
  
 

  
 
 

 
Dear Preeti, 
  
  
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended); 
Greater London Authority Acts 1999 and 2007; Town and Country Planning (Local 
Development) (England) Regulations 2012 

Re: New Local Plan Review - Publication Policies (Regulation 19) Consultation 

  

Thank you for consulting the Mayor of London on the proposed New Local Plan Review: 
Publication Policies (Regulation 19) consultation. As you are aware, all Development Plan 
Documents in London must be in general conformity with the London Plan under section 24 
(1)(b) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. The Mayor has afforded me 
delegated authority to make detailed comments which are set out below. Transport for London 
(TfL) have also provided comments, which I endorse, and which are attached at Annex 1. 

The Mayor provided comments on the earlier Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea’s 
(RBKC’s) New Local Plan Review: Issues and Options consultation on 4 October 2021 (Ref: 
LDF20/LDD20/LP03/HA01) and the New Local Plan Review: draft Policies consultation on 23 
March 2022 (Ref: LDF20/LDD20/LP04/JC01). This letter follows on from that earlier advice 
and sets out where you should make further amendments so that the draft Plan is consistent 
with the London Plan 2021 (LP2021). These comments should be read alongside the Mayor’s 
previous responses. The LP2021 was formally published on the 2 March 2021, and now forms 
part of the RBKC’s Development Plan and contains the most up-to-date policies. 

General 

The Mayor recognises that RBKC adopted their current Local Plan in 2019 and within that, set 
out a commitment, following the Grenfell Tower tragedy, to change the way that it engages 
with the local community on planning matters. This Local Plan review is a result of that process 
and is an approach which aligns particularly well with the Mayor’s Good Growth objective, GG1 
building strong and inclusive communities which is very welcome. 

 
 
 
 
 
Preeti Gulati-Tyagi 
Team Leader Spatial Planning 
Planning Policy Team 
Planning and Place 
Kensington Town Hall 
Hornton Street 
London W8 7NX 
 
By email:  planningpolicy@rbkc.gov.uk  
 Preeti.GulatiTyagi@rbkc.gov.uk  
   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Department:  Planning 
Our reference: LDF20/LDD20/LP05/HA01 
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The vision for the borough is set out very early on in the draft Plan and is centred on three key 
principles to be green, inclusive and liveable. These principles align well with the Mayor’s Good 
Growth Objectives set out in the LP2021, especially GG3 creating a healthy city and this is 
welcome. 

There are two Opportunity Areas (OAs) in the borough: Kensal Canalside and Earl’s Court and 
the intention is to focus the borough’s growth in these locations. This strategic approach is set 
out clearly in Chapter 9 and both areas are later included as site allocations. The Earl’s 
Court/West Kensington OA is shared between RBKC and the London Borough of Hammersmith 
and Fulham (LBHF) and so too are the indicative figures for growth (set out in Table 2.1 of the 
LP2021). RBKC should work with LBHF and other relevant partners to realise the full potential 
of the area to optimise good growth. 

The draft Plan could be clearer regarding the intended Plan period. We note that the draft Plan 
will cover a period of 20 years as set out in paragraph 1.1 but more clarity on when the period is 
likely to start and end would be useful.  

It is the Mayor’s opinion that as currently written, the draft Local Plan is in general conformity 
with the LP2021. The following is guidance that would result in the draft Plan being more 
closely aligned with the LP2021.  

Housing 

RBKC’s housing target, as set out in Table 4.2 of the LP2021 is for the delivery of 4,480 new 
homes from 2019 until 2029 and this is clearly reflected in Part A of Policy HO1 and is 
welcomed. The intention to meet and exceed that target by adopting a stepped housing target 
is supported in paragraph 4.1.10 of the LP2021 which states that targets can be achieved 
gradually and boroughs are encouraged to set out a realistic and, where appropriate, stepped 
housing delivery target over a ten year period. Figure 3.1 of the draft Plan illustrates the 
borough’s current housing trajectory. The London Plan ten-year target is for the period 
2019/20 until 2028/29, whereas RBKC’s ten-year housing target period starts in 2021. Figure 
3.1 of the draft Plan establishes that the proposed stepped target would be able to deliver 
3,875 new homes between 2021 and 2029 but the draft Plan should also account for the period 
2019 to 2021 to be consistent with the LP2021 which establishes the baseline year for 
monitoring as 2019/20. RBKC’s AMR February 2022 illustrates that 511 net new homes were 
delivered in 2019/20 and 267 in 2020/21. A total of 778 new homes, which is short of the 
LP2021 target by 118 new homes. This shortfall in delivery should also be taken into account 
up to 2029. The draft Plan could also be clearer on what actions RBKC would take in the event 
of under delivery. 

We note that beyond 2029 the borough intends to roll forward its LP2021 housing target. 
Paragraph 4.1.11 of the LP2021 is clear that if a target is required beyond 2029 boroughs 
should draw on the 2017 SHLAA findings and any local evidence of identified capacity, and 
should take into account any additional capacity that could be delivered as a result of any 
committed transport infrastructure improvements, and roll forward the housing capacity 
assumptions applied in the LP2021 for small sites which is for the delivery of 129 new homes a 
year. 

RBKC’s intention in Policy HO1 part B, to protect numbers of existing homes by limiting the 
merging of two homes to form a single, larger one is noted and welcomed. The intended 
approach is consistent with paragraph 4.2.8 of the LP2021, which sets out that where the 
amalgamation of separate flats into larger homes is leading to the sustained loss of homes and 
is not meeting the identified requirements of large families, boroughs are encouraged to resist 
this process.  



  

  
 

The LP2021 sets out a small housing sites target for RBKC to deliver on average 129 new 
homes a year and this is recognised in paragraph 3.19 and Policy HO2 of the draft Plan and is 
welcomed. 

 

Affordable housing 

The Mayor is pleased that RBKC’s community housing typology (affordable housing) shares his 
preference for affordable housing in the form of social rent/London affordable rent, and 
London Living Rent as set out in paragraph 4.6.3 of the LP2021.  

RBKC’s current requirement for affordable housing is triggered by residential proposals that 
exceed a threshold of 650sqm. It is noted that this approach was recently tested through 
RBKC’s Local Plan examination and supported by appropriate evidence. The Mayor has no 
objection to this approach which will help to maximise affordable housing provided that RBKC 
can continue to justify it based on up-to-date evidence. 

The Mayor has set a strategic target that 50% of all new homes across London are to be 
genuinely affordable and this is now reflected in the draft Plan at paragraph 3.30 and is in 
accordance with LP2021 Policy H4. To take account of the Mayor’s 50% strategic target for 
affordable housing, the draft plan should reflect the approach set out in Policy H5 part C4 of 
the LP2021, which makes it clear that planning applications must demonstrate that they have 
sought grant to increase the level of affordable housing. 

The draft Plan is clear of its intention to follow the Mayor’s threshold approach to affordable 
housing in Policy HO3 and this is very welcome. The policy correctly reflects the thresholds that 
are set out in Policy H5 of the LP2021 for 35% affordable housing on privately owned land and 
50% on publicly owned land where there is no portfolio agreement with the Mayor. However, 
the policy should also reflect that the threshold is 50% for non-designated industrial sites 
where a scheme would result in a net loss of industrial capacity. 

It is recognised and noted that the current Local Plan tenure split is set at 70/30 in favour of 
social/London Affordable Rent which meets the requirements of Policy H6 of the LP2021 and 
is welcome. 

The draft Plan recognises the Mayor’s portfolio approach in paragraph 3.31 which is welcomed. 
However, paragraph 4.5.6 of the LP2021 makes it clear that the Mayor is committed to 
delivering at least 50% affordable housing across the entire portfolio of sites. The portfolio 
extends across London as a whole and not just within the borough. Within the borough, a 
threshold of 35% should apply to individual sites, which means that the draft Plan’s proposed 
requirement that such sites deliver 50% affordable housing across the borough is not consistent 
with the LP2021 and should be amended accordingly. 

Policy HO7 of the draft Plan sets out the requirements for estate renewal in the borough. Part 
C of the Policy makes it clear that the maximum deliverable amount of affordable housing must 
be provided in such circumstances and that all schemes must be accompanied by viability 
assessments. This is consistent with Policy H8E of the LP2021 which makes it clear that all 
development proposals that include the demolition and replacement of affordable housing are 
required to follow the Viability Tested Route and should seek to provide an uplift in affordable 
housing in addition to the replacement affordable housing floorspace. 

Paragraph 3.26 of the draft Plan uses the term ‘maximum reasonable amount’ in relation to the 
provision of affordable homes. It is the Mayor’s intention to move away from the more 
traditional ‘maximum reasonable’ approach to affordable housing by replacing it with the 
threshold approach. In light of this, we would advise RBKC to amend the terminology to avoid 
any future confusion.  



  

  
 

First Homes 

The Mayor raised concerns about RBKC’s intended approach to First Homes in his earlier 
response to your Regulation 18 consultation and these still remain valid. In that response we 
said that although the 25% allocation for First Homes is within the 30% intermediate homes 
limit of Policy H6 LP2021, the Mayor considers that intermediate products must meet the 
definition of genuinely affordable housing and priority must be given to London Living Rent 
and London Shared ownership in accordance with LP2021 Policy H6 Part 2. RBKC’s own 
Viability Study shows that First Homes would only be viable in North Kensington to those at the 
very top of the £90,000 income limit. The Mayor is concerned that First Homes cannot deliver 
genuinely affordable homes to a range of household incomes up to this cap. Moreover, the 
deliverability of the First Homes product must not affect the viability of providing low-cost 
rented homes in accordance with LP2021 Policy H6 Part A (as either London Affordable Rent 
or Social Rent).  

The intended approach should be supported by evidence which demonstrates that First Homes 
are attainable to RBKC households in need of intermediate homes on a range of incomes, or 
that they would be more affordable than other intermediate products (without making Social 
Rent or London Affordable Rent unviable). This would help to demonstrate and establish that 
the issues set out in the GLA’s First Homes Practice Note (July 2021)1 have been fully explored. 

Specialist Older Persons Housing 

The draft Plan at paragraph 3.58 reflects the borough’s annual benchmark for specialist older 
persons housing for 83 dwellings per year. This figure is taken from Table 4.3 of the LP2021 
and as the draft Plan correctly notes, is an indicative figure. RBKC have recently conducted a 
Local Housing Needs Assessment (September 2022)2 which goes into detail about older persons 
housing need in the borough and concludes that by 2040 RBKC is projected to need an 
additional 2,291 units of private, leasehold sheltered accommodation and 549 of social rented, 
affordable sheltered accommodation and this could be more clearly reflected in the draft Plan. 

The intention set out in Policy HO5 to protect existing older people’s housing is noted but the 
draft Plan could be more proactive and RBKC is advised to work positively and collaboratively 
with providers to identify sites which may be suitable for more specialist older persons housing 
as set out in Policy H13A of the LP2021. 

Build to Rent housing 

Policy HO6 of the draft Plan is clear that Build to Rent (BtR) schemes are not supported in the 
borough. This is in contrast to the support given to BtR schemes by LP2021 Policy H11 and 
paragraph 4.11.1 which are clear that boroughs should take a more positive approach to the 
BtR sector, recognising the positive contribution it can have in terms of increasing housing 
supply. For example, BtR schemes can provide better management standards and better-quality 
homes than much of the mainstream private rented sector and it can accelerate delivery on 
individual sites as they are less prone to ‘absorption constraints’ on build-out rates.  

We note that paragraph 3.70 of the draft Plan would allow for BtR schemes to come forward 
where they can provide 35% DMR housing not exceeding London Affordable Rents and 
London Living Rents. Whilst paragraph 4.11.10 of the LP2021 does allow for a proportion of 
BtR affordable housing as low-cost rent (social rent or London Affordable Rent) where this is 
justified, it must be provided by an Registered Provider and would contribute towards the 

 
1 https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/first_homes_planning_practice_note_.pdf  
2 https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149422021.1/PDF/-
/03%20Local%20Housing%20Needs%20Assessment%20Update%20Full%20Report%20Sep%2022.pdf  

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/first_homes_planning_practice_note_.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149422021.1/PDF/-/03%20Local%20Housing%20Needs%20Assessment%20Update%20Full%20Report%20Sep%2022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149422021.1/PDF/-/03%20Local%20Housing%20Needs%20Assessment%20Update%20Full%20Report%20Sep%2022.pdf


  

  
 

relevant threshold required to meet the fast track route. There is concern that RBKC’s stance 
will preclude BtR schemes from coming forward. Moreover, it does not align with the London 
Plan expectation that allows BtR schemes to fast track (see Policy H5) where 30% of the 
affordable housing offer on BtR schemes is provided as LLR equivalent rents and the remainder 
as genuinely affordable homes below market rents for a range of incomes.  

RBKC should take a more positive approach to this type of housing product and be clearer 
about how they might ensure rental homes are delivered across the borough with a DMR offer 
that is justified and supported by viability evidence. 

Co-living 

The Mayor’s Regulation 18 response raised concerns in relation to co-living developments 
which have now been addressed in this version of the draft Plan and are welcomed. We stated 
that where the intention is to provide affordable housing as part of co-living development 
proposals those dwellings should meet the design standards set out in Policy D6 of the LP2021. 
The draft Plan, at paragraph 3.74, incorrectly references Policy H16 instead of the correct 
Policy D6, regarding the design quality of the affordable units. The reference should be 
amended accordingly to avoid confusion.   

Estate renewal 

Policy HO7 of the draft Plan has been amended and now follows the Mayor’s approach to 
estate redevelopment that is set out clearly in Policy H8 of the LP2021 and this change is 
welcomed. This is also reflected in paragraph 3.80 which makes it clear that all proposals 
involving the demolition and replacement of affordable housing must be viability tested. 
Paragraph 3.82 of the draft Plan also makes reference to the Mayor’s Good Practice Guide to 
Estate Regeneration and this too is welcome. 

Tall Buildings 

RBKC’s intention to employ two definitions of what constitutes a tall building for different 
areas of the borough, is clearly set out in Figure 4.3 and Policy DC7 of the draft Local Plan. The 
proposed definitions meet the requirements of Policy D9 part A of the LPP2021 and set the 
heights at 21m and 30m respectively, measured from the ground level to the top of the 
building.  Figure 4.4 of the draft Plan identifies specific locations for tall buildings with 
associated appropriate height ranges in those locations. This approach meets all the 
requirements of part B2 of LP2021 Policy D9 and is welcome. 

Whilst the proposed approach meets the requirements of LP2021 Policy D9, concern is 
nonetheless maintained regarding the practical implementation of the local tall building policy 
as currently drafted. This is in relation to the inclusion of the lower definition of 21m in areas of 
the borough where prevailing building heights are only slightly lower than this figure, and the 
resulting need to apply the additional tests for tall buildings (those included under Policy D9 
part C), for minor proposals. The LP2021 notes that ‘Tall buildings are generally those that are 
substantially taller than their surroundings and cause a significant change to the skyline’ 
(3.9.3), and the additional burden of evidencing impacts under part C of Policy D9 reflects the 
potential impacts that developments of this nature may pose. While the Mayor acknowledges 
that it is for boroughs to determine locally relevant definitions for what constitutes a tall 
building, the proposed approach would mean that in some cases upwards extensions of two or 
more storeys would be required to produce detailed reporting on potential visual, functional 
and environmental impacts which may be disproportionate to the scale of development 
proposed. This potential implementation issue is evidenced by the need to include an 
exemption within the definition itself to exclude proposals for single storey extensions. Using a 
single definition of 30m for the whole Borough would resolve this concern, while schemes 



  

  
 

under this threshold could still be effectively managed under the raft of design and heritage 
policy requirements set out within the draft Plan and the LP2021.    

The King Henry's Mound to St Paul's Cathedral linear view which is set out in the London View 
Management Framework (LVMF) is reflected in Figure 4.5 of the draft Plan, which is welcome. 
RBKC should make a reference to or follow the guidance set out in the LVMF and Policy HC3 
parts A and F of the LP2021 and include the protected vista in the Local Plan policies map, to 
ensure that development proposals are assessed for their impact on the designated view. 
Policies DC7 and CD14 of the draft Plan would also benefit from a reference to the protected 
vista and should link it to the borough’s policies map. 

Town Centres 

Policy TC1makes it clear that RBKC’s intention is to apply a town centres first approach which is 
consistent with Policy SD7 of the LP2021 which seeks to discourage out-of-centre 
development in respect of main town centre uses. 

Evening and night-time economy 

The Mayor is pleased that RBKC intend to support the local evening economy recognising the 
important contribution that restaurants, takeaways, bars and pubs, cinemas and theatres can 
have in supporting the vitality of town centres.  

Table A1.1 of the LP2021 identifies that Knightsbridge, Kings Road (east) and Kensington High 
Street have a night-time economy classification of NT2. This means that they are recognised in 
the LP2021 as areas of regional or sub-regional significance. In accordance with Policy HC6 of 
the LP2021, RBKC should develop a vision for the night-time economy to support its growth 
and diversification, in particular within these identified areas. 

Industry 

The borough conducted an Employment Land Study in 2021 (October 2021) which concluded 
that there would be a need for an additional 9,000sqm of industrial floorspace over the lifetime 
of the Plan. The draft Plan seeks to protect existing industrial uses which is welcomed but the 
plan should meet the borough’s identified need for industrial space and part G of Policy BC1 
should be amended so that it is able to protect and intensify industrial capacity. It is clear in 
Figure 6.1 that RBKC has a significant number of non-designated light industrial and storage 
uses in the borough and these should be afforded some protection in accordance with Policies 
E4 and E7 of the LP2021. Mixed-use or residential development proposals on non-designated 
industrial sites should only be supported in the specific circumstances set out in LP2021 Policy 
E7 Parts C and D, and RBKC’s NLPR Policy BC1 should reflect this. 

The Plan should explore further opportunities to intensify industrial capacity at some of the 
borough’s existing non-designated industrial sites. The borough lies in the Central Services Area 
and this should be noted and reflected in the draft Local Plan. In light of this RBKC should 
recognise, in terms of the required types of industrial uses, the need to provide essential 
services to the CAZ in accordance with paragraph 6.4.7 of the LP2021. 

Waste 

The Mayor welcomes RBKC’s intention to meet its waste apportionment target as set out in 
draft Plan Policy GB19 part B. It is noted that Table 2.2 of the draft Plan sets out clearly that 
RBKC will have a waste capacity gap of 32,400 tonnes by 2041. 

Part B of the Policy also sets out that the London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham 
(LBHF) and the Old Oak and Park Royal Development Corporation (OPDC) will have surplus 
capacity to help meet RBKC’s waste apportionment needs. This is confirmed in a Statement of 



  

  
 

Common Ground3 which was agreed between all three parties in October 2022 and is published 
on RBKC’s website. This collaboration is welcomed, but it is clear that the surplus waste 
capacity will only become available once waste use is intensified at the Powerday site within the 
OPDC area and it is not clear when that might happen. An indication of when that may be likely 
would be useful so that RBKC can plan more effectively for the management of its waste over 
the lifetime of the Plan. 

The Mayor welcomes the borough’s intention in part C of Policy GB19, to maximise Cremorne 
Wharf’s use for waste management and waterborne freight handling purposes. There are no 
operating licensed waste facilities in the borough and Cremorne Wharf is temporarily being used 
for the construction of the Thames Tideway Tunnel and part of the site will be permanently 
retained for ongoing maintenance access. Policy GB19 should note and make it clear that any 
planning application for development at Cremorne Wharf must be referred to the Mayor as set 
out in a direction from the Secretary of State that was made on 19 February 20214. Paragraph 
2.15 of the draft Plan makes it clear that when Thames Tideway Tunnel works are completed in 
2025 Cremorne Wharf will have the potential to provide additional waste capacity and this will 
go towards helping the borough meet its waste apportionment target.  

RBKC is part of the Western Riverside Waste Authorities (WRWA) and as such has an agreement 
with Cory Environmental Ltd to dispose of its waste. The contract ends in 2032 and therefore 
does not cover the whole of the Plan period which would take us up to 2041.  

This agreement means that the borough has no control over the way in which, or where, its 
waste is managed. As set out in paragraph 2.13 it is clear that some of RBKC’s waste is 
managed at facilities outside of London but we do not know how much that is. It is the Mayor’s 
ambition that London should be self-sufficient in the management of its waste by 2026. This is 
set out in Policy SI 8 of the LP2021. Until we can monitor how much waste is being exported 
outside of London, RBKC’s approach presents a risk that London will not be able to meet the 
Mayor’s net self-sufficiency target. However, the intention to manage waste at Cremorne Wharf 
and the Powerday site, in the OPDC area, once that becomes available during the Plan period is 
welcomed. 

Transport 

There have been some positive changes since Regulation 18 but there are still a number of 
areas that need to be addressed to ensure conformity with strategic transport policies in the 
London Plan. These include amendments to site allocations SA1, SA2 and SA3 and Policies T5, 
T6, T7 and T8 as detailed in the appendix. In particular, we would want to see a much closer 
alignment between the proposals for cycle routes in the Local Plan and the cycling connections 
identified through TfL’s Strategic Cycling Analysis framework. 

Air Quality 

Policy GB6 of the draft Plan reflects the approach set out in Policy SI 1 of the LP2021. This 
includes that all development proposals should be at least air quality neutral and that 
masterplans/development briefs and large-scale development proposals which are subject to 
Environment Impact Assessment should plan to be air quality positive. 

The Mayor is also pleased that the draft Plan now recognises and has mapped out clearly the 
borough’s three Air Quality Focus Areas in Figure 2.1 of the document. Policy GB6 makes it a 
requirement that development proposals in AQFAs are required to be accompanied by Air 

 
3 https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149567749.1/PDF/-/22-04-
11%20REVISED%20SoCG%20LBHF%20and%20OPDC%20Waste%20RBKC%202022%20signed.pdf  
4 https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/safeguarding_direction_cremorne_wharf.pdf  

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149567749.1/PDF/-/22-04-11%20REVISED%20SoCG%20LBHF%20and%20OPDC%20Waste%20RBKC%202022%20signed.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149567749.1/PDF/-/22-04-11%20REVISED%20SoCG%20LBHF%20and%20OPDC%20Waste%20RBKC%202022%20signed.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/safeguarding_direction_cremorne_wharf.pdf


  

  
 

Quality Assessments but should also demonstrate that design measures have been incorporated 
to minimise exposure to poor air quality in accordance with Policy SI 1 of the LP2021. 

Site Allocations 

The site allocations include the boroughs OAs and large sites. Also included are 5 small sites 
which is welcome and is an approach which is aligned with Policy H2B3 of the LP2021. We 
would encourage RBKC to seek out more opportunities for small site development recognising 
that this can take a number of forms including residential conversions and the extension of 
existing buildings. The Mayor has published draft Small Site Design Codes guidance5 and RBKC 
are advised to follow it. 

Site GLA Comments 

SA1 Kensal 
Canalside OA 

The area is clearly identified as being suitable for tall buildings which 
is welcomed. Figure 10.1 provides detail on the ranges of appropriate 
building heights using a gradient of colour to illustrate where the 
greatest building heights would be most appropriate. RBKC should 
note that mapping out appropriate building height areas in a more 
precise manner may make decision making easier when determining 
planning applications. The development constraints posed by 
numerous heritage assets to the north are noted, this should be 
expanded to also include relevant assets within the neighbouring 
borough. 

SA2 Earl’s Court 
Exhibition Centre 

The area is clearly identified as being suitable for tall buildings which 
is welcomed. Figure 10.2 provides detail on the ranges of appropriate 
building heights using a gradient of colour to illustrate where the 
greatest building heights would be most appropriate. RBKC should 
note that mapping out appropriate building height areas in a more 
precise manner may make decision making easier when determining 
planning applications if that is possible at this stage of 
redevelopment. 

SA9 Units 1-14 
Latimer Road 
Industrial Estate 

As the allocation contains non-designated industrial sites, it should 
note and take into consideration Policy E7 part C of the LP2021. This 
makes it clear that mixed-use or residential development proposals on 
non-designated industrial sites should only be supported where – 
there is no reasonable prospect of the site being used for the 
industrial and related purposes set out in Part A of Policy E4 of the 
LP2021; it has been allocated in a Local Development Plan Document 
for residential or mixed-use development; or industrial, storage or 
distribution floorspace is provided as part of mixed-use 
intensification. The allocation could also take a positive approach 
towards those industrial uses that should take priority due to the 
borough’s location in the CSA as set out in paragraph 6.4.7 of the 
LP2021.  

SA6 Lots Road As the allocation contains non-designated industrial sites, it should 

 
5 https://www.london.gov.uk/programmes-strategies/planning/implementing-london-plan/london-plan-
guidance/small-site-design-codes-lpg  

https://www.london.gov.uk/programmes-strategies/planning/implementing-london-plan/london-plan-guidance/small-site-design-codes-lpg
https://www.london.gov.uk/programmes-strategies/planning/implementing-london-plan/london-plan-guidance/small-site-design-codes-lpg


  

  
 

South note and take into consideration Policy E7 part C of the LP2021. This 
makes it clear that mixed-use or residential development proposals on 
non-designated industrial sites should only be supported where – 
there is no reasonable prospect of the site being used for the 
industrial and related purposes set out in Part A of Policy E4 of the 
LP2021; it has been allocated in a Local Development Plan Document 
for residential or mixed-use development; or industrial, storage or 
distribution floorspace is provided as part of mixed-use 
intensification. The allocation could also take a positive approach 
towards those industrial uses that should take priority due to the 
borough’s location in the CSA as set out in paragraph 6.4.7 of the 
LP2021. 

 

Next steps 

I hope these comments positively inform the preparation of the RBKC Local Plan. We continue 
to offer our support to work with you to address the issues identified in this letter and to 
ensure it aligns more closely with the LP2021 as well as delivering the Council’s objectives. If 
you have any specific questions regarding the comments in this letter, please do not hesitate to 
contact Hassan Ahmed on 020 7983 4000 or at hassan.ahmed@london.gov.uk.   
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
 
 
Lucinda Turner 
 
Assistant Director of Planning 
 
Cc: Tony Devenish, London Assembly Constituency Member 
 Sakina Sheikh, Chair of London Assembly Planning Committee 
 National Planning Casework Unit, DLUHC

mailto:hassan.ahmed@london.gov.uk
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Annex 1 – Transport for London Response 

 

 

  

 

 

 

9 December 2022 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
New Local Plan Review Draft Policies (Regulation 19) – October 2022 
 
Please note that these comments represent the views of Transport for London (TfL) officers 

and are made entirely on a "without prejudice" basis. They should not be taken to represent 

an indication of any subsequent Mayoral decision in relation to this matter. The comments 

are made from TfL’s role as a transport operator and highway authority in the area. These 

comments do not necessarily represent the views of the Greater London Authority (GLA). A 

separate response has been prepared by TfL Transport Trading Limited Properties (TTLP) 

(formerly TfL Commercial Development) to reflect TfL’s interests as a landowner and 

potential developer. 

 

Thank you for giving Transport for London (TfL) the opportunity to comment as part of the 
Publication Policies Consultation (New Local Plan Review). We previously responded to the 
Borough’s Issues Consultation (November 2020 – Appendix A), Issues and Options 
Consultation (October 2021 – Appendix B) and the Draft Policies (March 2022 – Appendix C). 
These comments should be read alongside the previous TfL responses (appended).  
 
The approach of the Local Plan should be developed in line with relevant London Plan 
policies and the Mayor’s Transport Strategy (MTS). In particular, it is important that Local 
Plans support the Healthy Streets Approach, Vision Zero and the overarching aim of 
enabling more people to travel by walking, cycling and public transport, rather than by car. 
This is crucial to achieving sustainable growth, as in years to come, more people and goods 
will need to travel on a relatively fixed road network.  
 
We support the Council’s vision to encourage active travel, and to reduce both car use and 
the borough’s dependence on car journeys. There have been some positive changes since 
Regulation 18 but there are still a number of areas that need to be addressed to ensure 
conformity with strategic transport policies in the London Plan. 
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We have set out a number of detailed comments and proposed changes on the following 
pages which we hope are helpful. We look forward to continuing our work together in 
drafting the final document. 
 
 
 
Yours faithfully,  
 

 
 

Josephine Vos | Manager 

London Plan and Planning Obligations team | City Planning 

Email: josephinevos@tfl.gov.uk  
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Detailed comments on specific sections of the NLPR: 
 
PLV8: Kensington High Street 
We welcome the addition of priority 9 in paragraph 9.58 ‘Improve the pedestrian and cyclist 
environment including supporting the removal of pavement clutter where not used.’ 
 
PLV9: Portobello Road 
We welcome clarification in paragraph 9.60 ‘Improve wayfinding, navigation and walkability 
from Notting Hill Gate, Ladbroke Grove and Holland Park underground stations.’ 
 
PLV17: Knightsbridge 
We welcome the removal of inaccurate text which referred to ‘ongoing redevelopment of 
[Knightsbridge] station’ 
 
Section 3 – Places 
Various sites within Kensington & Chelsea are on or adjacent to London Underground 
assets, therefore we recommend the Local Plan clearly mentions requirements for 
infrastructure protection during construction and end state, with any additional 
safeguarding that may be required to meet the infrastructure needs. We support 
enhancements to bus infrastructure and/or the network, subject to TfL being consulted and 
the approvers of any changes. These must meet the prevailing TfL standards at the time of 
construction.  
 
Site Allocation SA1: Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area 
The residential and office developments should be car free (NB car free development 
includes provision for Blue Badge holders) and car parking for other uses should be 
minimised in line with the approach to car parking set out in Policy T6 of the London Plan 
2021. Parking in surface car parks should not be re-provided and instead be redeveloped 
according to the London Plan policies to make the best use of land. These requirements 
should be added to the list of principles to ensure soundness. 
 
Existing bus stands, stops and driver facilities need to be retained and enhanced in a 
suitable location and will require necessary long-term lease/access agreements to be agreed 
with TfL. This should be added to the list of principles to ensure soundness. 
 
At Regulation 18 we requested that you change ‘improved transport infrastructure including 
better bus links, enhancements to Ladbroke Grove underground station’ to ‘improved 
transport infrastructure including improvements to bus services and facilities to serve OA 
growth, increased passenger capacity at stations, and step free access at Ladbroke Grove 
underground station’. No clear justification was provided for rejecting this change and so we 
reiterate the point and request that it is added to part W to ensure soundness. 
 
Site Allocation SA2: Earl’s Court Exhibition Centre 



 

 

The residential and office developments should be car free (NB car free development 
includes provision for Blue Badge holders) and car parking for other uses should be 
minimised in line with the approach to car parking set out in Policy T6 of the London Plan 
2021. Parking in surface car parks should not be re-provided and instead be redeveloped 
according to the London Plan policies to make the best use of land. These requirements 
should be added to the list of principles to ensure soundness. 
 
 
Existing bus stands, stops and driver facilities need to be retained and enhanced in a 
suitable location and will require necessary long-term lease/access agreements to be agreed 
with TfL. This should be added to the list of principles to ensure soundness. 
 
We understand that it is no longer the Council’s intention for buses to be extended into the 
site as reflected in the removal of that requirement from part S. We note that in part T the 
reference to increased capacity on the West London line has been removed as requested. 
 
We welcome the amended reference to Earl’s Court gyratory in part V which now reads ‘A 
contribution to the enhancement of the Earl’s Court One Way System in line with the 
Healthy Streets Approach, including safety measures, greening, increased space for active 
travel and buses, and lower speed limits.’ 
  
Site Allocation SA3: 100/100A West Cromwell Road 
We welcome the amended reference to Earl’s Court gyratory in part J which now reads ‘A 
contribution to the enhancement of the Earl’s Court One Way System in line with the 
Healthy Streets Approach, including safety measures, greening, increased space for active 
travel and buses, and lower speed limits.’ 
  
We welcome the addition of part K which requires contributions towards ‘Safety 
improvement and crossing facilities at Warwick Road/ West Cromwell Road junction.’ 
 
We reiterate comments about the site allocation requiring car free development. Part E 
which currently refers to ‘Provision of car parking and open amenity space’ should be 
amended to read ‘A car free development with provision of open amenity space’ to ensure 
conformity with the London Plan which requires a car free development in this location. In 
the Council’s Regulation 18 consultation response to TfL comments, it is stated that car 
parking policies are set out elsewhere in the Development Plan, in which case the reference 
to ‘provision of car parking’ must be removed to avoid confusion because Development Plan 
policies require no car parking for this site, apart from disabled persons’ parking. 
 
Section 10 – Transport 
As stated at Regulation 18 the approach to transport outlined in this section needs to 
incorporate the Mayor’s objectives for transport, including the target for 80 per cent of all 
trips in London to be by public transport, walking and cycling by 2041. The target for inner 
London is 90 per cent, and the approved Local Implementation Plan for RBKC sets a target of 
85 per cent of trips by public transport, walking and cycling by 2041. These targets should be 
reflected in the overall vision and used as justification for the specific policies and proposals 
designed to achieve them.  



 

 

 
At Regulation 18 we stated that ‘An important omission from the list of issues in the 
transport chapter is the need to secure land for transport and outline future plans and 
proposals in line with policy T3 in the London Plan 2021 and the emerging Sustainable 
Transport, Walking and Cycling London Plan Guidance. We therefore welcome the inclusion 
of part D in Policy T5: ‘Resist the loss of buildings and land used for public transport, active 
travel or related support functions (unless satisfactory alternative facilities are provided).’ 
We also welcome inclusion of a map of existing and proposed cycle routes in Figure 8.1 (see 
detailed comments under T6) and the inclusion of Crossrail 2 safeguarding on the Proposals 
Map which is referenced in paragraph 8.36.  
 
Policy T1 - Street Network  
We welcome the inclusion of additional wording in T1F which states that ‘Development that 
changes the existing street network including the addition or modification of accesses, 
street layouts and road crossings must serve to (i) improve street safety in line with the 
Vision Zero approach, (ii) provide for ease of movement for all pedestrian groups (iii) 
contribute positively to the Healthy Streets score.’ 
 
Policy T4 – Streetscape 
At Regulation 18 we noted that the RBKC Streetscape guide was last revised in 2012, which 
was before the current policy context was established. TfL produced updated Streetscape 
guidance in 2022 available at https://content.tfl.gov.uk/streetscape-guidance-2022-
revision-2.pdf. We note that a new edition of the RBKC Streetscape guide is expected to be 
published in 2023 but reference should also be made to the TfL Streetscape guidance 
because this will be particularly relevant for development proposals close to the TLRN. 
 
Policy T5 – Land-use and Transport 
We welcome the inclusion of wording at the end of paragraph 8.23 which states that ‘Higher 
density developments should generally be promoted in locations that are, or will be, well 
connected to jobs, services, infrastructure and amenities by public transport, walking and 
cycling.’ 
 
We reiterate other comments made at Regulation 18 as follows: 
 
In paragraph 8.22, we recommend changing ‘while not encourage the use of private cars’ to 
‘supporting car free development’. 
 
We discourage references to PTAL being described as ‘good’ or ‘bad’ and suggest that any 
references to PTAL 4 as ‘good’ as in paragraph 8.23, should be removed. In some places, 
PTAL 2 represents ‘good’ connectivity, and it should be noted that the connectivity of areas 
depends on several factors, such as walking and cycling links or the presence of amenities in 
close proximity. 
 
Policy T6 – Active travel 
 
We welcome modified wording that now refers to ‘walking and cycling’ rather than 
‘pedestrians and cyclists’. 

https://content.tfl.gov.uk/streetscape-guidance-2022-revision-2.pdf
https://content.tfl.gov.uk/streetscape-guidance-2022-revision-2.pdf


 

 

 
As stated above, we welcome inclusion of a map of existing and proposed cycle routes in 
Figure 8.1. However, we would strongly encourage you to be more ambitious and evidence-
led when considering the potential future cycle routes to be delivered. The Strategic Cycling 
Analysis (SCA), TfL’s data-led framework for planning the strategic cycling network, 
identifies cycling connections with the greatest potential to contribute to cycling growth in 
London. 
 
In RBKC, there are three top potential east-west cycling connections identified, which would 
provide important radial connections as well as connecting up the existing north-south cycle 
routes in the borough. 
 
The specific east-west top potential connections identified are: 
• Queensway to Shepherd’s Bush, via Notting Hill Gate 
• Hammersmith to Imperial College London, via Kensington High Street 
• Chelsea Bridge to Fulham Palace, via the north bank of the Thames.  
 
Two of these connections have the potential to connect to planned Cycleways in adjacent 
boroughs (C34 and C9, both in Hammersmith & Fulham). These routes are expected to 
generate increased levels of cycling, and providing a connected, coherent network will be 
important to address gaps in the cycle network and ensure a consistent, high-quality 
experience for people cycling in London.  
 
Another top cycling connection is identified north of Wandsworth Battersea Bridge to 
Clapham Junction, via Wandsworth Battersea Bridge. There is also a high potential cycling 
connection identified linking Kensington High Street and Earls Court Road and medium 
cycling connection from Gloucester Road tube station to Battersea Bridge and from along 
the wider Fulham Road corridor. We would expect Local Plan cycle routes to respond to the 
SCA and other TfL strategic data and set out clear proposals for addressing these important 
connections in the future – also taking into account strategic safety, walking and bus data. 
 
It is important to note that the connections identified in the SCA are not intended to refer to 
specific roads, so proposals for new cycle routes along these corridors could use main roads, 
quiet side roads, or a mix of these approaches. Use of the London Cycling Design Standards 
and TfL’s Cycling Quality Criteria will be important, to ensure new cycle route proposals 
both meet the required quality for cycle routes in London and are also compliant with the 
national LTN 1/20 guidance. 
 
To ensure soundness we therefore require figure 8.1 to reflect the connections identified in 
the SCA and accompanying text in paragraph 8.29 to provide further explanation and 
justification for all the cycle route proposals. 
 
We are pleased to see the inclusion of paragraph 8.30 which expands on the requirements 
of part E and refers to London Plan standards for cycle parking. However, we would 
encourage an additional reference to meeting quality standards for cycle parking in the 
London Cycling Design Standards (LCDS).  
 



 

 

Policy T7- Public Transport 
We made a number of comments on Policy T7 at Regulation 18 which are still relevant: 
 
In part D, and paragraph 8.37, we support the Council’s vision to deliver step-free access for 
all Underground and rail stations and requirement for ‘new developments to contribute 
towards step-free access’. The Council recognises that complete delivery is improbable 
during the plan period and is prioritising High Street Kensington, Ladbroke Grove and South 
Kensington stations, while also committing financial provisions towards delivery. This 
approach is welcomed. Opportunities for third party funding and/or delivery of step-free 
access elsewhere should continue to be pursued as and when they arise.   
 
We note aspirations for a new West London line station in the north Kensington area at 
Westway Circus. However, as previously stated, this is not currently viable because there 
are Underground stations within walking distance of the proposed site and a station in this 
location is unlikely to have a strong business case. The benefits to people living and working 
in the area would be limited, and an additional station would lengthen journey times along 
the line. This is unlikely to be justified by the demand generated by a new station in this 
location. Improving access for people walking and cycling, such as a potential link across the 
West London line, offers more realistic options to improve connectivity for the north-
western part of the borough. 
 
In paragraph 8.35 it is noted that the Council, working with Network Rail and TfL, has not yet 
been able to demonstrate that the delivery of an Elizabeth line station at Kensal Canalside is 
feasible, and that no further feasibility work is intended within the lifetime of the plan. We 
would be happy to work with you to explore how alternative modes of transport to link to 
existing London Underground and London Overground stations, and Old Oak Common can 
be enhanced to provide the local connectivity to support the development of the area. 
 
We previously commented on paragraph 8.33 in which the Council notes that its focus has 
been on improving north-south bus connections which have been secured through 
development contributions. The Council also notes that the bus network has faced 
challenges since the most recent Local Plan was adopted that have resulted in 
rationalisation of bus services. To ensure soundness and consistency with the London Plan, 
we suggest the following edit to the final sentence: ‘It is now more important than ever that 
new development secures developer contributions towards improved bus services, bus 
stands and improved walking access to ensure that bus capacity can meet demand in an 
inclusive manner.’  
 
We made the point that ‘Land for transport, including operational bus garages and rail 
infrastructure, must be both protected from development, and maintained or enhanced, 
and 
safeguarding is required for future infrastructure projects.’ This should all be reflected in the 
Local Plan. As stated above, we therefore welcome the inclusion of part D in Policy T5: 
‘Resist the loss of buildings and land used for public transport, active travel or related 
support functions (unless satisfactory alternative facilities are provided).’ We also welcome 
the inclusion of Crossrail 2 safeguarding on the Proposals Map which is referenced in 
paragraph 8.36.  



 

 

Policy T8 – Parking and Access 
As stated above, we welcome the inclusion of a direct reference to London Plan parking 
standards in paragraph 8.42. However, we would prefer this to be included in part C of the 
policy itself to clarify what is meant by ‘adopted standards’. 
 
In part F, we suggest stronger wording: The Council will resist not allow new public car parks 
and the loss of off-street coach parking’. Car parks in an inner London borough is an 
inefficient/poor use of land, and the borough should be actively redeveloping existing car 
parks to address housing need and demand for other, more beneficial uses. 
 
The autonomous vehicle reference in paragraph 10.33 should be removed as this should be 
addressed at a Greater London level and is not appropriate at the borough level.  
 
We welcome the removal of a reference to resisting reductions in on-street parking in 
paragraph 8.40. 
 
Policy T9 – Servicing 
As stated at Regulation 18, we support acknowledgement of the need to better address and 
manage the adverse effects of servicing on congestion. We support servicing off-street 
where possible, in accordance with London Plan policy T7. However, where this cannot be 
provided we welcome the requirement for ‘Servicing Management Plans and/or Coach 
Management Plans’ in part F. We welcome the support for use of cargo bicycles and river 
freight in paragraph 8.48. 
 
  



 

 

Appendix A: Borough’s Issues Consultation (November 2020) 
 
 
 

 10/11/2020 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
New Local Plan Review Borough Issues Consultation – September 2020 
 
Please note that these comments represent the views of Transport for London (TfL) officers 

and are made entirely on a "without prejudice" basis. They should not be taken to represent 

an indication of any subsequent Mayoral decision in relation to this matter. The comments 

are made from TfL’s role as a transport operator and highway authority in the area. These 

comments do not necessarily represent the views of the Greater London Authority (GLA). A 

separate response has been prepared by TfL Commercial Development to reflect TfL’s 

interests as a landowner and potential developer. 

 
Thank you for giving Transport for London (TfL) the opportunity to comment as part of the 
Borough Issues Consultation. 
 
The Mayor first published his draft new London Plan for consultation on 1st December 2017. 
Following examination, the Panel’s report, including recommendations, was issued to the 
Mayor on 8 October 2019 and the Intend to Publish version of the London Plan (ItPLP) was 
published on 17 December 2019. The Mayor received directions from the Secretary of State 
on 13 March 2020 in the Annex to his response. The ItPLP and its evidence base are now 
material considerations and have significant weight, except specifically where affected by 
the tracked changes set out in the Secretary of State’s Annex. 
 
Publication of the final version of the new London Plan is anticipated later in the year, at 
which point it will form part of the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea’s Development 
Plan and contain the most up-to-date policies. Given its advanced stage in the adoption 
process, we will have regard to it when assessing and responding to Local planning policy 
consultations, including the New Local Plan Review.  
 
The approach of the Local Plan should be developed in line with relevant draft London Plan 
policy and TfL’s aims as set out in the Mayor’s Transport Strategy (MTS). In particular, it is 
important that Local Plans support the Healthy Streets Approach, Vision Zero and the 
overarching aim of enabling more people to travel by walking, cycling and public transport, 
rather than by car. This is crucial to achieving sustainable growth, as in years to come, more 
people and goods will need to travel on a relatively fixed road network.  
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Our comments on specific sections, issues and questions are detailed below. 
 
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. 
 
Section 3 - Locations for Future Development 
 
TfL Commercial Development will respond separately to the call for sites. 
 
Section 4 - Blue-green future 
 
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. 
 
Section 9 – Transport 
 
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. 
 

http://content.tfl.gov.uk/contributions-of-gi-to-healthy-streets-approach.pdf.
http://content.tfl.gov.uk/contributions-of-gi-to-healthy-streets-approach.pdf.


 

 

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. 
 
Further expansion of cycle hire facilities should be planned for in partnership with TfL 
(where justified by increased demand). 
  
 
Issue 2 – Traffic congestion 
 
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. 

https://tfl.gov.uk/corporate/publications-and-reports/streets-toolkit
http://content.tfl.gov.uk/cycle-parking-implementation-plan.pdf


 

 

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. 
 
Issue 3 – Pollution 
 
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. 
 
Issue 4 – Improving access to public transport 
 
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 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.   
 
Sections 10 and 11- Streets, parks and outdoor spaces, and conservation and design 
 
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. 
 
Section 12 - Integrated impact assessment 
 
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 
 
 
Yours faithfully,  
 
 
Josephine Vos | Manager 

London Plan and Planning Obligations team | City Planning 

Email: josephinevos@tfl.gov.uk 
  
 
 

https://tfl.gov.uk/corporate/publications-and-reports/streets-toolkit#on-this-page-2
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Appendix B: Issues and Options Consultation (October 2021) 
 
 
  
 
 

28 September 2021 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
New Local Plan Review Issues and Options Consultation – July 2021 
 
Please note that these comments represent the views of Transport for London (TfL) officers 

and are made entirely on a "without prejudice" basis. They should not be taken to represent 

an indication of any subsequent Mayoral decision in relation to this matter. The comments 

are made from TfL’s role as a transport operator and highway authority in the area. These 

comments do not necessarily represent the views of the Greater London Authority (GLA). A 

separate response has been prepared by TfL Commercial Development to reflect TfL’s 

interests as a landowner and potential developer. 

 
Thank you for giving Transport for London (TfL) the opportunity to comment as part of the 
Issues and Options Consultation. We previously responded to the Initial Consultation and 
these comments should be read alongside that response. The London Plan 2021 has 
recently been published. It now forms part of Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea’s 
Development Plan and contains the most up-to-date policies. 
 
The approach of the Local Plan should be developed in line with relevant London Plan policy 
and TfL’s aims as set out in the Mayor’s Transport Strategy (MTS). In particular, it is 
important that Local Plans support the Healthy Streets Approach, Vision Zero and the 
overarching aim of enabling more people to travel by walking, cycling and public transport, 
rather than by car. This is crucial to achieving sustainable growth, as in years to come, more 
people and goods will need to travel on a relatively fixed road network.  
 
Our comments on specific sections, issues and questions are detailed below. 
 
Section 2 – Key concepts 
We welcome the emphasis on Good Growth. Section 2.5 should emphasise that the New 
Local Plan Review can also assist in making the Borough even more suitable for active and 
sustainable travel by including measures that promote lower levels of car use including car 
free development, reductions in the availability of parking, enhanced parking controls and 
restrictions on car access use selected areas. The development of a comprehensive and safe 
walking and cycling network will help to reduce the dominance of streets by vehicles.  This 
should include wider adoption across the Royal Borough of measures that are currently 
lacking such as Advanced Stop Lines (ASLs) at junctions, safe cycle lanes, wider pavements 
and improved crossing facilities. 
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Section 3 - Places 
 
Kensal Canalside 
 
We note the aspirations for this Opportunity Area. The residential and office developments 
should be car free (apart from Blue Badge parking) and car parking for other uses should be 
minimised in line with the approach to car parking set out in Policy T6 of the London Plan 
2021. We support new pedestrian and cycle bridge connections over the railway and canal, 
but we would have concerns if the design of an improved vehicular access at Ladbroke 
Grove facilitated increased car use. Any improvements should be designed according to the 
Healthy Streets Approach and should prioritise access by active travel and public transport 
rather than by car.  
 
Kensington High Street 
 
Streetscape improvements should be designed according to the Healthy Streets Approach 
and should prioritise access by active travel and public transport. 
 
Section 6 – Green-Blue Future 
 
We note the importance of road transport and would welcome stronger policies on 
reducing its impact on air quality which can be achieved through measures to reduce vehicle 
use. As well as improving air quality, measures to reduce the impacts of road transport have 
an important role in tackling climate change and reducing noise and vibration. A reduction 
in travel by car will help to contribute to the aims and objectives set out here. 
 
Routes that are designed for active travel can be successfully integrated with green 
infrastructure. TfL has produced guidance on how green infrastructure can contribute to the 
Healthy Streets Approach: 
 
http://content.tfl.gov.uk/contributions-of-gi-to-healthy-streets-approach.pdf. 
 
 
Section 11 – Transport 
 
An important omission from the list of issues in the transport chapter is the need to secure 
land for transport and outline future plans and proposals in line with policy T3 in the London 
Plan 2021 and the emerging Sustainable Transport, Walking and Cycling LPG. The Local Plan 
should identify walking and cycling networks and any gaps or potential improvements, as 
advised in the LPG. The Local Plan and relevant site allocations should ensure that all land 
required for transport purposes, including operational bus garages and rail infrastructure, is 
protected from development and that safeguarding is included for future infrastructure 
projects including Crossrail 2. We are expecting updated Crossrail 2 safeguarding directions 
will be issued by the Department for Transport in the near future. A Crossrail 2 project 
update can be found here: 
 

http://content.tfl.gov.uk/contributions-of-gi-to-healthy-streets-approach.pdf.


 

 

https://crossrail2.co.uk/news/crossrail2-update-november-2020/ 
 
The approach to transport outlined in this section also needs to incorporate the Mayor’s 
objectives for transport, including the target for 80 per cent of all trips in London to be by 
public transport, walking and cycling by 2041. The target for inner London is 90 per cent, 
and the approved Local Implementation Plan for RBKC sets a target of 85 per cent of trips by 
public transport, walking and cycling by 2041. These targets should be reflected in the 
overall vision and translated into a series of policies and proposals designed to achieve 
them. This should include comprehensive planned walking and cycling networks, 
improvements to public transport as well as measures to reduce car dependence and limit 
car parking. The Mayor’s Vision Zero objective should also be firmly embedded. We 
welcome the adoption of the Healthy Streets Approach. We can provide further advice on 
applying the Healthy Streets Approach if helpful in formulating policies for the Local Plan. 
   
Issue 1 – Increasing active travel 
 
This issue extends beyond the title of increasing active travel. It is not just an increase in 
active travel that is desired, but a replacement of private vehicle trips by active travel. We 
fully support Option 1 – ‘New developments that deliver new streets should be laid out so 
as to preclude motorised through traffic while being fully permeable for active modes of 
travel.’ However, the implications that ‘Motorised traffic in new development areas would 
use existing roads’ can be managed more effectively if car free development is the norm. 
 
We also expect to see a requirement for developments to provide cycle parking at or above 
the minimum levels specified in the London Plan 2021 and an adherence to quality 
standards in the London Cycling Design Standards (LCDS) as well as an intention to secure 
improvements to active travel routes to encourage cycling and walking. Further expansion 
of cycle hire facilities should also be planned for in partnership with TfL (where justified by 
demand). 
 
 
Issue 2 – Traffic congestion 
 
We strongly support Option 1 – ‘Where parking is provided within new developments 
require this to be restricted to Blue Badge parking only.’ A car free approach should be 
applied boroughwide and alongside the Council’s existing permit free policy.  Car free 
development should apply to both residential and non-residential development. It is worth 
noting that the adoption of electric vehicles will not tackle traffic congestion, road danger or 
severance and so they should not be exempt from parking restrictions. 
 
Although car clubs in some areas can help support lower parking provision and ‘car-lite’ 
lifestyles, further provision is not appropriate in the Central Activities Zone where existing 
provision is sufficient to cater for infrequent trips by car. Car club trips risk replacing those 
that could easily be undertaken by active travel or public transport, thereby undermining 
the benefits of car free development. The London Plan 2021 makes it clear that car club 
spaces count towards the maximum parking permitted because they share most of the 
negative impacts of privately-owned cars. 

https://crossrail2.co.uk/news/crossrail2-update-november-2020/


 

 

 
We support Option 2 – ‘Require new development to provide dedicated on-site areas to 
facilitate the consolidation of deliveries and servicing across the wider development.’ 
However, this may only be viable in larger-scale development or where a number of sites 
share a common facility. More important is a general commitment to secure Delivery and 
Servicing Plans and Construction Logistics Plans and promote use of freight consolidation 
facilities including micro consolidation that may serve more than one development. 
 
Issue 3 – Air pollution 
 
Although we support the provision of electric charging infrastructure in line with policy T6 in 
the London Plan 2021, the wording of some of the options should be amended. Option 3 – 
‘Require all parking spaces within new development to be equipped with active charging 
points’ should be qualified because apart from Blue Badge parking, all developments should 
be car free. Option 1 – ‘Require the provision of publicly accessible electric vehicle charging 
points on streets within new developments’ should also refer to existing streets where 
appropriate. We support Option 2 – ‘Require the provision of rapid electric vehicle charging 
points within new development where off-street servicing areas are to be provided.’ 
 
Issue 4 – Improving access to public transport 
 
Although we welcome contributions towards bus services, Option 1 – ‘Focus development 
contributions in respect of public transport on improving bus services and removing the bias 
towards north-south services’, could be better worded as follows: ‘Secure development 
contributions towards improved bus services to ensure that capacity can meet increased 
demand.’ 
 
It will be important to maximise contributions towards public transport as a whole and in 
some locations, this may be in the form of improvements at rail stations or active travel 
links that open up access to existing services. For this reason, we support Option 3 – 
‘Continue to support the delivery of step free access at London Underground and rail 
stations across the Borough where new development presents such opportunities, 
prioritising funding for those stations where the greatest impacts can be realised.’ There is a 
commitment to provide step-free access at Knightsbridge and plans are being developed for 
full or partial step free access at Ladbroke Grove, Notting Hill Gate and South Kensington as 
part of wider developments. However, it should be stressed that sources of public funding 
are very limited. 
 
We do not support Option 2 – ‘Continue to support the delivery of a new West London Line 
station despite challenges relating to deliverability.’ We do not believe that plans for a new 
station on the West London line in the North Kensington area at Westway Circus are viable. 
This is because there are Underground stations within walking distance of the proposed site 
and a station in this location is unlikely to have a strong business case. The benefits to 
people living and working in the area would be limited, and an additional station would 
lengthen journey times. This is unlikely to be justified by the demand generated by a new 
station in this location. Improving pedestrian and cycle access to existing stations, such as a 



 

 

potential link across the West London line, offers more realistic options to improve 
connectivity for the north western part of the borough. 
 
Section 12- Streets, parks and outdoor spaces 
 
The title of this chapter is misleading because the only issue identified here relates to parks 
and play-space. Moreover, the design and management of streets and the public realm are 
also very important. The Healthy Streets Approach is relevant in this context. A commitment 
to low speeds across the borough and restricting vehicle access on streets that are close to 
schools will be particularly important in achieving the Mayor’s Vision Zero objective. 
 
Section 13 – Conservation and Design 
 
A key element of good design is the design and management of the public realm including 
streets and spaces that are designed for active travel, events and spending time. This should 
be reflected in Design Codes. Continuous footways of sufficient width should be integral to 
new developments, including on small sites. We have published Streetscape Guidance and 
Parking Design and Management Guidance is forthcoming. 
 
https://tfl.gov.uk/corporate/publications-and-reports/streets-toolkit#on-this-page-2  
 
 
Section 14 - Integrated impact assessment (IIA) 
 
We welcome the discussion of transport in the draft IIA and the inclusion of the transport 
objective ‘To promote traffic reduction and encourage more sustainable alternative forms 
of transport.’ However, this should be more strongly worded, consistent with other 
objectives (e.g. on waste reduction) and with the agreed Local Implementation Plan. We 
suggest that it should be re-worded as ‘To reduce traffic and work towards a target of 85 
per cent of trips by public transport, walking and cycling by 2041.’ An effective way to 
reduce the number of short car trips that could be made in other ways is a reform to the 
Controlled Parking Zone policy. An overall reduction in car parking would further reduce 
driving by non-residents. 
 
We hope that this feedback is helpful and look forward to working with you as you start to 
draft the Local Plan documents 
 
Yours faithfully,  

 
Josephine Vos | Manager 

London Plan and Planning Obligations team | City Planning 

Email: josephinevos@tfl.gov.uk  
  

https://tfl.gov.uk/corporate/publications-and-reports/streets-toolkit#on-this-page-2
mailto:josephinevos@tfl.gov.uk


 

 

Appendix C: Regulation 18 Consultation (March 2022) 
 
 

 23 March 2022 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
New Local Plan Review Draft Policies (Regulation 18) – February 2022 
 
Please note that these comments represent the views of Transport for London (TfL) officers 

and are made entirely on a "without prejudice" basis. They should not be taken to represent 

an indication of any subsequent Mayoral decision in relation to this matter. The comments 

are made from TfL’s role as a transport operator and highway authority in the area. These 

comments do not necessarily represent the views of the Greater London Authority (GLA). A 

separate response has been prepared by TfL Commercial Development to reflect TfL’s 

interests as a landowner and potential developer. 

 

Thank you for giving Transport for London (TfL) the opportunity to comment as part of the 
Draft Policies Consultation (New Local Plan Review). We previously responded to the 
Borough’s Issues Consultation (November 2020 – Appendix A) and Issues and Options 
Consultation (October 2021 – Appendix B) and these comments should be read alongside 
the previous TfL responses (appended) as many of those comments are not fully addressed 
in this draft.  
 
The approach of the Local Plan should be developed in line with relevant London Plan 
policies and  the Mayor’s Transport Strategy (MTS). In particular, it is important that Local 
Plans support the Healthy Streets Approach, Vision Zero and the overarching aim of 
enabling more people to travel by walking, cycling and public transport, rather than by car. 
This is crucial to achieving sustainable growth, as in years to come, more people and goods 
will need to travel on a relatively fixed road network.  
 
We support the Council’s vision to encourage active travel, and to reduce both car use and 
the borough’s dependence on car journeys. However, the current Local Plan lacks any 
robust strategy and detailed spatial planning to achieve this aim. The Streets and Transport 
Chapter in the draft Local Plan is not supported by any evidence, which we hope is provided 
for the next stage of the Local Plan.  
 
We strongly recommend a disaggregation of walking and cycling rather than just referring to 
active travel, since these two sets of road users have different needs and the infrastructure 
required is different as well. The current draft Local Plan lacks planning for a cycling network 
in the borough and needs a much stronger policy on this. 

Transport for London 
City Planning 
5 Endeavour Square 
Westfield Avenue 
Stratford 
London E20 1JN 
 
Phone 020 7222 5600 
www.tfl.gov.uk 



 

 

 
 
The London Plan 2021 (referred as the London Plan hereafter) parking standards are not 
referenced, and cycle parking is completely missing from the draft. The saved policies in the 
Local Plan from 2019 as well this draft refer to the adopted parking standards and it should 
be clarified that the London Plan standards or more ambitious standards that borough 
adopts should apply. 
 
We have set out a number of detailed comments and proposed changes on the following 
pages which we hope are helpful. We look forward to continuing our work together in 
drafting the final document. 
 
Yours faithfully,  

 
Josephine Vos | Manager 

London Plan and Planning Obligations team | City Planning 

Email: josephinevos@tfl.gov.uk  
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Detailed comments on specific sections of the NLPR: 
 
Section 1 - Vision 
We welcome the Council’s vision for the borough to be inclusive, green, and liveable. The 
role of transport in this vision is not reflected adequately. We encourage the Council to 
reflect the Healthy Streets Approach and Vision Zero which are both essential for borough 
to be inclusive, green and liveable.  
 
We also encourage a stronger narrative to prioritise more vulnerable road users as reflected 
in recent changes to the Highway Code. Many of the borough roads, such as Kensington 
High Street, are dominated by vehicles which creates road danger for residents and visitors. 
Therefore, a more prioritised and proactive approach is necessary for mode shift. In 
particular, in paragraph 1.21, the Council misses an opportunity for behaviour change and a 
proactive approach for active travel by specifying ‘improving the built environment to make 
walking and cycling for those who wish to do so’ rather than encouraging more people to 
get out of their cars and take up walking and cycling.  
 
Section 2 – Key concepts 
We welcome the emphasis on Good Growth. This section should emphasise that the New 
Local Plan Review can also assist in making the Borough even more suitable for walking, 
cycling and public transport by including measures that promote lower levels of car use 
including car free development, reductions in the availability of parking, enhanced parking 
controls, and restrictions on access by cars/non-essential vehicles in selected areas. The 
development of a comprehensive and safe walking and cycling network will help to reduce 
the dominance vehicles.   
 
PLV3: King’s Road (West) 
TfL welcomes improvements to bus infrastructure, subject to TfL being involved in decisions, 
and any changes agreed meeting relevant TfL standards. We also ask that where 
development takes place on or adjacent to existing bus network/infrastructure, bus 
operations be maintained during construction and the end state. 
 
PLV8: Kensington High Street 
We encourage the Council to include a safe walking and cycling ‘Kensington High Street’ in 
their vision and look at bridging gaps in cycling routes from adjoining boroughs. In the sixth 
part in paragraph 2.57 ‘Kensington High Street’ should be changed to ‘High Street 
Kensington’. We welcome more details regarding ‘improve access to [High Street 
Kensington] platforms’ in the next stage of the Local Plan in terms of identifying strategies, 
schemes and funding sources. 
 
PLV9: Portobello Road 
In the fourth item in paragraph 2.59, it would be helpful to understand which tube stations 
need improvements to wayfinding, navigation, and walkability.  
 
PLV17: Knightsbridge 



 

 

In the second item of paragraph 2.78 ‘ongoing redevelopment of [Knightsbridge] station’ 
does not accurately reflect the work, which is primarily for step-free access and not a full-
fledged redevelopment. We recommend removing ‘redevelopment’ from the statement. 
(The work involves the replacement of the entrance that used to be on the Brompton 
Road/Sloane Street junction and the creation of a new ticket hall on Hooper’s Court, served 
by a lift.) 
 
Section 3 – Places 
Various sites within Kensington & Chelsea are on or adjacent to London Underground 
assets, therefore we recommend the draft Local Plan clearly mentions requirements for 
infrastructure protection during construction and end state, with any additional 
safeguarding that may be required to meet the infrastructure needs. We support 
enhancements to bus infrastructure and/or the network, subject to TfL being consulted and 
the approvers of any changes. These must meet the prevailing TfL standards at the time of 
construction.  
 
Site Allocations SA1 & SA2 
Existing bus stands, stops and driver facilities need to be retained and enhanced in a 
suitable location and will require necessary long-term lease/access agreements. TfL officers 
need to be consulted and approve any design, with changes complying with prevailing TfL 
standards. TfL should be a signatory to any relevant S106 and we ask that bus operations 
are maintained throughout any development’s construction phase. 
 
Site Allocation SA1: Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area 
We note the aspirations for this Opportunity Area and in part K welcome the remodelling of 
the Ladbroke Grove junctions and proposed new streets that connect the site to its 
surrounding context. The Council should clarify which junctions are being referred to here – 
are these junctions around the Ladbroke Grove station or all the junctions in the area. The 
Council should ensure that these junction improvements prioritise walking and cycling. The 
Council should also ensure that any new street connections do not enable an increase in car 
use or motorised traffic, encourage sustainable freight for delivery and servicing and 
prioritise walking and cycling links from the site. We suggest that part K is amended to 
include the outcomes desired through the junction improvement and new streets. 
 
The residential and office developments should be car free (NB car free development 
includes provision for Blue Badge holders) and car parking for other uses should be 
minimised in line with the approach to car parking set out in Policy T6 of the London Plan 
2021. We strongly support new pedestrian and cycle bridge connections over the railway 
and canal which will improve local connectivity. TfL will continue to work with the Council 
and landowners to ensure that the revised junction scheme at Canal Way and Ladbroke 
Grove supports safe and accessible active travel, rather than increased car use. Any 
improvements should be designed according to the Healthy Streets Approach and should 
prioritise access by walking, cycling and public transport rather than by car.  
 



 

 

In part V, we request that you change ‘improved transport infrastructure including better 
bus links, enhancements to Ladbroke Grove underground station’ to ‘improved transport 
infrastructure including improvements to bus services and facilities to serve OA growth, 
increased passenger capacity at stations, and step free access at Ladbroke Grove 
underground station’. 
 
Parking in surface car parks should not be re-provided and instead be redeveloped 

according to the London Plan policies to make the best use of land. 

 
Site Allocation SA2: Earl’s Court Exhibition Centre 
We would support a reference to all development being car-free (NB car free development 
includes provision for Blue Badge holders) and car parking for other uses should be 
minimised in line with the approach to car parking set out in Policy T6 of the London Plan. 
 
In part Q, we advise the Council to coordinate with TfL via Spatial Planning to confirm if 
buses need to be extended into the site. This will be informed by the design, development 
quantum and land use and should be discussed among all stakeholders.  
  
Regarding part R, there are currently no plans to increase London Overground train service 
capacity on the West London line. Any plans to introduce additional services on the route 
between Shepherds Bush and Clapham Junction are not able to progress due to financial 
constraints. This should be accurately reflected with the draft Local Plan.  
 
Site Allocation SA3: 100/100A West Cromwell Road 
The development at 100/100A West Cromwell Road should contribute to safety 
improvements and crossing facilities at Warwick/West Cromwell Road Junction, as well as 
be car free. 
 
Part J mentions ‘A contribution to investigate and implement measures to return the Earl’s 
Court one-way system to two-way working’. TfL has looked at removing the gyratory in the 
past and recognises it is a long-term aspiration of the Council. However, a more feasible 
approach will be to work with all stakeholders to enhance the gyratory in line with the 
Healthy Streets Approach. The scope of this could include safety measures, greening, 
increased space for active travel and buses, and lower speed limits. Third party funding or 
works in kind towards delivery of these measures should be sought from developments in 
proximity to the gyratory, including the Earl’s Court Exhibition centre site.  
 
Section 4 – Green-Blue Future 
We recommend stronger policies on reducing vehicle use that have a direct impact on air 
quality, carbon emissions and climate change. We recommend referencing transport 
policies in this section which will help achieve the aims set out in the London Plan and MTS. 
 
Routes that are designed for walking and cycling can be successfully integrated with green 
infrastructure. TfL has produced guidance on how green infrastructure can contribute to the 
Healthy Streets Approach which will be helpful to reference here: 
http://content.tfl.gov.uk/contributions-of-gi-to-healthy-streets-approach.pdf. 
 

http://content.tfl.gov.uk/contributions-of-gi-to-healthy-streets-approach.pdf.


 

 

Policy G6: Air quality 
We request clarity on both the purpose of Figure 4.1 in Section 4.63, and how the policies 
are addressing the emissions identified. Figure 4.1 is not referenced in the draft Local Plan 
policies or supporting text. 
 
Policy G7: Construction management 
The draft Local Plan should note that TfL will need to approve activities on/adjacent to TfL 
assets. 
 
Policy G8: Noise and Vibration 
We support the reference to the agent of change principle which will protect TfL operations. 
However, paragraph 4.70 mentions that the ‘dominant sources of ambient noises in the 
Borough are road and rail traffic’, therefore we suggest that this policy refer to the Healthy 
Streets Approach as well. 
  
There should also be a reference to London Plan policies D14 Noise and D13 Agent of 
Change which places the onus on the developer to mitigate impacts from existing noise 
generating activities.   
 
Policy G13: Water Infrastructure 
TfL supports the use of waterways for transport, and we encourage an emphasis of using 
waterways for freight. 
 
Policy G15 should refer to the Thames Path. ‘Public access to the Thames Path should be 
maintained and improved.’  
 
Section 10 – Transport 
This section requires improvement, for which an evidence base would help. An important 
omission from the list of issues in the transport chapter is the need to secure land for 
transport and outline future plans and proposals in line with policy T3 in the London Plan 
2021 and the emerging Sustainable Transport, Walking and Cycling London Plan Guidance. 
The Local Plan should identify walking and cycling networks and any gaps or potential 
improvements, as advised in the LPG.  
 
The Local Plan and relevant site allocations should ensure that all land required for transport 
purposes, including operational bus garages and rail infrastructure, is protected from 
development and that safeguarding is included for future infrastructure projects including 
Crossrail 2. We are expecting updated Crossrail 2 safeguarding directions to be issued by the 
Department for Transport in the near future. A Crossrail 2 project update can be found here: 
https://crossrail2.co.uk/news/crossrail2-update-november-2020/. 
 

https://crossrail2.co.uk/news/crossrail2-update-november-2020/


 

 

The approach to transport outlined in this section also needs to incorporate the Mayor’s 
objectives for transport, including the target for 80 per cent of all trips in London to be by 
public transport, walking and cycling by 2041. The target for inner London is 90 per cent, 
and the approved Local Implementation Plan for RBKC sets a target of 85 per cent of trips by 
public transport, walking and cycling by 2041. These targets should be reflected in the 
overall vision and translated into a series of specific policies and proposals designed to 
achieve them.  
 
This should include comprehensive planned cycling networks, improvements to public 
transport as well as measures to reduce vehicle use and limit car parking. This should also 
include measures that are currently lacking such as Advanced Stop Lines (ASLs) at junctions, 
safe cycle lanes, wider pavements, and improved crossing facilities, all of which can be part-
funded by development. 
 
The Mayor’s Vision Zero objective should also be firmly embedded. We welcome the 
adoption of the Healthy Streets Approach and can provide advice on applying it if helpful. 
 
 
Policies T1, T3 and T4 
We suggest direct references to Healthy Streets and Vision Zero in these sections. 
 
Policy T1 - Street Network 
We support the inclusion of a road hierarchy throughout this section and the requirement 
for new streets to be built to ‘adoptable standards’. However, an explicit reference to 
Healthy Streets and Vision Zero in addition to ‘adoptable standards’ would be welcome. A 
commitment to low speeds across the borough and restricting vehicle access on streets 
close to schools/adoption of school streets are particularly important in achieving the 
Mayor’s Vision Zero objectives.  
 
Policy T3 – Living streets and outdoor life 
We support the reference to the agent of change principle in part E. 
 
Policy T4 – Streetscape 
We note that the RBKC Streetscape guide was last revised in 2012, which was before the 
current policy context was established. TfL produced a document in 2019 which includes 
updated guidance around protecting people walking and cycling when road/highway 
maintenance are underway, which can be found here: https://tfl.gov.uk/info-for/suppliers-
and-contractors/traffic-management. We recommend that the Council refer to the TfL 
guidance in Local Plan paragraph 10.14 as it is more up to date and aligned with the current 
MTS. 
 
We recommend in parts F, G, and H, the Council takes a stronger stance than ‘resist’ for 
adverts, freestanding structures, pavement crossovers and forecourt parking to allow for an 
attractive public realm. Furthermore, we recommend the Council includes cycle parking and 
other kerbside functions to holistically address the streetscape policy.  
 
Policy T5 – Land-use and Transport 

https://tfl.gov.uk/info-for/suppliers-and-contractors/traffic-management
https://tfl.gov.uk/info-for/suppliers-and-contractors/traffic-management


 

 

We welcome the reference to sustainable modes of travel for new developments. In part A 
and paragraph 10.22 we suggest referring to car free development and actively encouraging 
walking and cycling. Limiting parking in new developments is an effective way of achieving 
the Council’s aim of reducing car use. We strongly welcome going further than the London 
Plan standards to apply a car free approach to new developments alongside the Council’s 
existing permit free policy. The London Plan car parking standards are maximum standards 
and not targets and the Council can decide to follow a car-free approach, which we would 
strongly welcome. Developments that deliver new streets should be laid out to preclude 
motorised through traffic while at the same time being fully permeable for people walking 
and cycling. 
 
Part C refers to ‘large-scale development requiring travel assessments and travel plans’ -- 
we suggest including more detail on how large-scale is defined and include references to TfL 
guidance  for travel plans and travel assessments: https://tfl.gov.uk/info-for/urban-
planning-and-construction/transport-assessment-guide/travel-plans. 
 
This policy should conform with the sustainable development principles in London Plan 
Policy D2 & D3, therefore we suggest a new part is added as part C, with the following:  
 

“C. Higher density developments should generally be promoted in locations that are, 
or will be, well connected to jobs, services, infrastructure and amenities by public 
transport, walking and cycling.” 
 

 
In paragraph 10.21, we recommend changing ‘while not encourage the use of private cars’ 
to ‘supporting car free development’. 
 
We discourage references to PTAL being ‘good’ or ‘bad’ and suggest that any references to 
PTAL 4 as ‘good’ be removed. In some places, PTAL 2 represents ‘good’ connectivity, and it 
should be noted that the connectivity of areas depends on several factors, such as walking 
and cycling links or the presence of amenities in close proximity. 
 
Policy T6 – Active travel 
As mentioned previously, we suggest including a separate section for cycle parking/policy. 
We agree with the general principles of the policy to require all new developments to 
maximise sustainable travel, improvements to the walking and cycling environment, 
securing walking and cycling links through developer contributions, and promoting cycle use 
by providing high quality ancillary facilities. Given the lack of plans for a cycle network in the 
borough, a clear mapped out spatial strategy of cycling infrastructure gaps and how the new 
development will be able to fill these gaps is required. Local planning frameworks that do 
not set out adequate plans for a cycle network are not fulfilling the requirements set out in 
the London Plan and MTS. 
 
In Part C, developments should be required to provide cycle parking at or above the 
minimum levels specified in the London Plan and in adherence to quality standards in the 
London Cycling Design Standards (LCDS). Further expansion of cycle hire facilities should 
also be planned for in partnership with TfL (where justified by demand).  

https://tfl.gov.uk/info-for/urban-planning-and-construction/transport-assessment-guide/travel-plans
https://tfl.gov.uk/info-for/urban-planning-and-construction/transport-assessment-guide/travel-plans


 

 

 
In part E, we suggest elaborating on what kinds of developments will be resisted that 
undermine road safety.  We recommend the use of ‘walking and cycling’ rather than 
‘pedestrians and cyclists’ so as not to qualify people in these categories -- people who cycle 
also walk and vice versa. 
 
In 10.25, we appreciate the acknowledgement that there are significant improvements 
needed to the Borough’s streetscape, especially on the TLRN. We suggest that the Council 
identifies those areas and proposes strategies in coordination with TfL to deliver 
improvements. The Council should also acknowledge that the local network is not currently 
safe for cycling and it is not attractive for people walking, and improvements are needed for 
both of these users on local road network as well. Vehicle dominance is one the main 
reasons for a hostile environment, so we suggest that the Council develops a strong traffic 
reduction policy, focusing on car free development as well as behaviour change. 
Furthermore, the Healthy Streets and Vision Zero guidance should also be firmly embedded 
in this section to facilitate a mode shift to walking, cycling and public transport.  
 
Policy T7- Public Transport 
In part B, we suggest that the Council clearly identify the areas that currently have lower 
levels of connectivity and detail the public transport improvements required so that 
contributions are channelled appropriately. However, it should be noted that sources of 
public funding are very limited. We suggest including a requirement for coordination with 
TfL in this and other similar sections, where TfL services or assets may be involved.  
 
In part C, and paragraph 10.29, we support the Council’s vision to deliver step-free access 
for all Underground and rail stations and requirement for ‘new developments to contribute 
towards step-free access’. The Council recognises that complete delivery is improbable 
during the plan period and is prioritising High Street Kensington, Ladbroke Grove and South 
Kensington stations and committing financial provisions towards delivery. This approach is 
welcomed. Opportunities for third party funding and/or delivery of step-free access 
elsewhere, should continue to be sought, as and when they arise.   
 
It should be noted that the completion of step-free access scheme at Knightsbridge has 
been delayed by at least a year. 
 
The West London Line station in the north Kensington area at Westway Circus is not 
currently viable. This is because there are Underground stations within walking distance of 
the proposed site and a station in this location is unlikely to have a strong business case. The 
benefits to people living and working in the area would be limited, and an additional station 
would lengthen journey times along the line. This is unlikely to be justified by the demand 
generated by a new station in this location. Improving access for people walking and cycling, 
such as a potential link across the West London line, offers more realistic options to improve 
connectivity for the north-western part of the borough. 
 
In paragraph 10.31, it is noted that the Council, working with Network Rail and TfL, has not 
yet been able to demonstrate that the delivery of an Elizabeth line station at Kensal 
Canalside is feasible, and that no further feasibility work is intended within the lifetime of 



 

 

the plan. We would be happy to work with you to explore how alternative modes of 
transport to link to existing London Underground, London Overground stations and Old Oak 
Common can be enhanced to provide the local connectivity to support the development of 
the area. 
 
In paragraph 10.32, the Council notes that its focus has been on improving north-south bus 
connections which have been secured through development contributions. The Council also 
notes that the bus network has faced challenges since the last Local Plan was adopted that 
has resulted in rationalisation of bus services. We request further detail is included to 
understand the challenges to borough’s bus network and what type of rationalisation has 
been implemented and to which bus services. We will be happy to help the borough with 
any bus network data that may be needed for including the details in the Local Plan or 
supporting evidence. We suggested the following edit to the last sentence: ‘It is now more 
important than ever that new development secures developer contributions towards 
improved bus services, bus stands and improved of walking access to ensure that bus 
capacity can meet demand in an inclusive manner’  
 
Land for transport, including operational bus garages and rail infrastructure, must be both 
protected from development, and maintained or enhanced, and safeguarding is required for 
future infrastructure projects. This should all be reflected in the Local Plan. 
 
Policy T8 – Parking and Access 
In part B, the Council requires demonstration that development will not result in any 
material increases in traffic congestion or on-street parking pressure. This needs to be 
clarified as he only developments that would reduce congestion would be removal of 
parking or a significant land use change from a trip generating use to one that does not 
generate many trips. Even car free development increases congestion as it creates new 
servicing and deliveries trips. Hence, a mitigation approach should also be included where 
any kind of traffic increase is expected from developments. 
 
Part C and paragraph 10.36 should include a direct reference to the London Plan parking 
standards, instead of ‘adopted car-parking standards’,  
 
In part F, we suggest stronger wording: The Council will resist not allow new public car parks 
and the loss of off-street coach parking’. Car parks in an inner London borough is an 
inefficient/poor use of land, and the borough should be actively redeveloping existing car 
parks to address housing need and demand for other, more beneficial uses. 
 
The autonomous vehicle reference in paragraph 10.33 should be removed as this should be 
addressed at a Greater London level and is not appropriate on a borough level.  
 



 

 

Paragraph 10.34 states that reductions in on-street parking will be resisted and allows for 
on-street parking for new developments. We strongly suggest deleting references to both: 
resisting reductions in on-street parking spaces and encouraging new on-street parking. 
Parking spaces can be used more efficiently for other things such as cycle lanes, cycle 
parking, parklets, wider pavements or sustainable urban drainage/greening which will 
provide greater benefit and will also address issues of road danger, air quality and 
congestion. The parking standards in the London Plan are maximums and not targets, so 
starting with a car-free approach is suggested in line with the London Plan policy T6B. 
 
Paragraphs 10.37 and 10.38 refer to air quality and congestion, and the need to reduce 
congestion and improve the environmental performance of the vehicle fleet. The 
environmental performance of vehicles does not address congestion and still contributes to 
air quality in the form of particulate matter and to carbon emissions in the form of 
embedded carbon. More detailed analysis that includes types of transport that contribute to 
these problems and the opportunities to reduce private car use is needed along with shift 
toward active travel and sustainable freight.   
 
Policy T9 – Servicing 
We support acknowledgement of the need to better address and manage the adverse 
effects servicing on congestion. We also welcome the use of ‘Servicing Management Plans 
and/or Coach Management Plans’ where applicants cannot provide onsite servicing space or 
coach parking (in part F and paragraph 10.42). 
 
We support servicing off-street where possible, in accordance with London Plan policy T7. 
 
Paragraph 10.41 notes an increase in vans resulting from increased demand, eg from online 
shopping. Cargo bikes can and should be a mitigation for this and should be supported in 
policy in this section. A study commissioned by TfL in 2018 highlights the benefits and 
opportunities for implementing cycle freight, including improvements to air quality and 
replacing lights vans and HGVs with cargo bikes: https://content.tfl.gov.uk/cycle-freight-
study.pdf. 
 
Section 11: Infrastructure and Planning Contributions 
We acknowledge that the Council has set out planning obligations requirements throughout 

the draft Local Plan. While the Planning Contribution SPD was adopted in 2019, we hope the 

Council will review this document to reflect regulatory changes, the updated policies in this 

draft Local Plan and the supporting Infrastructure Delivery Plan, as well as evidence that we 

have requested for the transport policies. It would also be useful to refer to Table 10.1 of 

the London Plan. Local Plan delivery can be more robust if this section is more specific about 

planning contributions toward specific infrastructure and transport schemes, especially 

relating to improvements in walking and cycling which are only mentioned in general terms 

throughout the draft Local Plan. 

https://content.tfl.gov.uk/cycle-freight-study.pdf
https://content.tfl.gov.uk/cycle-freight-study.pdf

