RBKC has long opposed ‘live/work’ planning consents as 
such, we think that Latimer Road will develop further as a street 
which attracts those who wish to arrange their lives so that their  
‘home’ and ‘workplace’ are in close proximity, if not in the same 
building. Hence redeveloped buildings that include a mix of E1 
floorspace along with C3 floorspace will be in demand. We do not  
see it as necessary for new Local Plan policies to be prescriptive in 
pre-determining fixed proportions of each, at least for the next five 
years.   

We also note that the policy implications of an Employment Zone 
location may change in the future.  
  
The Council recognises the value of mixed commercial/ residential 
uses within the Employment Zones.  We explore the appropriate 
mix as part of this review.    

Lucia Scalisi   Definitely not.   
Covid has brought some hard lessons & if planners can’t think of 
anything but office space then take this time for a moratorium to 
enable a fresh approach to develop - along with seeing how the 
land lies.....   

Noted. The ELS will establish the need for new office floorspace.  If 
this is positive in the long term, and the Council will have to decide 
if it wishes to meet this need. This could be within the Employment 
Zones or in other locations across the borough.      
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Kerry Davis-Head   Yes certainly in Lots Village. There should be no office to resi either. 
Smaller office units might be appropriate post COVID-19, in London 
not everyone has space to work at home, space is at a premium, so 
a small single unit would be appropriate perhaps. It would also, if 
integrated with housing, get over the clash between housing and 
retail, that is to say much retail has deliveries out of hours or 
creates rubbish or fumes which are not conducive to living nearby 
or above. Particularly as small businesses such as cafes which used 
to just do sandwiches can now become full scale takeaways 
cooking onion , garlic based dishes which are unpleasant to live 
nearby   

Noted.  The Council recognises the value of meeting the need for 
office development, as business uses can contribute to the local 
and the wider economy.  
  
The Council will consider how mixed uses can successfully operate 
in both commercial and residential areas.  
  
  

Oonagh Wohanka   Travel around London gets harder ..the smaller the commute, the 
better for locals   

Noted.  The provision of homes and places where people can work 
in close proximity will reduce the need to travel and is a central 
tenet of sustainable development.  

Mr Ehrman   The Employment Zones should be allowed to go fully mixed use. 
The introduction of the new E class has anyway opened them up to 
a much wider range of commercial activity than was previously 
allowed. Why continue to exclude housing, when that is what is 
most needed? The EZs are not in obvious commercial locations. 
Latimer Road in particular is too far from transport and amenities 
for it ever to have been a good office location. Even when the 
economy has been buoyant Latimer Road has struggled, see Q2.2 
above. Going forward flexibility should be key.   

Noted. The Council recognises the contribution that our 
Employment Zones can have in both addressing the need for 
business floorspace and for additional homes.  Care must be taken 
that the creation of new homes does not harm the commercial 
operation of these areas.  
  
The Council recognises the flexibility allowed through the new E 
Class.  This must be reflected in the emerging Local Plan.  

Grove and Company (Roger 
Grove)   

Let the market decide   Noted.  

Linda Wade   The Council should look to have a mixed view so some offices, 
some workspace for start-ups, some artist studios, garages etc.   

Noted.  The Council currently supports the provision of a range of 
business uses in the Employment Zones.   
  
The local Plan is exploring the provision of affordable 
workspaces for development which provide a certain scale of new 
commercial floorspace.  

William Wilson   We should restrict the use of building for offices, with Covid it has 
highlighted the ability to work from home.   

The Council has commissioned an Employment Land Study which 
will establish the need for office floorspace across the 
borough.  This will consider changing working patterns in light 
of Covid-19  
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Bikeworks CIC 
(David Dansky)   

Housing and localism should be a priority as office workers can 
WFH or use hotdesking office centres  
However Light industry is good so long as this doesn't produce 
other issues such as additional van usage (Businesses could 
be encouraged to use cargo cycles for deliveries for example -lend 
them cargo cycles).  

Priority of housing noted.  
  
The Council recognised the value of light industrial uses, but also 
notes that planning permission is no longer required for the 
change of use of a light industrial use to any Class E business, 
commercial or service use.  
  
  

Tom Bennett   If we retain Employment Zones, we should consider all types of 
employment. A care home for example employs far more people 
per square metre than a warehouse.   

We recognise that a wide range of use employ people.  The Council 
will consider whether a care home would suitable use in 
otherwise largely commercial areas such as the borough’s 
Employment Zones.  

Savills (Matt Lloyd-Ruck)   Only permitting Office development within specified employment 
zones is overly prescriptive and has the potential to restrict growth 
in areas outside of these zones. For example, there may be existing 
E class unit outside of a designated employment zone that seeks to 
extend part of their site to create more office space. This policy 
would restrict this modest extension, which would otherwise be 
entirely appropriate, and would therefore appear contradictory to 
the aims of the policy.  
Moreover, the fact that former B1a Offices will now be classed as 
Use Class E results in this policy being outdated, ineffective and 
therefore unsound.   

It is not the Council’s intentions to allow new business 
development within Employment Zones. The question was 
intended to ask whether if new development within the 
Employment Zones should always include an element of business 
floorspace.     

KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)   

Yes. Employment Zones – such as Latimer and Kensal are enhanced 
by a mix of employment uses and housing, but a balance of uses 
needs to be maintained and kept under review.   

Support for business/ residential mix of uses within Employment 
Zones noted.  

Units, 2,3,4,5,7,8,10 & 11 
Latimer 
Ind Estate and Ivebury Court 
(Tania Martin)   

Regarding protecting office space on Latimer Road, there needs to 
be flexibility given the enormous quantity of high quality new office 
space on offer in the White City Regeneration Area and the 
uncertainties in the property market and economy. For 
developments to the successful, buildings need to respond the 
current economic climate and potential changes in working habits 
with more people working from home and needing less office 
space.  
  

Retaining business use at street level would be appropriate 

The need for new/retention of existing floorspace will be explored 
by the forthcoming Employment Land Study.  This will reflect the 
changing employment patterns triggered by the Covid-19 crisis.  
  
Call to allow change of use to residential on upper floors 
noted.  The Council will consider the impact that such changes of 
use will have upon the ability of the Council to meet any identified 
need for office floorspace.  
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for Latimer Road, but a “business led” requirement for 
development within the Employment Zone will render 
developments, particularly on the industrial estate, unviable. The 
de-designation of the Employment Zone on Latimer Road should be 
seriously considered.   

A resignation of Employment Zone boundaries may be 
appropriate if there is evidence of the long term over supply of 
commercial floorspace. The Council will explore where (if any) 
release may be appropriate.   

  
  
Issue 2: Light industrial uses  
Q7.4: Should the Council promote the provision of new premises which are suitable for new light industrial uses, and protect their loss to residential uses?  
 

Respondent Name  Comments  Council’s response  
The Labour Group - RBKC 
(Sir/ Madam)   

We will need to protect the existing and promote the provision of 
new premises suitable for new light industrial use.   

Noted.  

Sandra Yarwood   Workshops for small businesses, artisans and artists   Noted.   
St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson)   

While we can see some merit in protecting specific light industrial 
uses that residents would like to have at close proximity, as 
opposed to e.g. at Park Royal, we are not clear how such 
promotion and protection can be achieved given the August 2020 
relaxation of use classes.   

The Council recognises that it has not (ordinarily) been possible for 
some time to protect former B1(c) uses, as planning permission is 
allowed for the change of use within the B1 class.  Class E offers 
even greater freedoms. However, the Council can still resist loss to 
residential and can encourage the provision of new light industrial 
uses where appropriate.   

Lucia Scalisi   Small businesses should be protected per se  
Light industrial use would be refreshing & encouraging to see 
alternatives as well as the consideration of other types of business 
being considered.   

Support noted.  

Kerry Davis-Head   If they are not amongst residential and creating a nuisance by way 
of fumes and noise. The loss to residential should be resisted   

Noted.  

Mr Ehrman   There is very little light industrial in RBKC, whereas it is well 
provided for in nearby areas such as Park Royal.   

Noted.  The Council recognises that it does not contain a 
significant amount of light industrial floorspace.  

Grove and Company (Roger 
Grove)   

Let the market decide   Noted.  

JMW Barnard LLP (Jeremy 
Barnard)   

The main demand for light industrial uses are for commercial 
kitchens to serve the food delivery market. RBKC attempts to 
control this by declaring "dark kitchens" to be Sui Generis, but it 
isn't working.   

The issues around dark kitchens and the impact they can have upon 
nearby amenity is noted.  
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William Wilson   This should be very limited i don’t feel the Borough has enough 
space for this.   

Noted.  

Bikeworks CIC 
(David Dansky)   

Could office buildings rather than residential be repurposed for 
light industry?   

Planning permission is not required for the change of use of one E 
class use to another. However, we concur with the consultee in 
that they will be circumstances were the use of a commercial 
building for a range of other commercial use may be 
possible. Ensuring that new office building on the ground floor have 
appropriate floor loadings, floor ceiling heights etc may allow easy 
repurposing in the future to light industrial should the 
landowner/ occupier wish to do so.  
  
We recognise that the loss of a residential use to a light industrial 
one may be problematic in term of amenity.  

The Hillgate Village 
Residents' Association 
(Sophia Massey-Cook)   

There are few light industrial areas within Pembridge CA other than 
car repairs workshop in Portobello Road which fulfils a useful 
service to local people   

Noted.  The Council has an Article 4 direction in place which 
protects car repair workshops where this has a light industrial 
use.  This may be lost with forthcoming changes to the GPDO.  

The Pembridge Association 
(Fiona Fleming-Brown)   

There are few light industrial areas within Pembridge CA other than 
car repairs workshop in Portobello Road which fulfils a useful 
service to local people   

Noted.  The Council has an Article 4 direction in place which 
protects car repair workshops where this has a light industrial 
use.  This may be lost with forthcoming changes to the 
GPDO.   The Council is not aware of any other light industrial uses 
in the Pembridge CA.  

C David   ...especially in the technology and creative industries   Noted.  
Andre Michaud   As above. Latimer Road has NO NEED for light industry. It will not 

be there in 10 years. It is such a waste of what could be a really 
nice safe and lively road.   

The Council recognises that planning permission is not required for 
light industrial uses to change to any other E class use – those uses 
which can contribute to the “liveliness” of the area.  

Umair Mallick   Locals should be encouraged to work locally. Council can provide 
business spaces as well as assistance in setting up businesses. 
For instance local doctors can be assisted to open their clinics 
locally.   

The Council supports the provision of a range of facilities to meet 
the wide need of our residents.  This includes premises which can 
provide employment opportunities as well as a wide range of social 
and community facilities.  These contribute to the “walkable 
neighbourhood.”  

Tom Bennett   Probably fighting a losing battle on this one.   Noted.  
KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)   

Yes, especially in Employment Zones, but also in the remaining 
mews which still contain business uses. There are some ‘light 
industrial uses’ which could benefit from some protection because 
residents appreciate being able to find them locally (e.g. MOT 
garages, timber merchants, plumbing merchants).   

Support for retention of a range of commercial uses noted.  The 
Council recognises that planning permission is not required for light 
industrial uses to change to any other E class use, and as 
such particular E class uses cannot be protected.  
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Units, 2,3,4,5,7,8,10 & 11 
Latimer 
Ind Estate and Ivebury Court 
(Tania Martin)   

We do not see the value in protecting the light industrial units on 
Latimer Road. Converting the units to commercial and residential 
building will create far more potential for employment and housing 
for local residents, which should be seen as a priority.   

The Council recognises that planning permission is not required for 
light industrial uses to change to any other E class use.  Permission 
is still required for changes of to residential.  The ELS will help 
identify the need for office floorspace, and my inference, whether 
any existing floorspace can be released to other uses.  The Council 
will have to decide where any release may be possible/ form 
criteria to inform appropriateness of loss.   

  
  

Issue 3: Affordable workspaces   
Q7.5: Should the Council require the provision of affordable workspaces for appropriate new commercial developments?   
 

Respondent Name  Comments  Council’s response  
Sandra Yarwood   We should encourage start-ups, shared work-spaces and space for 

artisans and artists.   
Noted.  

Gerald Eve obo CEL - 
Cadogan Estates Ltd (Neil 
Henderson)   

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 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.   

The Council will consider the impact of the provision of affordable 
workspaces on the viability of the commercial/ mixed use 
proposals.   

Lucia Scalisi   No affordable workspace? no planning consent.   
Developers have to get creative, it can no longer be just about 
profits for land banking agencies.   

Noted.  

Oonagh Wohanka   Young start ups are a benefit to any area and need realistic priced 
spaces to start up new businesses   

Noted  

Mr Ehrman   There is no shortage of workspace for small businesses in West 
London, much of it within easy reach of the borough even if it is not 
actually within the borough itself. Developer contributions on large 
developments would be better used for the provision of more 
homes. If RBKC wishes to subside certain types of small business it 
should do so directly and transparently via grants.   

Preference for homes rather than affordable workspace noted.  
  
The Council recognises that there will be a cost on developers of 
providing affordable workspace.  These should not hinder the 
delivery of proposals. However, we also note that the delivery of 
such space through s106 agreements can be an effective model to 
assist delivery.  
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G Thomson   We welcome the Council’s acknowledgement of the cost of 
providing affordable workspace and we agree that its inclusion will 
inevitably have an impact on the overall viability of a scheme. 
There may be circumstances where the Council choose the 
inclusion of affordable workspace over that of community 
housing however we do not support a blanket requirement and 
specific threshold for all employment sites. The NLPR should 
incorporate sufficient flexibility to ensure that priorities for 
individual sites can be agreed with the Council.   

The Council will consider the impact of the provision of affordable 
workspaces on the viability of the commercial/ mixed use 
proposals. This impact could have an impact on these same larger 
sites on the delivery of RBKC social housing  This must be 
addressed in future iterations of the emerging plan..  
  

Grove and Company (Roger 
Grove)   

Let the market decide   Noted.  

JMW Barnard LLP (Jeremy 
Barnard)   

In peripheral areas of the borough, workspace rents are where they 
where 30 years ago. The concept of "affordable workspaces" as a 
distinct category is therefore redundant. For workspaces 
specifically aimed at the non profit, charitable and social enterprise 
sector, which cannot meet even these very low commercial rents, 
see comment below. Adding a requirement that developers 
provide "affordable workspace" adds yet another layer of 
complexity to the planning process and another opportunity for 
large developers tooled up with top advisors to use arguments 
about viability to negotiate their way around the problem, as has 
happened with affordable housing requirements.   

Noted.   
  
The Council notes that newly created workspaces are often 
unaffordable for a range of start ups and the social enterprise 
sector.  Providing premises for these sectors has benefits, 
but the  Council does recognise that there will be a cost on 
developers of providing affordable workspace.  These should not 
hinder the delivery of proposals.  

Fraslo Investment Holdings 
Limited (Will Kumar)   

Its make leasing and letting new office buildings extremely 
difficult. Furthermore there is no list of companies deserving of 
reduced office rents. You need to qualify for affordable housing to 
enable to live in such a property, but in this scenario all you are 
doing is subsidising a rent for a tenant, that otherwise could be 
paying a normal market rent.  
Small affordable co-working areas could be made to be provided 
within residential schemes where there has been a loss of office to 
compensate for that loss.   

If the Council were to develop an affordable workspace policy it 
would also set out the types of occupier who would be elegable.  
  
The Council does recognise that there will be a cost on developers 
of providing affordable workspace and that this should not hinder 
the delivery of proposals.  This may impact on the provision of 
“lower value” elements, including that of RBKC community 
housing.  

DP9 (Kate Outterside)   Affordable workspace should be provided within commercial 
schemes as opposed to residential-led schemes that provide a 
modest quantum of commercial floorspace. To control this, we 
would suggest that there is a cap i.e. scheme which deliver over 
2,000 sqm of commercial floorspace should provide affordable 

Noted.  The Council has commissioned a viability study to look at 
the impact that affordable workspace will have upon the viability of 
different forms of development.  We also recognise that any 
affordable workspace must be of a sufficient size if it is to be 
managed effectively.  
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workspace. This is to ensure that viable sized affordable workspace 
is delivered.  
  

We would recommend that affordable workspace should comprise 
no greater than 10% of the commercial floorspace created and be 
let at 80% of market rent for a period of 20 years   

Linda Wade   Yes. Definitely, there is a need for affordable workspace of 
different sizes, and this could be linked to apprenticeships or how 
many people are employed   

Noted.  

William Wilson   Residential should be priority.   Noted.  
Boka Hotel (Spencer 
Parsons)   

Lets be honest residents do not feel they see much of what 
developers offer anyway in benefits of cash they offer so if it can be 
used to revitalsie an area then its a good thing   

Noted.  

Bikeworks CIC 
(David Dansky)   

Especially creative and light manufacturing and artisan food 
production and breweries that would offer locally sourced art, food 
produce, booze and stuff   

The nature of occupiers eligible for affordable workspace would be 
determined at a later date.    

The Hillgate Village 
Residents' Association 
(Sophia Massey-Cook)   

Creative and craft industries are full of people with the ability to 
add character to areas which is exactly what a lot of new 
developments lack. They bring likeminded people in to explore 
areas and often act as catalysts for positive changes in the built 
environment and make for a livelier community cf the success of 
Hoxton (and other parts of East London) which was created largely 
through maker spaces housed in former industrial and storage 
units and then became a tech hub and revitalised residential area.   
  

RBKC is the home of world class design and art schools both 
undergraduate and postgraduate and it is difficult for people to 
find studio or workspaces needed for the next stage of their 
development. Affordable workspaces are a way of keeping talent 
nurtured in the borough within RBKC for the long-term benefit of 
both parties. We are not advocating the creation of a mass 
workshop area which would be unsustainable but places for young 
people of talent to use including whilst space is untenanted and the 
collaboration between developers and creative young people to 
the benefit of both parties. See also our response in Q7.2  

Support for affordable workspace to support the creative industries 
noted.  
  
The Council also note the value of social enterprises and the 
contribution they can make to society and to reduce the inequality 
within the borough.  
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Social enterprises are a vital part of community infrastructure often 
pioneering new solutions or addressing specific local needs which 
local authorities and national government and charities cannot. 
Local charities such as Clement Danes Centre, Rugby Portobello, 
240 Project, The Reed and numerous homework and sports 
based youth clubs make a great contribution to our local society. 
RBKC has huge disparities of wealth and opportunity and so there 
are often opportunities within the borough to leverage the 
resources of those at one end of the extreme for the benefit of 
those who struggle which makes for a more cohesive community.  
  

Social enterprises often need to be visible and easily located within 
the communities which they serve so enriching the mixture of 
residential and commercial usage in newly developed areas can be 
hugely positive but they need the support of affordable premises in 
which to base themselves..   

Federica Lowndes 
Marques Leitao   

Affordable workspaces are bountiful throughout the RBKC.   Noted.  The Council does note that its business sector is varied in 
nature, from high cost properties suited for international HQs. To 
smaller and lower cost premises suited to start ups. The ELPS will 
consider the particular need for affordable workspaces across the 
borough.  

C David   ...and include more ultra low rent workspace for young people 
starting out and for creative industries   

Noted.  

Andre Michaud   Anything that restricts people spending money on Latimer Road I 
will be negative on. Dramatic change is needed. No one has spent a 
penny on the road in decades.   

Council has commissioned a viability study to look at the 
impact that affordable workspace will have upon the viability of 
different forms of development.  It would not be appropriate to 
support the provision of affordable workspace if it will hinder the 
delivery of development.   

Rosemary Andreae   Doubtful if new commercial developments are desirable in the next 
20 years.   

Noted.  The need for additional commercial development is being 
considered by the Council in its ELPS.  This will consider 
the possible effect of Covid-19 on future patterns and types of 
employment.  

Tom Bennett   I think affordable workspaces could be a good alternative to 
affordable housing for certain areas. As the white paper says 
though, we can’t make rules too onerous for developers – they 

Noted.  National Planning Policy is clear that viability must be at the 
centre of plan making.  Whist viability assessment are often 
opaque the Council does not see an alternative at this time.  
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need to be simple and uniform. And ‘profitability calculations’ are a 
just a game to developers – can we please get rid of them!   

Savills (Matt Lloyd-Ruck)   There are already significant financial burdens placed upon the 
developer when bringing any development proposal through the 
planning process. Providing affordable workspace within a 
commercial scheme in RBKC would likely result in it becoming 
commercially undeliverable.  
  

Moreover, as the new use class order puts office floorspace into 
the new E class, it would not be viable or practical to provide an 
element of affordable space into some E class units. For example, it 
would not be feasible for a bank to house any other affordable 
workspace due to the security the site needs to operate. Moreover, 
it may not be possible for an office extension to provide an 
affordable workspace contribution as it would not be possible to fit 
in a second entrance within the extension.  
As it would be inappropriate for class E units to house affordable 
workspace, this policy requirement would be unsound and should 
not be bought forwards.   

Council has commissioned a viability study to look at the 
impact that affordable workspace will have upon the viability of 
different forms of development.  It would not be appropriate to 
support the provision of affordable workspace if it will hinder the 
delivery of development.  
  
The Council will consider the implications that the wide E class will 
have on the practicalities of a policy requiring affordable 
workspaces.  

CHRA (I. Margaronis)   Creative and craft industries are full of people with the ability to 
add character to areas which is exactly what a lot of new 
developments lack. They bring likeminded people in to explore 
areas and often act as catalysts for positive changes in the built 
environment and make for a livelier community cf the success of 
Hoxton (and other parts of East London) which was created largely 
through maker spaces housed in former industrial and storage 
units and then became a tech hub and revitalised residential area.   
  

RBKC is the home of world class design and art schools both 
undergraduate and postgraduate and it is difficult for people to 
find studio or workspaces needed for the next stage of their 
development. Affordable workspaces are a way of keeping talent 
nurtured in the borough within RBKC for the long-term benefit of 
both parties. We are not advocating the creation of a mass 
workshop area which would be unsustainable but places for young 
people of talent to use including whilst space is untenanted and the 

Support for affordable workspace to support the creative industries 
noted.  
  
The Council also note the value of social enterprises and the 
contribution they can make to society and to reduce the inequality 
within the borough.  
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collaboration between developers and creative young people to 
the benefit of both parties. See also our response in Q7.2  
  

Social enterprises are a vital part of community infrastructure often 
pioneering new solutions or addressing specific local needs which 
local authorities and national government and charities cannot. 
Local charities such as Clement Danes Centre, Rugby Portobello, 
240 Project, The Reed and numerous homework and sports 
based youth clubs make a great contribution to our local society. 
RBKC has huge disparities of wealth and opportunity and so there 
are often opportunities within the borough to leverage the 
resources of those at one end of the extreme for the benefit of 
those who struggle which makes for a more cohesive community.   
  

Social enterprises often need to be visible and easily located within 
the communities which they serve so enriching the mixture of 
residential and commercial usage in newly developed areas can be 
hugely positive but they need the support of affordable premises in 
which to base themselves..   

KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)   

Yes. Too many light industrial uses, especially car repairs, from 
“working” mews, have been lost, as have artists’ studios, despite 
policies to retain them. This issue needs to be revisited in the 
context of UCO changes and designed to meet the needs of 
the next ten years. Affordable and flexible workspace, including 
studios, should be encouraged.   

Support noted.  The Council also recognises that the new E class 
may have significant implications on the ability of a Council 
to protect the particular uses which it sees as being of value.  

Units, 2,3,4,5,7,8,10 & 11 
Latimer 
Ind Estate and Ivebury Court 
(Tania Martin)   

With Latimer Road competing with office space in White City, we 
cannot see how the requirement of affordable workspace in new 
developments on Latimer Road would encourage investment.   

Council has commissioned a viability study to look at the 
impact that affordable workspace will have upon the viability of 
different forms of development.  It would not be appropriate to 
support the provision of affordable workspace if it will hinder the 
delivery of development.  
  
We recognise that a threshold will be appropriate, below which 
affordable workspace would not be sought.  

GLA (Hassan Ahmed)   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 ItP London Plan which address needs 

Support from GLA noted.  We will consider all relevant policies 
within the new London Plan when drafting a policy.  
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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 could be secured 
to provide for affordable workspace. RBKC is encouraged to follow 
the guidance in both policies.   

  

 

 

 

Social and Community Uses  
Issue 1: Types of social and community use  
Q 8.1: Should any other types of use be included within the Council’s definition of a social and community use?  
 

Respondent Name  Comments  Council’s response  
Earl's Court Society 
(Malcolm Spalding)   

Gardens Squares.  
Cultural uses (e.g. galleries, theatres, rehearsal and dance space)  
Public seating   
Activity and community centres for the elderly, infirm and people with 
physical or mental disabilities.   

Additional suggestions to the definition of social and community use are 
noted. Whilst garden squares do have a community function, they are 
considered separately in the Parks, Gardens, Open Spaces and 
Waterways chapter of the Local Plan. Same goes for cultural uses, which 
are considered separately in the Arts and Cultural Uses chapter of the 
Local Plan.  
  

Sandra Yarwood   Rehearsal space for dancers etc   Suggestion to include rehearsal space for dancers in definition of social 
and community use is noted. However, whilst studio spaces do have a 
community function, they are considered separately in the Arts and 
Cultural Uses chapter of the Local Plan.  

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson)   

We think that cultural uses delivered by charities or not-for-profit 
organisations (such as arts venues, galleries, cinemas, could usefully be 
added to this list. And that training facilities (not for profit) should be 
added to the RBKC categories.   

Suggestion to include cultural uses delivered by charities or not-for-profit 
organisations is noted. Cultural spaces are considered separately in 
the Arts and Cultural Uses chapter of the Local Plan.   

Lucia Scalisi   Arts - the arts. These take many forms but the arts are essential to quality 
of life.   
Whether its a foundry or ceramics hub, floristry based for example - all 
have a history within the borough & all have disappeared.   
More green spaces.   

Suggestions are noted. Green spaces are considered separately in 
the Parks, Gardens, Open Spaces and Waterways chapter of the Local 
Plan.  
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Oonagh Wohanka   As much diversity as possible   Noted.   
Port of London 
Authority (Michael 
Atkins)   

Noted that the definition includes "sports facilities, including playing 
fields, leisure centres, swimming pools, gyms and small fitness studios 
and the like" As part of this river based recreational facilities should also 
be recognised in the borough.   

Suggestion to expand sports facilities definition by including river based 
recreational facilities is noted.   

Linda Wade   Yes. Social infrastructure is essential to the viability any long-term 
development: libraries have changed but our buildings cannot respond, 
so that should be considered, doctors’ and dentist surgeries, community 
centres, nurseries/creches, health promoters such as open space for all 
age groups.   

Comments are noted. Whilst green open spaces do have a community 
function, they are considered separately in the Parks, Gardens, Open 
Spaces and Waterways chapter of the Local Plan.  

Woodland Trust 
(Bridget Fox)   

The value of outdoor natural amenity space and green space has been 
demonstrated during lockdown and is particularly important in areas of 
high residential density where many homes have no outside garden 
space.   

As above.  

Bruno de Florence   LGBT+ safe spaces. RBKC used to be the most LGBT+ friendly borough. 
Owing to massive amount of redevelopments, LGBT+ bars & clubs have 
totally disappeared from the borough.   

Noted. The Council is determined to address the needs of various 
population groups and will look into the options how to 
incorporate protection of existing LGBT+ spaces and provision of new 
ones into the policy. The Council will also undertake community spaces 
audit which will inform the development of Local Plan.    

C David   yes, space for 3rd sector - charities, voluntary organisations and other key 
community support organisations.  

Suggestion to expand definition by including spaces for the third sector is 
noted.  

Savills (UK) Limited 
(Tara Kemmitt)   

It is noted that care homes/care facilities and elderly people’s homes (as 
defined by Use Class C2) have been omitted from broad categories set 
out in the issues document.  
  

Care facilities should be retained within the definition, and extra-care 
facilities (defined as Use Class C2) should be added to the list of social 
and community uses given the strong public benefits delivered through 
such facilities. Housing which caters for a specific group e.g. the elderly 
with care needs provides a significant benefit to the local community in 
allowing elderly residents to remain in the borough in 
suitable accommodation. Extra care facilities provide key communal 
facilities to promote health and socialisation. A recent appeal decision 
(ref: APP/K5600/W/19/3228820) which granted planning permission for 
an extra care facility comprising 142 units at Heythrop College provided 
evidence of the alignment of the facility with the definition of a social and 

The Issues document notes that the Council is of the view that elderly 
people’s accommodation and other forms of supported housing do have 
a community function.  We also recognise the role that such uses can 
have in contributing to housing needs and to a mixed and a balanced 
community.  This will be explored in further iterations of the Local Plan.  
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community use. Of note, an extra-care facility maintains and contributes 
to the mixed and balanced community within the borough.   

KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)   

We think that there are five broad categories of social and community 
use listed in paragraph 8.5 are good. But they should include care homes 
and sheltered housing, including for special needs.   

Support and suggestion to include care homes and sheltered housing in 
the definition are noted. Whilst the Council agrees that care homes do 
have a community function, they, together with residential hostels and 
other forms of supported housing are considered separately in the 
housing chapter of the Local Plan.   

The Philbeach 
Residents’ Association 
(Froment)   

Garden Squares.  
Cultural uses (e.g. galleries, theatres, rehearsal and dance space).  
Public seating.  
Activity and community centres for the elderly, infirm and people with 
physical or mental disabilities.   

Additional suggestions to the definition of social and community use are 
noted.  

GLA (Hassan Ahmed)   RBKC identify a broad range of social infrastructure which identifies 
five very broad categories but these fail to capture cultural facilities 
including theatres, museums and art galleries. This is especially important 
as the borough is home to the South Kensington Museums complex 
which makes an enormous contribution to the capital’s culture, heritage 
and tourism and should therefore be promoted in accordance with Policy 
HC5 of the ItP London Plan.  
  

The Mayor welcomes that RBKC are committed to conducting a needs 
assessment for a range of social and community requirements over the 
plan period which is consistent with Policy S1 of the ItP London Plan and 
RBKC should note that the Mayor encourages cross borough working 
where this is appropriate.   

Comments noted. At the moment, arts and cultural uses are considered 
separately in the Chapter 19 of the Local Plan: Town centres, retail, arts 
and culture and business.   
  
Mayor’s encouragement for cross-borough collaboration is noted.   

  

 
Issue 2: The protection of social and community uses  
Q 8.2: Should there be any circumstances (outside the freedoms allowed by the Government’s new regulations) when the Council should allow the loss of a social and 
community use?  
 

Respondent Name  Comments  Council’s response  
The Labour Group - 
RBKC (Sir/ Madam)   

We shouldn’t allow this to happen under any circumstances.   Objection to the loss of a social and community uses is noted. However, 
the Council does note that the recent provision of Class E of the UCO may 
make protection difficult.  Any future policies must reflect the limitations of 
the planning process.  
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Sandra Yarwood   It's too precious   As above.  
St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson)   

Only when the proposed change of use is to a very obvious higher 
priority alternative.   

Objection to the loss of a social and community uses is noted, with 
exception when the proposed change of use is of higher priority alternative 
to the existing use.  

Gerald Eve obo CEL - 
Cadogan Estates Ltd 
(Neil Henderson)   

The Estate considers the provisions of the current policy provide an 
appropriate balance for the consideration of social and community 
uses based on a criteria-based approach.   

Support for current policy formulation is noted.  

Lucia Scalisi   Once that starts its all downhill for several generations.   
Reclaiming public spaces is going to be regenerative.   

Objection to the loss of a social and community uses is noted.  

G Thomson   There may be circumstances where existing social and community uses 
are no longer required. The NLPR should support the reuse of sites for 
alternative uses where it can be demonstrated that the space is no 
longer required and that the relevant community has access to an 
alternative facility.   

Suggestion to allow change of land use from social and community use to 
alternative uses where significant public benefit can be demonstrated is 
noted.  This differs from our current policies but is an issue which will be 
explored in the future iterations of the Local Plan.  

Gerald Eve (Peter 
Edgar)   

Social and community uses fall both within the private and public 
sector. Whilst public sector uses normally serve an identified 
community need, there are instances where private uses may not be 
viable due to demand, the economic climate or other reasons. Policy 
should be flexible and allow for the loss of such uses where supported 
by robust evidence.   

Circumstances when the loss of sports and recreation facilities would be 
justified are noted.    

Sport England (Mark 
Furnish)   

• Q 8.2 – Sport England considers that sport and recreation facilities 
should only be lost if there is an identified surplus of facilities in a 
borough wide Playing Pitch or Built Sport Facility Strategy, that the 
facility is replaced with a facility of at least equivalent 
quality, quantity and accessibility or that an alternative sports facility is 
proposed the benefits of which outweigh the harm caused by the loss 
of the facility. This Planning Policy is reflected in the National Planning 
Policy Framework, paragraph 97. Any policy relating to sport and 
recreation facilities that do not align with this position would 
not considered sound by Sport England. As noted above, it should also 
be noted that the Council do not appear to have Playing Pitch and Built 
Sport Facility Strategies therefore it is likely that Sport England would 
object to any Local Plan produced as it would not be informed by a 
robust and up-to-date evidence base in relation to sport facilities 
thereby being contrary to the NPPF, paragraph 73. It is noted, however, 

Circumstances when the loss of sports and recreation facilities would be 
justified are noted.   
  
Suggestion to produce a borough wide Playing Pitch and Built Sport Facility 
Strategy is noted, as well as recommendations on expanding the scope of 
needs assessment for social and community uses.   
  
Sports England will no doubt the difficulties associated with the provision 
of additional playing pitches, if a deficiency is identified, in a built up 
borough such as ours,  with some of the highest land values in Europe.  WE 
welcome further engagement with Sport England in this regard.   
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that paragraph 8.11 does highlight that the Council will undertake need 
assessments for social and community needs, detail on how to develop 
robust strategies for sport facilities can be found 
at https://www.sportengland.org/how-we-can-help/facilities-and-
planning/planning-for-
sport?section=assessing_needs_and_playing_pitch_strategy_guidance 
. These assessments and strategies should be more than merely an 
audit that is mentioned in paragraph 10.9.   

Linda Wade   No. The Council should resist the loss of any social and community use 
unless a like for like is being provided of equal or better value and 
amenity and in agreement and in consultation with local residents.   

Objection to the loss of a social and community uses is noted. However, 
the Council does note that the recent provision of Class E of the UCO may 
make protection difficult.  Any future polices must reflect the limitations of 
the planning process.  
  

William Wilson   Every Borough needs to provide spaces for Community Use.   Noted.  
Boka Hotel (Spencer 
Parsons)   

If the place concerned is empty and not used with no chance of being 
reopened or if it is no longer suitable   

Comment on circumstances when the loss of social and community use 
could be allowed is noted.   

Bikeworks CIC (David 
Dansky)   

Depends on the opportunity cost and net benefit with the new use   Noted.  

The Hillgate Village 
Residents' Association 
(Sophia Massey-Cook)   

Explain: If the facilities or services are no longer used or valued by the 
communities which they serve or if the community agrees that better 
provision could be achieved in alternative ways then it may be wise to 
allow loss and reinvestment. However before removing such social or 
community facilities, the Council should look carefully at the changing 
and evolving needs of residents.  
  

With regard to libraries the HVRA requests that RBKC continues to 
support the Library in Pembridge Square. It should ensure that it 
functions as a knowledge and learning hub integrating new technology 
with its traditional roles of providing reading material and a quiet 
workspace. Local libraries also act as community hubs so their use as 
meeting spaces and as gateways to learning digital and other skills 
should also be explored to ensure that they remains popular places for 
the whole community to use and visit.   

Comments on circumstances when the loss of social and community use 
could be allowed are noted.  
  
Currently, Notting Hill Gate Library, along with Kensal and Brompton 
libraries, are remaining closed due to the pandemic. The Council remains 
committed to providing these services. The library service is currently 
looking at how this downtime can be used to make our libraries do even 
more for local people, and have recently launched a resident consultation 
on a partnership proposal with Kensal Library. This proposal seeks to look 
at how community spaces can offer the most they possibly can for 
residents as part of our social investment strategy. We are looking at how 
the space at Kensal Library might be shared with a like-minded organisation 
to strengthen the library’s sustainability, as a community hub, well into the 
future.   

The Pembridge 
Association (Fiona 
Fleming-Brown)   

If the facilities or services are no longer used or valued by the 
communities which they serve or if the community agrees that better 
provision could be achieved in alternative ways then it may be wise to 

As above.  
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allow loss and reinvestment. However before removing such social or 
community facilities, the Council should look carefully at the changing 
and evolving needs of residents.  
  

With regard to libraries the PA requests that RBKC continues to support 
the Library in Pembridge Square. It should ensure that it functions as a 
knowledge and learning hub integrating new technology with its 
traditional roles of providing reading material and a quiet workspace. 
Local libraries also act as community hubs so their use as meeting 
spaces and as gateways to learning digital and other skills should also 
be explored to ensure that they remains popular places for the whole 
community to use and visit.   

Rosemary Andreae   Possibly. Case by case.   Noted.  
Tom Bennett   Any rules on this should be as simple and clear as possible. For 

example, if we want all residents to be within 800m of a primary school 
or doctors surgery, then we could only allow a change in use-class if it 
doesn't cause any residents to go from being within 800m of a 
school/surgery, to not being.   

Call for clarity in policy formulation is noted. However, the Council does 
note that the recent provision of Class E of the 
UCO will make the protection of a doctor’s surgery to another E class 
“commercial, business and service use” impossible.  Such a change of use 
no longer required planning permission.    

CBRE (Miss Nicks)   CHL fully understand the principle of the policy, but would suggest 
more flexibility is introduced into the policy to allow the flip of 
community assets where no need is proven. This could include a test of 
vacancy, where no end user has been forthcoming through active 
marketing for a set period.   

Suggestion to introduce more flexibility into the policy and allow for loss of 
social and community use to alternative uses where no need is proven is 
noted.   
  
  

Savills (Matt Lloyd-
Ruck)   

The NLP policy should consider the overall planning benefit of any 
proposal when weighing up the loss of community floor space. For 
example, a large windfall development could greatly contribute to the 
borough’s housing targets and provide significant planning gain 
through s106 or CIL payments.  
  

Also, some community uses, such as a health centre, now fall within 
use class E, so it would not constitute development to change the use 
away to another class E use.   

Comments are noted. When determining planning application, the overall 
planning benefit of proposal is always considered when weighing up the 
loss of community floor space. Yet, significant weight is usually attributed 
to the loss of community space due to its importance to local community 
and acute need in preserving it.   
  
The Council is aware of new legislation and recent changes to Class Uses 
along with more recent proposals to Permitted Development Rights to 
allow change of use from Class E to Residential. It is true that following the 
latest legislation, there is little power that Council has over changes of uses 
within Class E. This is why it is so important for the Council to preserve and 
enhance other existing social and community uses and produce policy that 
would adequately respond to this need.  
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CHRA (I. Margaronis)   If the facilities or services are no longer used or valued by the 

communities which they serve or if the community agrees that better 
provision could be achieved in alternative ways then it may be wise to 
allow loss and reinvestment. However before removing such social or 
community facilities, the Council should look carefully at the changing 
and evolving needs of residents.  
  

With regard to libraries the CHRA requests that RBKC continues to 
support the Library in Pembridge Square. It should ensure that 
it functions as a knowledge and learning hub integrating new 
technology with its traditional roles of providing reading material and a 
quiet workspace. Local libraries also act as community hubs so their use 
as meeting spaces and as gateways to learning digital and other skills 
should also be explored to ensure that they remain popular places for 
the whole community to use and visit.   

Comments on circumstances when the loss of social and community use 
could be allowed are noted.  
  
Currently, Notting Hill Gate Library, along with Kensal and Brompton 
libraries, are remaining closed due to the pandemic. Thank you for your 
positive feedback about the library, we want to assure you that the Council 
remains committed to providing these services. The library service is 
currently looking at how this downtime can be used to make our libraries 
do even more for local people, and we’ve recently launched a 
resident consultation on a partnership proposal with Kensal Library. This 
proposal seeks to look at how community spaces can offer the most they 
possibly can for residents as part of our social investment strategy. We are 
looking at how the space at Kensal Library might be shared with a like-
minded organisation to strengthen the library’s sustainability, as a 
community hub, well into the future. Please do let us know your thoughts 
on the proposal, by completing this survey (which can be found here). 
Pending the response from the Kensal consultation, and further 
conversations with local residents and library users, a similar partnership 
approach may be adopted within Brompton and Notting Hill Gate libraries.  
  

Nicholas Sabine   The Future of Social and Community Premises Should Not Be 
Placed in the Hands of Developers. Clinics, health centres, nurseries 
and gyms currently need planning permission to change use to shops, 
restaurants, offices or other commercial or business uses.  
  

The Problem is - that the Government proposals means that the 
Council will no longer be able to protect social and community uses.   

The Council is aware of new legislation and recent changes to Class Uses 
along with more recent proposals to Permitted Development Rights to 
allow change of use from Class E to Residential. It is true that following the 
latest legislation, there is little power that Council has over changes of uses 
within Class E. This is why it is so important for the Council to preserve and 
enhance other existing social and community uses and produce policy that 
would adequately respond to this need.  

KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)   

We believe the sequential approach in Policy CK1(c) provides 
appropriate tests.   

Support for current policy formulation is noted. This differs from our 
current policies but is an issue which will be explored in the future 
iterations of the Local Plan.  

The Philbeach 
Residents’ Association 
(Froment)   

It is important for society as a whole to have community facilities, as 
they help bring people together, which is beneficial for everyone.   

Noted.  

  
 

https://consult.rbkc.gov.uk/communities/kensal-library/
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Issue 3: The need for new social and community use  
Q 8.3: Are you aware of the lack of any particular facilities in your area?  
 

Respondent Name  Comments  Council’s response  
The Labour Group - 
RBKC    

Adequate space for primary care, eg medical centres with clinics 
for specific conditions. There is simply no space for the work some 
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.  
  

Now that Kensal Community Centre has been privatised for use as 
an exclusion school, no one can use that either – and the future 
use of the much smaller space that will replace it, is still undecided. 
This is a huge error.   

Comments on lack of primary care facilities, community spaces and spaces for 
funerals are noted.   
  
In order to identify where the gaps in social infrastructure are present in the 
Borough, the Council will carry out an assessment of the need for a range of 
social and community needs over the Plan period. This will include an 
assessment of the need created by the new development identified within the 
Plan as well as an assessment of the changing needs of our existing 
communities.  
  
Kensal Community Centre on 175-177 Kensal Road is now being progressed by 
the Council for delivery of new homes and other facilities. This site aims to 
provide 37 new affordable homes alongside flexible community and 
commercial/retail space. The planning permission for this 
proposal (PP/20/00879) was secured in July 2020, with construction works 
planned to start in early 2021.    

Earl's Court Society 
(Malcolm Spalding)   

EARL’S COURT  
• Meeting rooms  
• Gym and swimming pool  
• Mobility classes for elderly and disabled  
• Wellbeing classes space (Yoga, Pilates, Stretching, Tai Chi, etc.)  
• Children’s play space  
• Community tabletop-sales facilities (for rummage sales) for 
recycling household goods and furniture etc.   
• A local boot fair (Council-run to increase parking income?)   

Comments are noted.   
  
In regard to the aspirations on Earl's Court Redevelopment, you can also share 
your views, vision and priorities for the area with Earl’s Court Development 
Company by accessing online consultation 
platform https://theearlscourtdevelopmentcompany.commonplace.is/   
Meanwhile, the Council will ensure that needs of local people are addressed in 
future proposal for the area.   

Sandra Yarwood   gyms and playgrounds for kids   Comments are noted.  
St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson)   

The sheltered housing at 1 Nursery Lane dates from the 1970s and 
the building needs to be included within a programme for major 
refurbishment or rebuild.   

Comment is noted.  This has been passed on to the Council’s housing team who 
are responsible for the upkeep of the site.    

Lucia Scalisi   Pedestrianised areas that link ip neighbourhoods - no cycles either. 
To encourage people to walk with their families, friends, pets.   

The Council firmly believes in the benefits that active modes of travel bring to 
our society. In order to promote walking and cycling, the Council has adopted 

https://theearlscourtdevelopmentcompany.commonplace.is/
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‘walkable neighbourhoods’ concept in the current Local Plan Policy CK3, with 
aim to ‘maintain the current percentage of access to neighbourhood facilities 
and work towards increasing the number of facilities where appropriate 
opportunities arise’.  
  
Yet, the Council agrees that the quality of those streets and spaces must be of 
high standard in order to invite people to use alternative modes of transport, 
such as walking and cycling. Local Plan Policy CT1, CR1 and CR4 were developed 
for these purposes.   
  
The Council has recently also published draft of Greening SPD, which covers all 
facets of planning that can contribute towards reducing carbon emissions and 
promoting a healthier Borough. Chapter 10 focuses on encouraging active and 
sustainable travel in order to improve Air Quality in the Borough. The Council is 
consulting on the Draft SPD for six weeks, from 12 January 2021 to 23 February 
2021. Please follow the link below to find out more about the consultation.  
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/consult.ti/GreeningSPD/consultationHome   

Kerry Davis-Head   A community meeting room. The so-called community space - yet 
to be realised - in the power station has been demoted from 
ground floor to basement and there is no guarantee that it will be 
available to local residents, will it be just for the use of the power 
station occupants. We lost community space when the Chelsea 
Academy was built. Local groups have to use the pub or beg local 
businesses for space   

The Council recognises that there is a lack of hireable community spaces within 
the Borough and will investigate this issue. Local community is at the heart of 
decision-making the Council does, and we seek to provide quality services that 
are responsive, effective and efficient. The Council is constantly looking for 
solutions how it can enable and open new Community spaces and to ensure fair 
and transparent access to resources (both buildings, but also funding for 
community projects).   
  

Mr Ehrman   Access to public transport. Latimer Road Employment Zone.   The Council recognises that Latimer Road Employment Zone needs 
improvements in public transport accessibility. This issue will be addressed in 
the New Local Plan and the Council will explore ways to enhance public 
transport accessibility in this area.   

G Thomson   A social-infrastructure assessment will be prepared to inform the 
emerging proposals for the Earls Court site.   

Noted.  

Grove and Company 
(Roger Grove)   

public toilets   Noted.  

Sport England (Mark 
Furnish)   

Q.8.3 – Related to comments above, Sport England strongly advises 
that the Council should develop Playing Pitch and Built Sport 
Facility Strategies that would identify any current and future 

Suggestion to produce a borough wide Playing Pitch and Built Sport Facility 
Strategy is noted, as well as recommendations on expanding the scope of needs 
assessment for social and community uses.  

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/consult.ti/GreeningSPD/consultationHome
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shortfalls of sport facility provision and set out recommendations 
how to address such provisions.   

Port of London 
Authority (Michael 
Atkins)   

The Kayaking London centre at Lots Road   Noted.  The Council is aware of the value that the local community placed upon 
the Kayaking Centre.   

  
Iceni Projects 
(Charlotte Orrell)   

Imperial asks the borough to consider: A Local Plan that 
acknowledges Imperial’s valuable role within the Borough and 
particularly in establishing the South Kensington area as a world 
renowned educational, research and innovation hub attracting a 
large number of students, workers, STEM researchers, visitors and 
residents whilst also providing the capacity to bring further change 
to the area. Strategic policy should support Imperial’s long-term 
position in the Borough, with detailed policy which enables the 
University to continue to thrive and compete globally.  
  

A Local Plan that acknowledges the importance of flexibility within 
planning policy in line with recent government thinking highlighted 
within 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. Specifically, 
policy should:  
  

-Allow Imperial and other institutions the flexibility in use class to 
react quickly to a changing environment and demands, whether it 
be alternative methods of teaching, research facilities or ways of 
working and living for students.  
-Overcome the inherent barriers and limitations arising from the 
separation of Commercial, Research & Development and Medical 
land uses (Use Class E) from Educational (Use Class F1) within the 
Use Classes Order. Policy should seek to bridge this disconnect to 
allow for the provision of new and adaption of existing spaces for 
innovation centres or incubators where education, research, start-
ups and SMEs can flexibly mix within the same building. Imperial 

Comment is noted.  The Council recognises the valuable role that Imperial 
College has in contributing to the local and the wider economy and 
the international character of South Kensington and to the borough in general.   
  
The Council has always supported Imperial College and will continue to do so.  In 
particular we recognise the value in allowing the College to build upon 
synergies between its academic function and in allowing start up and 
technology driven businesses. We would welcome further discussions with 
Imperial as and when appropriate.  
  
The Council notes the suggestion that greater flexibility must be had in terms of 
the provision/ retention of student accommodation.   We must, however, 
recognise the contribution that such a use will have upon our housing stock, and 
the impact that any loss will have upon our ability to pass our housing delivery 
test or our future housing need.  
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have successfully created such spaces within their White City 
Campus and have already demonstrated the value of these shared 
spaces for attracting start-ups and small businesses to the area. 
Without a supportive policy, Imperial would witness a loss of 
opportunities for collaboration within the Borough.  
  

- Highlight the benefit of meanwhile uses within the Borough to 
provide a diverse range of temporary uses for underutilised or 
vacant land and buildings ranging from very short-term to longer-
term. The policy should allow institutions such as Imperial to 
respond to changes quickly or to temporarily occupy surplus 
buildings for both University and wider public benefit.  
- Support land use swaps and credits in line with the London Plan 
where the outcome of utilising these mechanisms leads to better 
planning outcomes.   

Linda Wade   Yes. We have a lack of community social space, safe child play 
space, community health and wellbeing space, swimming pool and 
gym   

Comment on lack of community spaces of mentioned types is noted.  

William Wilson   Have had no need to use any.   Noted.   
Boka Hotel (Spencer 
Parsons)   

SW5, a community centre, a day centre for the elderly?   Comment is noted. In order to identify where the gaps in social infrastructure 
are present in the Borough, the Council will carry out an assessment of the need 
for a range of social and community needs over the Plan period. This will include 
an assessment of the need created by the new development identified within 
the Plan as well as an assessment of the changing needs of our existing 
communities.  
  
In regard to the aspirations on Earl's Court Redevelopment, you can also share 
your views, vision and priorities for the area with Earl’s Court Development 
Company by accessing online consultation 
platform https://theearlscourtdevelopmentcompany.commonplace.is/   
Meanwhile, the Council will ensure that needs of local people are addressed in 
future proposal for the area.  

Bruno de Florence   LGBT+ safe spaces.   Noted.  
The Hillgate Village 
Residents' Association 

Larger spaces and affordable places for public meetings and 
community events are difficult to find in Pembridge and Colville 
ward. The Twentieth Century Theatre (Westbourne Grove), The 

Comments on lack of larger and affordable community spaces in Pembridge and 
Colville wards are noted. The Council recognises that there is a lack of hireable 
spaces within the Borough, and in particular in Pembridge and Colville wards. In 

https://theearlscourtdevelopmentcompany.commonplace.is/
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(Sophia Massey-
Cook)   

New Church (Pembridge Villas) have closed. Some facilities which 
were formerly available such as The Tabernacle are now too 
expensive for many to consider hiring them.   
  

As the area becomes more expensive generally many pubs have 
closed whilst others such as The Gold have become too expensive 
for many local people to use so they become more akin to private 
members clubs. Their upper floors which often served for private 
hire are therefore unavailable. Lively district centres should be 
used (and be useful to local people) throughout the day and 
evening.   
That is why we recommend that the top floors and entrance areas 
of new office developments should be available for affordable 
public use so that the community can share in the value created by 
development. With residential development a similar model would 
see upper floors reserved for the communal benefit of the 
residents including those in the affordable homes. These spaces 
could also be flexibly worked to provide a range of 
temporary and permanent meeting rooms, cafes, gallery spaces. 
An excellent example of this type of arrangement in action is the 
Westbourne Grove Baptist church complex which combines a huge 
range of voluntary and cultural activities with for profit commercial 
space rental which supports the church and subsidises its 
charitable activities.  
  

Such practices would banish the luxury penthouse/vanity 
boardroom and create useful and integrated community spaces 
and would be a far better bridge between new users and the 
existing community than is achieved by much of the current 
allocation of section 106 agreements.   
Shared spaces are important for healthy communities and can be 
highly beneficial if operated by experienced community partners. A 
good example is The Reed building in Convent Gardens which has 
been newly built as a multi-generational community centre. It is 
run by Octavia Housing, and occupied during the day by the 
Kensington Day Centre which offers services to up to eighty of the 

its recent Community Asset Mapping Report, the Council documented 7 
Community Spaces in Colville ward and only 2 in Pembridge, noting the issue 
around mixed availability of those and therefore lack of community spaces 
available for hire.   
  
Suggestions to provide healthier mix of social and community uses within 
commercial and residential development are noted.   
  
The Council is constantly striving to achieve the balance 
between steering market-led development and meeting the needs of local 
residents. The Council takes this issue seriously and will investigate ways how it 
can be addressed and reflected in the New Local Plan Policies.   
  
The Issues paper has introduced the provision of affordable workspaces as a 
concept for further consideration. Such proposals could only be taken forward 
for newly created floorspace of above a certain scale and when the Council is 
satisfied that the creation of this space will not jeopardise the viability of 
the proposal.  We have commissioned a study to consider the impact upon 
viability, and this will be used to inform later iterations of the Local Plan.  
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local frail and elderly who are provided with home cooked hot 
meals from the kitchen and a range of activities. In the evenings 
the building hosts the Octavia Foundation Youth Group for after 
school activities, mainly IT and film-based for young people. 
Collaborations take place between both groups, including story 
telling narratives for filmmaking, social events and workshops.   

Federica Lowndes 
Marques Leitao   

Libraries and community arts spaces have been closing or under 
reduced opening hours. Much more could be done on a 
volunteering capacity or community led initiatives to ensure 
libraries are kept open for readers and not just as study spaces for 
middle-school students.   

The Council very much values our library volunteers and community led 
initiatives. The Council’s library service will develop the existing offer further to 
adopt a ‘local for local’ approach. In essence this will be a community led 
initiative in which local people will run sessions and groups within the library for 
other local people, based on what they believe the local area could benefit 
from. Our residents and community members have a wealth of diverse skills and 
we wish, as a service, to facilitate and develop these skills in a way that benefit 
those who attend the sessions and those who run them.   

The Pembridge 
Association (Fiona 
Fleming-Brown)   

Larger spaces and affordable places for public meetings and 
community events are difficult to find in Pembridge and Colville 
ward. The Twentieth Century Theatre (Westbourne Grove), The 
New Church (Pembridge Villas) have closed. Some facilities which 
were formerly available such as The Tabernacle are now too 
expensive for many to consider hiring them.   
  

As the area becomes more expensive generally many pubs have 
closed whilst others such as The Gold have become too expensive 
for many local people to use so they become more akin to private 
members clubs. Their upper floors which often served for private 
hire are therefore unavailable. Lively district centres should be 
used (and be useful to local people) throughout the day and 
evening.   
That is why we recommend that the top floors and entrance areas 
of new office developments should be available for affordable 
public use so that the community can share in the value created by 
development. With residential development a similar model would 
see upper floors reserved for the communal benefit of the 
residents including those in the affordable homes. These spaces 
could also be flexibly worked to provide a range of temporary and 
permanent meeting rooms, cafes, gallery spaces. An excellent 

Comments on lack of larger and affordable community spaces in Pembridge and 
Colville wards are noted.  
  
Suggestions to provide healthier mix of social and community uses within 
commercial and residential development are noted.   
The Council is constantly striving to achieve the balance between steering 
market-led development and meeting the needs of local residents. The Council 
takes this issue seriously and will investigate ways how it can be addressed and 
reflected in the New Local Plan Policies.  
  
The Issues paper has introduced the provision of affordable workspaces as a 
concept for further consideration. Such proposals could only be taken forward 
for newly created floorspace of above a certain scale and when the Council is 
satisfied that the creation of this space will not jeopardise the viability of the 
proposal.  We have commissioned a study to consider the impact upon viability, 
and this will be used to inform later iterations of the Local Plan.  
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example of this type of arrangement in action is the Westbourne 
Grove Baptist church complex which combines a huge range of 
voluntary and cultural activities with for profit commercial space 
rental which supports the church and subsidises its charitable 
activities.  
Such practices would banish the luxury penthouse/vanity 
boardroom and create useful and integrated community spaces 
and would be a far better bridge between new users and the 
existing community than is achieved by much of the current 
allocation of section 106 agreements.   
Shared spaces are important for healthy communities and can be 
highly beneficial if operated by experienced community partners. A 
good example is The Reed building in Convent Gardens which has 
been newly built as a multi-generational community centre. It is 
run by Octavia Housing, and occupied during the day by the 
Kensington Day Centre which offers services to up to eighty of the 
local frail and elderly who are provided with home cooked hot 
meals from the kitchen and a range of activities. In the evenings 
the building hosts the Octavia Foundation Youth Group for after 
school activities, mainly IT and film-based for young people. 
Collaborations take place between both groups, including story 
telling narratives for filmmaking, social events and workshops.   

c david   London SW5 and SW7 Locations for local medical services (GP 
surgeries etc) and third sector organisations.  

Comments are noted.  

Andre Michaud   Shops, coffee shops, transport links, pubs, bars in Latimer, North 
Pole Road.   
North Pole Road has a bunch of empty shops that have been empty 
for 20 years.   

The Council recognises that Latimer needs improvements in retail offer 
and public transport accessibility. The Council is determined to deliver new 
neighbourhood centre in the area, which will serve as localised retail catchment, 
providing the convenience goods and services required by the local 
communities. This issue will be further addressed in the New Local Plan and the 
Council will explore ways to enhance local shopping facilities and public 
transport accessibility in this area.  
  
In regard to North Pole Road, the Council believes that recent changes to 
Permitted Development Rights for Class E would allow flexibility for change, 
particularly on the high street and within local centres. New legislation allows 
for land use change within Class E without planning permission required.    
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Umair Mallick   Large communal places where people could sit together and 
interact on regular basis.   

Noted.  

CHRA (I. Margaronis)   Larger spaces and affordable places for public meetings and 
community events are difficult to find in Pembridge and Colville 
ward. The Twentieth Century Theatre (Westbourne Grove), The 
New Church (Pembridge Villas) have closed. Some facilities which 
were formerly available such as The Tabernacle are now too 
expensive for many to consider hiring them.   
  

As the area becomes more expensive generally many pubs have 
closed whilst others such as The Gold have become too expensive 
for many local people to use so they become more akin to private 
members clubs. Their upper floors which often served for private 
hire are therefore unavailable. Lively district centres should be 
used (and be useful to local people) throughout the day and 
evening.   
That is why we recommend that the top floors and entrance areas 
of new office developments should be available for affordable 
public use so that the community can share in the value created by 
development. With residential development a similar model would 
see upper floors reserved for the communal benefit of the 
residents including those in the affordable homes. These spaces 
could also be flexibly worked to provide a range of temporary and 
permanent meeting rooms, cafes, gallery spaces. An excellent 
example of this type of arrangement in action is the Westbourne 
Grove Baptist church complex which combines a huge range of 
voluntary and cultural activities with for profit commercial space 
rental which supports the church and subsidises its charitable 
activities.  
  

Such practices would banish the luxury penthouse/vanity 
boardroom and create useful and integrated community spaces 
and would be a far better bridge between new users and the 
existing community than is achieved by much of the current 
allocation of section 106 agreements. We recognise that there may 
be security issues to overcome with the shared use of a building by 

Comments on lack of larger and affordable community spaces in Pembridge and 
Colville wards are noted.  
  
Suggestions to provide healthier mix of social and community uses within 
commercial and residential development are noted.   
The Council is constantly striving to achieve the balance between steering 
market-led development and meeting the needs of local residents. The Council 
takes this issue seriously and will investigate ways how it can be addressed and 
reflected in the New Local Plan Policies.  
  
The Issues paper has introduced the provision of affordable workspaces as a 
concept for further consideration. Such proposals could only be taken forward 
for newly created floorspace of above a certain scale and when the Council is 
satisfied that the creation of this space will not jeopardise the viability of the 
proposal.  We have commissioned a study to consider the impact upon viability, 
and this will be used to inform later iterations of the Local Plan.  
  



318 

 

the public and office users.  
Shared spaces are important for healthy communities and can be 
highly beneficial if operated by experienced community partners. A 
good example is The Reed building in Convent Gardens which has 
been newly built as a multi-generational community centre. It is 
run by Octavia Housing, and occupied during the day by 
the Kensington Day Centre which offers services to up to eighty of 
the local frail and elderly who are provided with home cooked hot 
meals from the kitchen and a range of activities. In the evenings 
the building hosts the Octavia Foundation Youth Group for after 
school activities, mainly IT and film-based for young people. 
Collaborations take place between both groups, including story 
telling narratives for filmmaking, social events and workshops.   

KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)   

We believe that there is an urgent need to map all the facilities so 
as to better establish where there are gaps spatially, and to keep a 
register of gains and losses. We have particular concerns about:  
  

• Meeting places as there has been a loss of function rooms in 
pubs.   
  

• Health centres – many doctor’s surgeries will close in the next ten 
years. We need to plan ahead for a better distribution of easily 
accessible/well-located larger practices.  
  

• Post offices: despite their UCO classification as shops, the Council 
must advocate for a better distribution (e.g. what happens when 
the lease comes up on 208 Kensington High Street?).  
  

• Care homes: these have been lost/closed, and there is a lack of 
affordable facilities.  
  

• Premises for voluntary sector organisations  
  

Is it suitable to retain any existing Local Plan policies?  
  

Most of them remain valid, but some may need further revision. 
We strongly support the need for:  

Comments and concerns are noted. Support for social and community 
infrastructure audit is noted. The Council is determined to undertake social and 
community infrastructure assessment, in order to identify where the gaps in 
social infrastructure are present in the Borough.  This will include an assessment 
of the need created by the new development identified within the Plan as well 
as an assessment of the changing needs of our existing communities.  
  
The Council would like to reassure that it takes seriously the loss of social and 
community uses within the Borough and is determined to produce robust 
policies in the New Local Plan that would help to protects and enhance existing 
uses as well as provide new ones when possible. Support for the current policies 
is noted, as well as the suggestion to strengthen those in the New Local Plan.   
  
Suggestion to improve policy on walkability, especially in regard to the public 
realm is noted. The Council agrees that the quality of streets and spaces must be 
of high standard in order to invite people to use alternative modes of transport, 
such as walking and cycling. Local Plan Policy CT1, CR1 and CR4 were developed 
for these purposes.   
  
The Council has recently also published draft of Greening SPD, which covers all 
facets of planning that can contribute towards reducing carbon emissions and 
promoting a healthier Borough. Chapter 10 focuses on encouraging active and 
sustainable travel in order to improve Air Quality in the Borough.   
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• an assessment of the need for a range of social and 
community uses;  
  

• mapping the location and distribution of all social and community 
uses, identify and gaps and areas without easy access to particular 
facilities; and  
  

• Consideration of the future distribution and likely need for 
relocation to ensure their easy access to local communities.  
  

The current chapter 18 has two separate strands:  
  

• Protecting and enhancing social and community uses. We have 
learnt the hard way through major losses in health, education and 
older people’s housing. The Plan needs to do what it can within the 
powers that still rest with the Council to prevent low-value social 
and communities to be overtaken by higher value uses such as 
housing or even offices. The policies on this need to be retained 
and strengthened in the light of the failure of the existing CK1 to 
protect the Heythrop College site from being given over to luxury 
flats masquerading as a care facility. Another issue is to ensure 
provision of proper child play areas, schools, and other facilities. 
The old “the market is for people who do not have children” is just 
not acceptable.   
  

• Maintaining and recreating walkable neighbourhoods, by 
ensuring “walkability” and easy access to local facilities that meet 
the community’s day-to-day needs within easy walking distance. 
The policy on walkability probably needs strengthening including as 
regards the public realm and how this can be improved for 
walkability and accessibility needs, e.g. benches, stopping points, 
landscaping. The ‘urban gardens’ appearing in RBKC are not all 
a high quality addition to the public realm and an improved 
specification would be desirable.  
  

It is important that these strands are not muddled, but are treated 
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as complementary.  
  

The Plan should aim to combine a positive spatial strategy for the 
pattern of facilities, based both on ensuring access to day-to-day 
facilities and managing market pressures that threaten to strip 
these uses out in favour of housing. Since the NPPF is essentially an 
aspatial document, there should be scope for policy-making in 
areas that are not covered by national policies, and perhaps will 
not be in the future.   

The Philbeach 
Residents’ Association 
(Froment)   

EARL’S COURT  
• Meeting rooms  
• Gym and swimming pool  
• Mobility classes for elderly and disabled  
• Wellbeing classes space (Yoga, Pilates, Stretching, Tai Chi, etc.)  
• Children’s play space  
• Community tabletop-sales facilities (for rummage sales) for 
recycling household goods and furniture etc.   
• A local boot fair (Council-run to increase parking income?)   

Comments are noted.   
  
  

  
 

Transport  
Issue 1: Increasing active travel  
Q 9.1: How should new development support modal shift from private car travel to walking and cycling?  
 

Respondent Name  Comments  Council’s response  
The Labour Group - 
RBKC    

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.   
  

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.   
  

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.   

The Council applies maximum parking standards 
for off-street parking  within new developments 
and these must be in general conformity with 
London Plan Standards and objectives.   
  
The Council recognises the need for new 
development to be suitably located 
where there are good levels of access to 
public transport in order to encourage more 
sustainable modes of travel to and from the site, 
including by walking and cycling. The need to 
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encourage the right development in the right 
place is considered adequately covered by 
existing Policy CT1 (a).  
  
Concerns over conflicts between cyclists and 
pedestrians are noted.  
  

Earl's Court Society 
(Malcolm Spalding)   

Parking permit-free development Electric garaging and charging  
Cycle storage (off-street)  
Joined-up green spaces and pathways  
Green lanes (shared cycle lanes, electric vehicles, segways, e-scooters, low-rise personal drone 
transporters)  
  

There should be provision of secure places to store and park bicycles, but little further action is  
required. Many people will never wish to cycle, especially as they get older or have young  
children. It is inherently dangerous.  
  

Walking should be encouraged by ensuring the pavements are safe and by ensuring that proper  
crossings are installed at the places where many people wish to cross the roads.   

Support for parking permit free development is 
noted.   
  
The Council recognises the need 
to secure appropriate facilities and 
infrastructure within and surrounding new 
development in order to encourage more 
sustainable modes of travel, including provision 
of on-site cycle storage, 
showering facilities and EV charging points 
(where parking is provided).    
  
The Council concurs with the view that 
improved permeability through 
the borough along with safe and attractive 
routes for pedestrians and Cyclists is key to 
encouraging mode shift. Where 
appropriate, Policy CT1(g) requires new 
development to provide improvement to 
the Walking and cycling environment and 
where opportunities exist to improve or 
provide pedestrian and cycle links through new 
developments.   
  
Concerns over the general safety of cycling and 
support for segregated ‘Green lanes’ 
are noted.   
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Sandra Yarwood   Limit one vehicle per unit.   The support for restrictions on 
parking provision is noted. The Borough 
currently requires all new residential properties 
to be secured as parking permit 
free under CT1(c). Local plan policy must be in 
general conformity with London Plan standards 
which requires Car-free development to be the 
starting point where sites are well-connected by 
public transport.  
  
  

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson)   

We continue to support a policy that new developments should be ‘car-free’. But the Covid 
pandemic has reinforced the public’s desire to make journeys by car as a safer option than using 
public transport. If recurrent episodes of this or other respiratory viruses become a part of life, it 
will be even harder to shift people from use of some form of personal private transport.  
  

Such transport will not have to take the form of a large or polluting vehicle. The market may 
respond further with variants of very small city cars, sit-down e-scooters, enclosed electric 
bikes/trikes which do not pollute or take up much road space.  
  

For families with babies and small children, it is hard to carry out necessary journeys other than 
by some form of private vehicle unless high quality and regular public transport is available. The 
more a Local Plan can encourage ‘walkable neighbourhoods’ with sufficient shops and facilities 
within a 10 minute walk, the easier it will be to encourage modal shift.  
  

We question whether the modal shift which emerged during a clement 2020 summer with a 
pandemic. Walking and cycling are not popular in dark wet winters which are 50% of the year. 
London’s infrastructure needs to allow Londoners back to work and roads to flow smoothly in a 
joined up way for electric and driverless cars of the future as well as encouraging economic 
recovery.   

The support for Car Free Development is 
noted.    
  
Noted that the resulting long-term changes to 
travel patterns within the Borough and wider 
London as a result of Covid-19 could 
be significant and may bring additional 
challenges to encouraging mode shift away from 
private cars.   
  
The Council concurs with the need to encourage 
the right development in the right place 
where good levels of access to public 
transport as well as local facilities are 
available to reduce the need for trips by 
private car and maximise the use sustainable 
transport modes of transport.  
  
  
  
  
  

Gerald Eve obo CEL - 
Cadogan Estates Ltd 
(Neil Henderson)   

There is a need to explore and identify opportunities to reduce the dominance of the private car 
and increase priority for pedestrians and cyclists throughout the network. This is particularly the 
case where the dominance of the car is to the detriment of town centres.   

Noted  
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Lucia Scalisi   Walking yes, cycling?   
You need to see the demographic - 90% white male?   
Cycling is in a dream world mode at the moment, the reality of it is far from whats being 
promoted.   
You need to consider the UK climate, cycling on a warm day might be nice but...   

Noted.   

Greg Hammond   We need to stop talking about 'walking and cycling' in the same phrase. While they are both 
forms of active travel, they are very different from each other and the interests of pedestrians 
and cyclists are frequently in opposition to each other.  
  

With the exception of the very young, the severely disabled and the elderly/inform, the vast 
majority of people are pedestrians to a greater or lesser extent. Making pedestrians' lives easier 
and safer should be the top priority, for example ensuring that road crossings are sufficient in 
number and safe.  
  

Accessibility to public transport of all sorts, which is probably the second most used transport 
category in normal circumstances, should be the second priority and is covered below. As stated 
in the question, private cars will also remain important.  
  

Despite any encouragement, cycling will remain a minority activity. We should continue to 
develop the network of quietways, but should be cautious about calls for built cycleways which 
are frightening and dangerous for pedestrians, and cause blockages to other road vehicles and 
therefore increased pollution through narrowing their available space. We have got, however, an 
opportunity to learn from the current trial of lightly segregated cycle lanes in Kensington High 
Street.   

The concern over conflicts between cycling and 
walking is noted. The Council recognises the 
need for new development to be suitably 
located where there are good levels of access to 
public transport in order to encourage more 
sustainable modes of travel to and from the site, 
including by walking and cycling. The need to 
encourage the right development in the right 
place is covered by existing Policy CT1 (a)  
  
Support for Quietways is noted although any 
proposals for Quietways would be subject to 
separate consultation by the Mayor of London 
and the Council. The Council recognises the 
need to secure improvement to permeability 
and access for pedestrians and cyclists through 
new developments where opportunities exist.   
  

Kerry Davis-Head   There should always be provision for private car travel as not all residents can use public 
transport, or walk far or cycle. again by restricting private cars you are forcing the older and 
disabled residents to move away. you need to emphasise walking rather than cycling. on the 
whole cycling creates a danger for pedestrians, they cut across junctions, use the payments, 
don't stop at crossings. You need to factor in scooters, both electric and non electric as they 
behave the same way as errant cyclists. vehicles are insured and visible, with penalties if they 
break the rules, nothing happens to cyclists or scooters. safe walking zones are needed in all 
areas 20mph zones should be more widespread as low impact accidents are safer. but 
enforcement is needed otherwise everyone will speed   

The Council recognises that for certain groups 
private car use is essential and that where 
appropriate parking standards for new 
development should allow for blue bay 
provision. All residents eligible for a purple 
badge or on-street disabled bay will be afforded 
one regardless of the permit status of their 
property.   
   

Oonagh Wohanka   Open up more lanes for cyclists in the parks but force speed controls .. the current system has 
just created cycle highways with crazy speeding youths  
Richmond Park has not divided cycle lanes from walking lanes and it works fine   

The desire for improved cycle routes is noted.  
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G Thomson   We support the opportunity to improve health and wellbeing through the use of active modes of 
transport and accessibility to them. To help achieve this, the NLPR should encourage the 
optimisation of sites in highly sustainable locations. Mixed use, high density development is a key 
component in reducing the number of trips which need to be made and in achieving the shift 
away from reliance on private motor vehicles.   

The Council concurs with the need for new 
development to be suitably located where there 
are good levels of access to public transport and 
facilities in order to encourage more sustainable 
mode of travel to and from the site, including by 
walking and cycling. The need to encourage the 
right development in the right place is covered 
by existing Policy CT1 (a)  

Grove and Company 
(Roger Grove)   

It should compete on a level playing field but cars should be valued as will   Noted.   

Gerald Eve (Peter 
Edgar)   

The shift towards sustainable modes of transport such as walking and cycling is supported. 
Schemes to widen pavements and create more pedestrian safe environments in town centres 
should be promoted.   

Support for encouraging modal shift is 
noted. The Council recognises that high quality 
and well-connected footways and cycle route 
play a vital role in supporting mode 
shift. Improving pedestrian safety through new 
development is suitably captured in CT1(h)  

Sport England (Mark 
Furnish)   

Q 9.1 – Sport England would recommend that the Council apply the Mayor’s Healthy Street 
Approach and Active Design Guidance (referred to above) to assist developers in ‘designing in’ 
physical activity in schemes which does include ensuring well connected and safe walking and 
cycling routes are provided. This set of guidance would assist the Council when assessing 
proposals.   

The Council recognises that high quality, 
safe and well-connected footways and 
cycle route play a vital role in supporting mode 
shift   

Port of London 
Authority (Michael 
Atkins)   

It must ensured that use of the Thames Path and accesses to the Thames Path and along the 
Grand Union Canal continue to be promoted and enhanced, in line with existing Local Plan policy 
CR5 (Parks, Gardens, Open Spaces and Waterways). 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 of enhancement of riverside walkways. The PLA considers that the Local 
Plan policy CR5 could be made stronger and include reference to the vital need to provide 
riparian life saving equipment (such as grab chains, access ladders and life buoys) along the 
riverside (to a standard recommended in the 1991 Hayes Report on the Inquiry into River Safety). 
This is relevant for all parts of the boroughs waterways not just the River Thames. The PLA also 
considers that there is need for suicide prevention measures in appropriate locations (such as 
CCTV and signage with information to access support) to be provided as part of new 
development along the riverside. As part of this in September 2020 published guidance for 

Support for the retention of existing Policy 
CR5 and the need to enhance the Thames Path 
and Grand Union Canal are noted.   
  
PLA guidance on securing safety measures 
within new development is noted.  
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development adjacent to the Thames which can be found at http://pla.co.uk/Safety/Water-
Safety/Water-Safety.   

DP9 (Kate Outterside)   Q 9.1 How should new development support modal shift from private car travel to walking and 
cycling?  
  

In line with the London Plan, new development should follow a ‘healthy streets’ approach, 
considering improvements to cycling and walking connections within the local area, and provide 
sufficient cycle parking and facilities.  
  

However, the need for some private car usage for some professions should be recognised (in 
addition to accessible blue badge parking), as well as the flexibility to temporarily convert blue 
badge spaces which are not in use for their intended purpose as per the Intend to Publish London 
Plan.   

Noted. Agree that new development 
should provide high quality cycle parking on site 
along with appropriate ancillary facilities.  This is 
adequately covered under CT1(f)  
  
The essential need 
for parking within commercial developments wil
l depend on a case by case basis and the Council 
will take into consideration the size and type of 
development and will be limited to essential 
need only, in line with maximum parking 
standards.  The Council recognises the need 
for Blue Badge bays to be provided where 
appropriate.   
  
  

Linda Wade   Yes, but the issue here that the development can put forward a raft of good will schemes but 
without connectivity external to the site, this initiative is short lived. We need a comprehensive, 
safe bike lane that connects the north of the borough to the south at the Embankment and the 
weak area is Earl's Court.   
  

1. Electrical Vehicle points strategy must be considered in advance of conversion from petrol or 
otherwise fear will inhibit full transition to full electric. with so few and dependent on car 
purchase it will take a long time before people take the leap to electric and go for hybrid thereby 
continuing petrol dependency.  
2. Bike Lanes   
3. Bike Hangars for safe, secure bike storage   
4. Support for Shopper Hoppas   
5. School Buses   

The Council recognises that high quality, safe and 
well-connected footways and cycle routes play a 
vital role in supporting mode shift. The Council 
also agrees the importance that high-quality on-
site and off-site cycle storage can play in 
encouraging mode-shift.   
  
The Council recognises the need to secure the 
delivery of additional EV charging points to 
support the transition to less polluting vehicles.   

andre hellstrom   Along Grand Union Canal it's very tight, an accident is about to happen with cyclist going very 
fast. The path should be made more friendly for both cyclists and pedestrians.   
Ladbroke Grove is a nightmare. It's not working anymore. There has to be a train stop so release 
pressure on that busy road.   

The Council recognises that high quality, 
safe and well-connected footways and cycle 
routes play a vital role in supporting mode 
shift towards active modes of travel. Grand 
Union Canal covered under Policy CL5.  
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TfL Planning, Transport 
for London 
(Richard Carr )   

The approach to transport outlined in this section should be consistent with, and complementary 
to, the Blue-Green Future objectives in the previous section. It should reflect 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 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 an approach designed to achieve them. This should include measures to reduce car 
dependence and limit car parking, while actively promoting and enabling active travel and public 
transport.  
  

The Mayor’s Vision Zero objective and adoption of the Healthy Streets Approach should also be 
firmly embedded in the overall approach. We can provide further advice on applying the Healthy 
Streets Approach if helpful in formulating policies for the Local Plan.  
  

Issue 1 – Increasing active travel  
  

This issue extends beyond the title of increasing active travel, as emphasised by the question at 
the end: ‘How should new development support modal shift from private car travel to walking 
and cycling?’ It is not just an increase in active travel that is desired, but a replacement of private 
vehicle trips by active travel. As discussed further under issue two, a Local Plan requirement for 
all types of new development and redevelopment to be car free is likely to be the most effective 
means to support the desired modal shift. This includes restricting occupants of new 
developments from accessing on-street parking in Controlled Parking Zones.  
  

Alongside restricted car parking, infrastructure improvements that improve connectivity should 
be included, particularly where these tackle existing barriers to movement.  
  

Cycle parking provision above the minimum levels specified in the ItPLP and an adherence to 
quality standards in the London Cycling Design Standards (LCDS) 
https://tfl.gov.uk/corporate/publications-and-reports/streets-toolkit could support an increase in 
cycling.  
  

TfL has published an ambitious Cycle Parking Implementation Plan 
http://content.tfl.gov.uk/cycle-parking-implementation-plan.pdf which should be reflected in the 
Local Plan.  
  

The Council welcomes TFL’s Healthy Streets 
Approach and Vision Zero objectives 
and recognises the importance 
of reducing overall levels of car 
dependence in achieving these.   
  
The role of suitably located 
development with good levels of access to public 
transport in encouraging mode shift is captured 
in CT1(a). Current Council Policy CT1(c) Council 
requires all new residential development to be 
parking permit free.  
  
The Council recognises the benefit that 
pedestrian and cycling connectivity and 
removing barriers to movement can play in 
encouraging mode shift and, where justified as 
part of a new development.  
  
The TFL cycle parking provisions guidance 
and Implementation Plan are noted.  
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Further expansion of cycle hire facilities should be planned for in partnership with TfL (where 
justified by increased demand).   

William Wilson   More pedestrianised areas.  
Less buses clogging the roads.  
More green areas.   

The Council recognises that high quality, safe 
and well-connected public realm, footways and 
cycle routes play a vital role in supporting mode 
shift.   
  

Boka Hotel (Spencer 
Parsons)   

I am not sure in London you will get millions walking and cycling to work not everyone lives close 
enough to their place of work. Public Transport is vital to less traffic and I would say a network of 
park and ride venues on the outskirts of London would also lessen town centre traffic, park for 
the day and includes a tube ticket in and out.maybe RBKC could lobby the GLA for that ?   

Noted. Not within remit of NLPR    

Bikeworks CIC 
(David Dansky)   

By:  
1. Creating space where walking and cycling is pleasant and comfortable  
2. Promoting walking and cycling through communications, marketing strategy, cycle training, 
cycle loans, routes and mapping billboards showing walking distances between places around the 
borough  
3. Reducing parking and moving to residential only parking on the streets where people live like 
other Boroughs  
4. Engaging people better with any scheme that may limit driving options to head of any 
acrimonious campaigning  
5. LTNs and modal filtered streets eliminating rat runs  
6. Through school streets and play streets  
7. Some more punitive measure to curb driving may also be needed as well as the 'carrots'  
8. Projects targeting people least likely to walk or cycle such as 
https://www.bikeworks.org.uk/what-is-ride-side-by-side  
9. Cargo cycle deliveries replacing grey fleet vans -even engaging with the large delivy companies 
and the royal mail  
10. Community walking and cycling projects that enable people to try out a walk or cycle to the 
shops with a buddy  
11. targeting groups where culturally driving is a status symbol, perhaps working with a PR 
company to explore ways to communicate other ideas  
12 Provide diverse cycles to people, and cycle parking for non standard cycles   

Noted. The Council recognises that high quality, 
safe and well-connected public realm, footways 
and cycle routes play a vital role in supporting 
mode shift. We agree with the need to secure a 
range of cycle parking facilities within and 
surrounding new development to cater for all 
needs abilities in accordance with London Plan 
standards.   
  
The Council’s wider approach to promoting 
cycling is included in our latest Local 
implementation Plan (LIP).   
   
  
  

The Hillgate Village 
Residents' Association 
(Sophia Massey-Cook)   

We believe that walking and cycling is less of an infrastructure problem and far more of a local 
retail planning issue within RBKC. Much personal car use is created by the need to travel to a 
retail centre which meets needs such as Westfield etc. Much traffic congestion and pollution are 
created by the lack of retail provision and the diversion to home delivery of goods via Amazon 

The need for new development to be suitably 
located where there are good levels of access 
to the public transport network as well as local 
services is recognised as vital to 
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and the Deliveroo/Just Eat type companies.   
It is notable that where the retail selection does meet needs and the retail and street 
environment is pleasant there are large numbers of local people shopping, socialising in licensed 
premises and cafes both inside and outside. Many of them walk and cycle naturally to 
Westbourne Grove or Holland Park or the Farmers markets in NHG and latterly KHS. Frequently 
they attract visitors both domestic and tourists and it is common to see a truly mixed 
demographic enjoying a genuinely social retail space.   
  

Public realm improvements which purposefully research perceived issues and local preferences 
have a valuable role in the creation of these types of “walk to and cycle to” spaces. Generally 
developers are not skilled in this type of space creation because they have a broad understanding 
of trends (“sushi is popular now”) not a depth of local knowledge (“there are thriving local wet 
fish shops nearby, how could it work here”):   
For example we do not believe, as the co-founders of the successful NHG Farmers Market that 
Brockton’s placing of the market within the new Newcombe courtyard will preserve the range 
and type of producer that the current Farmers Market achieves in its sub optimal, battered car 
park setting. Boutique offices and retail will not easily sit with raw meat and fish and there will 
attempts to “curate” and sanitise the offering which in any case will have fewer stalls. Many 
traders currently use their vans as retail units either directly or to constantly replenish stalls 
which will not be convenient with the underground parking system. These factors will dilute the 
Market’s utility and appeal to residents who have currently do not have local shops supplying 
these categories of fresh goods. Markets have a unique function as social and retail spaces and 
should be nurtured, not packaged around developments.   
  

In terms of encouraging walking and cycling beyond the creation of pleasant environments in 
which to travel and places worth travelling to we also favour changes to the system of charging 
for polluting vehicles. The HVRA suggest that cars are taxed by movement and mass using 
satellite tech tracking rather than an inflexible tax on often stationary vehicles. There would need 
to be dispensation to registered trade users and those with disabled permits.   
  

We would also like to see RBKC become a more “porous” environment for non car travellers and 
discourage barriers to route finding such as gated access to estates. There should be 
more infrastructure planning which promote cross city walking connections including ginnels and 
alleyways.   
  

We encourage RBKC to continue its work to develop resident led Quietway type cycle routes 
suited to the full spectrum of resident cyclists rather than the Cycle Superhighway bi-directional 

encouraging more sustainable mode of travel to 
and from sites, including by walking and cycling. 
This is covered by existing Policy CT1 
(a). Support  the view that a high 
quality and well-connected public realm and 
street network with direct and safe walking and 
cycling routes are essential to maximise 
and support active travel.    
  
Support for Quietways is noted although any 
proposals for Quietways would be subject to 
separate consultation by the Mayor of London 
and the Council. The Council recognises the 
need to secure improvement to permeability 
and access for pedestrians and cyclists through 
new developments and resits new development 
which reduces the quality or access over existing 
pedestrian and cycling routes. This is adequately 
addressed under CT1 and CR1  
  
The Council recognises the important role 
outdoor hospitality plays in supporting local 
town centres and that this is suitably controlled 
to ensure public amenity and highway 
operation is not unduly impacted. Each 
application to place tables and chairs on the 
highway must be assessed on its own merits.  
  
Comments relating to changes in permit fees 
are noted. The current permit structure is 
designed to incentive the use of less polluting 
vehicles.    
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segregated model favoured by TfL more suited to high speed commuter cyclists. The Quietways 
offer a cycling environment with many points of connection within the area, do not disrupt bus 
stops and journey times making them less accessible to vulnerable groups of users nor does it 
disturb the well-loved tree schemes of HP/NHG.  
Greater emphasis should be placed on cycling instruction and maintenance within the borough’s 
schools and youth-based projects to create a new generation of safe cyclists who know local 
safer cycling routes. Many excellent recommendations are included in the detailed report 
prepared by the SOS10 group of local residents’ associations including the HVRA which was sent 
to the Director and Lead Member for Planning & Transport in February 2020 which provides 
more extensive suggestions.  
  

There should also be more attention paid to removing hazards to walking such as uneven paving, 
overly narrow/wide pedestrian islands and retail “sandwich board” notices on pavements. The 
wise advice of Action Disability K&C. the Kensington Disability Forum and Age Concern should be 
sought about the common problems of navigating streets for their members. We have previously 
stated that the needs of cyclists and walkers are often not the same, but we do believe that the 
needs of the most vulnerable walkers are good priorities for all walkers. It is really important that 
as elsewhere stated RBKC takes action against the minority of anti-social cyclists, e- bikers, e- 
scooters and skateboarders who use pavements in ways which discourages walkers especially 
those who are vulnerable.   

Sue Redmond   Cycle lanes across the borough but away as much as possible from main roads.   Support for improved cycle lane 
connectivity and infrastructure is noted.  
  

Federica Lowndes 
Marques Leitao   

RBKC is woefully lacking in proper cycle lanes, terrible infrastructure along the riverside and 
through the main access points such as World's End and around Fulham/ Earls Court.   

Support for improved East/West cycle lane 
connectivity and infrastructure is noted.  
  

Environment Agency 
(Lisa Mills)   

In the interests of reducing the contribution to climate change and the urban heat island affect, 
the provision and promotion of cycling and walking infrastructure should be incorporated into 
planning and place making. The London Plan (draft 2019), describes that “a failure to consider 
the wider implications of London’s growth has increased car dependency, leading to low levels of 
physical activity, significant congestion, poor air quality and other environmental problems”.  
Please refer to the “The Healthy Streets Approach” supporting document, outlining how 
development can proactive plan street networks that work well for people on foot and on bikes, 
and providing public transport networks that are attractive alternatives to car use.   

Noted   
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The Pembridge 
Association (Fiona 
Fleming-Brown)   

We believe that walking and cycling is less of an infrastructure problem and far more of a local 
retail planning issue within RBKC. Much personal car use is created by the need to travel to a 
retail centre which meets needs such as Westfield etc. Much traffic congestion and pollution are 
created by the lack of retail provision and the diversion to home delivery of goods via Amazon 
and the Deliveroo/Just Eat type companies.   
It is notable that where the retail selection does meet needs and the retail and street 
environment is pleasant there are large numbers of local people shopping, socialising in licensed 
premises and cafes both inside and outside. Many of them walk and cycle naturally to 
Westbourne Grove or Holland Park or the Farmers markets in NHG and latterly KHS. Frequently 
they attract visitors both domestic and tourists and it is common to see a truly mixed 
demographic enjoying a genuinely social retail space.   
  

Public realm improvements which purposefully research perceived issues and local preferences 
have a valuable role in the creation of these types of “walk to and cycle to” spaces. Generally 
developers are not skilled in this type of space creation because they have a broad understanding 
of trends (“sushi is popular now”) not a depth of local knowledge (“there are thriving local wet 
fish shops nearby, how could it work here”):   
For example we do not believe, as the co-founders of the successful NHG Farmers Market that 
Brockton’s placing of the market within the new Newcombe courtyard will preserve the range 
and type of producer that the current Farmers Market achieves in its sub optimal, battered car 
park setting. Boutique offices and retail will not easily sit with raw meat and fish and there will 
attempts to “curate” and sanitise the offering which in any case will have fewer stalls. Many 
traders currently use their vans as retail units either directly or to constantly replenish stalls 
which will not be convenient with the underground parking system. These factors will dilute the 
Market’s utility and appeal to residents who have currently do not have local shops supplying 
these categories of fresh goods. Markets have a unique function as social and retail spaces and 
should be nurtured, not packaged around developments.   
  

In terms of encouraging walking and cycling beyond the creation of pleasant environments in 
which to travel and places worth travelling to we also favour changes to the system of charging 
for polluting vehicles. The PA suggest that cars are taxed by movement and mass using satellite 
tech tracking rather than an inflexible tax on often stationary vehicles. There would need to be 
dispensation to registered trade users and those with disabled permits.   
  

We would also like to see RBKC become a more “porous” environment for non car travellers and 
discourage barriers to route finding such as gated access to estates. There should be more 

The need for new development to be suitably 
located where there are good levels of access to 
the public transport network as well as local 
services is recognised as vital to encouraging 
more sustainable mode of travel to and from 
sites, including by walking and cycling. This is 
covered by existing Policy CT1 (a). Support  the 
view that a high quality and well-connected 
public realm and street network with direct and 
safe walking and cycling routes are essential to 
maximise and support active travel.    
  
Support for Quietways is noted although any 
proposals for Quietways would be subject to 
separate consultation by the Mayor of London 
and the Council. The Council recognises the 
need to secure improvement to permeability 
and access for pedestrians and cyclists through 
new developments and resits new development 
which reduces the quality or access over existing 
pedestrian and cycling routes. This is adequately 
addressed under CT1 and CR1  
  
Council recognises the need to control the 
number of tables and chairs associated with 
outdoor dining as well as free-standing 
advertising in the interest of public amenity and 
highway operation. Each application to place 
tables and chairs on the highway must be 
assessed on its own merits.  
  
Comments relating to changes in permit fees 
are noted. The current permit structure is 
designed to incentive the use of less polluting 
vehicles.    
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infrastructure planning which promote cross city walking connections including ginnels and 
alleyways.   
  

We encourage RBKC to continue its work to develop resident led Quietway type cycle routes 
suited to the full spectrum of resident cyclists rather than the Cycle Superhighway bi-directional 
segregated model favoured by TfL more suited to high speed commuter cyclists. The Quietways 
offer a cycling environment with many points of connection within the area, do not disrupt bus 
stops and journey times making them less accessible to vulnerable groups of users nor does it 
disturb the well-loved tree schemes of HP/NHG.  
  

Greater emphasis should be placed on cycling instruction and maintenance within the borough’s 
schools and youth-based projects to create a new generation of safe cyclists who know local 
safer cycling routes. Many excellent recommendations are included in the detailed report 
prepared by the SOS10 group of local residents’ associations including the PA which was sent to 
the Director and Lead Member for Planning & Transport in February 2020 which provides more 
extensive suggestions.  
  

There should also be more attention paid to removing hazards to walking such as uneven paving, 
overly narrow/wide pedestrian islands and retail “sandwich board” notices on pavements. The 
wise advice of Action Disability K&C. the Kensington Disability Forum and Age Concern should be 
sought about the common problems of navigating streets for their members. We have previously 
stated that the needs of cyclists and walkers are often not the same, but we do believe that the 
needs of the most vulnerable walkers are good priorities for all walkers. It is really important that 
as elsewhere stated RBKC takes action against the minority of anti-social cyclists, e- bikers, e- 
scooters and skateboarders who use pavements in ways which discourages walkers especially 
those who are vulnerable.   

C David   Let's get serious here - let's stop allowing private cars to enter or be kept in the borough.   Noted   
Clean Air in London 
(Simon Birkett)   

Please see the Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Plan’s policies on Public spaces and utilities e.g. 
KBR27, 28, 29, 30, 31 and 32.  
https://www.knightsbridgeforum.org/media/documents/knp_made_version_december_2018_1
3 1218_website.pdf   

Noted  

Andre Michaud   Cycle lanes everywhere. Encouraging safer cycling. The tunnel would be a HUGE benefit for all of 
the "isolated" corner of RBKC in north Ken.   

Noted. The Council continues to support and is 
working with partners to deliver an underpass 
under the West London line from Latimer Road 
to White City which will open up increased public 
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transport options and increased connectivity for 
the site in the future.   
  

Umair Mallick   Provide cheap bikes, family bikes, bike docking areas and more safety for the bikers and 
pedestrians.   

The need to secure high quality long-stay and 
short stay spaces within new developments is 
captured under CT1(f)  

Rosemary Andreae   Old people cannot cycle; do not assume too much cycling.   Noted  
CHRA (I. Margaronis)   We believe that walking and cycling is less of an infrastructure problem and far more of a local 

retail planning issue within RBKC. Much personal car use is created by the need to travel to a 
retail centre which meets needs such as Westfield etc. Much traffic congestion and pollution are 
created by the lack of retail provision and the diversion to home delivery of goods via Amazon 
and the Deliveroo/Just Eat type companies.   
It is notable that where the retail selection does meet needs and the retail and street 
environment is pleasant there are large numbers of local people shopping, socialising in licensed 
premises and cafes both inside and outside. Many of them walk and cycle naturally to 
Westbourne Grove or Holland Park or the Farmers markets in NHG and latterly KHS. Frequently 
they attract visitors both domestic and tourists and it is common to see a truly mixed 
demographic enjoying a genuinely social retail space.   
  

Public realm improvements which purposefully research perceived issues and local preferences 
have a valuable role in the creation of these types of “walk to and cycle to” spaces. Generally 
developers are not skilled in this type of space creation because they have a broad understanding 
of trends (“sushi is popular now”) not a depth of local knowledge (“there are thriving local wet 
fish shops nearby, how could it work here”):   
For example we do not believe, as the co-founders of the successful NHG Farmers Market that 
Brockton’s placing of the market within the new Newcombe courtyard will preserve the range 
and type of producer that the current Farmers Market achieves in its sub optimal, battered car 
park setting. Boutique offices and retail will not easily sit with raw meat and fish and there will 
attempts to “curate” and sanitise the offering which in any case will have fewer stalls. Many 
traders currently use their vans as retail units either directly or to constantly replenish stalls 
which will not be convenient with the underground parking system. These factors will dilute the 
Market’s utility and appeal to residents who have currently do not have local shops supplying 
these categories of fresh goods. Markets have a unique function as social and retail spaces and 
should be nurtured, not packaged around developments.   
We would also like to see RBKC become a more “porous” environment for non car travellers and 

The need for new development to be suitably 
located where there are good levels of access to 
the public transport network as well as local 
services is recognised as vital to encouraging 
more sustainable mode of travel to and from 
sites, including by walking and cycling. This is 
covered by existing Policy CT1 (a). Support  the 
view that a high quality and well-connected 
public realm and street network with direct and 
safe walking and cycling routes are essential to 
maximise and support active travel.    
  
Support for Quietways is noted although any 
proposals for Quietways would be subject to 
separate consultation by the Mayor of London 
and the Council. The Council recognises the 
need to secure improvement to permeability 
and access for pedestrians and cyclists through 
new developments and resits new development 
which reduces the quality or access over existing 
pedestrian and cycling routes. This is adequately 
addressed under CT1 and CR1  
  
Council recognises the need to control the 
number of tables and chairs associated with 
outdoor dining as well as free-standing 
advertising in the interest of public amenity and 
highway operation. Each application to place 
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discourage barriers to route finding such as gated access to estates. There should be more 
infrastructure planning which promote cross city walking connections.   
  

We encourage RBKC to continue its work to develop resident led Quietway type cycle routes 
suited to the full spectrum of resident cyclists rather than the Cycle Superhighway bi-directional 
segregated model favoured by TfL more suited to high speed commuter cyclists. The Quietways 
offer a cycling environment with many points of connection within the area, do not disrupt bus 
stops and journey times making them less accessible to vulnerable groups of users nor does it 
disturb the well-loved tree schemes of HP/NHG.  
  

Greater emphasis should be placed on cycling instruction and maintenance within the borough’s 
schools and youth-based projects to create a new generation of safe cyclists who know local 
safer cycling routes. It’s so much harder to become a confident and able cyclist if you learn as an 
adult. Many excellent recommendations are included in the detailed report prepared by the 
SOS10 group of local residents’ associations including the CHRA which was sent to the Director 
and Lead Member for Planning & Transport in February 2020 which provides more extensive 
suggestions.  
  

There should also be more attention paid to removing hazards to walking such as uneven paving, 
overly narrow/wide pedestrian islands and retail “sandwich board” notices on pavements. The 
wise advice of Action Disability K&C. the Kensington Disability Forum and Age Concern should be 
sought about the common problems of navigating streets for their members. We have previously 
stated that the needs of cyclists and walkers are often not the same, but we do believe that the 
needs of the most vulnerable walkers are good priorities for all walkers. It is really important that 
as elsewhere stated RBKC takes action against the minority of anti-social cyclists, e- bikers, e- 
scooters and skateboarders who use pavements in ways which discourages pedestrians, 
especially those who are vulnerable.   

tables and chairs on the highway must be 
assessed on its own merits.  
  
Comments relating to changes in permit fees 
are noted. The current permit structure is 
designed to incentive the use of less polluting 
vehicles.    

KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)   

The main ways to reduce the need to travel, especially by car are:  
  

• To locate major travel-generating developments in locations with high public transport 
accessibility levels (e.g. PTAL 5 and 6 for major offices and in town centre centres for retail, 
leisure and, even, new health centres) and ensure the developments provide for the needs of the 
new residents.  
  

• To ensure local services in town centres – both large and local centres – to ensure local access  
  

Support the view that new development should 
be located where there are good levels of access 
to public transport and essential services in 
order to encourage more sustainable mode of 
travel to and from the site, including by walking 
and cycling. Policy CT1 (a) currently requires 
high trip generating uses within areas with a 
PTAL rating of 4 or higher.   
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• New developments should have firmly applied maximum parking standards, with those located 
in areas with PTALs 4, 5 and 6, being both permit-free and car-free  
  

• A limit should be placed on the number of residents’ parking permits per household and the 
cost of on-street residents’ parking should better reflect its value as scarce space and value that 
residents place on it.   

Support for new parking permit 
free development is noted and agreed. The 
Council support the provision of car free 
development where good levels of Public 
transport accessibility are available.    
  
Management of existing resident permits falls 
outside of the scope of the NLPR. At addresses 
not on the permit-free list each permanent 
resident adult is entitled to for one parking 
permit.   
  
  
  

The Philbeach Residents
’ Association (Froment)   

Electric garaging and charging.  
Cycle storage (off-street).  
Joined-up green spaces and pathways.  
Green lanes (shared cycle lanes, Segway’s, e-scooters)  
  

There should be provision of secure places to store and park bicycles, but little further action is  
required. Many people will never wish to cycle, especially as they get older or have young  
children. It is inherently dangerous.  
  

Walking should be encouraged by ensuring the pavements are safe and by ensuring that proper  
crossings are installed at the places where many people wish to cross the roads.   

The Council recognises the need to secure 
appropriate facilities within and surrounding 
new development in order to encourage more 
sustainable modes of travel, including provision 
of on-site cycle storage, showering facilities and 
EV charging points (where parking is 
provided).  This is adequately covered by policy 
CT1(f)  
  
The Council concurs with the view that 
improved permeability through the borough 
along with safe and attractive routes for 
pedestrians and Cyclists is key to encouraging 
mode shift. Where appropriate, Policy CT1(g) 
requires new development to provide 
improvement to the Walking and cycling 
environment and where opportunities exist to 
improve or provide pedestrian and cycle links 
through new developments.   
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Concerns over the general safety of cycling and 
support for segregated ‘Green lanes’ are 
noted.   
   

GLA (Hassan Ahmed)   The Local Plan intention to increase active travel is welcome and doing so should help to improve 
air quality and people’s health and well-being.  
  

The Local Plan approach should reflect the Mayor’s objectives for transport, including the target 
of 80 per cent of all trips in London to be made by public transport, walking and cycling by 2041 
as set out in Policy T1 of the ItP London Plan.  
  

The Local Plan should make a clear commitment that all residential and office development in the 
borough’s OA’s are car-free (apart from Blue Badge parking) to reflect the approach in Policy T6 
of the ItP London Plan.   

Noted  
  
Opportunity Areas will be subject to a specific 
planning brief SPD and the Council will consider 
this in detail depending on the context of the 
site and considering all merits of the 
development.   
  
  

TfL (Josephine Vos)   The approach to transport outlined in this section should be consistent with, and complementary 
to, the Blue-Green Future objectives in the previous section. It should reflect 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 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 an approach designed to achieve them. This should include measures to reduce car 
dependence and limit car parking, while actively promoting and enabling active travel and public 
transport.  
  

The Mayor’s Vision Zero objective and adoption of the Healthy Streets Approach should also be 
firmly embedded in the overall approach. We can provide further advice on applying the Healthy 
Streets Approach if helpful in formulating policies for the Local Plan.  
Issue 1 – Increasing active travel  
This issue extends beyond the title of increasing active travel, as emphasised by the question at 
the end: ‘How should new development support modal shift from private car travel to walking 
and cycling?’ It is not just an increase in active travel that is desired, but a replacement of private 
vehicle trips by active travel. As discussed further under issue two, a Local Plan requirement for 
all types of new development and redevelopment to be car free is likely to be the most effective 
means to support the desired modal shift. This includes restricting occupants of new 
developments from accessing on-street parking in Controlled Parking Zones.  

Noted. The Council recognises the role that 
suitably located development with good levels 
of access to public transport can play in 
encouraging mode shift away from private car 
including by walking and cycling. Current Council 
Policy CT1(c) Council requires all new residential 
development to be parking permit free.  
  
The Council recognises the benefit that 
pedestrian and cycling connectivity can play in 
encouraging mode shift and the requirement to 
seek improvements is adequately covered under 
existing policies.    
  
The TFL cycle parking provisions guidance and 
Implementation Plan are noted.  
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Alongside restricted car parking, infrastructure improvements that improve connectivity should 
be included, particularly where these tackle existing barriers to movement.  
  

Cycle parking provision above the minimum levels specified in the London Plan and an adherence 
to quality standards in the London Cycling Design Standards (LCDS)  
https://tfl.gov.uk/corporate/publications-and-reports/streets-toolkit could support an increase in 
cycling.  
  

TfL has published an ambitious Cycle Parking Implementation Plan 
http://content.tfl.gov.uk/cycle-parking-implementation-plan.pdf which should be reflected in the 
Local Plan.  
  

Further expansion of cycle hire facilities should be planned for in partnership with TfL (where 
justified by increased demand).   

TfL (Brendan Hodges)   TfL CD strongly supports modal shift to public transport and active means of travel; and by this 
we mean a replacement of private vehicle trips by active travel. Please refer to the Mayor’s 
Transport Strategy (MTS). Key to this is for the NLPR to require optimisation of housing 
development at sites that are near to public transport hubs and in other sustainable locations 
that are easily accessed by walking and cycling. The most effective means to support the modal 
shift from private car to walking and cycling is for new development to be ‘car free’.  
  

All TfL CD development projects encapsulate the requirements of the MTS and also 
relevant ItP LP policies including the Healthy Streets Approach, Vision Zero, minimising car 
parking provision, optimising cycle parking and the overarching aim of enabling more people to 
travel by walking, cycling and public transport rather than by car.   

Noted. The Council recognises the role that 
suitably located development with good levels 
of access to public transport can play in 
encouraging mode shift away from private car 
including by walking and cycling. Current Council 
Policy CT1(c) Council requires all new residential 
development to be parking permit 
free and recognises the need to limit parking 
within new development.   
  

  
Page Break  

Issue 2: Traffic congestion  
Q9.2: Under what circumstances is off-street parking in new developments acceptable?  

Respondent Name  Comments  Council’s response  
The Labour Group - 
RBKC    

It is never acceptable in a densely-populated Borough with a 
congested road network and high illegal levels of air quality through 
most of the every year that contributes to the severe asthma and 
respiratory problems suffered by our residents and their families 
– unless residents’ work depends on private vehicle use, as above.   

The Council agrees that the most sustainable way to address the 
current traffic congestion and pollution levels within the Borough is to 
reduce dependence on Private Cars and to encourage the use of more 
sustainable modes of travel.   
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Earl's Court Society 
(Malcolm Spalding)   

Electric vehicles, buggies, mobility aids only. No-carbon-fuel zone for 
tradespersons, deliveries and visitors.  
Wherever it can be provided. Generally, half the households in the 
borough have a gar, and they  
need somewhere to put it. Cars are an important way for people to get 
around and can’t be  
ignored.  
  

Car parking can be provided underground in new developments.   

Support the need for new off-street parking spaces to be suitably equipped 
to accommodate current and future Electric vehicles.     
  
The provision of parking spaces in new developments will, regardless of the 
type of vehicle accommodated, result in a larger number of car trips in the 
peak hours in comparison to developments with less or no parking, with a 
resulting addition to local congestion. The Council applies maximum 
parking standards for off-street parking standards within new 
developments and these are required to be in general conformity with 
London Plan Standards and objectives. In areas with good levels of access 
to public transport the starting points is a requirement for a car free 
development.   
  

Sandra Yarwood   Disabled people and their visitors. Older people.   The Council recognises that for certain groups private car use is essential 
and blue badge bays will be required where appropriate. All residents 
eligible for a purple badge or on-street disabled bay will be afforded one 
regardless of the permit status of their property.   
  

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson)   

We consider it acceptable albeit that viability will often mean that this 
solution is feasible only for luxury housing   

Noted. The Council’s maximum parking standards for off-street parking 
standards within new developments are required to be in general 
conformity with London Plan Standards and objectives. In areas with good 
levels of access to public transport the starting point for residential 
developments is a car free development.  

Lucia Scalisi   Completely acceptable.   
Until cars are not being sold anymore & then they have to be built in to 
plans.   

The Council applies maximum parking standards for off-street parking 
standards within new developments and these are required to be in 
general conformity with London Plan Standards and objectives. In areas 
with good levels of access to public transport the starting points is a 
requirement for a car free development.  
  

Kerry Davis-Head   it is acceptable if it prevents more on street parking. the reality is that 
all developments need just as many deliveries as existing houses, 
therefore they will have vans etc. it is better these enter off street 
parking than clog up the streets. But developments on Fulham should 
be required to exit via Fulham not via Chelsea.   

The need to prevent new development resulting in on-street parking 
pressures is covered within existing policy. The Council recognises that for 
certain groups private car use is essential and blue badge bays will be 
required in new developments where appropriate. All residents eligible for 
a purple badge or on-street disabled bay will be afforded one regardless of 
the permit status of their property. The need to ensure new developments 
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allow for efficient and sustainable servicing and deliveries, off-street 
where practicable is supported.   
  

Oonagh Wohanka   Underground   Noted. The Council considers that the most sustainable way to address the 
current traffic congestion levels within the Borough is to reduce 
dependence on Private Cars and to encourage the use of more sustainable 
modes of travel. The provision of off-street parking spaces in new 
development, regardless of location, will result in a larger number of car 
trips in the peak hours compared to developments where off-street 
parking is not provided  
  

G Thomson   As new proposals for Earls Court are progressed we will be developing 
a new transport strategy consistent as far as it can be with national 
and London Plan policy. Policies regarding car parking are set out 
within the Intend to Publish London Plan and thus dealt with at a 
strategic level.   

Noted  

Grove and Company 
(Roger Grove)   

Disabled use only   The Council agrees that where parking is provided as part of a 
development, Blue Badge bays should be included for those residents with 
essential need. All resident’s eligible for a purple badge or on-
street disabled bay will be afforded one regardless of the permit eligibility 
of their property.   
  

Linda Wade   On a new site only disabled badged cars, mobility scooters, electric 
vehicles   

The Council recognises the need for Blue Badge bays to be provided in new 
development where possible. All resident’s eligible for a purple badge 
or designated on-street disabled bay will be afforded one regardless of the 
permit eligibility of their property.  
  
Support the need to provide suitable locations within new development to 
accommodate cycles and other mobility aids where appropriate.  
  
The Council’s maximum parking standards for off-street parking are within 
new developments are required to be in general conformity with London 
Plan Standards and objectives. In areas with good levels of access to public 
transport the starting points is a requirement for a car free development.   
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TfL Planning, Transport 
for London 
(Richard Carr )   

Consolidation of deliveries and servicing is rightly identified as a 
potential issue. Identifying sites for consolidation centres including 
micro-consolidation may make deliveries and servicing more efficient, 
particularly if the final delivery leg or initial collection is carried out by 
active travel using cargo bikes or cycle couriers. Servicing should take 
place off-street if possible, and when it is done on-street, it should 
avoid conflict with bus or cycle routes.  
  

As this section acknowledges, car parking restrictions are one of the 
primary mechanisms for the Local Plan to tackle traffic congestion and 
to meet targets for traffic reduction. The new London Plan is expected 
to be adopted before the Local Plan Issues and Options consultation 
takes place. Given the existing high level of connectivity in the 
borough, the draft Local Plan should state a clear requirement for car 
free development in line with the ItPLP standards. It is worth noting 
that other boroughs with similarly good public transport connectivity, 
such as Camden and Islington have adopted borough-wide car free 
policies, which RBKC could seek to emulate.  
  

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 ItPLP 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.   

The Council recognises the need to suitably control servicing activity arising 
from new development to prevent congestion and conflict with other road 
users. Comments regarding consolidation centres are noted and the 
Council recognises the importance of allowing suitable areas for 
consolidation of deliveries across a development.    
  
The Council supports the provision of Car Clubs with new development and 
views them as a key tool in encouraging mode shift and reducing overall 
reliance on private car usage. Comments on overprovision are noted.  

William Wilson   Underground parking build in if possible.     
Boka Hotel (Spencer 
Parsons)   

if a car space can be provided then I am ok with that, but it should be 
stipulated that any vehicle be environmentally friendly ( other than 
maybe the elderly or disabled who need their existing vehicle )   

The Council’s maximum parking standards for off-street parking within 
new developments are required to be in general conformity with London 
Plan Standards and objectives. In areas with good levels of access to public 
transport the starting points is a requirement for a car free development.   
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Bikeworks CIC 
(David Dansky)   

Only limited for people with disabilities   The Council recognises the need for Blue Badge bays to be provided in 
new development to cater for essential need. All resident’s eligible for a 
purple badge or designated on-street disabled bay will be afforded one 
regardless of the permit eligibility of their property.   
  

The Hillgate Village 
Residents' 
Association (Sophia 
Massey-Cook)   

The rights of vulnerable car users should be protected so elderly and 
disabled people should have exceptional arrangements.   

The Council recognises the need for Blue Badge bays to be provided in 
new development where possible to cate for essential need. All 
resident’s eligible for a purple badge or designated on-street disabled bay 
will be afforded one regardless of the permit eligibility of their property.   
  

Sue Redmond   To enable disabled people.   The Council recognises the need for Blue Badge bays to be provided in 
new development where possible to cate for essential need. All resident’s 
eligible for a purple badge or designated on-street disabled bay will be 
afforded one regardless of the permit eligibility of their property.   
on-street disabled bay will be afforded one regardless of the permit 
eligibility of their property.   
  

Federica Lowndes 
Marques Leitao   

EV only.   We concur that any parking spaces provided within new development 
should suitably cater for existing and future Electric vehicles demand.  The 
provision of parking spaces in new developments will however, regardless 
of the type of car accommodated, result in a larger number of car trips in 
the peak hours in comparison to developments with less or no parking, with 
a resulting impact upon local congestion levels. The Council considers it 
appropriate to apply maximum parking standards and in many instances 
the provision of no car parking on site is considered appropriate. The 
Council’s maximum parking standards for off-street parking within new 
developments are required to be in general conformity with London Plan 
Standards and objectives.  

Environment Agency 
(Lisa Mills)   

No comments within our remit.   Noted  
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The Pembridge 
Association (Fiona 
Fleming-Brown)   

The rights of vulnerable car users should be protected so elderly and 
disabled people should have exceptional arrangements.   

The Council recognises the need for Blue Badge bays to be provided in 
new development where possible. All resident’s eligible for a purple badge 
or designated on-street disabled bay will be afforded one regardless of the 
permit eligibility of their property.   
  

C David   NO private car (see above) - then no need for off-street parking in new 
developments   

Noted  

Andre Michaud   I don't know enough about this to comment   Noted  
Tom Bennett   If it's EV-only.   We concur that any parking spaces provided within new development 

should suitably cater for current and future demand levels for electric 
vehicles.  The provision of parking spaces in new developments will 
however, regardless of the type of car accommodated, result in a larger 
number of car trips in the peak hours in comparison to developments with 
less or no parking, with a resulting impact upon local congestion levels. The 
Council considers it appropriate to apply maximum parking standards and 
in many instances the provision of no car parking on site is considered 
appropriate. The Council’s maximum parking standards for off-street 
parking within new developments are required to be in general conformity 
with London Plan Standards and objectives.   
  

CHRA (I. Margaronis)   The rights of vulnerable car users should be protected so elderly and 
disabled people should have exceptional arrangements. We are 
neutral on the provision of off-street parking- though it could be 
accompanied by the loss of the right to a resident’s parking permit. All 
such parking spaces should have provision for electric vehicle charging 
to reduce the pressure on such facilities in the public realm.   

Support the need for off-street parking spaces provided within new 
development to be suitably equipped to cater for current and future 
demand levels for electric vehicles.    
  
The Council recognises the need for Blue Badge bays to be provided in 
new development where possible. All resident’s eligible for a purple badge 
or designated on-street disabled bay will be afforded one regardless of the 
permit eligibility of their property.   
  

KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)   

All residential developments and most significant redevelopments 
should be permit-free, with minimal or no off-street parking, except 
possibly for some provision for disabled parking; and with grandfather 
rights for redevelopments. This will encourage travel-generating 
developments only in areas of high public transport accessibility as 
well as encourage residential developments which are car-free and 
residents’ parking permit free. This latter will cater for people who do 

Support for car free development and car clubs noted.   
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not need or cannot afford to own a private car, which will make the 
housing more affordable.   
  

• Off-street parking should also be discouraged, especially where it 
would adversely affect the streetscape and/or reduce on-
street parking and where it would increase surface water runoff and 
encroach into gardens.  
  

• Provision of car club space and secure cycle facilities off-site (i.e. on 
the highway).   

The Philbeach Residents’ 
Association (Froment)   

Wherever it can be provided. Generally, half the households in the 
borough have a gar, and they need somewhere to put it. Cars are an 
important way for people to get around and can’t be  
ignored.  
  

Car parking can be provided underground in new developments.   

The Council applies maximum parking standards for off-street parking 
standards within new developments and these are required to be in general 
conformity with London Plan Standards and objectives. In areas with good 
levels of access to public transport the starting points is a requirement for 
a car free development.   
  

Units, 2,3,4,5,7,8,10 & 
11 Latimer Ind Estate 
and Ivebury Court (Tania 
Martin)   

We consider off-street parking is acceptable in new developments on 
Latimer Road, especially for the street level commercial units. The 
industrial units already have parking spaces to the front of the building 
and within the closet wing and off-street parking should be 
permitted.   

The Council applies maximum parking standards for off-street parking 
standards within new developments and these are required to be in general 
conformity with London Plan Standards and objectives. In areas with good 
levels of access to public transport the starting points is a requirement for 
a car free development.   
  
  

TfL (Josephine Vos)   Consolidation of deliveries and servicing is rightly identified as a 
potential issue. Identifying sites for consolidation centres including 
micro-consolidation may make deliveries and servicing more efficient, 
particularly if the final delivery leg or initial collection is carried out by 
active travel using cargo bikes or cycle couriers. Servicing should take 
place off-street if possible, and when it is done on-street, it should 
avoid conflict with bus or cycle routes.  
  

As this section acknowledges, car parking restrictions are one of the 
primary mechanisms for the Local Plan to tackle traffic congestion and 
to meet targets for traffic reduction. The new London Plan is expected 
to be adopted before the Local Plan Issues and Options consultation 
takes place. Given the existing high level of connectivity in the 

The Council recognises the need to suitably control servicing activity arising 
from new development to prevent congestion and conflict with other road 
users. Comments regarding consolidation centres are noted and the 
Council support the need for larger development to provide adequate area 
for consolidation of deliveries across the site.  
  
Noted   
  
The Council supports the provision of Car Clubs with new development 
and views them as a key tool in encouraging mode shift and reducing 
overall reliance on private car usage. Comments on overprovision are 
noted.  
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borough, the draft Local Plan should state a clear requirement for car 
free development in line with the London Plan standards. It is worth 
noting that other boroughs with similarly good public transport 
connectivity, such as Camden and Islington have adopted borough-
wide car free policies, which RBKC could seek to emulate.  
  

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 
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.   

TfL (Brendan Hodges)   The NLPR should not need to include car parking policies as they would 
be repeating policies and standards in the ItP LP.   

Noted  

  
 

 

Issue 3: Pollution Traffic  
Q9.3: Should the Council ensure that new developments give the strongest incentive to residents and businesses that use them to avoid using petrol or diesel vehicles?  

Respondent Name  Comments  Council’s response  
Earl's Court Society (Malcolm 
Spalding)   

Enclosed vehicle roadways in surface tunnels with green roofs.  
Green vehicle lanes for compliant multi-vehicle use.  
Both funded by IL  
Relief road for Earl’s Court one-way system red route A3220.   
Electric Green Lane on Warwick Road.  
Council fleet all-electric  
Earl’s Court development site to be carbon-neutral.   

Noted  

St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum (Henry 
Peterson)   

No suggestions beyond the Council’s proposed new system of 
basing resident permit costs on emissions.   

Management of existing resident permits falls outside of the scope 
of the NLPR. The Council’s current permit scheme is designed to 
incentivise the adoptions of less polluting vehicles.  
  

Lucia Scalisi   More pollution is caused by roadworks & temporary traffic lights 
in this borough than anything else.   

Comments not relevant to planning.    
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The current closure of 2 bridges & half of Wandsworth bridge has 
resulted in a siege like status. Its is appalling the lack of 
cooperation between boroughs RBKC/Wandsworth/Westminster 
on bridge closures.   
Any new plans for bridges?  
Any thought about caring for Albert bridge? Which has seen a 
multiplying of traffic over its fragile structure.   

Greg Hammond   We should certainly pursue the fitting of extra on-street electric 
charging points when these can be linked to other 
developments.   

Support need for EV points where this can be related in scale and 
kind to development, particularly where new streets are to be 
provided within new development.   

Kerry Davis-Head   There will be people moving into new developments who already 
have a petrol or diesel car. if this was enforceable then you could 
insist any new vehicles purchased were electric as the 
development would surely have sufficient provision as you'd 
specify that into the planning conditions. To penalise existing 
combustion engine owners is not fair, to replace a car is 
expensive, electric vehicles are not available in every type of car, 
and we don't yet know the environmental impact of batteries as 
yet. also much pollution is from tyre particles and this is the same 
factor for electric as for combustion.   

Noted    

G Thomson   We support the principle of measures to improve air quality 
through a reduction to the use of petrol and diesel vehicles, 
however, it is unclear what the ‘strongest incentives’ could 
include. As new proposals for Earls Court are progressed we will 
be developing a new transport strategy, consistent as far as it can 
be with national and London Plan policy. It will include a 
comprehensive Travel Plan strategy which will set out “hard” and 
“soft” measures for encouraging healthy and active travel which 
in turn will help contribute towards the aspirations of reducing 
pollution.   

Noted. The Council recognised the benefits of travel plans for large 
developments in helping to promote sustainable travel and 
encourage mode shift over time. This is suitably covered by Policy 
CT1(i).    

DP9 (Kate Outterside)   We would recommend the use of travel plans to secure this. 
Travel plans should be prepared for residents and commercial 
users to encourage use of sustainable transport.  
  

In addition to this, cycle storage and facilities should be well-
designed and of a high-quality to maximise their use.   

Support for travel plans Noted. This is suitably covered by Policy 
CT1(i).  Support the view that new development should provide 
high quality cycle parking on site along with appropriate ancillary 
facilities. This is covered under CT1(f)  
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Linda Wade   Yes. On a new development it depends on who owns the road, 
whether it remains the ownership of the developer or that the 
roads become a part of the Council maintained highway.   
  

The developer could institute their own permit system for 
vehicles using their roads i.e. if the north-south road on the Earl’s 
Court site from Old Brompton Road/Lillie Road to the A4 
materialises then it could be restricted to 20 mph. This was put 
forward as a relief road for Warwick and North End Road and 
must be retained in any plan going forward.   

Noted  

TfL Planning, Transport for London 
(Richard Carr )   

We welcome the recognition that the only zero emission forms of 
transport are walking and cycling. In answer to the question: 
‘How should the Council ensure that new developments give the 
strongest incentive to residents and businesses that use them to 
avoid using petrol or diesel vehicles?’, we would again point to 
the benefits of car free development and encourage you to 
prioritise active travel as a primary means of travel to tackle 
pollution. Electric charging or facilities for alternative fuels will be 
important for vehicles that are still used, particularly for 
deliveries and servicing.  
Although a car free approach will limit on-site parking, charging 
facilities for Blue Badge parking spaces as well as any operational 
spaces used for servicing should be provided   

Support for requirement for off-street parking to suitably cater for 
current and future Electric vehicle demand.   
  
  

William Wilson   More electric power points and a campaign to use electric cars.   Support for new parking to suitably cater for current and future 
Electric vehicle demand.   
  

Boka Hotel (Spencer Parsons)   diesel first petrol later , but many wil lfind it hard to go electric 
due to high costs   

Noted  

The Hillgate Village Residents' 
Association (Sophia Massey-Cook)   

We would need more information about what RBKC is proposing 
to answer this question. But good public transport and better 
walking environments are certainly incentives for everyone to 
avoid polluting vehicular transit. Aspects of the Mayor of 
London’s proposed cargo bike system which would see micro 
deliveries to local shops and offices from warehouse hubs should 
be trialled by RBKC. We are also in favour of the use of 
technology to improve logistics particularly the caching of mail 

Support for management of Deliveries and Servicing of new 
Development is noted.  The council recognises the value Cargo 
Bikes can provide for commercial uses and are exploring 
approaches to support this in other workstreams. The Council 
recognises the value of consolidation of deliveries in allowing 
for more sustainable and efficient freight across the network.  
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and deliveries so that a single delivery journey is taken rather 
than the multiple single item deliveries which currently account 
for much congestion and pollution.   

Sue Redmond   Anything that can be done to improve air quality should be 
done.   

Noted   

Environment Agency (Lisa Mills)   We have no comments within our remit. However, in line with 
the London Plan (draft 2019), we would encourage any measures 
that seek to improve air quality and mitigate against contributing 
to climate change. Policy GG3 Creating a healthy city of the 
London Plan (draft 2019), seeks “to improve London’s air quality, 
reduce public exposure to poor air quality and minimise 
inequalities in levels of exposure to air pollution”. Therefore new 
development and transport incentives should seek opportunities 
to minimise the contribution to greenhouse gas emissions that 
impact on both air quality and the urban heat island effect.   

Noted  

The Pembridge Association (Fiona 
Fleming-Brown)   

We would need more information about what RBKC is proposing 
to answer this question. But good public transport and better 
walking environments are certainly incentives for everyone to 
avoid polluting vehicular transit. Aspects of the Mayor of 
London’s proposed cargo bike system which would see micro 
deliveries to local shops and offices from warehouse hubs should 
be trialled by RBKC. We are also in favour of the use of 
technology to improve logistics particularly the caching of mail 
and deliveries so that a single delivery journey is taken rather 
than the multiple single item deliveries which currently account 
for much congestion and pollution.   

Support for management of Deliveries and Servicing of new 
Development is noted.  The council recognises the value Cargo 
Bikes can provide for commercial uses and are exploring 
approaches to support this in other workstreams. The Council 
recognises the value of consolidation of deliveries in allowing for 
more sustainable and efficient freight across the network.  

C David   See above - ban all private cars because even electric vehicles 
throw off unacceptable levels of particulate matter (tyres, brake 
discs)   

Noted  

Rosemary Andreae   Too prescriptive   No comments   
Tom Bennett   Incentives for having EV-only deliveries would be good. New EVs 

are also using much better regenerative braking to minimise any 
PM coming off the brakes.   

Noted  

Savills (Matt Lloyd-Ruck)   Development should be encouraged around transport hubs, 
which would ensure that users of the site access it through 
sustainable forms of transport rather than relying on private 

Noted 
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vehicles.  
Reducing the reliance on private vehicles through an improved 
public realm in areas such as Sloane Square Station would result 
in an increase of air quality. Currently, traffic congestion produces 
pollutants , reducing the air quality around this area. Improving 
the public realm would create higher amounts of pedestrian 
footfall, contributing towards the vitality and vibrancy of the 
Borough.   

The Council recognises the need for new development to be 
suitably located where there are good levels of access to public 
transport in order to encourage more sustainable mode of travel to 
and from the site, including by walking and cycling. The need to 
encourage the right development in the right place is adequately 
covered by existing Policy CT1 (a)  
  

CHRA (I. Margaronis)   We would need more information about what RBKC is proposing 
to answer this question. But good public transport and better 
walking environments are certainly incentives for everyone to 
avoid polluting vehicular transit. Aspects of the Mayor of 
London’s proposed cargo bike system which would see micro 
deliveries to local shops and offices from warehouse hubs should 
be trialled by RBKC. We are also in favour of the use of 
technology to improve logistics particularly the caching of mail 
and deliveries so that a single delivery journey is taken rather 
than the multiple single item deliveries which currently account 
for much congestion and pollution.   

Support for management of Deliveries and Servicing of new 
Development is noted.  The council recognises the value Cargo 
Bikes can provide for commercial uses and are exploring 
approaches to support this in other workstreams.  

KENSINGTON SOCIETY (Amanda 
Frame)   

• Site them near local facilities and public transport.  
  

• Any off-street parking should incorporate charging points.  
  

• New residential development should aim to have a space for 
home-working.  
  

• New residential development to contribute to CPZs in 
surrounding proximity.   
  

• New residential development to encourage the use of on-site 
car.  
  

• Where delivery vehicles can stop should be taken into account 
in new developments, and where appropriate conditions imposed 
(and enforced) on deliveries.  
  

To encourage residents out of their cars, a high standard of public 

 Support the need to encourage the right development in the right 
place where good levels of access to public transport are available. 
Support need for charging points where on-site parking is to be 
agreed.   
  
Management of CPZ not a planning matter.   
  
 Support for management of Deliveries and Servicing of new 
Development is noted.  
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realm is necessary. Increased pedestrian only areas, wider 
pavements, external stopping points and the enforced prohibition 
of bikes and scooters on pavements.   

The Philbeach Residents’ Association 
(Froment)   

Conventional cars are by far the most practical way for people to 
get around.   
Electric cars are fine, but their use is currently constrained by the 
lack of charging points.   
A significant shift to electric cars would also create a huge 
additional demand for electricity, which the National Grid would 
not be able to support.   

The Council’s concurs with the need for new development to 
suitably cater for current and future Electric vehicle demand in 
order to encourage occupants of new development to shift away 
from Petrol and diesel vehicle.  It is recognised that a greater 
network of EV charging points can improve confidence for drivers to 
transition to Electric vehicles.   
  

Units, 2,3,4,5,7,8,10 & 11 Latimer 
Ind Estate and Ivebury Court (Tania 
Martin)   

No suggestions beyond the Council’s continued installation of 
electric charging points around the Borough and particularly on 
Latimer Road.   

Support for charging EV points is noted.  
  

TfL (Josephine Vos)   We welcome the recognition that the only zero emission forms of 
transport are walking and cycling. In answer to the question: 
‘How should the Council ensure that new developments give the 
strongest incentive to residents and businesses that use them to 
avoid using petrol or diesel vehicles?’, we would again point to 
the benefits of car free development and encourage you to 
prioritise active travel as a primary means of travel to tackle 
pollution. Electric charging or facilities for alternative fuels will be 
important for vehicles that are still used, particularly for 
deliveries and servicing. Although a car free approach will limit 
on-site parking, charging facilities for Blue Badge parking spaces 
as well as any operational spaces used for servicing should be 
provided.   

The need to reduce demand for private car use from new 
development is supported.   
  
The Council agree that any parking spaces provided within new 
development should suitably cater for current and future Electric 
vehicle demand in order to encourage a shift away from Petrol and 
diesel vehicle.    
  

TfL (Brendan Hodges)   The ItP LP ‘car free’ and other measures to support modal shift to 
public transport, walking and cycling would provide the strongest 
incentives to avoid residents and businesses using petrol or diesel 
vehicles. Electric charging will be important for vehicles that are 
still used, particularly for deliveries and servicing.   

The Council recognise that the provision of electric charging 
facilities for current and future demand levels of Evs can provide a 
clear incentive for users to adopt vehicles free from emissions, 
whether this be for residential, commercial or other uses.   
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Issue 4: Improving access to public transport  
Q9.4: What should be the Council’s priorities in seeking new development-funded transport infrastructure?  
 

Respondent Name  Comments  Council’s response  
Earl's Court Society (Malcolm 
Spalding)   

Small single-deck electric buses where possible.   
  

Extra seating at bus stops (cast-iron benches)  
  

Count-down signs in bus shelters on all routes to and at hospitals   

Bus routes and fleets are set by Transport for London. Improvements to 
local bus infrastructure where required to mitigate development 
impacts is supported.   

St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum (Henry 
Peterson)   

Along with the West London Line Group we initiated ideas for an 
additional Overground station at ‘Westway Circus’ when 
the StQW Neighbourhood Plan was being prepared five year ago. 
We urge the Council to continue to promote this option in a new 
Local Plan and in discussions with TfL.  
  

It is now very clear that the previous OPDC and TfL proposals for a 
£200m Overground station at Hythe Road have been entirely 
abandoned. Much public money was wasted in preparing plans and 
carrying out a public consultation on this proposal.  
  

As part of the evidence base for anew Local Plan, we urge the 
Council to work with TfL, LBHF, Imperial College, and Westfield to 
revise and update the previous viability study carried out for an 
Overground station at North Pole Road. The additional station 
added to the WLL at Imperial Wharf Involved a basic set of 
platforms with a total budget below £11m, funded by LBHF, RBKC 
and Planning obligations. The planned underpass would provide 
access to and egress from both tracks, for RBKC and LBHF travellers.  
  

Poor PTAL levels in the north west part of the Borough would be 
significantly improved with such a new station. Traffic on Wood 
Lane/Scrubs Lane, and the pinchpoint at North Pole Road remains a 
constant source of delay for the whole of North Kensington. 
The prospect of the planned TfL dedicated cycleway along Wood 
Lane is viewed with foreboding.   

Whilst acknowledging TFL’s current stance over the feasibility of a 
new Overground Station at ‘Westway Circus’ the Council recognises the 
benefits this would deliver to this area of North Kensington and 
supports the delivery of this station.   
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Lucia Scalisi   More buses, cleaner buses & more diagonal cross- travelling to 
national rail stations   

The Council agrees that it is now more important than ever to that new 
development contributes towards improvement to bus services within 
the Borough.   

Greg Hammond   We should continue to pursue the potential opportunity for an 
Elizabeth Line station at Kensal, which would significantly increase 
the potential of this growth area, and be a game-changer for 
existing local residents in terms of their access to opportunities if it 
was ever agreed.  
  

A new station on the West London Line could similarly provide 
opportunities in North Kensington.  
  

Opportunities should also be taken wherever possible to persuade 
TfL to fit step-free access to those Underground stations that need 
it, but not at the price of wrecking conservation areas with 
extraneous developments that do not fit their surroundings.   

We are continuing to correspond with Network Rail and Transport for 
London on the Council’s aspiration to deliver a station on the Elizabeth 
line at Kensal Canalside.   
  
Whilst acknowledging TFL’s current stance over the feasibility of a new 
Overground Station at ‘Westway Circus’ the Council recognises the 
benefits this would deliver to this area of North Kensington and 
continues to support the delivery of this station.   
  
The Council recognises the need to require new development to 
contribute to Step-free access where development opportunities exists. 
This is captures under Policy CT1(k).  

Mr Ehrman   The long heralded pedestrian underpass between Imperial West at 
White City and Latimer Road has still not been started.   

The Council continues to support and is working with partners to 
deliver an underpass under the West London line from Latimer Road to 
White City which will open up increased public transport options and 
increased connectivity for the site in the future.  

G Thomson   Beyond the promotion of active travel opportunities, the priority 
should be on maximising the efficiency and operational capacity of 
the existing public transport network. The opportunity to deliver 
transport improvements and enhancements to the existing network 
should be taken when they arise, however, the NLPR should 
recognise that such works have significant costs that may impact on 
the overall viability of a scheme and it may therefore affect the 
delivery of other Council priorities, including Community Housing.  
  

The Council should also explore funding opportunities 
from Government and TfL when these funding streams become 
available again.   

Noted  

Grove and Company (Roger 
Grove)   

Nothing   Noted  

DP9 (Kate Outterside)   Q 9.4 What should be the Council’s priorities in seeking new 
development-funded transport infrastructure?  

Noted  
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The Council should seek to delivery of improved transport 
infrastructure across the borough through site specific 
improvements and strategic improvements across the strategic 
network. Infrastructure delivery requirements must be robustly 
tested in terms of viability to ensure sites are deliverable.   

  
  

Iceni Projects 
(Charlotte Orrell)   

Imperial seeks a Local Plan which seek to   
  

• To continue to support and encourage enhancements to 
connectivity, public realm and the provision of green infrastructure 
within the Borough. Specifically  
  

o To acknowledge London’s Healthy Streets Approach and 
encourage greater movement by foot or cycle. Notably to improve 
cycle connections from Imperials South  
Kensington Campus to White City via Holland Park Avenue and 
Notting Hill Gate and to support improvements to Latimer Road.  
  

o To continue to support public realm improvements to South 
Kensington in addition to enhancements to South Kensington 
Underground Station.   

Noted The Council recognises the need to require new development to 
contribute to Step-free access where development opportunities exists. 
This is captures under Policy CT1(k).  

Linda Wade   Yes. In new developments there will have to be an examination of 
how the bus routes will run and include the development.   
  

At Earl’s Court due to the existing pinch points serving the 
Piccadilly Line escalators, it is an expectation that improvements will 
be made at West Brompton, West Kensington and at Earl’s Court 
(step free access from the site) to reduce the pressure at the 
station.   
  

Count-downs signs at bus shelters on all routes.   

Support the need to secure improvements to public transport 
infrastructure as the Earl’s Court Opportunity Area Development is 
brought forwards.  

Woodland Trust (Bridget 
Fox)   

Transport infrastructure and the traffic it generates can cause great 
harm to the natural environment within the city, causing 
fragmentation and isolation from the wider environment, and 
environmental degradation from chemical run-off, air, noise and 
light pollution.   
  

  
Support the provision of greening on key infrastructure routes and key 
walking and cycling routes where opportunities exist.   
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We urge the same requirements for environmental net gain to be 
applied to transport infrastructure as to other developments. Where 
new transport infrastructure is proposed, we encourage policies 
that explore its potential for delivery of tree planting and green 
infrastructure, green corridors and the restoration of priority 
habitats.   
  

For example, we welcome the integration of tree planting into new 
walking and cycling routes, to provide shelter and shade and to 
maximise the potential of these new green corridors for habitat 
connectivity.   

Andre Hellstrom   Your poor areas are poor for a reason- poor transport. Look at 
Golborne, Dalgamo. It's deprived because it's hard to get to a tube 
station. Hammersmith and Circle line doesn’t work for many of us. 
For me it does because I work at Heathrow so I go to Paddington 
first.   

Comments Noted  

TfL Planning, Transport for 
London (Richard Carr )   

We welcome the intention to seek developer funding towards 
providing step-free access at Overground and Underground stations. 
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 very limited.  
  

We do not support plans for a new station on the West London line 
in the North Kensington area at Westway Circus. 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 extend 
journey times. This is unlikely to be justified by the additional 
demand generated by a new station. Improving pedestrian and cycle 
access to existing stations, such as a potential link across the West 
London line, may offer more realistic options to improve 
connectivity for the north western part of the borough.  
  

The Council is committed to require new development to contribute to 
Step-free access where development opportunities exists. This is 
captured under Policy CT1(k).  
  
Whilst acknowledging TFL’s current stance over the feasibility of a new 
Overground Station at ‘Westway Circus’ the Council recognises 
the benefits this would deliver to this area of North Kensington and 
supports the delivery of a station in this area.  
  
Concerns over wording of text relating to delivery of the Elizabeth 
line are noted.  
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TfL recognises the Council’s aspiration for an Elizabeth line station in 
the Kensal Opportunity Area. However, we are concerned that the 
consultation document appears to link the delays to opening the 
Elizabeth line with the likelihood of securing a station at Kensal. 
There is no association between these separate issues and so this 
text should be removed.  
  

A station at Kensal Portobello is not currently a priority for TfL and 
we believe that non-rail alternatives to improving access and 
connectivity should be pursued to maximise the development 
potential of neighbouring sites. For a station to be progressed, it 
would need to be demonstrated to be technically and operationally 
feasible, as well as affordable. Adverse impacts on operational 
performance (during construction and after opening) and existing 
Elizabeth line passengers (e.g. an increase in journey times and/or 
crowding) would not be acceptable. Compatibility with the planned 
Elizabeth line station at Old Oak Common would also need to be 
assessed.  
  

An omission from the list of issues in the transport chapter is the 
need to secure land for transport. The Local Plan including 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.   

William Wilson   Yes but not more buses already too many buses on the roads   Noted  
Boka Hotel (Spencer 
Parsons)   

lobby the GLA / TFL for increased transport , and lobby against 
further cuts to bus routes , the public consultation was against 
cutting bus routes in recent years but the mayor ignored it and did it 
anyway whilst telling people to use public transport ?   

Noted  

Bikeworks CIC 
(David Dansky)   

The more alternatives to private cars the better. So yes do anything 
to get people out of their cars   

Noted  

The Hillgate Village Residents' 
Association (Sophia Massey-
Cook)   

The HVRA advocates the provision of regular bus services and 
community transport connecting new developments to key 
locations within the Borough. Making public transport easily 
accessible (no island bus stop alighting points and complex crossings 

Support improvement to key walking routes. Support for Quietways is 
noted.   
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as designed by TfL in its Holland Park/NHG cycleway scheme) and 
improving walking routes to bus stops is crucial. We also favour 
Quietway type cycle schemes across the Borough over the 
bidirectional schemes created by TfL as above Q9.1   

The Pembridge Association 
(Fiona Fleming-Brown)   

The PA advocates the provision of regular bus services and 
community transport connecting new developments to key 
locations within the Borough. Making public transport easily 
accessible (no island bus stop alighting points and complex crossings 
as designed by TfL in its Holland Park/NHG cycleway scheme) and 
improving walking routes to bus stops is crucial. We also favour 
Quietway type cycle schemes across the Borough over the 
bidirectional schemes created by TfL as above Q9.1   

Support improvement to key walking routes. Support for Quietways is 
noted.  

C David   improve what we have - don't waste money on new stuff   Noted  
Rosemary Andreae   Step-free at S Ken   The Council continues to support the delivery of step-free access at 

South Kensington Station   
Tom Bennett   An Elizabeth Line station at Kensal would be fantastic.   We are continuing to correspond with Network Rail and Transport for 

London on the Council’s aspiration to deliver a station on the Elizabeth 
line at Kensal Canalside.   
  

CHRA (I. Margaronis)   The CHRA advocates the provision of regular bus services and 
community transport connecting new developments to key 
locations within the Borough. Making public transport easily 
accessible (no island bus stop alighting points and complex crossings 
as designed by TfL in its Holland Park/NHG cycleway scheme) and 
improving walking routes to bus stops is crucial. We also favour 
Quietway type cycle schemes across the Borough over the 
bidirectional schemes created by TfL as above Q9.1   

Support improvement to key walking routes. Support for Quietways is 
noted.  

St Helen’s Church (Steve 
Divall)   

Some kind of station overground/tube for the Northern part of 
Kensington.  
  

Actually building the underpass between Oxford Gardens and the 
Imperial development.  
  

Doing everything possible to maximise traffic flow to avoid the crazy 
congestion where North Pole Road meets Wood Land and at the top 
of Ladbroke Grove near Sainsbury’s.  

Whilst acknowledging TFL’s current stance over the feasibility of a new 
Overground Station at ‘Westway Circus’ the Council recognises the 
benefits this would deliver to this area of North Kensington and 
supports the delivery of a station in this area.  
  
The Council continues to support and is working with partners to 
deliver an underpass under the West London line from Latimer Road to 
White City which will open up increased public transport options and 
increased connectivity for the site in the future.  
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As both a cyclist and driver the temporary cycleway on High Street 
Ken makes no sense to me – because it forces buses and taxis to 
queue with the cars when the cycle lanes are largely empty.. Bikes 
are used to sharing bus lanes and that arrangement generally 
works.   

  
Additional, points noted.   

James Heard   Some kind of station overground/tube for the Northern part of 
Kensington.  
  

Actually building the underpass between Oxford Gardens and the 
Imperial development.  
  

Doing everything possible to maximise traffic flow to avoid the 
crazy congestion where North Pole Road meets Wood Land and at 
the top of Ladbroke Grove near Sainsbury’s.  
  

As both a cyclist and driver the temporary cycleway on High Street 
Ken makes no sense to me – because it forces buses and taxis to 
queue with the cars when the cycle lanes are largely empty.. Bikes 
are used to sharing bus lanes and that arrangement generally 
works.   

Whilst acknowledging TFL’s current stance over the feasibility of a new 
Overground Station at ‘Westway Circus’ the Council recognises the 
benefits this would deliver to this area of North Kensington and 
supports the delivery of a station in this area.  
  
The Council continues to support and is working with partners to 
deliver an underpass under the West London line from Latimer Road to 
White City which will open up increased public transport options and 
increased connectivity for the site in the future.  
  
Additional, points noted.  

KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)   

We support and would prioritise:  
  

• Better north-south bus services.  
  

• Providing step-free access (Ladbroke Grove, Latimer Road, West 
Brompton) through directly-related developments plus 
contributions from TfL and the borough.  
  

• Where secure cycle parking cannot be put on site, secure on-road 
cycle parking. In some cases, the development of a link to a nearby 
cycleway may be appropriate.  
  

• A new West London Line station in North Kensington   
  

• A suitable provision of disabled parking spaces, in safe locations. 
i.e. not on fast-moving main roads.   

The Council agrees that it is now more important than ever that new 
development contributes to bus services, however it is considered 
that where North/South links have been relatively poorly served this is 
no longer the case. It may be appropriate to remove the existing policy 
bias toward North/South routes.   
  
The delivery of step free and at underground station and a new 
Overground Station in North Kensington continue to be supported.   
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A Crossrail station in North Kensington seems highly unlikely, so it 
may be necessary to reconsider the scale of development that 
would be feasible at Kensal Canalside. We cannot justify 3,500 
homes on this site without a really substantial uplift in Public 
Transport Accessibility Level. A decision will be needed very soon 
that recognises this reality.   
  

Is it suitable to retain any existing Local Plan policies?  
  

This Chapter has not been touched since 2010 – a lot has 
changed since then and we are expecting and should be planning for 
a major change in the next 20 years. In particular, there should be 
an emphasis on less car dependence and more ease of access to 
facilities by less polluting forms of transport.   

The Philbeach Residents’ 
Association (Froment)   

New railway stations should be considered where practical, but this 
will not happen often.  
  

Additional bus routes should be provided where necessary, and 
consideration should be given to installing a tram network.  
  

Extra seating at bus stops (cast-iron benches)  
  

Count-down signs in bus shelters on all routes to and at hospitals   

Support for Bus route and infrastructure noted.   
  

Units, 2,3,4,5,7,8,10 & 11 
Latimer Ind Estate 
and Ivebury Court (Tania 
Martin)   

We support an additional Overground station at ‘Westway Circus’. 
The poor PTAL levels on Latimer Road would be significantly 
improved with such a new station and access to good transport links 
would help Latimer Road to thrive.   

Whilst acknowledging TFL’s current stance over the feasibility of a new 
Overground Station at ‘Westway Circus’ the Council recognises the 
benefits this would deliver to this area of North Kensington and 
supports the delivery of a station in this area.  
  

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

Para 9.19 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.   

Noted. The support the delivery of an Elizabeth line station near 
Ladbroke Grove which would transform transport links to North 
Kensington. The Council, working with Network Rail and Transport for 
London, has not yet proven that the delivery of an Elizabeth line station 
at Kensal Canalside is feasible however we intend to continue 
safeguarding the potential future site for a station which is on Network 
Rail land.   
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TfL (Josephine Vos)   We welcome the intention to seek developer funding towards 
providing step-free access at Overground and Underground stations. 
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 very limited.  
We do not support plans for a new station on the West London line 
in the North Kensington area at Westway Circus. 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 extend 
journey times. This is unlikely to be justified by the additional 
demand generated by a new station. Improving pedestrian and cycle 
access to existing stations, such as a potential link across the West 
London line, may offer more realistic options to improve 
connectivity for the north western part of the borough.  
  
  

TfL recognises the Council’s aspiration for an Elizabeth line station in 
the Kensal Opportunity Area. However, we are concerned that the 
consultation document appears to link the delays to opening the 
Elizabeth line with the likelihood of securing a station at Kensal. 
There is no association between these separate issues and so this 
text should be removed.  
  

A station at Kensal Portobello is not currently a priority for TfL and 
we believe that non-rail alternatives to improving access and 
connectivity should be pursued to maximise the development 
potential of neighbouring sites. For a station to be progressed, it 
would need to be demonstrated to be technically and operationally 
feasible, as well as affordable. Adverse impacts on operational 
performance (during construction and after opening) and existing 
Elizabeth line passengers (e.g. an increase in journey times and/or 
crowding) would not be acceptable. Compatibility with the planned 

The Council is committed to require new development to contribute to 
Step-free access where development opportunities exists. This is 
captured under Policy CT1(k).  
  
Whilst acknowledging TFL’s current stance over the feasibility of a new 
Overground Station at ‘Westway Circus’ the Council recognises the 
benefits this would deliver to this area of North Kensington and 
supports the delivery of a station in this area.  
  
Concerns over wording of text relating to delivery of the Elizabeth line 
are noted.  
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Elizabeth line station at Old Oak Common would also need to be 
assessed.  
  

An omission from the list of issues in the transport chapter is the 
need to secure land for transport. The Local Plan including 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.   

TfL (Brendan Hodges)   This should be discussed with our colleagues in TfL City Planning.  
  

In terms of individual development projects, S106 obligations for 
transport infrastructure would need to be directly related to the 
development and fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to 
it. Where scheme viability permits, we seek to maximise 
improvements to public transport infrastructure and this has 
included station step free access and other station improvements 
(including as part of the planning application for redevelopment at 
South Kensington station). The NLPR must recognise that this can 
have a significant impact on overall scheme viability and it must be 
balanced against the delivery of other possible priorities.   

Noted.   

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

Current Local Plan Policy CT1.k aims to ensure that Step-Free Access 
(SFA) is delivered at all underground stations within the Borough 
where there is a development opportunity. The Development 
Partners are supportive of this existing Policy and are committed to 
deliver this.  
  

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 

Noted.   
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South 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.   

  
 

 

 
Streets, Parks and Outdoor Spaces  
Issue 1: Parks and play space  
Q10.1: Do you feel there are enough places within the Borough that children can play formally or informally? What form would you like to see these take?  
 

Respondent Name  Comments  Council’s response  
The Labour Group - 
RBKC (Sir/ Madam)   

We don’t have enough indoor and outdoor places for children to play. 
We need to consider this in all major developments in the future.   

Noted. To inform policies in New Local Plan, the Council carry out an 
Open Space Audit, which will provide an understanding of current 
provision of public and private open space in relation to 
quality, quantity and accessibility of these within the Borough.  
  
The requirement for all major developments to provide on-site 
external play space relative to the expected number of children that 
may occupy a development, is set in the current Local Plan Policy CR5 
Parks, Gardens, Open Spaces and Waterways (e).   
The New London Plan requires that a needs assessment of children 
and young person’s play and informal recreation facilities and 
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also seeks that residential development provide 10 sq. m of play space 
per child. The Local Plan recognises that opportunities for provision is 
not always possible due to a lack of available space, however Planning 
Contributions will be sought from developers for appropriate play 
space provision and maintenance. Council will continue its 
commitment to ensure provision of children play spaces under the 
New Local Plan.   

Earl's Court Society 
(Malcolm Spalding)   

Grass areas and MUGAs   Noted.  The Council recognises the value that both informal spaces and 
formal MUGAs can have.  

Sandra Yarwood   Green spaces with a play area   Noted.  
St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson)   

We see the Borough’s parks and open spaces as a key contribution to 
quality of life in the Borough and welcome the fact that an up to 
date audit of all open spaces will form part of the evidence base for a 
new Local Plan.  
  

The designation of three Local Green Spaces in 
the StQW Neighbourhood Plan will (we trust) be reinforced in the new 
Local Plan. The Kelfield (Methodist) open space now provides a ‘Forest 
School’ outdoor play facility 
(https://www.newstudiopreschool.net/forest-school.html) as well as 
outdoor play space for the New Studio Preschool 
(https://www.newstudiopreschool.net/). The West London Bowling 
Club off Highlever Road has become an increasingly well used local 
facility with a restored garden and petanque pitch.  
  

The Local Green Space at Nursery Lane operates as a commercial plant 
nursery, as was its function in the decades from the 1970s until a 2015 
attempt by the landowners to develop the site for luxury housing. This 
continued use as green space has helped to mitigate the poor air 
quality at the St Quintin/Barlby/Highlever ‘triangle’, where lengthy 
queues of traffic emit pollution every day in the late afternoon.   

Support noted.   

Lucia Scalisi   Not enough for children or anybody.   
Consider pop up parks for in between developments - developers 
should include park spaces in larger plans for humans & biodiversity 
alike.   

Noted. Current Local Plan Policy CR5 Parks, Gardens, Open Spaces and 
Waterways (d) requires development to make planning contributions 
towards improving existing or providing new publicly accessible open 
space which is suitable for a range of outdoor activities and users of 
all ages. The Council will continue its commitment in relation to the 
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provision of parks and open spaces but recognises that this can 
be problematic for proposals with space limited within the Borough.  
  
We support the provision of temporary parks as part of larger 
multiphase developments.  

Kerry Davis-Head   BUT open spaces are much busier now as out of borough 
developments have no open space provided so they are using RBKC 
spaces. You have not mentioned provision for the elderly. everything is 
children centred. the old need safe spaces. they need safe outside 
adult gyms, dementia friendly spaces, again the lack of provision is 
driving them away from RBKC.   

Noted. The Council recognises the importance of provision of public 
spaces suitable for a range of outdoor activities for users of all ages.   

G Thomson   As new proposals for Earls Court are progressed we will undertake an 
assessment of existing local provision. This will inform new open space 
and play space strategies. We recognise the importance of open space 
in such a densely populated borough and support proposals for policy 
to actively encourage innovative solutions. It is very important that 
sites can respond flexibly to create the most appropriate spaces for 
that location and community.   

The Council welcomes an assessment of local provision of parks and 
play spaces in the vicinity of the Earl’s Court Opportunity Area.  A 
development of the scale of Earl’s Court will, as noted, be expected to 
provide the necessary open space and play facilities.  

Iceni Projects 
(Charlotte Orrell)   

Imperial seeks a plan which will encourage the provision of new or 
enhanced green spaces across the Borough   

Noted.  The Council recognises that the opportunities to provide new 
green spaces in a highly built up borough such as ours may be 
limited.  However, we do recognise that there will be many 
opportunities for existing green spaces to be improved.  This will be 
explored as the Local Plan progresses.  

Linda Wade   No. There are not enough safe places for children to play formally or 
informally.   
  

1. Examination of viability of play streets   
2. School Streets   
3. Grass areas   
4. MUGA  
5. Growing areas   

Noted.  The Council will continue to look for opportunities 
to implement its play strategy and to improve/ increase the provision 
of play spaces.  This can be enabled through new development as well 
as the Council’s own capital program.  

Woodland Trust (Bridget 
Fox)   

We support the principle that residential developments should have 
access to the natural environment, including to woodland. We 
recommend adopting policy standards for residential developments 
that support access to the natural environment and woodland for 
informal recreation.   

Recommendation on adopting Natural England’s “Accessible Natural 
Green Space Standard” as well as Woodland Trust’s “Woodland Access 
Standard” noted. However, some of the targets recommended are in 
appropriate in  built-up borough such as ours.   
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Natural England’s Accessible Natural Green Space 
Standard recommends that all people should have accessible natural 
green space:  
– Of at least two hectares in size, no more than 300m (five minutes’ 
walk) from home.  
– At least one accessible 20-hectare site within 2km of home.  
– One accessible 100-hectare site within 5km of home.  
– One accessible 500-hectare site within 10km of home.  
– A minimum of one hectare of statutory local nature reserves per 
1,000 people.  
  

The Woodland Trust has developed a Woodland Access Standard 
to complement the Accessible Natural Green Space Standard. This 
recommends that:   
– That no person should live more than 500m from at least one area of 
accessible woodland of no less than 2ha in size.  
– That there should also be at least one area of accessible woodland of 
no less than 20ha within 4km (8km round trip) of people’s homes   

The council recognises that there are limited opportunities in some 
areas to access open space, and much of the borough lies beyond 
a five-minute walk to the nearest public open space.   
However, the Council is currently developing its Greening SPD, which 
focuses among many ways of ensuring provision of open spaces on 
adopting Urban Greening Factor (UGF) target scores for developments 
recommended by GLA. We have adopted the New London Plan targets 
until we have a local UGF.   

TfL Planning, Transport 
for London 
(Richard Carr )   

The only issue identified here relates to parks and play-space, but 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 close to schools will be particularly important in 
achieving the Mayor’s Vision Zero objective. See also comments 
below.  
  

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 
https://tfl.gov.uk/corporate/publications-and- reports/streets-
toolkit#on-this-page-2 and Parking Design and Management Guidance 
is forthcoming.   

Comments are noted. The Council is currently developing its Greening 
SPD guidance, which also addresses the issues of streets and public 
realm.  The Council aims to improve the active travel environment 
through continued improvement to existing footways and crossings, 
increasing pedestrian permeability, continuing to open up one-way 
streets to two-way cycling and building upon our existing cycleway 
network.   
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Boka Hotel (Spencer 
Parsons)   

various , areas for all ages , maybe some for just younger kids ( god I 
am an adult and there are times I would like to revert to childhood and 
have a go on a swing)   

Noted.  

Bruno de Florence   Small gardens with benches.   The Council recognises the value that small spaces can have to the 
wellbeing of the community.  

The Hillgate Village 
Residents' Association 
(Sophia Massey-Cook)   

Hillgate Village has easy access to Holland Park, Kensington 
Gardens and also some public squares and private communal gardens 
and communal spaces such as Meanwhile Gardens. Many of RBKC’s 
older estates such as the Portobello Court complex have a good 
combination of mature trees, grass and play equipment. We would 
however urge RBKC to consult with community housing residents 
about their priorities. We see too many abandoned RBKC vegetable 
planters which take up valuable social and play space eg Galsworthy 
House. If they are not wanted and used, they should be removed.  
  

What form should new play spaces take: The Hillgate Village Residents’ 
Association advocates that RBKC should resist the building over of 
gardens both front and rear and that all new developments should 
have green spaces attached to them including designated play spaces 
if practicable. There should be local stakeholder consultation and input 
from early years and youth specialists. Play spaces should be planned 
for longevity and engagement should include case studies and 
photographs from successful schemes so residents can assess 
information and choices in a variety of ways rather than assuming that 
everyone can read section plans and envision schemes. Planting 
around play schemes to shield from pollution and create a calmer 
environment is also important.   

Comments and recommendations noted.   
  
The protection and creation of new open green spaces is safeguarded 
under the Local Plan Policy CR5. The Council is committed to 
continue safeguarding open spaces in the future.   
  

Sue Redmond   Whilst there are some great playgrounds and opportunities to play for 
children not all have been thought through to ensure disabled children 
are included. I think its time to go back to street play. There was a 
project a few years ago called Play Rangers which involved play staff 
turning up onto estates with equipment and got children out of flats to 
play. It was a great success. I think the Borough needs to promote play 
for all children and of course youth services these are the services that 
protect children, from becoming involved in gangs and crime. More 
preventative stuff please!   

Noted. The Council recognises the importance of provision of public 
spaces suitable for a range of outdoor activities for users of all 
ages and abilities. London Plan also requires Council to promote and 
demonstrate the application of the Mayor’s Healthy Streets 
Approach when developing our Local Plan. One of the focus points 
of Healthy Streets Approach is on improving street safety, 
comfort, convenience and amenity of local streets, which 
would further improve opportunities for street play.   



364 

 

Federica Lowndes 
Marques Leitao   

Far greater green areas should be provided for children and teenagers 
to enjoy, exercise in and play.   

Noted.  

The Pembridge 
Association (Fiona 
Fleming-Brown)   

Yes, Pembridge has easy access to Holland Park, Kensington Gardens 
also some public squares and private communal gardens and 
communal spaces such as Meanwhile Gardens. Many of RBKC’s older 
estates such as the Portobello Court complex have a good combination 
of mature trees, grass and play equipment but not so all of the newer 
community housing. We would however urge RBKC to consult with 
community housing residents about their priorities. We see too many 
abandoned RBKC vegetable planters which take up valuable social and 
play space eg Galsworthy House. If they are not wanted and used, they 
should be removed.  
  

What form should new play spaces take? The Pembridge Association 
advocates that RBKC should resist the building over of gardens both 
front and rear and that all new developments should have green 
spaces attached to them including designated play spaces if 
practicable. There should be local stakeholder consultation and input 
from early years and youth specialists. Play spaces should be planned 
for longevity and engagement should include case studies and 
photographs from successful schemes so residents can assess 
information and choices in a variety of ways rather than assuming that 
everyone can read section plans and envision schemes. Planting 
around play schemes to shield from pollution and create a calmer 
environment is also important.   

Comments and recommendations noted.   
  
The protection and creation of new open green spaces is safeguarded 
under the Local Plan Policy CR5. The Council is committed to continue 
safeguarding open spaces in the future.   
  

C David   Closing and greening roads - easy to create many more play spaces   Noted. The Council will investigate the opportunities for such 
proposals where practicable.    

Andre Michaud   We are very lucky with that actually!     
Umair mallick   The access to the local gardens is currently limited to local street 

residents only. If residents of the adjacent streets are also allowed to 
use the nearby gardens it may help solving the problem without having 
to build new spaces.   

The ownership/ access to private garden squares is not a planning 
matter and cannot be considered within a Local Plan.  

Tom Bennett   Though not possible on the large majority of streets, we could look at 
opportunities to make certain streets dead-ends for cars, which would 
make them much safer play areas for children.   

Noted. The Council will investigate the opportunities for such 
proposals where practicable.  
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Savills (Matt Lloyd-
Ruck)   

RBKC should follow the adopted London plan’s Supplementary 
Planning Guidance Document on Children’s playspace to determine 
the contribution that should be made as part of any development.   

Noted.   

CHRA (I. Margaronis)   CHRA residents have easy access to Holland Park, Kensington Gardens 
also some public squares and private communal gardens and 
communal spaces. Many of RBKC’s older estates such as the Portobello 
Court complex have a good combination of mature trees, grass and 
play equipment. We would however urge RBKC to consult with 
community housing residents about their priorities. We see too many 
abandoned RBKC vegetable planters which take up valuable social and 
play space eg Galsworthy House. If they are not wanted and used, they 
should be removed.  
  

What form should new play spaces take: The CHRA advocates that 
RBKC should resist the building over of gardens both front and rear 
and that all new developments should have green spaces attached to 
them including designated play spaces if practicable. There should be 
local stakeholder consultation and input from early years and youth 
specialists. Play spaces should be planned for longevity and 
engagement should include case studies and photographs from 
successful schemes so residents can assess information and choices in 
a variety of ways rather than assuming that everyone can read section 
plans and envision schemes. Planting around play schemes to shield 
from pollution and create a calmer environment is also important.   

Comments and recommendations noted.   
  
The protection and creation of new open green spaces is safeguarded 
under the Local Plan Policy CR5. The Council is committed to continue 
safeguarding open spaces in the future.   
  

St Helen’s Church 
(Steve Divall)   

Would be great to see partnership between the Borough and the 
Westway Trust to make the most of the wonderful opportunity of the 
land underneath the M40.   

The Council welcomes working in partnership with the Westway 
Development Trust to continue to improve the quality of the 
environment and facilities beneath the Westway.   

James Heard   Would be great to see partnership between the Borough and the 
Westway Trust to make the most of the wonderful opportunity of the 
land underneath the M40.   

The Council welcomes working in partnership with the Westway 
Development Trust to continue to improve the quality of the 
environment and facilities beneath the Westway.  

KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)   

No – there is insufficient children’s play facilities. Even where they are 
provided as part of major developments (e.g. Warwick Road sites) they 
are too often too small, disassociated from the development, not safe 
and therefore in the end they have been locked up. There should be 
more accessible open green spaces for all age groups. Not just open 
spaces, but well maintained and well-landscaped environments.   

The Council recognises the value of play spaces and the role that major 
developments have in providing such spaces.  These should be of a 
high quality  and accessible to all.  
  
We also recognise the importance of the maintenance of green spaces 
associated with development, in order to maintain their quality.  Given 
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Consideration should be given to the monitoring of such open spaces, 
to prevent unwelcome uses. This can be achieved successfully through 
the engagement of the local community.   
  

Open spaces gain more respect when they become long-term 
educational environments. Children could learn about plants and more 
elderly residents given facilities to garden.  
  

The 400m rule for open space needs to be assessed. All of Warwick 
Road, the Odeon and now Allen House is getting away with little or no 
outdoor space since Holland Park is within 400 m of the development. 
Private balconies should not be allowed to be part of the calculation of 
open space.   
  

Is it suitable to retain any existing Local Plan policies?   
  

Yes – all of them, with revisions in some areas. We support a new open 
space audit, to include private open spaces, especially those that were 
provided as part of major new developments.   

the nature of much development in the borough, and the high 
standards expected by their residents a decline in the quality of such 
spaces is unusual.  
  
The Council’s planning enforcement team can consider the use of 
space, and whether these comply with the planning 
permission.  However, control over other “unwelcome” uses may be 
beyond the remit of the planning system.  
  
The Council requires the provision of amenity space for new 
development.  This will be considered by future iterations of the Local 
Plan.  However, we are of the opinion that proximity to a large park 
will be material when considering the level of space required.  
  
The Council will consider the contribution that private balconies can 
have when considering the provision on amenity/ open space in future 
iterations of the Local Plan.     
  
  
  

The Philbeach Residents’ 
Association (Froment)   

Grass areas and MUGAs   Noted.  The Council recognises the value that both informal spaces and 
formal MUGAs can have.  
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Conservation and Design 

Issue 1: Building heights 
 
Q11.1: Could tall buildings be located on less sensitive locations in townscape terms to help meet our housing targets? 

Respondent Name Comments Council’s response 

The Labour Group - 
RBKC (Sir/ Madam)  

We do understand that we have targets that we need to meet, 
but this is not always a good system to follow to fulfil our 
obligations 
 
The Council should investigate typologies of high-density low to 
middle rise. They must be good quality design and construction, 
but it can be done. There is absolutely no need to build high if we 
are focussed on providing shelter for our residents. Tall buildings 
make money, not homes for local people. Post-Grenfell many 
people are afraid to live in tall buildings, let alone buy a property 
in one.  

Noted. However, RBKC is obliged by Policy D9 of the London Plan 
to determine if there are any locations where tall buildings may be 
an appropriate form of development. The borough currently has a 
strong stance against tall development. However, we must set out 
a strong spatial argument to manage applications for such 
structures.  
 
We are currently developing a Character Study that will help 
identify what scale and type of buildings are appropriate in 
different parts of the Borough based on the townscape and the 
views of local people. We will use this work to review our Design 
Policies CL1, CL2 and CL12 which take account of the character and 
height of new development and appropriate forms. The places 
section could also be updated to reflect the character study. 
 
Review Places section and Policies CL1, CL2 and CL12 to reflect 
output of the character study. 
 

Earl's Court Society 
(Malcolm Spalding)  

Limit all new development height to 10 storeys (8 main, including 
lower ground, plus 2 mansard storeys maximum. 
No-one with any sensibility, social conscience, morality, sense of 
beauty or humanity wants to see, or condemn people to live in, 
high-rise buildings. Nobody wants them. 
 
 
 
 

We are currently developing a Character Study that will help 
identify what scale and type of buildings  are appropriate in 
different parts of the Borough based on the townscape and the 
views of local people (rather than global height limits). We will use 
this work to review our Design Policies CL1, CL2 and CL12 which 
take account of the character and height of new development.  The 
Places section could also reflect these elements. 
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Respondent Name Comments Council’s response 

 
 
 
 
There are no locations in this borough for such buildings, which in 
a post-Covid and post-Grenfell world, are a crime against 
humanity.  
 
Warwick Road (N) provides an example in ugliness, where the tall 
buildings are crowded next to each other and all look the same.  

Review Places section and Policies CL1, CL2 and CL12 to reflect 
output of the character study. 
 
Noted. However,  RBKC are obliged to identify any potential 
locations for tall buildings under Policy D9 of the London Plan. We 
also have to consider Opportunity Areas and other areas where 
significant redevelopment is expected. Policy D9 of the London 
Plan states that in such areas  the threshold for what constitutes a 
tall building should reflect the emerging context. This does not 
necessarily mean we will allow tall buildings but we must justify 
our approach fully. 
 

Sandra Yarwood  They don't solve anything, just create isolation and destroy the 
visual amenity of the area for everyone which has an impact on 
mental health. Building should remain on human scale with a 
sense of harmony with their surrounding architecture.  

Noted. Policy CL1 requires new buildings to  respect the context 
and character of the area. This sentiment will be preserved.  

Lucia Scalisi  RBKC have maintained a stance in not having tall buildings.  
Our riverside skyline is enviable!  
The buildings around Chelsea wharfs leave a lot to desired. 
They're ugly, unused & land banks for developers & overseas 
buyers who never live there.  
No high rise buildings in RBKC.  

Noted. Policies CL12 and CL1 do require development to reflect the 
prevailing building heights. We are unlikely to change this stance.  
 
However, RBKC are obliged to identify any potential locations for 
tall buildings under Policy D9 of the London Plan. We also have to 
consider Opportunity Areas and other areas where significant 
redevelopment is expected. Policy D9 of the London Plan states 
that in such areas  the threshold for what constitutes a tall building 
should reflect the emerging context. This does not necessarily 
mean we will allow tall buildings but we must justify our approach 
fully. 
 

Greg Hammond  We need to examine the health outcomes for people who live in 
tall buildings and compare them with those who live in lower rise 
buildings. There is research on this and it is not favourable to tall 
buildings. 
 

As above 
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Respondent Name Comments Council’s response 

We also the last council in the country that should be building 
new residential tower blocks after our recent disaster. 
 
However, we should take heart from the fact that medium rise 
developments can be very high density, often more so than high 
rise as they don't waste space between buildings. There may be a 
few opportunities to use 10-12 storey buildings if they are 
stepped up, but generally we should stick to mansion-block size 
(five floors from ground upwards).  

 
 
 
We are currently developing a Character Study that will help 
identify what scale and type of buildings  are appropriate in 
different parts of the Borough based on the townscape and the 
views of local people. We will use this work to review our Design 
Policies CL1, CL2 and CL12 which take account of the character and 
height of new development. The Places section could also include 
design guidance.  
 
Review Places section and Policies CL1, CL2 and CL12 to reflect 
output of the character study. 
 

Kerry Davis-Head  there are no less sensitive locations in RBKC. tall buildings are a 
relic from the past and should not be even considered a possibility 
they are the future slums  

Noted.  

G Thomson  The NLPR should identify Earls Court as a location suitable for tall 
buildings. 
 
As set out previously, the NLPR is right to recognise the need to 
balance many competing pressures within such a highly 
constrained borough: the NLPR consultation document recognises 
that there are extraordinarily high land values in the borough and 
very little space free for development. Most land that has not 
been built on is strongly protected for either its historic or 
landscape value. The opportunity for tall buildings at Earls Court 
would be an effective way to deliver sustainable development at 
the scale necessary to address the borough’s housing targets, 
particularly given the many site specific constraints. 
 
Tall buildings allow for density whilst providing additional space at 
ground level to be used for active travel, play spaces, open spaces 

We recognise that London Plan places an emphasis on maximising 
the development potential of opportunity areas and their ability to 
deliver affordable Housing. We also recognise that Policy D9 states 
that the threshold for what constitutes a tall building  in an 
Opportunity Area should relate to the evolving context, not just the 
existing. 
 
Policy CL12 and Policy CL1 will be reviewed to take account of 
Opportunity Areas and any other areas of significant 
development. We will consider their appropriateness for tall 
buildings as part of our obligation to do so set out under Policy D9 
of the London Plan. 
 
Consider specific guidance on Opportunity Areas and other 
growth areas within the Places Section 
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Respondent Name Comments Council’s response 

etc. Tall buildings in the right locations, such as Earls Court, can 
help the Council achieve a broad range of its objectives and 
targets. The ItP LP makes it clear that the focus of opportunity 
areas should be on development rather than preserving the 
existing character of a place. This means that new buildings may 
be different in character and taller than their neighbours and 
surrounding context.  

Update site allocations to reflect the above. 
 

Quod (Ben Ford)  We support the Council’s approach to building heights in 
Opportunity Areas where the priority for these sites is the delivery 
of new homes. The emerging New London Plan makes it clear that 
this, rather than preserving the existing character of a place, 
should be the focus for development on these sites.  

Policy CL12 and CL1 will be reviewed to include specific text on 
Opportunity Areas 
 
Consider specific guidance on Opportunity Areas and other 
growth areas within the Places Section.  
 
Update the site allocations to reflect the scale of development 
that will come forward in growth areas. 
 

Fraslo Investment 
Holdings Limited (Will 
Kumar)  

All sites along or near to the westway should be appropriate for 
tall buildings.  

Noted. Policy CL12 does allow for tall buildings in exceptional 
circumstances where development has a wholly positive impact on 
the character and quality of the townscape. Therefore, such 
structures may be appropriate. However, we do need to define 
what a tall building is in the Borough and identify particular areas 
where they are suitable under our obligations to the London Plan. 
 
Review Policy CL12 to define what a tall building is and identify 
potential areas for them. Ensure that there continues to be some 
flexibility in the policy to allow tall buildings in appropriate 
locations to come forward subject to testing. 
 

Historic England (Katie 
Parsons )  

Tall buildings can be delivered on sites where evidence is 
produced to support their inclusion and to demonstrate that they 
can be delivered sustainably. Going forward the Council will need 
to identify areas that may be appropriate for tall buildings at plan-

Agreed. We will look at our obligations to identify locations for tall 
buildings as set out in the London Plan. The Borough is undertaking 
a character study that will help inform this process. We will review 
Policy CL12 to include any appropriate locations identified for tall 
buildings. 
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Respondent Name Comments Council’s response 

making stage.  
 
 
 
 
 
5.2 With regards to Opportunity Areas, the ELP 2.1.3 makes clear 
that development in Opportunity Areas delivers growth that is 
based on an understanding of the existing character and context 
of the area and that also accords with ELP policy D1.  

 
Review Policy CL12 to define what a tall building is and identify 
potential areas for them 
 
Noted. However, ELP 1- 3.9.3 also states that the threshold for 
what constitutes a tall building in OAs must take into account the 
evolving context. We cannot therefore simply base building heights 
in opportunity areas in relationship to the existing context. 
 
Policy CL12 and CL1 will be reviewed to include specific text on 
Opportunity Areas. 
 
Consider specific guidance on Opportunity Areas and other 
growth areas within the Places Section.  
 
Update the site allocations to include guidance on height based 
on the likely scale of development that will come forward. 
 

Linda Wade  No. Where in Kensington and Chelsea is less sensitive. Tall 
buildings will dwarf our heritage building and undermine the 
Culture and Heritage Strategy. Maximum 10 storeys plus 
basement and roof area for plant  

We are currently developing a Character Study that will help 
identify what scale and type of buildings  are appropriate in 
different parts of the Borough based on the local townscape and 
the views of local people (rather than global height limits). We will 
use this work to review our Design Policies CL1,CL2 and CL12 which 
take account of the character, form and height of new 
development.  
 
Reflect building heights recommendations in character study 
within policy CL12, CL1 or within the Places section of the Local 
Plan  

Andre Hellstrom  I know some don’t like tall buildings but in a city with 9 million 
people, there has to be some. I personally like tall buildings but I 
saw Westminster build one now close to Westbourne Park 
Station. It's ironic that a borough that don’t build many tall 

Noted. We will identify any suitable areas for tall buildings under 
our obligations set by the London Plan.  
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Respondent Name Comments Council’s response 

buildings, built such an ugly one. It's totally out of place. But with 
some nice design, a tall building can look great! Look at some of 
London's most photographed buildings- they are tall. If we don’t 
build up, poor people will end up in suburbs and put more 
pressure on transport in to central London. So making London 
more compact is probably the way forward.  

Revise Policy CL12 to include areas that may be able to 
accommodate tall buildings. 

William Wilson  This Borough does not need or look good with high buildings.  noted 

Boka Hotel (Spencer 
Parsons)  

In areas that will not impact on exiting housing , overcrowd them 
and block light  

noted 

Bikeworks CIC (David 
Dansky)  

While these can house more people they do impact heavily on an 
area. Also the ground scape around them is often not pleasant.  

noted 

The Hillgate Village 
Residents' Association 
(Sophia Massey-Cook)  

The HVRA advocates that new tall buildings anywhere in the 
borough should be restricted by a height limit and land use ratios. 
This because we believe that high densities of high quality 
dwelling can be achieved through other building models as per 
our arguments in Q4.9 and because 75% of the borough is CA and 
so towers in even “less sensitive sites” will impact CA’s. We have 
seen from the Newcombe House Public Inquiry how unresponsive 
both the inspectorate and Secretary of State can be when 
considering the need to protect CAs despite the clearly stated 
wishes of local people and the local authority which both rejected 
it.  
 
A suitable ratio to consider applying to taller buildings might be 
half the height of the building to be garden/play space and a 
maximum height limit of 72’ be allowed plus an allowance for roof 
heights if these are habitable. One of the problems for RBKC in 
seeking to become a greener borough is that many spaces around 
tall buildings cannot be effectively greened which is why hard 
surfaces proliferate around them. As stated previously in Q8.3, we 
strongly believe that the upper floor of tall buildings which exceed 
these ratios should be shared space not reserved to be poorly 

Noted: We will identify any appropriate locations for tall buildings 
and define what constitutes a tall building across the Borough in 
line with our obligations set out by the London Plan, and making 
use of the Characterisation Study to identify locations which 
minimise harm to the townscape. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We cannot control where specific uses in buildings go. This is not a 
planning matter. However, Policy D9 of the London Plan does state 
that  ‘Free to enter publicly-accessible areas should be 
incorporated into tall buildings where appropriate,  
particularly more prominent tall buildings where they should 
normally be located at the top of the building to afford wider views 
across London.’ 
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Respondent Name Comments Council’s response 

used “vanity board rooms” or luxury penthouses. This type of 
policy would do much to make developers consider the entire 
building and create an attractive setting throughout including the 
affordable homes sections.  
 
The HVRA, PA and CHRA and other residents groups have a 
particular concern regarding the development of tall buildings in 
NHG, which is likely to be regarded as a renewal area since it is 
not protected by being within the CAs which surround it. We 
firmly believe that there should be no additional tall buildings in 
NHG. The ill-conceived, ugly and unloved waves of high rise 
development in NHG from the 50’s have “created a notorious 
wind tunnel” (Troughton McAslan report) and a “drab and 
alienating environment” (Sir Richard McCormack RA, Masterplan 
1998 ) in which retail has consistently struggled to survive, long 
before the emergence of the disruptive economy further 
challenged high street retail.  
 
Tragically lessons have not learned from the past and NHG will 
now suffer a further wave of high rises, including the recent 
approved development of Brockton’s Newcombe House (which 
RBKC councillors did resist with residents through appeal and 
Public inquiry) and Frogmore’s Ruby Hotel (to which it granted 
consent)  
 
These and other developers have used the poor legacy of the 50’s 
in a race to build ever higher buildings despite 4.17 of the SPD 
referring to only a “modest increase in height” being suitable for 
Newcombe. The GLA and developers referenced only the very 
tallest and least notable existing buildings rather than the 
Victorian terraces surrounding NHG or the listed Coronet Cinema 
which elegantly bookends the NHG vista and intimately references 
the architecture of the neighbouring CAs.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We are currently developing a Character Study that will help 
identify what scale and type of buildings  are appropriate in 
different parts of the Borough based on the local townscape and 
the views of local people. The guidance in this study will be used to 
inform the local plan design policies and potentially the ‘Places 
section’ which contains specific text on Notting Hill Gate. The text 
here could be reviewed to reflect the outputs of the character 
study and local concern about height.  
 
Review the Notting Hill part of the Places Section to reflect local 
views collected through the character study. 
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Brockton’s new Newcombe scheme will replace the “eyesore” of 
the current Newcombe House with a considerably taller and even 
more intrusive tower as it is not set back at all. As RBKC’s own 
defence to the Public Inquiry stated, this will damage the views 
and affect six CA’s including the dwarfing of the charming low-rise 
terraces of Hillgate Village and its views. Frogmore’s Ruby Hotel 
replaces a modest low built supermarket with an over scaled and 
undistinguished block which will now eclipse an important skyline 
vista from Campden Hill and which is aimed at budget tourists 
rather than the needs of local residents. It is notable that 
Frogmore’s architect referred wrongly throughout the 
consultation phase to the Czech Embassy (on NHG) as his 
inspiration for The Ruby when in fact he meant the Slovakian 
Embassy (not located in NHG). In neither instance is Squire & 
Partners The Ruby a worthy imitator of either as it is in fact a less 
well specified, down market version of his earlier scheme in 
Chelsea so not site specific or referencing the locality at all. 
Both of these designs have been roundly condemned by local 
residents which in the case of Newcombe resulted in the largest 
number of complaints ever received by RBKC and the criticism of 
the local architectural panel and the London Skyline campaign. 
The NLP must do better in protecting and re designing the NHG 
neighbourhood district centre.  

Sue Redmond  These basically create vertical ghettos not communities.  noted 

Federica Lowndes 
Marques Leitao  

Yes but not if they reduce the sun light of surrounding spaces and 
local buildings. Earls Court is a case in point, with some buildings 
far too tall in regards to neighbouring Georgian constructions.  

Noted. Planning assessments already include a review of the 
sunlight / daylight  impact  in line with parameters set out by BRE. 

Environment Agency 
(Lisa Mills)  

We have no comments within our remit. However, buildings near 
the River Thames, particularly in the River Thames Policy Area, 
should protect and enhance the open quality of the river and the 
riverside public realm, including views and the natural 
environment.  

Noted 
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The Pembridge 
Association (Fiona 
Fleming-Brown)  

The PA advocates that new tall buildings anywhere in the borough 
should be restricted by a height limit and land use ratios. This 
because we believe that high densities of high quality dwelling can 
be achieved through other building models as per our arguments 
in Q4.9 and because 75% of the borough is CA and so towers in 
even “less sensitive sites” will impact CA’s. We have seen from the 
Newcombe House Public Inquiry how unresponsive both the 
inspectorate and Secretary of State can be when considering the 
need to protect CAs despite the clearly stated wishes of local 
people and the local authority which both rejected it.  
 
 
A suitable ratio to consider applying to taller buildings might be 
half the height of the building to be garden/play space and a 
maximum height limit of 72’ be allowed plus an allowance for roof 
heights if these are habitable. One of the problems for RBKC in 
seeking to become a greener borough is that many spaces around 
tall buildings cannot be effectively greened which is why hard 
surfaces proliferate around them. As stated previously in Q8.3, we 
strongly believe that the upper floor of tall buildings which exceed 
these ratios should be shared space not reserved to be poorly 
used “vanity board rooms” or luxury penthouses. This type of 
policy would do much to make developers consider the entire 
building and create an attractive setting throughout including the 
affordable homes sections.  
The PA, HVRA and CHRA and other residents groups have a 
particular concern regarding the development of tall buildings in 
NHG, which is likely to be regarded as a renewal area since it is 
not protected by being within the CAs which surround it. We 
firmly believe that there should be no additional tall buildings in 
NHG. The ill-conceived, ugly and unloved waves of high rise 
development in NHG from the 50’s have “created a notorious 
wind tunnel” (Troughton McAslan report) and a “drab and 
alienating environment” (Sir Richard McCormack RA, Masterplan 

Noted: We will identify any appropriate locations for tall buildings 
and define what constitutes a tall building across the Borough in 
line with our obligations set out by the London Plan, and making 
use of the Characterisation Study to identify locations which 
minimise harm to the townscape. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We are currently developing a Character Study that will help 
identify what scale and type of buildings  are appropriate in 
different parts of the Borough based on the local townscape and 
the views of local people. The guidance in this study will be used to 
inform the local plan and potentially the ‘Places section’ which 
contains specific text on Notting Hill Gate. The text here could be 
reviewed to reflect the outputs of the character study and local 
concern about height.  
 
Review the Notting Hill part of the Places Section to reflect local 
views collected through the character study. 
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1998 ) in which retail has consistently struggled to survive, long 
before the emergence of the disruptive economy further 
challenged high street retail.  
 
Tragically lessons have not learned from the past and NHG will 
now suffer a further wave of high rises, including the recent 
approved development of Brockton’s Newcombe House (which 
RBKC councillors did resist with residents through appeal and 
Public inquiry) and Frogmore’s Ruby Hotel (to which it granted 
consent)  
 
These and other developers have used the poor legacy of the 50’s 
in a race to build ever higher buildings despite 4.17 of the SPD 
referring to only a “modest increase in height” being suitable for 
Newcombe. The GLA and developers referenced only the very 
tallest and least notable existing buildings rather than the 
Victorian terraces surrounding NHG or the listed Coronet Cinema 
which elegantly bookends the NHG vista and intimately references 
the architecture of the neighbouring CAs.  
 
Brockton’s new Newcombe scheme will replace the “eyesore” of 
the current Newcombe House with a considerably taller and even 
more intrusive tower as it is not set back at all. As RBKC’s own 
defence to the Public Inquiry stated, this will damage the views 
and affect six CA’s including the dwarfing of the charming low-rise 
terraces of Hillgate Village and its views. Frogmore’s Ruby Hotel 
replaces a modest low built supermarket with an over scaled and 
undistinguished block which will now eclipse an important skyline 
vista from Campden Hill and which is aimed at budget tourists 
rather than the needs of local residents. It is notable that 
Frogmore’s architect referred wrongly throughout the 
consultation phase to the Czech Embassy (on NHG) as his 
inspiration for The Ruby when in fact he meant the Slovakian 
Embassy (not located in NHG). In neither instance is Squire & 
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Partners The Ruby a worthy imitator of either as it is in fact a less 
well specified, down market version of his earlier scheme in 
Chelsea so not site specific or referencing the locality at all. 
Both of these designs have been roundly condemned by local 
residents which in the case of Newcombe resulted in the largest 
number of complaints ever received by RBKC and the criticism of 
the local architectural panel and the London Skyline campaign. 
The NLP must do better in protecting and re designing the NHG 
neighbourhood district centre.  

C David  Cluster tall buildings in one or two places  Noted. We will consider appropriate locations for tall buildings 
under our obligations to do set out under policy D9 of the London 
Plan. 
 
Review Policy CL12 to include appropriate locations for tall 
buildings. 

Tom Bennett  What this borough does best is provide good quality, attractive, 
high density, medium-rise housing, such as mansion blocks. We 
should stick with this. We have some of the densest 
neighbourhoods in the country (e.g. Sloane Square) - there is no 
need for tall buildings, they are not in keeping with the area, and 
they would bring a wide array of risks to residents that we could 
do without.  

We are currently developing a Character Study that will help 
identify what scale and type of buildings  are appropriate in 
different parts of the Borough based on the local townscape and 
the views of local people. We will use this work to review our 
Design Policies CL1, CL2 and CL12 which take account of the 
character and height of new development. The Places section could 
also include this information, 
 
Review  the Places section and CL1, CL2 and CL12 to reflect 
outcomes of character study surrounding typology and building 
heights. 

CBRE (Miss Nicks)  Yes, this includes to the North of the Wornington Green estate (at 
the apex of Wornington Road with Portobello), as well as at their 
Bridge Training Centre site (see answer to Q3.1 for site details)  

The existing policy does allow for Tall Buildings in  ‘exceptionally 
rare circumstances, where the development has a wholly positive 
impact on the character and quality of the townscape.’  
Applications for tall buildings that meet this requirement  will be 
considered.  
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Retain some flexibility in Policy CL12 to deliver tall buildings in 
acceptable locations. 

Savills (Matt Lloyd-Ruck)  The NLP should recognise the benefits of taller buildings and the 
contributions that they can make towards alleviating the 
pressures on housing and commercial floorspace through high 
density development. The borough has many suitable places for 
taller buildings, around prominent transport hubs and areas of 
high PTAL. As this is something outlined within the London Plan, 
RBKC NLP should conform to this this by defining what would 
constitute a taller building and these would be acceptable.  

We recognise our requirement to define a tall building  and to 
identify any potential locations for such structures. as set out by 
Policy D9 of the London Plan. We will review Policy CL12 to reflect 
these obligations. We are currently preparing a character study 
that will help inform any changes.  
 
Review Policy CL12 to include appropriate locations for tall 
buildings and both CL1 and CL12 to include guidance on 
Opportunity Areas / regeneration areas.  
 

CHRA (I. Margaronis)  The CHRA advocates that new tall buildings anywhere in the 
borough should be restricted by a height limit and land use ratios. 
This because we believe that high densities of high quality 
dwelling can be achieved through other building models as per 
our arguments in Q4.9 and because 75% of the borough is CA and 
so towers in even “less sensitive sites” will impact CA’s. We have 
seen from the Newcombe House Public Inquiry how unresponsive 
both the inspectorate and Secretary of State can be when 
considering the need to protect CAs despite the clearly stated 
wishes of local people and the local authority which both rejected 
it.  
 
A suitable ratio to consider applying to taller buildings might be 
half the height of the building to be garden/play space and a 
maximum height limit of 22 metres be allowed plus an allowance 
for roof heights if these are habitable. One of the problems for 
RBKC in seeking to become a greener borough is that many spaces 
around tall buildings cannot be effectively greened which is why 
hard surfaces proliferate around them. As stated previously in 
Q8.3, we strongly believe that the upper floor of tall buildings 
which exceed these ratios should be shared space not reserved to 

Noted: We will identify any appropriate locations for tall buildings 
and define what constitutes a tall building across the Borough in 
line with our obligations set out by the London Plan, and making 
use of the Characterisation Study to identify locations which 
minimise harm to the townscape. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We are currently developing a Character Study that will help 
identify what scale and type of buildings  are appropriate in 
different parts of the Borough based on the local townscape and 
the views of local people. The guidance in this study will be used to 
inform the local plan and potentially the ‘Places section’ which 
contains specific text on Notting Hill Gate. The text here could be 
reviewed to reflect the outputs of the character study and local 
concern about height.  
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be poorly used “vanity board rooms” or luxury penthouses. This 
type of policy would do much to make developers consider the 
entire building and create an attractive setting throughout 
including the affordable homes sections.  
The PA, HVRA and CHRA and other residents groups have a 
particular concern regarding the development of tall buildings in 
NHG, which is likely to be regarded as a renewal area since it is 
not protected by being within the CAs which surround it. We 
firmly believe that there should be no additional tall buildings in 
NHG. The ill-conceived, ugly and unloved waves of high rise 
development in NHG from the 50’s have “created a notorious 
wind tunnel” (Troughton McAslan report) and a “drab and 
alienating environment” (Sir Richard McCormack RA, Masterplan 
1998 ) in which retail has consistently struggled to survive, long 
before the emergence of the disruptive economy further 
challenged high street retail.  
 
Tragically lessons have not learned from the past and NHG will 
now suffer a further wave of high rises, including the recent 
approved development of Brockton’s Newcombe House (which 
RBKC councillors did resist with residents through appeal and 
Public inquiry) and Frogmore’s Ruby Hotel (to which it granted 
consent)  
 
These and other developers have used the poor legacy of the 50’s 
in a race to build ever higher buildings despite 4.17 of the SPD 
referring to only a “modest increase in height” being suitable for 
Newcombe. The GLA and developers referenced only the very 
tallest and least notable existing buildings rather than the 
Victorian terraces surrounding NHG or the listed Coronet Cinema 
which elegantly bookends the NHG vista and intimately references 
the architecture of the neighbouring CAs.  
Brockton’s new Newcombe scheme will replace the “eyesore” of 
the current Newcombe House with a considerably taller and even 

Review the Notting Hill part of the Places Section to reflect local 
views collected through the character study. 
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more intrusive tower as it is not set back at all. As RBKC’s own 
defence to the Public Inquiry stated, this will damage the views 
and affect six CA’s including the dwarfing of the charming low-rise 
terraces of Hillgate Village and its views. Frogmore’s Ruby Hotel 
replaces a modest low built supermarket with an over scaled and 
undistinguished block which will now eclipse an important skyline 
vista from Campden Hill and which is aimed at budget tourists 
rather than the needs of local residents. It is notable that 
Frogmore’s architect referred wrongly throughout the 
consultation phase to the Czech Embassy (on NHG) as his 
inspiration for The Ruby when in fact he meant the Slovakian 
Embassy (not located in NHG). In neither instance is Squire & 
Partners The Ruby a worthy imitator of either. It is in fact a less 
well specified, down market version of his earlier scheme in 
Chelsea, so not site specific or referencing the locality at all. 
Both of these designs have been roundly condemned by local 
residents. In the case of Newcombe, it resulted in the largest 
number of complaints ever received by RBKC and the criticism of 
the local architectural panel and the London Skyline campaign. 
The NLP must do better in protecting and re designing the NHG 
neighbourhood district centre.  

St Helen’s Church (Steve 
Divall)  

The policy of resisting new tall buildings has been hugely 
beneficial to the Borough. 
 
A better way to increase available housing would be to pursue 
planning policies aimed at discouraging investors from buying 
property that is then left empty (Geneva style).  

Noted 
 
This is not a planning issue.  

James Heard  The policy of resisting new tall buildings has been hugely 
beneficial to the Borough. 
 
A better way to increase available housing would be to pursue 
planning policies aimed at discouraging investors from buying 
property that is then left empty (Geneva style).  

Noted 
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KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)  

Whether or not there are any appropriate locations for tall 
buildings in the borough. could be reviewed as part of the 
proposed study of the borough’s context and character, which 
should produce “an urban design framework that will guide that 
will guide the siting and appropriate height of buildings”. 
However, this remains difficult for a small borough so densely 
built up as RBKC. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The only area in the Borough identified as possibly suitable for tall 
buildings was close to Latimer Road station – not an appropriate 
place close to Grenfell Tower! Kensal could be a possible site were 
it not for the severe transport constraints which probably means 
that any density possible within those constraints can be achieved 
through low rise buildings (although local residents need to be 
consulted; there may be a case for higher buildings and more 
green space). 
 
Both advice from Historic England (HEAN 4) and now the new 
London Plan D9: Tall Buildings, specifically requires London 
boroughs “should determine if there are locations where tall 
buildings may be an appropriate form of development, subject to 
meeting the other requirements of the Plan”. In the recent 
Mayoral hearing on the Kensington Forum Hotel, because ”Policy 
CL12:Building Heights does not specifically identify any locations 
for tall buildings within the borough”, the implied conclusion was 
that, because the Local Plan Policy does not identify any sites 
where tall buildings would be appropriate, the proposal for yet 

Agreed. We are preparing a Character Study at present and hope to 
go out to consultation in March 2021. We will use the outputs of 
this study to review our Design Policies and feed into other 
relevant sections of the Local Plan (such as the Places Section). The 
character study will contain some high level advice on building 
height on an area by area basis. The character study  will not be an 
urban design framework though as the guidelines within it will be 
fairly high level. We will use them to inform futures studies such as 
site briefs and design codes. Instead we will use the study to inform 
the Places section of the Local Plan and our design policies. 
 
 
 
 
 
The Council will have to review Policy CL12 to define what 
constitutes a tall building and identify suitable locations for them 
to satisfy our obligations set out under Policy D9 of the London 
Plan. Special consideration will have to be given to Opportunity 
Areas and where significant redevelopment is likely as the London 
Plan states that the threshold for what constitutes a tall building 
should consider the emerging and not just existing context.  
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another tall building on the Kensington Forum Hotel on a site that 
is sensitive to tall buildings should still be considered.  
 
We consider that The Building Height SPD (2010), whilst ten years 
old, is probably sufficient for the purposes of Policy D9: Tall 
Buildings in the Intend to Publish version of the London Plan, as 
boroughs are not required to identify sites, but only to determine 
IF there are locations where tall buildings may be an appropriate 
form of development. Following the recent misinterpretation in 
the Kensington Forum case, the Building Height SPD and Local 
Plan Policy CL12 should be reviewed to ensure that it is clear 
which areas are identified in each of the categories, and 
sharpened up so that the current policy CL12 (b) can effectively 
resist tall buildings in locations that are inappropriate or highly 
sensitive to tall buildings. 
 
Tall building policies should fully consider the wider impacts upon 
communities and not just in the specific locale. The changes to the 
urban fabric should be fully considered, not just from adjacent 
residents, but how the wider community will experience resulting 
spaces and structures.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
Review Policy CL12 to include locations where tall buildings are 
appropriate (if at all). Provide clearer guidance on building 
heights across the Borough and more clarity on the scale of 
development in locations where some additional height may be 
acceptable. This should include a review of what is meant by 
local, district and metropolitan landmarks and where they may be 
appropriate. This should build on the results of the character 
study.  
  

The Philbeach 
Residents’ Association 
(Froment)  

Limit all new development height to 10 storeys (8 main, including 
lower ground, plus 2 mansard storeys maximum. 
No-one with any sensibility, social conscience, morality, sense of 
beauty or humanity wants to see, or condemn people to live in, 
high-rise buildings. Nobody wants them. 
There are no locations in this borough for such buildings, which in 
a post-Covid and post-Grenfell world, are a crime against 
humanity.  
Warwick Road (N) provides an example in ugliness, where the tall 
buildings are crowded next to each other and all look the same.  

We are currently developing a Character Study that will help 
identify what scale and type of buildings are appropriate in 
different parts of the Borough based on the local townscape and 
the views of local people (rather than global height limits). We will 
use this work to review our Design Policies CL1, CL2 and CL12 
which take account of the character and height of new 
development. The Places section could also be revised to include 
area specific design advice. 
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Review  the Places section and CL1,CL2 and CL12 to reflect 
outcomes of character study surrounding typology and building 
heights. 

Units, 2,3,4,5,7,8,10 & 
11 Latimer Ind Estate 
and Ivebury Court 
(Tania Martin)  

The west side of the Southern end of Latimer road could be a 
possible location for taller buildings. Here the commercial 
buildings back onto the tallest building of the Imperial West 
Development and there are no residential units opposite. 
 
The airspace above these buildings could be used for residential 
units.  

We are currently developing a Character Study that will help 
identify what scale and type of buildings  are appropriate in 
different parts of the Borough based on the local townscape and 
the views of local people. This will help determine what range of 
building heights will be appropriate in the Latimer Road area along 
with our SPD for Units 1-14 Latimer Road (which is currently being 
prepared).  
 
The Council will have to review Policy CL12 to define what 
constitutes a tall building and identify suitable locations for them 
to satisfy our obligations set out under Policy D9 of the London 
Plan. We will include this location if it is deemed suitable.  

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

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 supportive that design polices should be 
developed to further consider the impact of tall buildings and that 
as guided by the London Plan, RBKC should identify appropriate 
locations for tall buildings.  

 
We recognise that London Plan places and emphasis on maximising 
the development potential of Opportunity Areas and their ability to 
deliver affordable housing. We also recognise that Policy D9 states 
that the threshold for what constitutes a tall building  in an 
Opportunity Area should relate to the evolving context, not just 
existing. 
 
Policy CL12 will be reviewed to take account of Opportunity Areas 
and any other areas of significant development. We will consider 
their appropriateness for tall buildings as part of our obligation to 
do so set out under Policy D9 of the London Plan. 
 
Include specific guidance on development within Opportunity 
Areas and other growth areas within the Places Section. 
Update site allocations in Opportunity Areas to reflect the scale of 
development that will come forward 
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TfL (Brendan Hodges)  Consideration should be given to the potential for tall buildings as 
a way of optimising housing delivery in all locations that are at or 
close to public transport hubs. This scale and form of 
development can help deliver a range of important planning 
benefits including higher proportions of affordable housing with a 
balance towards affordable rent products rather than 
intermediate, affordable workspace, other community benefits, 
high quality design and public realm at ground level, and better 
access to public transport and active travel. 
 
Earls Court, which is within an Opportunity Area and already 
recognised as suitable for tall buildings and focussed growth, 
should be identified in the Local Plan as suitable for tall buildings 
in order to optimise the delivery of housing, employment and 
community benefits.  

As above 
 

 

  



385 

 

Issue 1: Building heights 

Q11.2: Should we develop more detailed assessment criteria for taller buildings? 
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The Labour Group - 
RBKC  

As above, there is no need for taller buildings. We need more 
intelligent buildings.  

Noted 

Earl's Court Society 
(Malcolm Spalding)  

Limit all new development height to 10 storeys (8 main plus 2 
mansards) maximum 
Neo-classical, neo-Palladian architectural designs only. 
Not stacked up shoe boxes or monolithic rectangular high-rise tower 
blocks. 
The main assessment criterion must be to ask local people if they want 
or need such “taller” or high-rise buildings. 
Then ask how many local people would like to live in them.  

We are currently developing a Character Study that will help identify 
what scale and type of buildings  are appropriate in different parts of 
the Borough based on the local townscape and the views of local 
people (rather than global height limits). We will use this work to review 
our Places section and  Design Policies CL1, CL2  and CL12 which take 
account of the character and height of new development.  
 
Review  the Places section, CL1, CL2 and CL12 to reflect outcomes of 
character study surrounding typology and building heights. 
 

Sandra Yarwood  Nothing more than 8 storeys with proper spacing to avoid creating a 
gully like North Warwick rd. Also must have elements to create 
harmony with surrounding architecture so they don't feel plonked 
from another planet.  

We are currently developing a Character Study that will help identify 
what scale and type of buildings  are appropriate in different parts of 
the Borough based on the local townscape and the views of local 
people (rather than global height limits). We will use this work to review 
our Design Policies CL1, CL2 and CL12 with regard building heights. We 
may also provide more are 
 
Review  the Places section, CL1, CL2 and CL12 to reflect outcomes of 
character study surrounding typology and building heights. 
 
Policy CL1 already requires development to blend in with their 
surroundings. This sentiment will be retained.  
 

St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson)  

The Council’s policies of resisting tall buildings other than in very few 
locations has been hugely important to the future of the Borough. We 
believe that in future decades this policy will prove to have been 
entirely justified. The approach to tall buildings taken by LBHF, LB 

Noted 
 
 
 



386 

 

Respondent Name Comments Council’s response 

Ealing and by the Old Oak and Park Royal Development Corporation 
runs serious risks of creating ‘the slums of the future’. 
 
The NLPR document points out that RBKC may be forced to accept 
much increased building heights in future, as a result of Government 
imposed housing targets. The existing Mayoral target of 3,500 new 
homes at the Kensal Canalside already involves reliance on building 
typologies and housing densities significantly higher than for the 
renewal of the Wornington Estate. 
 
We believe that 2020 will prove a turning point for the proliferation of 
tall buildings in London, as did the Ronan Point disaster in 1968. The 
public are all too well aware that social distancing, elevators in 
residential towers, and lack of private outdoor space do not combine 
well. 
 
On the boundaries of the StQW neighbourhood the OPDC continues to 
grant permissions to residential towers of 20 storeys and along Scrubs 
Lane. OPDC now threatens the same on the North Pole East railway 
yards and the 1980s Mitre Bridge Industrial Park. LBHF has approved 
multiple very tall buildings at White City East and along Wood Lane. 
Such buildings are very expensive to maintain, poor on biodiversity, 
offer very limited access to private open space beyond a small balcony, 
and currently require residents to queue for reduced space in lifts. If 
RBKC needs to prepare a more detailed assessment criteria for taller 
buildings, we (and no doubt other resident and amenity bodies) will be 
happy to contribute.  

Noted.  

Lucia Scalisi  Forget tall buildings, once they start that’s it.  Noted 

Kerry Davis-Head  they should not be built but if the view is you are going to build tall 
then they should be design worthy. the wind factor should be 
considered. lots village suffers from two hideous towers - they look 
like badly designed 1970s office blocks - the streets are windier in that 

Wind and microclimate assessments are already included within 
applications.   
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there are more gusts. even tv reception is blocked by them. fancy CGIs 
may fool the planners but they very rarely look as per the drawings  

Oonagh Wohanka  Tall buildings are for cities like New York our charm lies in the fact that 
the Victorians wisely built lines of modest houses with little gardens.. 
that is what makes our city unique  

Noted 

Princes Gate Mews RA (J 
Whewell)  

Para 11.9 in considering the location of tall buildings please can the 
local plan note the significant harm tall buildings can you two views of 
historic buildings and the need to avoid negative impacts on such 
buildings.  

Noted: We will identify any appropriate locations for tall buildings and 
define what constitutes a tall building across the Borough in line with 
our obligations set out by the London Plan, and making use of the 
Characterisation Study to identify locations which minimise harm to the 
townscape. 
 

Mr Ehrman  n/a   

Mr Ehrman  
 

 

G Thomson  The NLPR should include a review of the policies in the Local Plan 
2019, which are already extensive and detailed. We do not support the 
creation of any further restrictions which may limit the opportunity to 
respond creatively to a site’s specific characteristics.  

Noted 

Grove and Company 
(Roger Grove)  

The market should decide  Noted 

Fraslo Investment 
Holdings Limited (Will 
Kumar)  

Design is subjective. The DRP should cover off any design critic or 
issues.  

We do not make decisions based on architectural style. Our polices are 
designed to focus on the ‘principles’ of development. However, we 
must also consider local character and the views of local people. 
 
The Review Panel is there to independently assess applications – not to 
make decisions on behalf of the Council. 

DP9 (Kate Outterside)  Q 11.2 Should we develop more detailed assessment criteria for taller 
buildings? 
 
The Intend to Publish London Plan sets out that Development Plans 
should define what is considered a tall building for specific localities, 

We are aware of our obligations set out within the London Plan and will 
respond to these.  
 
Review Policy CL12 to identify specific locations for tall buildings and 
key design requirements they must satisfy. 
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the height of which will vary between and within different parts of 
London. In addition to this, the Intend to Publish London Plan notes 
that ‘Boroughs should determine if there are locations where tall 
buildings may be an appropriate form of development, subject to 
meeting the other requirements of the Plan’. In addition to this, the 
GLA consider that locations for tall buildings should be located on 
Development Plans. 
 
We consider that the identification of locations for tall buildings is very 
important. With the final height to be considered through detailed 
design and based on standard criteria which focuses on visual impacts 
and architectural quality. 
 
We consider that the proposals plan should make the location of 
where tall buildings are acceptable very clear, with the primary focus 
being for tall buildings to be located within the opportunity areas 
within the Borough.  

 
Policy CL12 and Policy CL1 will be reviewed to take account of 
Opportunity Areas and any other areas of significant development. 
We will consider their appropriateness for tall buildings as part of our 
obligation to do so set out under Policy D9 of the London Plan. 
 
Consider specific guidance on Opportunity Areas and other growth 
areas within the Places Section.  
 
Update site allocations for Opportunity Areas to reflect the scale of 
buildings that will likely come forward. 
 

Historic England (Katie 
Parsons )  

Yes this would be helpful. More detailed criteria could be in the form 
of a set of development principles tailored to each of the locations 
identified as appropriate in site specific or places policies. This should 
work alongside broader principles set in a standalone tall buildings 
/building heights policy.  
 
5.4 We strongly support the production of a character study for the 
borough and would be happy to discuss this further or to comment on 
any methodologies. We agree that a character study would be an 
important baseline for the production of design codes. A Character 
Study will also help provide locally specific definitions of tall buildings 
within the borough.  
 
 
Tall buildings are increasingly becoming an issue within the borough 
and so a stronger policy approach within the new plan will be required 
to manage their development.  

Review Policy CL12 to include development principles for tall buildings   
 
Please note – the character study will not be detailed enough to include 
site specific guidelines on tall buildings. These would need to come 
from a dedicated tall buildings study. We can include general building 
height guidance on an area by area basis within the places section and 
within Policy CL12. 
 
Reflect building heights guidance on a local level within the Places 
section or within Policy CL12. 
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We advise that alongside the Character Study, that a Building Heights 
Study is carried out. This could form part of the Character Study or be 
a standalone documents. We encourage you to make use of 3d 
modeling to aid the identification of areas suitable for tall buildings, 
and for views testing.  

 
Noted. We will review the outputs of the character study and 
determine what next steps to take.  

Linda Wade  Yes. We need to have a detailed assessment criterion for taller 
buildings and the use of materials such as glass.  

Review Policy CL12 to include assessment criteria for tall buildings 

andre hellstrom  As mentioned above, some tall buildings have very poor design, I can 
name many- and I welcome tall buildings so I'm not against them. I am 
one of few that LOVE Trellick Tower. Build up! We have to, otherwise 
gentrifictaion will take over the city. But obvilusly our Mayor has no 
clue what's pretty or not.  
Also, we live in an instagram world, people travel to see beautiful 
architecture, make new opportunity areas as a destination in itself. 
Like Portobello Market does, people come and take photos. And spend 
money...  

Noted 

William Wilson  No ugly buildings that dont live in the places surrounding.  Noted 

Boka Hotel (Spencer 
Parsons)  

I think you have answered this within your question, more detail all 
the way along and making sure a developer delivers wjhat they 
promise and involve lcoals, get them onside you get less objections if 
they are listened to  

Noted 

Bikeworks CIC (David 
Dansky)  

A must. The sustainability, ecology and transport impact as well as the 
asthetics need to be considered  

These issues are included in other sections of the plan. A Greening SPD 
is being prepared to cover them in more detail.  

The Hillgate Village 
Residents' Association 
(Sophia Massey-Cook)  

See Q11.1 above. The HVRA would like to see more sophisticated 
assessment of the over shadowing impact of towers on adjacent areas. 
In the case of NHG we would also seek architectural and arboricultural 
schemes which will mitigate the wind tunnel effect. We reject the 
PWP’s attempt to categorise all areas within three narrow types as it 
offers too little protection to the surrounding areas which will be 
impacted by towers. 

Review Policy CL12 to include assessment criteria for tall buildings 
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The SPD for NHG is clear in S4.7 which suggests buffer zones of 100m 
around the CAs and concludes “tall buildings within buffer zones are 
very likely to affect the setting of CAs and are considered highly 
sensitive locations for tall buildings” 4.8 further suggests that “a tall 
building seen from a CA through local or axial views could adversely 
affect the CA from distances considerably longer than 100m” 4. 11 
goes further, they “should not block or dominate a landmark or view 
or create an intrusive fore, middle or background” 4.15 asserts 
confidently “Townscape views must avoid obstructive and ill- 
considered buildings above their context. Townscape views are 
regarded as highly sensitive in relation to the potential location of 
buildings significantly taller than the context”. 4.20 concludes in favour 
of detailed design studies including full visual assessment which 
“should demonstrate that the tall building has a holly positive impact 
upon the quality and character of the Borough’s Townscape. But 
avoiding causing harm is an insufficient argument to justify any 
development, let alone one with impacts as significant as a tall 
building. All tall building proposals, therefore , must satisfy the positive 
tests for tall buildings” The HVRA urges RBKC to do its utmost to retain 
within the NLP and defend against the PWP these wise policies and 
require developers to apply higher standards in NHG in future. 
Since the 1960’s sociological studies have shown that there are 
inherent social problems created by high rise living for those who are 
vulnerable or isolated or disadvantaged. Too small floor plans, lack of 
communal spaces and a sense of community are frequently cited as 
aggravating factors in creating highly nuclear dwellings with unhappy 
residents. Our recommendations about wider public and communal 
use of upper floors of towers to create restaurants, retail, gardens or 
social space would do something to mitigate this as would shared 
green spaces around the towers. We also reject the artificial 
segregation of residents and affordable housing residents which we 
frequently see in schemes where virtual “poor doors” are constructed 

Noted: We will identify any appropriate locations for tall buildings and 
define what constitutes a tall building across the Borough in line with 
our obligations set out by the London Plan, and making use of the 
Characterisation Study to identify locations which minimise harm to the 
townscape. 
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to separate communities which should, like much of the rest of our CA 
be naturally mixed and diverse. 
 
In a borough in which the memory of the Grenfell tragedy is ever 
present we would also like to see the very highest standards of design 
for safety applied to any towers. This includes prohibiting buildings 
higher than the standard London Fire Brigade ladder access height and 
enhanced exit provisions including those approved by disability 
experts. New and untested building materials should be rejected.  

Sue Redmond  These buildings interfere with light, congestion, pollution and are not a 
vision for a community, examples across the country show they simply 
dont work.  

Noted 

Environment Agency 
(Lisa Mills)  

We have no comments within our remit, however we not that the 
London Plan (draft 2019), details environmental considerations for tall 
buildings. It asks that wind, daylight, sunlight penetration and 
temperature conditions around the building(s) and neighbourhood 
must be carefully considered and not compromise comfort and the 
enjoyment of open spaces, including water spaces, around the 
building.  

Noted. We can include reference to the London Plan Policy within CL12 
or add our own assessment criteria. 
 
Review Policy CL12 to include assessment criteria for tall buildings 
 

The Pembridge 
Association (Fiona 
Fleming-Brown)  

The PA would like to see more sophisticated assessment of the over 
shadowing impact of towers on adjacent areas. In the case of NHG we 
would also seek architectural and arboricultural schemes which will 
mitigate the wind tunnel effect. We reject the PWP’s attempt to 
categorise all areas within three narrow types as it offers too little 
protection to the surrounding areas which will be impacted by towers. 
 
 
The SPD for NHG is clear in S4.7 which suggests buffer zones of 100m 
around the CAs and concludes “tall buildings within buffer zones are 
very likely to affect the setting of CAs and are considered highly 
sensitive locations for tall buildings” 4.8 further suggests that “a tall 
building seen from a CA through local or axial views could adversely 
affect the CA from distances considerably longer than 100m” 4. 11 

Review Policy CL12 to include assessment criteria for tall buildings 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted: We will identify any appropriate locations for tall buildings and 
define what constitutes a tall building across the Borough in line with 
our obligations set out by the London Plan, and making use of the 
Characterisation Study to identify locations which minimise harm to the 
townscape. 
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goes further, they “should not block or dominate a landmark or view 
or create an intrusive fore, middle or background” 4.15 asserts 
confidently “Townscape views must avoid obstructive and ill- 
considered buildings above their context. Townscape views are 
regarded as highly sensitive in relation to the potential location of 
buildings significantly taller than the context”. 4.20 concludes in favour 
of detailed design studies including full visual assessment which 
“should demonstrate that the tall building has a holly positive impact 
upon the quality and character of the Borough’s Townscape. But 
avoiding causing harm is an insufficient argument to justify any 
development, let alone one with impacts as significant as a tall 
building. All tall building proposals, therefore , must satisfy the positive 
tests for tall buildings” The PA urges RBKC to do its utmost to retain 
within the NLP and defend against the PWP these wise policies and 
require developers to apply higher standards in NHG in future. 
Since the 1960’s sociological studies have shown that there are 
inherent social problems created by high rise living for those who are 
vulnerable or isolated or disadvantaged. Too small floor plans, lack of 
communal spaces and a sense of community are frequently cited as 
aggravating factors in creating highly nuclear dwellings with unhappy 
residents. Our recommendations about wider public and communal 
use of upper floors of towers to create restaurants, retail, gardens or 
social space would do something to mitigate this as would shared 
green spaces around the towers. We also reject the artificial 
segregation of residents and affordable housing residents which we 
frequently see in schemes where virtual “poor doors” are constructed 
to separate communities which should, like much of the rest of our CA 
be naturally mixed and diverse. 
 
In a borough in which the memory of the Grenfell tragedy is ever 
present we would also like to see the very highest standards of design 
for safety applied to any towers. This includes prohibiting buildings 
higher than the new London Fire Brigade ladder access height (the 
tallest of which are 64 metres) and enhanced exit provisions including 
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those approved by disability experts. New and untested building 
materials should be rejected.  

c david  default is to limit all new buildings to 5 or 6 storeys..  We are developing a character study that will provide general advice on 
building heights on an area by area basis (rather than global height 
limits). The study will be informed by townscape analysis and local 
opinion. 

Rosemary Andreae  Avoid being too prescriptive  Noted. 

Tom Bennett  If we do allow any tall buildings, they must have exceptional design. 
Due to the huge externalities of buildings above a certain height, we 
should only allow them if there is public buy-in. E.g a local mini-
referendum/consultation approving them.  

Noted.  

CBRE (Miss Nicks)  The development plan provides a through framework for 
consideration of tall buildings together with third party guidance, such 
as from Historic England.  

Noted 

Savills (Matt Lloyd-Ruck)  Whilst heritage consideration is important, RBKC risks a lack of 
diversity of for a user/occupier, allowing other Borough’s to capitalise 
with a larger variety of floorspace. 
Providing a clear criteria for where taller buildings would be viewed as 
acceptable within the borough would provide much welcomed clarity 
within the planning process. Consultation should be carried out on 
these documents to ensure they do not inadvertently result in the 
restriction of any taller building coming forward. Rather, they should 
encourage suitable criteria for taller buildings by outlining design 
criteria or zones.  

Noted. We will identify any appropriate locations for tall buildings and 
define what constitutes a tall building across the Borough in line with 
our obligations set out by the London Plan. Policy CL12 could include 
some general design principles for tall buildings. More detailed design 
criteria could be developed outside of the Local Plan (for example 
within a dedicated tall buildings study).  
 
Review Policy CL12 to define what a tall building is and identify 
potential areas for them.  
 
Include broad design principles and assessment criteria for tall 
buildings within Policy CL12. 

CHRA (I. Margaronis)  See Q11.1 above. The CHRA would like to see more sophisticated 
assessment of the over shadowing impact of towers on adjacent areas. 
In the case of NHG we would also seek architectural and arboricultural 
schemes which will mitigate the wind tunnel effect with much more 
detailed airflow modelling. We reject the PWP’s attempt to categorise 

Include broad design principles and assessment criteria for tall 
buildings within Policy CL12 
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all areas within three narrow types as it offers too little protection to 
the surrounding areas which will be impacted by towers. 
The SPD for NHG is clear in S4.7 which suggests buffer zones of 100m 
around the CAs and concludes “tall buildings within buffer zones are 
very likely to affect the setting of CAs and are considered highly 
sensitive locations for tall buildings” 4.8 further suggests that “a tall 
building seen from a CA through local or axial views could adversely 
affect the CA from distances considerably longer than 100m” 4. 11 
goes further, they “should not block or dominate a landmark or view 
or create an intrusive fore, middle or background” 4.15 asserts 
confidently “Townscape views must avoid obstructive and ill- 
considered buildings above their context. Townscape views are 
regarded as highly sensitive in relation to the potential location of 
buildings significantly taller than the context”. 4.20 concludes in favour 
of detailed design studies including full visual assessment which 
“should demonstrate that the tall building has a holly positive impact 
upon the quality and character of the Borough’s Townscape. But 
avoiding causing harm is an insufficient argument to justify any 
development, let alone one with impacts as significant as a tall 
building. All tall building proposals, therefore, must satisfy the positive 
tests for tall buildings” The CHRA urges RBKC to do its utmost to retain 
within the NLP and defend against the PWP these wise policies and 
require developers to apply higher standards in NHG in future. 
Since the 1960’s sociological studies have shown that there are 
inherent social problems created by high rise living for those who are 
vulnerable or isolated or disadvantaged. Too small floor plans, lack of 
communal spaces and a sense of community are frequently cited as 
aggravating factors in creating highly nuclear dwellings with unhappy 
residents. Our recommendations about wider public and communal 
use of upper floors of towers to create restaurants, retail, gardens or 
social space would do something to mitigate this as would shared 
green spaces around the towers. We also reject the artificial 
segregation of residents and affordable housing residents which we 
frequently see in schemes where virtual “poor doors” are constructed 

The local plan can provide high level principles and assessment criteria. 
More detailed and technical guidelines would be better placed in a 
dedicated tall buildings study.  
 
 
 
Noted: We will identify any appropriate locations for tall buildings and 
define what constitutes a tall building across the Borough in line with 
our obligations set out by the London Plan, and making use of the 
Characterisation Study to identify locations which minimise harm to the 
townscape.  
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to separate communities which should, like much of the rest of our CA 
be naturally mixed and diverse. 
 
In a borough in which the memory of the Grenfell tragedy is ever 
present we would also like to see the very highest standards of design 
for safety applied to any towers. This includes prohibiting buildings 
higher than the standard London Fire Brigade ladder access height and 
enhanced exit provisions including those approved by disability 
experts. New and untested building materials should be rejected.  

Deloitte for Natural 
History Museum (Adam 
Donovan)  

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 

KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)  

We agree that the assessment of tall buildings must include not only 
the design quality but also the environmental impact of tall buildings. 
The Intend to Publish London Plan Policy D9 is helpful but does not go 
far enough in terms of environmental and community impact. There 
needs to be an assessment of the impact on local communities; and 
new developments should be required to make a positive contribution 
to the streetscape, townscape and to the skyline. 
 
There may be other aspects that should be covered, e.g. groups of tall 
buildings versus single ones, and groups of different heights, e.g. with 
the tallest in the middle of the group.  

The local plan can include some broad level assessment criteria. 
However, more technical elements would need to go in a dedicated tall 
buildings study.  
 
Include broad design principles and assessment criteria for tall 
buildings within Policy CL12. 

The Philbeach Residents’ 
Association (Froment)  

Limit all new development height to 10 storeys (8 main plus 2 
mansards) maximum. 
 
Neo-classical, neo-Palladian architectural designs only. 
Not stacked up shoe boxes or monolithic rectangular high-rise tower 
blocks. 

We are currently developing a Character Study that will help identify 
what scale and type of buildings  are appropriate in different parts of 
the Borough based on the local townscape and the views of local 
people (rather than global height limits). We will use this work to review 
our Places section and  Design Policies CL1 and CL12 which take account 
of the character and height of new development.  
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The main assessment criterion must be to ask local people if they want 
or need such “taller” or high-rise buildings. 
Then ask how many local people would like to live in them.  

 
Review  the Places section, CL1, CL2 and CL12 to reflect outcomes of 
character study surrounding typology and building heights. 

GLA (Hassan Ahmed)  The Mayor welcomes that RBKC have identified both Earl’s Court and 
Kensal Canalside as areas within the borough that are capable of 
accommodating tall buildings. The Mayor also welcomes that RBKC are 
looking at the wider area for further opportunities where tall buildings 
might be suitably accommodated. RBKC should follow the guidance set 
out in Policy D9 of the ItP London Plan and should explicitly define 
what is considered to be a tall building in specific localities, identified 
on maps or the borough’s policy map. In the absence of a precise local 
definition Policy D9 of the ItP London Plan will apply to buildings over 
25m in height in the Thames Policy Area and over 30m elsewhere in 
the borough as set out in paragraph 3.9.3 of the ItP London Plan. In 
this respect, the Thames Policy Area should be clearly illustrated on 
maps. RBKC should also note the protected vista of King Henry’s 
Mound to St Paul’s Cathedral which runs across the southern part of 
the borough which would have the effect of restricting building heights 
in that area and this too should be clearly illustrated on maps.  

Noted. We do not currently state that Opportunity Areas are 
appropriate for tall buildings. However, we are aware of our obligations 
set under the London Plan. We will provide a clear definition for tall 
building and locate appropriate areas for them.  We recognise the need 
to provide specific guidance for Opportunity Areas. 
 
Review Policy CL12 to include a definition of a tall building and 
identify any appropriate location for such structures.  
 
Provide specific guidance for building heights within Opportunity 
Areas within the Places section and site allocations. 
 

TfL (Brendan Hodges)  We assume that the Council will want to review its policy in the 2019 
Local Plan, following the guidance in ItP LP policy D9 and this needs to 
include definition of tall buildings. We would be happy to engage with 
the Council on this at the appropriate time.  

Noted 
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Q11.3: Do you have any views on the approach that the existing design policy should be expanded to secure high quality and exemplary development? 

Respondent Name Comments Council’s response 

The Labour Group - 
RBKC (Sir/ Madam)  

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 ages of good quality. We should continue that 
and not restrict new building typologies via ill-defined subjective 
notions of ‘beauty’.  

Noted.  

Earl's Court Society 
(Malcolm Spalding)  

Neo-classical architectural designs only in low-rise terraces and 
mansion blocks. 
Neo-classical architecture following Vitruvius, Palladio, Wood 
(elder and younger) Nash, Kent, Quinlan Terry. 
No Brutalist blocks or towers. 
Post-Covid and post-Grenfell all new development in RBKC should 
be of human scale with humane distancing.  

We cannot prescribe architectural style through a Local Plan. 
However, we are currently developing a Character Study that will 
help identify what scale and type of buildings  are appropriate in 
different parts of the Borough based on the local townscape and 
the views of local people (rather than global height limits). We will 
use this work to review our Design Policies CL1, Cl2  and CL12 
which take account of the character and height of new 
development. We may also review the Places section to include 
design advice at a local level. 
 
Review  the Places section, CL1, CL2 and CL12 to reflect outcomes 
of character study surrounding typology and building heights. 
 

Sandra Yarwood  Really important to maintain an overview and sense of harmony 
with surroundings  

We are developing a character study that will identify the features 
of a local are valued by local people. Our design policies and the 
Places section in the local plan could be developed to include a 
better description of what features new development should 
follow.  
 
Review  the Places section and CL1 and CL12 to reflect outcomes 
of character study surrounding typology and building heights. 
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St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson)  

We wait to see how the ‘Building Beautiful’ aspects of the White 
Paper, including a national Design Code and possible new version 
of CABE, will pan out. A ‘character study’ for the whole Borough 
sounds ambitious and as the NLPR paper says ‘some parts of the 
Borough have a very mixed character and it can be difficult to 
establish what scale and style of development is appropriate’. 
 
We think its essential that under any new planning regime for 
England, both Local Plans and neighbourhood plans continue to 
be able to set development management policies at a ‘place 
specific’ level of detail. 
 
It is hard to conceive how nationally determined generic 
development management policies could possibly replace the set 
of conservation and design policies which RBKC has developed 
through successive Local Plans. At the most ‘localist’ layer the 
StQW Neighbourhood Plan has then been able to fine tune Local 
Plan conservation policies in ways that enable Victorian and 
Edwardian houses to be adapted for contemporary use (such as 
varying Local Plan policies which allowed for loft rooms and rear 
dormers in some streets but resisted them in others). 
 
Local Plan policies across the country routinely demand high 
quality and exemplary development. Yet permissions are often 
granted to developments which the public see as examples of very 
unattractive architectural design and with no human scale or 
relationship to the street. A national Design Code might begin to 
bridge the gulf between what developers seek to maximise site 
value, and what the public perceive as buildings that they would 
wish to live or work in. But as research by Create Streets and 
others have shown, this is a wide gulf at present. 
 
Of the existing RBKC policies referred to at 11.15 of the NLPR we 
see CL5 on Living Conditions as important. This includes sub-

Agreed. The character study will provide high level guidance for the  
more ‘mixed’ areas. However, more detailed and plot specific 
studies will be required to determine exactly what should go 
where.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed. The ‘localist layer’ is something that we can develop as 
part of other workstreams within the Heritage and Design and 
Growth and Delivery Teams.  We are currently working with you on 
the Design Code for Latimer Road. Projects like this will be essential 
in ensuring that local people can shape design pro-actively.  
 
 
 
 
 
Architecture is subjective and planners cannot control 
development based on individual taste. We can only determine 
suitability based on how well it blends into the local character 
based on the principles like scale, massing and materiality. Our 
character study will determine in more detail what local character 
means to people in their areas. This will at least help to provide 
more detailed, place specific guidelines. We can embed some of 
the outcomes of the study within Polices CL1, CL2 and the Places 
Sections of the Local Plan.  
 
CL5 and CL7 will be retained in the Local Plan. 
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policies such as that on ‘sense of enclosure’ which have been 
applied locally for many years yet are unlikely to be covered by 
any generic NPPF policy. The same applies to CL7 on Basements. It 
would be a severe backwards step if a new RBKC Local Plan was 
not allowed to include such a detailed and precise policy. 
 
Duty of Co-operation 
The Government’s White Paper proposes to abolish this statutory 
requirement for Local Plans. In a London context, it will remain 
essential that neighbouring planning authorities work together 
whenever possible. Located on the border of LB Hammersmith & 
Fulham, and the OPDC, our neighbourhood hopes that a new 
Local Plan will maximise the influence that RBKC can bring to bear 
on both these planning authorities. 
 
A new concern is that the OPDC intends to bring forward within its 
own Draft Local Plan the redevelopment of the North Pole East 
railway yards and possibly the Mitre Bridge Industrial Estate, for 
very high density housing. These sites lie immediately north of 
Little Wormwood Scrubs, an open space which RBKC has managed 
on behalf of LBHF for many years. The immediate east lies the 
Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area, which RBKC is currently 
master planning. 
 
It would be disastrous if OPDC and RBKC pursue their own 
separate strategies for these adjoining areas, on connectivity and 
transport issues amongst others. For example, the case for an 
Overground station at Westway Circus has been strengthened by 
OPDC proposals to bring forward development of the North Pole 
East site. 
 
Our (extensive) experience of OPDC is one of unwillingness on the 
Corporation’s part to engage genuinely with local residents, and a 
lack of transparency and local accountability in its decision- 

 
 
 
 
 
 
The Council recognises the value in working with neighbouring 
authorities when ensuring the proper planning of an area. WE have 
done so before the “duty to cooperate” was formalised and will 
continue to do so in the future. 
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making. We urge RBKC to ensure that its processes for preparing a 
new Local Plan maximise dialogue and joint working with OPDC. 
Present regular meetings between OPDC and the Boroughs 
appear to be limited to Brent, Ealing and LBHF.  

Lucia Scalisi  Recent developments have been ugly & promote a siege mentality 
- Chelsea Barracks for example.  
After Grenfell - who needs to live in high rise? Who?  

Noted 

Greg Hammond  If the current White Paper makes it into law, the borough will 
need to develop design codes and/or pattern books for the two 
growth areas, possibly different in each case. Time spent on this 
now would be therefore be useful. 
 
Design codes for the renewal areas could be more challenging as 
they are many and varied in character. 
 
We should definitely be retaining the listed 'CL' Local Plan policies, 
which remain fit for purpose, in particular to guard the protected 
areas against inappropriate development.  

We will consider the White Paper if and when it comes into force. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 

Kerry Davis-Head  when considering conservation areas you should include areas 
around that inner area even though they may not meet all the 
criteria, you could call it conservation circle or similar and ensure 
buildings are not demolished which have an historical context - 
they may not be fantastically beautiful but they add to the 
character or placemaking they should only be replaced if the 
replacement is better, otherwise they should be restored and 
adapted.  

The National Planning Policy Framework currently requires clear 
and convincing justification for any harm to a designated heritage 
asset, including from development within its setting, and this is 
reflected in Policy CL3.  Setting is hard to define conclusively, as it 
can be perceived differently depending on the kind of development 
occurring, and identifying a kind of protective buffer zone in 
advance might not be a flexible enough mechanism to take account 
of this.   
 
The Framework also explicitly seeks to ensure that conservation 
area status fully justified by special architectural or historic interest 
(para. 186) and so extending conservation-area-like protection to 
areas outside the designated zone, where that special interest was 
not demonstrable, would prove hard to defend in practice.  
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Princes Gate Mews RA (J 
Whewell)  

Para 11.15 we are concerned about the reference to high quality 
design potentially being allowed to compromise conservation and 
historic fabric. ‘High quality’ is an extremely subjective term and 
we would ask that a reference be added to the local plan in this 
section reinforcing the need to avoid damage to conservation 
areas and historic buildings. 
 
We would ask that existing policies see CL3 to CL11 be retained  

Noted: The duty to preserve the special architectural and historic 
character of conservation areas remains a legal duty on the Council 
in balancing these considerations.  
 
 
 
Noted 

G Thomson  The Local Plan 2019 includes extensive policies on the design 
quality of new buildings and we do not consider it necessary to 
create additional restrictive guidelines which may result in 
homogenous development. The NLPR should incorporate 
sufficient flexibility to allow development to respond to its specific 
site context. 
 
The NLPR consultation document recognises that the priority for 
sites in Opportunity Areas should be the delivery of new homes 
rather than preserving the existing character of a place. This 
means that new buildings may be different in character and taller 
than their neighbours and surrounding context.  

 
 
 
 
This is noted.  
 
 
Policy CL1 and CL12 should be reviewed to ensure that they 
reflect the need for development in opportunity areas and areas 
undergoing significant redevelopment to balance evolving and 
existing contexts. 

Grove and Company 
(Roger Grove)  

Planners do not come up with world class architecture and design 
officers are not needed  

Noted 

Sport England (Mark 
Furnish)  

• Q 11.3 – As noted above, Sport England considers that the 
Council should consider requiring development proposals to 
incorporate the Active Design principles. This would ensure that 
new development would assist the Council meeting its healthy 
community aspiration. Sport England has a model policy that the 
Council could consider incorporation within the NLPR as follows:  
 
“Active Design: Model policy for Local and Neighbourhood Plans  
 
The design and masterplanning of development proposals will 
embrace the role they can play in supporting healthy lifestyles by 

These elements may be better placed under other Policy Areas like 
Chapter 20 Better Travel Choices , Chapter 18 Keeping Life Local, 
Chapter 21 An Engaging Public Realm 
 
Forward the comments to relevant individuals dealing with 
chapters noted above 
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facilitating participation in sport and physical activity. To do so 
they will, as far as is relevant to the specific development 
proposal, adhere to the following Active Design Principles: 
 
• Activity for all Enabling those who want to be physically active 
whilst encouraging those who are inactive to become active.  
• Walkable communities Creating the conditions for active travel 
between all locations.  
• Connected walking, running and cycling routes Prioritising active 
travel through safe integrated walking, running and cycling routes.  
• Co-location of community facilities Creating multiple reasons to 
visit a destination and minimising the number and length of trips 
and increasing the awareness and convenience of opportunities to 
participate in sport and physical activity opportunities.  
• Network of multifunctional open space Providing 
multifunctional spaces opens up opportunities for sport and 
physical activity and has numerous wider benefits.  
• High quality streets and spaces Well designed streets and spaces 
support and sustain a broader variety of users and community 
activities.  
• Appropriate infrastructure Providing and facilitating access to 
facilities and other infrastructure to enable all members of society 
to take part in sport and physical activity.  
• Active buildings Providing opportunities for activity inside and 
around buildings, rather than just between buildings.  
• Management and maintenance A high standard of maintenance 
is essential to ensure the long-term attractiveness of sports 
facilities along with open and public spaces.  
 
Active Design, developed by Sport England and supported by 
Pubic Health England, provides a set of principles for creating the 
right conditions within existing and proposed development for 
individuals to be able to lead active and healthy lifestyles. It 
focuses on those ingredients of cities, towns and villages that 
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offer individuals the opportunity to be active. The planning system 
as a whole, including individual development proposals, has a key 
role to play in creating such opportunities. Planning applications 
will therefore be assessed against how they embrace the role they 
can play in supporting healthy lifestyles by facilitating 
participation in sport and physical activity. The Local Planning 
Authority will use the Active Design Principles to aid this 
assessment.  
 
Where Design and Access Statements are required to support an 
application they should explain how the design of the proposal 
embraces this role and reflects the Active Design Principles. Public 
Health leads for the local area should be encouraged to work with 
the planning department to engage at pre-application stage with 
applicants as they will be consulted on all relevant applications. 
The Local Planning Authority may use planning conditions and/or 
planning obligations where necessary to address issues where 
developments could, but do not, embrace this role and do not 
adhere to the Active Design Principles.  
 
The Active Design guidance, which provides further details for 
each of the Principles along with a set of case studies, can be 
found on Sport England’s website”  

Port of London 
Authority (Michael 
Atkins)  

The PLA would in principle support the development of design 
codes and master plans for specific sites and areas as part of the 
new style Local Plan, and would wish to be consulted on any 
relevant codes/master plans that may be produced.  

Noted.  

DP9 (Kate Outterside)  Q 11.3 Do you have any views on the approach that the existing 
design policy should be expanded to secure high quality and 
exemplary development? 
 
There is no in principle objection to a borough character study. 
However, rigid design coding would not be supported. Emphasis 

 
 
 
 
Noted 
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on rigid and binding design codes will not guarantee quality. 
 
We consider that the design policy should focus on new 
developments being brought forward which are of high-quality 
architecture with innovative design solution, particularly on urban 
regeneration sites. 
 
As such we consider that Policy CL1 – CL3 are appropriate as 
worded.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 

Iceni Projects (Charlotte 
Orrell)  

Imperial seeks a Local Plan that balances the valued heritage and 
high-quality design expectations within the Borough with the 
pressures to increase density and provide contemporary research 
and educational facilities. For policy and guidance to support the 
extension of existing buildings in which to increase numbers of 
homes, education, research and commercial space within the 
Borough. For policy to also acknowledge the specific requirements 
in which to provide state of the art research and educational 
facilities, including M&E and external plant and to ensure these 
requirements do not become a barrier to providing the facilities.  

Noted 

Historic England (Katie 
Parsons )  

We advise that CL3 or CL4 are amended to make specific provision 
for the protection of Registered Parks and Gardens (RPAGs), and 
their setting. While the adopted plan does make reference to 
RPAGs at certain points, no reference in made within the heritage 
policies themselves. RBKC benefits from a large number of RPAGs, 
many of which are vulnerable to development, e.g. Kensal Green 
Cemetery; planned residential squares etc. As designated heritage 
assets, there should be an explicit policy provision for their 
conservation within the heritage policies.  
 
5.6 We also recommend that the new plan includes a policy basis 
to address Heritage at Risk (HAR) within the borough. RBKC is one 
of the boroughs with the largest entries on the HAR register, 
albeit many of these are monuments with Brompton and Kensal 

 
Agreed – Registered Parks and Gardens should be addressed in LP 
policy. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Although the numbers of assets at risk is large, the overwhelming 
majority are individual monuments, and mostly in one location, 
Kensal Green cemetery.  As they are less to be the subject of 
planning permission or listed building consent applications, and are 
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Green cemeteries. We note that there is reference to HAR in the 
Corporate and Partner Actions section of the adopted plan. 
Notwithstanding this we advise that a stronger approach be taken 
by including an actual policy provision for HAR. This will 
demonstrate a positive strategy for the conservation and 
enhancement of the historic environment. 
 
Going forward, having a sound evidence base to support the 
plan’s proposals will be critical. In addition to the Character Study 
and Conservation Area Appraisals, the evidence base will likely 
need to include more detailed heritage assessments. These will be 
needed to support certain site allocations (where relevant), as 
well as locations identified as suitable for tall building. I am very 
happy to comment on draft studies, assessments, and 
methodologies.  

largely in the ownership of a single business, the benefits of such a 
LP policy are unclear.    
 
 
 
 
 
These assessments will be produced at an appropriate time and 
where necessary.  

Linda Wade  Yes. But this must be a case-by-case approach and in consultation 
with the Design Panel. A proposed building may be beautiful but 
not sit well in the context of the proposed setting, a new rear 
extension may in fact improve years of poorly installed add-ons.  

Noted. 

Woodland Trust 
(Bridget Fox)  

We would encourage development of an SPD on provision of GI 
and tree cover in developments: useful models include Wycombe 
Council (now Wycombe Area of Buckinghamshire Council) SPD on 
Canopy Cover.  

This would not sit within the design section of the Local Plan.  
 
Forward comment to other individuals dealing with trees. 

William Wilson  The Borough should protect its heritage and any new 
developments should live and excel.  

 

Boka Hotel (Spencer 
Parsons)  

Design should fit in and be complimentary to existing architecture 
in conservation areas , and developers should not be able to fob 
residents off with their designers telling the residents that their 
own ideas are just pastiche and not worthy and that their modern 
designs are the future (and believe me some do and one currently 
is)  

Noted. Policy CL3 does require new development to be 
complementary to existing architecture. The council value what 
local people think and do listen to their views through consultation. 
However, we cannot turn applications down on the basis of 
architectural style and individual taste alone. 
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We are currently undertaking a character study that will look at the 
character of the borough in more detail and give residents  more of 
a chance to tell us what they value about their area. This will help 
us enhance local character better.  We will review Policy CL3and 
other relevant parts of the Local Plan like the Places section to 
reflect the output of this study. 
 

Elizabeth Harrap  Comment : Most of the houses and streets in the Earl’s Court 
Village Association were not constructed with basements in mind. 
The roads are too narrow in places .So often large lorries either 
cannot get around my corner or have to reverse down Kenway 
Road as they can’t turn the next corner. To date CTMP plans have 
not been adhered to around Kenway Road, Wallgrave Road and 
Redfield Lane. Lorries going the wrong way, getting stuck, going 
over the pavement. No adequate enforcement, then you would 
say that is a different department…These departments need to be 
joined together to be effective.  
 
In my opinion it would be better to grant houses in our 
conservation area to have roof extensions, raising their roofs 3 
feet rather than granting basements applications. The current 
basement applications can lead to: 
 
- subsidence 
- drainage and flood risk. 
- Excessive noise, dust and vibration, traffic jams and builders 
antisocial behaviour.  

Noted.  

The Hillgate Village 
Residents' Association 
(Sophia Massey-Cook)  

Whilst it is undeniably difficult to prescribe good design the least 
that can be done here is to require design educated certificated 
individuals to sign the drawings. We await with interest further 
guidance as to how the PWP design codes and pattern books will 
work as they may well have an improving effect of design. In 
seeking the best design for important sites we advocate the use of 

Noted 
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design competitions as recommended by the London Skyline 
Campaign so that a selection of solutions both informs the 
consideration of the space and its potential and also widens the 
talent pool from which designs are drawn.  
Given the need for greater energy efficiency and more sustainable 
buildings the HVRA is concerned that environmentally sensitive 
heating and cooling systems are a core part of all new buildings, 
especially those for affordable housing where ceiling heights are 
usually low and overall floor plan is small. Sustainable insulation 
materials should be used and passive ventilation systems 
deployed wherever possible. Building which make heavy use of 
glass and steel are especially intensive in their heating and cooling 
energy use and should be avoided.  

 
 
 
 
Issues related to sustainability and energy do not sit within the 
Design Polices. We are also developing a Greening SPD that focuses 
on these issues. 

Sue Redmond  Involve local people from the beginning. We live here!  Noted. 

Federica Lowndes 
Marques Leitao  

Further knowledge of the character and design of building should 
be made public, the RBKC is becoming indistinguishable from 
other city centres in the UK under the designs of new buildings 
currently being built.  

We are currently undertaking a character study that will look at the 
character of the borough in more detail and give residents  more of 
a chance to tell us what they value about their area. This will help 
us enhance local character better.  We will review Policy CL1 and 
other relevant parts of the Local Plan like the Places section to 
reflect the output of this study. This may include more area specific 
design guidance and policy.  
 

Environment Agency 
(Lisa Mills)  

No comments within our remit.  Noted 

The Pembridge 
Association (Fiona 
Fleming-Brown)  

Whilst it is undeniably difficult to prescribe good design the least 
that can be done here is to require design educated certificated 
individuals to sign the drawings. We await with interest further 
guidance as to how the PWP design codes and pattern books will 
work as they may well have an improving effect of design. In 
seeking the best design for important sites we advocate the use of 
design competitions as recommended by the London Skyline 
Campaign so that a selection of solutions both informs the 

Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



408 

 

Respondent Name Comments Council’s response 

consideration of the space and its potential and also widens the 
talent pool from which designs are drawn.  
 
Given the need for greater energy efficiency and more sustainable 
buildings the PA is concerned that environmentally sensitive 
heating and cooling systems are a core part of all new buildings, 
especially those for affordable housing where ceiling heights are 
usually low and overall floor plan is small. Sustainable insulation 
materials should be used and passive ventilation systems 
deployed wherever possible. Building which make heavy use of 
glass and steel are especially intensive in their heating and cooling 
energy use and should be avoided.  

 
 
 
Issues on energy are not covered in the Design Policies but in other 
sections of the plan. We are also developing a Greening SPD that 
will cover these.  

C David  stop bland modernism - encourage more interesting building 
shapes and external textures  

We cannot refuse planning applications on the basis of individual 
architectural tastes. However, we can consider the views of local 
people generally. We are currently undertaking a character study 
that will look at the character of the borough in more detail and 
give residents  more of a chance to tell us what they value about 
their area. This will help us enhance local character better and 
deliver the sorts of buildings people want.  We will review Policy 
CL1, CL2 and other relevant parts of the Local Plan like the Places 
section to reflect the output of this study.  
 

Rosemary Andreae  I feel strongly that firms producing designs such as that for S Ken 
by Rogers Stirk Harbour should not be used. They win awards but 
through a self-congratulatory process among modern architects. 
They should not be defined as 'high quality and exemplary' 
developers.  
 
Therefore, how can you prescribe this? 
 
I think RBKC should be much more Heritage aware when choosing 
developers. There are reasonable modern developments going 
up, as in Dovehouse St, using a good brick.  

We cannot control who developers appoint to design out their 
sites. However, we could control the form and appearance of the 
development through more detailed design policy. Design Codes 
for individual sites would give us more power to control 
development and give the community more of a say in this. 
 
 
 
We do not choose developers. We develop our own sites.  
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Tom Bennett  We need to get resident feedback on what they want to see. This 
should be described using real visuals, and not just words. These 
can then be used to create design guides and pattern books for 
areas, which would make the system more streamlined, and make 
sure the character of the area is maintained as residents want it.  

Noted. We are developing a character study that will help identify 
what local character is and what is valued by local people. This will 
help inform other studies like design guides.  

Savills (Matt Lloyd-Ruck)  High quality design development should be expected in a borough 
with many surrounding heritage assets. However, care should be 
taken to ensure that good contemporary design is not stifled in 
favour of an overtly backward looking local vernacular. Due 
consultation on these potential SPD should be carried out with 
local landowners and developers to ensure that any SPD is not 
inadvertently a barrier to development.  

Not clear what SPD is referred to here. However, RBKC are aware 
of the need of SPD documents to offer flexibility to developers and 
the need to balance public opinion and new development.  

CHRA (I. Margaronis)  Whilst it is undeniably difficult to prescribe good design, the least 
that can be done here is to require design educated certificated 
individuals to sign the drawings. We await with interest further 
guidance as to how the PWP design codes and pattern books will 
work as they may well have an improving effect of design. In 
seeking the best design for important sites we advocate the use of 
design competitions as recommended by the London Skyline 
Campaign so that a selection of solutions both informs the 
consideration of the space and its potential and also widens the 
talent pool from which designs are drawn.  
Given the need for greater energy efficiency and more sustainable 
buildings the CHRA is concerned that environmentally sensitive 
heating and cooling systems are a core part of all new buildings, 
especially those for affordable housing where ceiling heights are 
usually low and overall floor plan is small. Sustainable insulation 
materials should be used and passive ventilation systems 
deployed wherever possible. Building which make heavy use of 
glass and steel are especially intensive in their heating and cooling 
energy use and should be avoided.  

Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Issues on energy are not covered in the Design Policies but in other 
sections of the plan. We are also developing a Greening SPD that 
will cover these. 

Nicholas Sabine  Destruction Of Existing Character Of Buildings And Areas Should 
Not Be Placed In Hands Of Developers. It is important that the 

Noted. More proactive design policy like design codes would be 
able to dictate better what form of development goes on key sites.  



410 

 

Respondent Name Comments Council’s response 

Council has powers to stop development in locations which is 
inappropriate because of poor design, adverse environmental, 
functional and townscape impacts. This is particularly important in 
relation to taller buildings so much favoured by developers. 
 
The Problem is - these proposals permit new buildings entirely 
different in character and taller than their neighbours in the 
surrounding areas.  

We are also developing a character study that will look at the 
townscape of the Borough in more detail. This will help us to create 
more area specific policies and guidelines for new development to 
follow.  

KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
(Amanda Frame)  

We welcome the proposal to undertake a character study for 
parts of the borough between conservation areas. Within the 
conservation areas management plans are desperately needed. 
CAPS contained interpretation of policy and good practice – all of 
that has been lost. Most of the “policy” and good practice 
guidance in CAPScould be resurrected as a new section in CAAs or 
conservation area management plans and as part of the 
specification of allocated sites, specifying limits on height, bulk 
and massing, and other design matters. We have serious doubts, 
however, about the government proposals for codes for “beauty”, 
which could just end up stifling good innovative design. 
 
New or strengthened policies are needed:  
 
• To ensure better conservation of heritage assets. There are a 
number of buildings which we believe should be given an Historic 
England listing, and the Council should collaborate with Historic 
England in identifying these. 
 
 
• Where buildings have been listed, in the determination of 
applications, full consideration should be given to the actual 
Historic England listings, so applications are considered in the 
their full and true historical context. 
 
• To ensure that features of historical or architectural interest are 

We are working through a programme to complete the 
Conservation Area Management Plans at present.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This issue would not normally be covered by local plan policy as it is 
subject to a separate legal regime. If the Kensington Society is 
willing to identify these buildings and submit listing applications to 
Historic England the Council will offer comment and support as 
appropriate. 
 
All applications for listed building consent have to be determined 
on the basis of the effect on special interest, and the Council is fully 
aware of its legal duty to preserve that special interest.  This is 
reflected in LP policy. 
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better protected in cases where they have little visual impact. 
These could be original railings inside a garden (e.g. along a 
lightwell), or for instance where the symmetry of a terrace that is 
so long that it cannot be seen from a single viewpoint (there was a 
case where officers recommended approval of an extension at 
one end of the terrace that would have harmed the symmetry 
with the other end on the grounds that the terrace was so long 
that both ends could not be seen together). 
 
• To preserve or reinstate open front boundaries (and rear 
boundaries giving onto green spaces open to the public) such as 
railings, in order to stem the trend towards oppressive high walls, 
damaging the open green aspect of so many of our streets. 
 
• To avoid loss of green space and biodiversity, particularly in 
conservation areas, through development in gardens, both back 
and front. The London Plan actively discourages such loss, so over 
development in back gardens should be restrained. Article 4 
directions on larger private gardens and those giving onto 
communal gardens may be needed. The impermeable paving of 
back gardens should be limited, as for front gardens.  
 
• To deal with the special circumstances of gardens adjacent to 
communal gardens, where extra controls may be necessary to 
preserve visual amenity and the intended merging of private 
gardens into the communal space, e.g. on boundary treatments, 
including the walls between the gardens. Again Article 4 directives 
may be necessary. 
 
• To control garden buildings (again Article 4 directions may be 
needed). This is a difficult area as it would not be right to rule out 
completely “office sheds” given the trend towards home-working 
(although we would not want to see them widely allowed for 
leisure purposes). At the same time, such buildings can have 

The protection of special interest applies whether the features 
forming part of that interest are visible or not, and this is 
effectively covered by existing policy in that respect.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Such proposal will be considered on their individual merits and 
taking into account the character and appearance of the area or 
conservation area or the special interest of a listed building.   These 
matters are adequately addressed in existing policy. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This could be included in the Character Study or in revised Policy 
C1 or CL2. 
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various harmful effects.  
 
• To control light pollution from external lights (including in 
gardens); from shop windows (reducing the lighting in shops at 
night would also have energy-saving benefits); and plate glass 
windows on the rear of residential accommodation. At present, 
only the policy on basements has anything on light pollution. 
 
• To ensure that new build is designed in such a way that air-
conditioning is not needed. When air conditioning is retrofitted, it 
should be sited sensitively, preferably out of sight of the public 
(including neighbours).  
 
• As gas is phased out, heat pumps are likely to become the 
favoured method of heating. As they are more efficient than 
either gas or oil, their installation should be encouraged now in all 
new build. Ground source heat pumps should be subject to the 
same rules on noise and vibration as present central heating 
equipment. 
 
• There is confusion over the policy on retrofitting double-glazing 
and it would be worth spelling it out. 
 
• A specific policy needs to be devised on solar panels that 
balances sustainability and heritage considerations  

This would not be in the Design Policies.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Review CL5 to consider this.  
 
 
 
 
Noted. As stated, Article 4 directions would be needed.  
 
  
 
 
 
 
Review Policy CL5 in relation to this. 
 
 
 
 
 
We are developing a greening SPD that will cover this issue. 
 
PGT TO CONFIRM IF GREENING SPD DOES COVER THIS 
 
 
 
We are developing a greening SPD that will cover this issue. 
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We are developing a greening SPD that will cover this issue. 
 
We are developing a greening SPD that will cover this issue. 
 

The Philbeach 
Residents’ Association 
(Froment)  

Neo-classical architectural designs only in low-rise terraces and 
mansion blocks. 
Neo-classical architecture following Vitruvius, Palladio, Wood 
(elder and younger) Nash, Kent, Quinlan Terry. 
No Brutalist blocks or towers. 
Post-Covid and post-Grenfell all new development in RBKC should 
be of human scale with humane distancing.  

We cannot prescribe architectural style through a Local Plan. 
However, we are currently developing a Character Study that will 
help identify what scale and type of buildings  are appropriate in 
different parts of the Borough based on the local townscape and 
the views of local people (rather than global height limits). We will 
use this work to review our Design Policies CL1 , CL2 and CL12 
which take account of the character, type  and height of new 
development. 

Units, 2,3,4,5,7,8,10 & 
11 Latimer Ind Estate 
and Ivebury Court 
(Tania Martin)  

As the NLPR paper says ‘some parts of the Borough have a very 
mixed character and it can be difficult to establish what scale and 
style of development is appropriate’, so we think that both Local 
Plans and neighbourhood plans should continue to be able to set 
policies, including design policy, specific to place. We would look 
to see architectural design with human scale and a good 
relationship to the street encouraged across on Latimer Road and 
across the Borough.  

Noted. We will continue to work with communities to develop such 
policies both through Neighbourhood Plans and the Council’s own 
work.  

TfL (Josephine Vos)  The only issue identified here relates to parks and play-space, but 
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 close to schools will be 
particularly important in achieving the Mayor’s Vision Zero 
objective. See also comments below. 
 

Healthy Streets would be better Placed within the Chapters 20 or 
21 
 
Send comments to relevant teams dealing with Chapters 20 and 
21 
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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 
https://tfl.gov.uk/corporate/publications-and-reports/streets-
toolkit#on-this-page-2 and Parking Design and Management 
Guidance is forthcoming.  

TfL (Brendan Hodges)  Design policies should be in general conformity with the NPPF and 
ItP LP and therefore must: enable and optimise growth in 
sustainable and appropriate locations; optimise site capacity 
through a design-led approach and consideration of planned 
levels of infrastructure capacity; deliver high quality development 
which responds to local distinctiveness; and support the creation 
of healthy, inclusive neighbourhoods. 
 
The NLPR consultation document recognises that the priority for 
sites in Opportunity Areas should be the delivery of new homes 
rather than preserving the existing character of a place. This 
means that new buildings may be different in character and taller 
than their neighbours and surrounding context.  

Noted. We recognise the role of Opportunity Areas. 
 
Update Policy CL1 and CL12 to reflect the role and character of 
Opportunity Areas. 

 

 

Integrated Impact Assessment  
Do you have any comments on the above objectives or know of any further objectives that should be considered?  

Respondent Name  Comments  Council’s response  
Earl's Court Society 
(Malcolm Spalding)   

TEST CRITERION: The percentage of objectives which genuinely arise from local residents’ and 
communities’ suggestions, desires and wishes.  
MEASUREMENTS:  
Residents’ satisfaction with new developments affecting their immediate local community area 
(standardised sample, measurement, score) both planning stage and realisation stage  

Noted. The IIA scoping will be consulted upon 
together with the NLPR Issues and Options 
consultation. The development of the IIA 
alongside the new local plan will take into 



415 

 

The number of business start-up units provided.  
Number of improved facilities for working at home.  
The number of key-worker housing units provided per development  
Post-Covid buildings will need to rethink stairs and use of lifts, as current arrangements are 
outdated with poor social-distancing.  
Post-Covid social factors may hasten the “death of the high-street”. New economic and 
shopping models need planning, including new social uses of the high street.  
Post-Covid there will be newly emerging “sustainability” criteria. As these are not yet identified 
or defined, the Local Plan will need fairly regular updating, not just a one-off ten year plan 
covering everything.  
  

Post-Grenfell the Council needs to formally recognise the dangers of high-rise buildings, the 
social evils they create, their economic unsustainability, and their universal rejection by the 
residents of the borough. The Council needs to firmly and clearly spell-out this absolute 
prohibition, so developers will not try to push upward boundaries. All developable sites must 
have outline planning permission clearly showing the height limits for each site, set out as non-
negotiable strict maxima. Housing densities and green space requirements must also be clearly 
pre-defined in planning design guidelines, codes and pattern books, which reflect the very best 
of Royal Borough architecture and conservation.   

account residents’ and communities’ 
suggestions.  
  
Point on taking into account the impact of Covid 
noted, agreed that the objectives must reflect 
that.  
  
The IIA will analyse the environmental and social 
impacts of policies options including policies on 
housing densities and green spaces requirements. 
This assessment will inform the adoption of 
adequate policies.  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

Sandra Yarwood   There must be involvement from the local community in planning matters. We know our areas 
better than anyone. Planning officers do not live here.   

The local community will be thoroughly involved 
in the development of the New Local Plan and 
the IIA process.   

Lucia Scalisi   Creative biodiversity.   Noted. Biodiversity is one of the IIA objectives 
and we will consider this topic.  

Oonagh Wohanka   Always consider how you are changing the nature of the area by allowing huge, ever higher 
developments   

Noted.  

Linda Wade   Yes. There is no mention of context, or character, or architectural quality which must influence 
the outcome and usage.   
  

There is no mention of consultation or resident engagement which needs to be a continuous 
process in large scale developments.  
  

Aims, size and objectives: i.e. mixed used large-scale development   

Noted. This is already considered in the cultural 
heritage and townscape objective of the IIA 
framework.  
  
The local community will be thoroughly involved 
in the development of the New Local Plan and the 
IIA process. Local residents are engaged during 
the planning application process. Please refer to 
the Statement of Community Involvement.  

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/statement-community-involvement
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Woodland Trust (Bridget 
Fox)   

We support a sustainable development approach that integrates environmental objectives as of 
equal importance to economic and social objectives.  
In recovering from the pandemic, policies to help our economy and society must also address 
the climate and nature emergencies.  
Any infrastructure projects aimed at boosting the economy need to work alongside nature, not 
against it. Investment needs to help us reduce our impact on nature and climate, not threaten it 
further.   

Noted. The IIA objectives contains several 
environmental objectives such as: Biodiversity, 
flora and fauna, climate change, flood risk, air 
quality, parks and opens spaces, water and 
land, energy and energy-efficiency.  

TfL Planning, Transport 
for London 
(Richard Carr )   

The list of objectives should be extended to include traffic reduction and mode shift in line with 
the ItPLP and the Local Implementation Plan.  

  
  

We hope that this feedback is helpful and look forward to working with you as you start to draft 
the Local Plan documents   

Noted. The IIA framework already contains a 
transport objective which promotes traffic 
reduction and encourage more sustainable 
alternative forms of transport.  

Federica Lowndes 
Marques Leitao   

Stricter demands on the integrated impact assessment for developers.   IIA are not required for development projects but 
for Local Plans and Policy 
programmes. Environmental Impact Assessments 
may be required for development proposals 
depending on their size and location as set out in 
national legislation.  

Clean Air in London 
(Simon Birkett)   

Please benchmark it against the Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Plan’s Sustainability Report 
(November 2017):  
https://www.knightsbridgeforum.org/media/documents/knf_sustainability_report_221117.pdf  
Also the London Environment Strategy 2018 (bearing in mind RBKC’s commitment to net zero 
by 2040 is sooner than the Mayor’s commitment to 2050.   

Noted. We will consider these documents as part 
of the IIA work. Incorporate these documents as 
part of the IIA scoping report.  

CHRA (I. Margaronis)   We would welcome the opportunity to discuss and develop these ideas with RBKC in 
conjunction with the other Residents Associations and with whom we work closely. For NHG 
these are Hillgate Village RA (HVRA) and the Pembridge Association.   

The IIA scoping will be consulted upon together 
with the NLPR Issues and Options consultation so 
you will have the opportunity to feedback to us.  

The Philbeach Residents’ 
Association (Froment)   

TEST CRITERION: The percentage of objectives which genuinely arise from local residents’ and 
communities’ suggestions, desires and wishes.  
MEASUREMENTS:  
Residents’ satisfaction with new developments affecting their immediate local community area 
(standardised sample, measurement, score) both planning stage and realisation stage  
The number of business start-up units provided.  
Number of improved facilities for working at home.  
The number of key-worker housing units provided per development  
Post-Covid buildings will need to rethink stairs and use of lifts, as current arrangements are 

Noted. The IIA scoping will be consulted upon 
together with the NLPR Issues and Options 
consultation. The development of the IIA 
alongside the new local plan will take into 
account residents’ and communities’ 
suggestions.  
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outdated with poor social-distancing.  
Post-Covid social factors may hasten the “death of the high-street”. New economic and 
shopping models need planning, including new social uses of the high street.  
Post-Covid there will be newly emerging “sustainability” criteria. As these are not yet identified 
or defined, the Local Plan will need fairly regular updating, not just a one-off ten year plan 
covering everything.  
  

Post-Grenfell the Council needs to formally recognise the dangers of high-rise buildings, the 
social evils they create, their economic unsustainability, and their universal rejection by the 
residents of the borough. The Council needs to firmly and clearly spell-out this absolute 
prohibition, so developers will not try to push upward boundaries. All developable sites must 
have outline planning permission clearly showing the height limits for each site, set out as non-
negotiable strict maxima. Housing densities and green space requirements must also be clearly 
pre-defined in planning design guidelines, codes and pattern books, which reflect the very best 
of Royal Borough architecture and conservation.   

Point on taking into account the impact of Covid 
noted, agreed that the objectives must reflect 
that.  
  
The IIA will analyse the environmental and social 
impacts of policies options including policies on 
housing densities and green spaces requirements. 
This assessment will inform the adoption of 
adequate policies.  
  

TfL (Josephine Vos)   The list of objectives should be extended to include traffic reduction and mode shift in line with 
the London Plan and the Local Implementation Plan.   

Noted. The IIA framework already contains a 
transport objective which promotes traffic 
reduction and encourage more sustainable 
alternative forms of transport.  

  
  
  
  
  

  
 


