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Response Form – New Local Plan Review: Publication 
Policies: Soundness Consultation (Regulation 19) 

Eight-week consultation from 27 October to 22 December 2022 

The Council is undertaking a New Local Plan Review (NLPR), the document which will help 

shape the nature of development across the Borough over the next 20 years. It will include our 

vision for future development and the planning policies needed to achieve this vision. It will also 

include sites suitable for development as well as those areas where conservation is of particular 

importance. 

 

How to respond 

Online: This response form is designed to follow the structure of the NLPR - Publication 

Policies and also asks you to respond to the accompanying Integrated Impact Assessment (IIA). 

The most efficient way of responding to the consultation is to do so online following this 

link: https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/NLPRReg19/consultationHome  

 
Email: Complete the response form available on the link above and email it to 

planningpolicy@rbkc.gov.uk. Please ensure you state ‘NLPR Publication Policies Consultation’ 

in the subject line. 

Post: Complete this response form and post it to: 

NLPR Publication Policies Consultation 
Planning Policy Team 
Planning and Place  
Kensington Town Hall  
Hornton Street  
London W8 7NX 

 

 

Personal/Contact Details  

 

Please note that if you respond to this consultation your response will be publicly 
available. This will include your name, who you represent and the company/organisation 
but not personal contact details such as address or email. 
 
All comments will be passed to the planning inspectorate who will consider them at the 
forthcoming examination in public. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/NLPRReg19/consultationHome
mailto:planningpolicy@rbkc.gov.uk
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Your Name Taylar Vernon 

Address Earls Court Project Rooms, 16-18 Empress Place, 

SW6 1TT 

Company/Organisation Earls Court Development Company 

Representing  

(e.g. - Self/ client name or 

organisation) 

Earls Court Development Company 

Email:  Taylar.vernon@earlscourtdevco.com 

 
If you no longer wish to receive communications about planning policy consultations, please let 
us know by emailing planningpolicy@rbkc.gov.uk and we will remove your details from our 
database.  
 

Examination hearing and notifications 
 
Qu i: If your representation is seeking a modification of any of the policies, would you 
like to participate at the oral part of the examination, the examination hearing? 
 
 

Yes  X 
 

   

No   
 

 
Please outline why you consider this to be necessary. 
 

It is important the ECDC has the opportunity to represent its views at Examination in Public. 
 

 Please note it is the Inspector who will decide who he wishes to attend the hearing. 
 
Qu ii: Please confirm whether you wish to be notified of any of the following: 
 
  Yes  No 
     

that the policies have been submitted for the independent 
examination 

 X 
 

  

     

if/when the planning inspector issues and 
recommendations to change the submitted Local Plan 

 X 
 

  

     

when the Local Plan is adopted? 
 

 X   

 

mailto:planningpolicy@rbkc.gov.uk
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Advice on the ‘tests of soundness’ 
 

This “publication policies” stage of the NLPR is largely concerned with whether the policies 

satisfy the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework.  

 

Plans are sound if they are: 

 

Positively prepared – providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the area’s 

objectively assessed needs1; and is informed by agreements with other authorities, so that 

unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is practical to do so and is 

consistent with achieving sustainable development; 

 

Justified – an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and based 

on proportionate evidence; 

 

Effective – deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on cross-

boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by the 

statement of common ground; and 

 

Consistent with national policy – enabling the delivery of sustainable development in 

accordance with the policies in this Framework and other statements of national planning policy, 

where relevant. 

 

The Plan must also be legally compliant which means that it must have been prepared in 

accordance with legal and procedural requirements. 

 

At this stage in the process, we are asking you to tell us whether you consider the policy 

meets these tests.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
1 Footnote 21 of the NPPF - Where this relates to housing, such needs should be assessed using a clear and 
justified method, as set out in paragraph 61 of this Framework. 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1005759/NPPF_July_2021.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1005759/NPPF_July_2021.pdf
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

This chapter explains what a Local Plan is, the nature of the policies within it and the timescale 

for the production of the plan.  It also sets out the overall vision for the new Local Plan. 

Policy V1: Vision for the Borough  

The vision supports good growth and requires future development in the Borough to be green, 

inclusive and liveable. 

Qu 1: Do you consider this vision to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

  

Chapter 2: Green-blue Future   

This Chapter is concerned with the environment in its widest sense. It is concerned with 

retrofitting existing buildings, energy and net zero carbon; improving air quality, light pollution, 

odour, noise and vibration; managing flood risk; protection and enhancement of green 

infrastructure, biodiversity and trees; as well as waste and contaminated land. 

Policy GB1: Sustainable Retrofitting 

This policy sets out how buildings can be retrofitted to be more energy efficient and use cleaner 

energy. 

Qu 2: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   
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Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

  

GB2: Circular Economy 

The policy considers how development should minimise waste during the building process.  

Qu 3: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

  

Policy GB3: Whole Life-cycle Carbon  

This policy in intended to ensure that the carbon generated over the life-time of a building is 

reduced. 

Qu 4: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy 

No comment. 
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Policy GB4: Energy and Net Zero Carbon  

This policy is intended to ensure that new development reduces energy demand and that major 

development is net zero carbon. 

Qu 5: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?  X 

Justified?  X 

Effective?  X 

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

Whilst ECDC is supportive of the principles set out within the draft policy and is itself 

committed to delivering scheme which goes beyond net zero, in certain instances it 

is considered that the wording of the policy could allow for additional flexibility as to 

how development comes forward. Comments in relation to specific parts of the draft 

policy are provided below. 

Part A of the policy states all developments “must optimise building design to reduce 

energy demand”. It is suggested that this requirement would be clearer if amended 

to state that developments “must demonstrate how the building has been optimised 

and which features are proposed to reduce energy demand”, or the effect thereof. 

Part C(ii) of the policy states that any shortfall on net zero may be provided off-site, 

only where delivery is certain and secured through a legal agreement. It is not clear 

at what stage RBKC would expect that certainty can be provided and ECDC would 

request that this be suitably timed within the development programme to enable 

local carbon offsetting projects to be investigated. Ideally the supporting text would 

provide greater clarity on this matter, however, in the absence of this ECDC would 

seek a framework approach through a S106 agreement to enable continued 

engagement with RBKC, rather than a lump sum to be agreed up front. 

Part D of the policy states that major developments must design in the ability to 

connect to future or proposed heat networks. This is a strongly worded policy, with 

no clarification as to how it is to be demonstrated. It is therefore suggested that 

supporting text be added to paragraphs 2.42 to 2.45 which outlines what the Council 

would require, such as through the following: 

- Safeguarded infrastructure routes 

- Soft spots in structural elements to allow pipework routes 

- Plate heat exchanger rooms, space safe guarded 
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Part F of the policy states that large-scale development schemes must explore 

opportunities to deliver heat networks and should develop energy masterplans in 

accordance with the London Plan. It is suggested that this should be broadened to 

state “heating, cooling and energy networks”. 

Part I of the policy states that major non-residential development must demonstrate 

that it meets BREAAM ‘excellent’ standard. The current wording infers that this is a 

blanket statement. It is therefore relevant to note that the development at Earl’s 

Court is a major development with many varying sized commercial spaces. The 

larger of these spaces will be achieve the BREEAM ‘excellent’. The smaller shell 

and core retail units could find this more challenging. Reference is drawn to the 

RBKC ‘Green Future Evidence Study on Greening Issues’ (July 2021), which 

provides as a recommendation that “Require BREEAM “excellent”, either as a 

blanket requirement or for larger schemes, potentially also highlighting that “shell 

only schemes” can justifiably achieve only “very good”” 

The clarification of smaller retail units is not made in the draft policy. This should be 

included, as it is reflected in the evidence base. 

On the basis of the above, the proposed policy is not currently justified, nor is it 

effective. It therefore follows that it could be more positively prepared. 

  

Policy GB5: Overheating  

This policy is concerned with how best to ensure that major development minimises overheating 

risk and reduces reliance on air conditioning.  

Qu 6: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 
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Policy GB6: Air Quality  

This policy is concerned with how to ensure that development is undertaken in a way which 

minimises it impact on air quality.  

Qu 7: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

  

Policy GB7: Construction Management  

This policy is concerned with how to ensure that developments minimise construction impacts.  

Qu 8: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 
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Policy GB8: Noise and Vibration  

This policy is concerned with how to ensure that the impact of noise and vibration generating 

sources are minimised during both the construction and operational phases of development. 

Qu 9: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

  

Policy GB9: Odour  

This policy is concerned with how to ensure that odour is properly taken into account in the 

planning process. 

Qu 10: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 
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Policy GB10: Light Pollution 

This policy is concerned with how to ensure that light pollution is properly taken into account in 

the planning process. 

Qu 11: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

  

Policy GB11: Flood Risk 

This policy requires flooding, flood risk and safety to be considered for any relevant planning 

application. 

Qu 12: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 
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Policy GB12: Sustainable drainage 

This policy is concerned with surface water flooding and Sustainable Drainage Systems.  

Qu 13: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?  X 

Justified?  X 

Effective?  X 

Consistent with national policy?  X 

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

As part of its response to the Regulation 18 Draft Local Plan, ECDC commented on 

the excessively onerous nature of the proposed requirement to achieve greenfield 

run-off rates under this emerging policy, which exceeds the requirements of the 

London Plan. RBKC has stated in response that the policy is intentionally ambitious, 

due to the risks faced by residents. Whilst these concerns are appreciated, ECDC 

feels strongly that the policy should be amended to clarify that although greenfield 

run-off rates are the relevant target, site-specific conditions must also be accounted 

for in the event that greenfield run-off rates are unfeasible to due to site constraints. 

It is suggested that the policy should be amended to state that ‘development 

proposals should aim to achieve greenfield run-off rates’. 

ECDC is committed to integrating sustainable urban drainage into the Earls Court 

masterplan from the outset, but ECDC has concerns with the use of the word ‘must’ 

as part of the policy, which should be amended to reflect that in all instances it may 

not be technically feasible or economically viable, consistent with the London Plan 

and NPPF. 

A specific comment is raised in relation to Part C (2) of the Policy, which states that 

"an increase of permeable or porous surface" will be sought to manage surface 

water run-off but does not provide the baseline against which this is to be 

considered.  

Part E of the policy states that “Impermeable surfaces in gardens and landscaped 

areas will not be permitted as part of a development”. This is an unrealistic 

requirement. In Earls Court, for example, it would be expected that impermeable 

surfaces will be required to some extent, such as to provide for hard surface open 

air programs and accessible mobility connections. 

On the basis of the above, the proposed policy is not currently justified, nor is it 

effective. It therefore follows that it could be more positively prepared. In failing to 

take account of the associated requirements of the NPPF which reflect that in all 
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cases the achievement of greenfield run-off rates may not be feasible, it is also 

inconsistent with relevant national policy. 

  

Policy GB13: Water and Wastewater Infrastructure 

This policy is concerned with the provision of water and sewage infrastructure, waterways and 

residential moorings.  

Qu 14: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

  

Policy GB14: Waterways 

This policy is concerned with how development must protect and enhance the borough’s 

waterways. 

Qu 15: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 
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Policy GB15: Green Infrastructure 

This policy is concerned with the provision of green infrastructure, or parks, grassed areas, 

street trees and physical greening. It is also concerned with the quality of the green 

infrastructure being provided.  

Qu 16: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?  X 

Justified?  X 

Effective?  X 

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

ECDC noted as part of the Regulation 18 consultation of the emerging NLPR that 

this draft policy requires major development to meet the target Urban Greening 

Factor (UGF) score, as opposed to the London Plan, which is a recommendation.  

ECDC welcomes the ambition of this policy given its objective of delivering a 

landscape-led masterplan but is concerned that for phased developments each 

phase should demonstrate compliance on its own (supporting text Paragraph 

2.115). It is not expected that it will be possible for every phase of the Earls Court 

redevelopment to achieve the objective UGF when considered in isolation. 

Accordingly, it is requested that a bespoke approach is taken at Earls Court, where 

although the development as a whole is anticipated to meet or exceed the relevant 

minimum UGF, in reality some plots / phases may not fully comply, and some will 

exceed the target scores.  

On the basis of the above, it is considered that the proposed policy is not currently 

justified, nor effective. It therefore follows that it could be more positively prepared. 
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Policy GB16: Parks, Gardens and Open Spaces 

This policy is concerned with the provision of new and protection of existing parks, gardens and 

open spaces.  

Qu 17: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy.  

No comment. 

  

Policy GB17: Biodiversity 

This policy is concerned with the protection of existing, and provision/ enhancement of new 

features to support biodiversity. 

Qu 18: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy.  

No comment. 
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Policy GB18: Trees and Landscape  

This policy is concerned with the protection and provision of trees and landscape design. 

Qu 19: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

  

Policy GB19: Waste Management 

This policy is concerned with the Borough’s strategic waste targets and local site specific waste 

management principles. 

Qu 20: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared? X  

Justified? X  

Effective? X  

Consistent with national policy? X  

 Yes No 

Legally compliant X  

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

As part of the Regulation 18 consultation, ECDC confirmed its shared ambition for 

highly sustainable development, however, raised concerns in relation to the 

proposed requirement for on-site waste management facilities, to handle waste 

arising from the new uses on the site was a concern. It is noted that such facilities 

are now proposed to be sought, rather than being stipulated as a requirement, and 

that clarification is provided at Paragraph 2.23 of the draft Regulation NLPR that in 

all cases on-site waste management facilities may not be feasible and under such 

circumstances should be justified, is noted and understood. 
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Policy GB20: Contaminated Land 

This policy is concerned with how new development must address the issue of contaminated 

land and water pollution. 

Qu 21: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

  

Chapter 3: Homes 

This chapter is concerned with how the Council can use the planning process to provide the 

diverse range of homes to meet our current and future housing needs.   

Policy HO1: Delivery and protection of homes  

This policy is concerned with how the Council will support the delivery of new homes, protect 

the homes that we have, but also set out those circumstances where the loss of a home may be 

appropriate. 

The Council is seeking to confirm that it has a five year housing land supply through the 

forthcoming Local Plan examination.  

Qu 22: Do you agree that we have a five year housing land supply and/or consider this 

policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   
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Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

  

Policy HO2: Small Sites  

This policy is concerned with how the Council will support the delivery of new homes on small 

sites. 

Qu 23: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

  

Policy HO3: Community Housing  

This policy is concerned with the nature and quantum of community (affordable) housing which 

will be required on relevant sites. It also sets out the tenure of community homes that we will 

seek. 

Qu 24: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?  X 

Justified?  X 

Effective?  X 

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 
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It is important that the NLPR provides for flexibility to deliver a wide range of housing 

products, including affordable housing tenures. ECDC have previously raised 

concern that a rigid 70:30 tenure split requirement would likely restrict overall 

affordable housing delivery at Earl’s Court and would also fail to recognise the 

importance of providing a range of affordable housing tenures. ECDC encourage 

the Council to build flexibility into the policy, to enable site specific circumstances, 

including viability, if necessary, to be considered when concluding an acceptable 

tenure split. In response, RBKC have stated “Comments noted. The Council has a 

pressing need for more social housing and would expect Earl’s Court to meet the 

tenure mix. The policy does allow site specific considerations to be taken into 

account at the planning application stage.” Given the wording “must” within parts (K) 

and (L) of the policy, it is not clear how this is the case. 

The alignment of policy HO3 to the GLA’s Fast Track approach is supported. 

However, the current policy adopts floorspace as the affordable housing measure, 

in contrast to the GLA’s approach of habitable rooms. It is understood that the 

floorspace measure is helpful to maximise affordable housing where some very 

large (super prime) homes are delivered within RBKC, but this is not likely to be the 

case at Earls Court. 

As set out within the attached note prepared by Quod, current advice indicates that 

dwelling sizes of 0-10% above national space standards are appropriate to the Earls 

Court scheme. In this instance the floorspace measure therefore reduces the 

flexibility to deliver a range of affordable housing types aligned to current and future 

need, whilst failing to secure any benefit (as over-sized homes are not present) and 

conflicting with the London Plan. Use of a habitable room measure as adopted by 

GLA would resolve these issues. 

Supporting text to Policy HO3 (draft Local Plan para. 3.31) notes that, whilst the GLA 

Portfolio Approach to public land is acceptable, all sites used to reach 50% 

affordable homes must be within RBKC. While not necessarily directly relevant to 

the development at Earl’s Court within RBKC, it is in any case noted that this 

requirement is in conflict with the London Plan and is not supported by any evidence. 

Adoption of the Portfolio Approach within the London Plan followed a process of 

consultation and engagement with public sector landowners, testing the 

effectiveness and viability of the increased 50% threshold level for public land. 

Removal of a key component of flexibility threatens deliverability of the increased 

threshold and therefore risks a key priority of the London Plan; to increase affordable 

housing delivery on public land via the Fast Track route. For the 50% threshold to 

be viable and supported by evidence it must include the London Plan Portfolio 

Agreement flexibilities. 

The policy should acknowledge the GLA habitable room Fast Track measure and 

provide flexibility to adopt this where market homes are within a 10% tolerance 

above the minimum space standards. The supporting text requiring all Portfolio 

Agreement sites to be within RBKC should be deleted. 
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On the basis of the above, it is considered that the proposed policy is not currently 

sufficiently justified, nor effective. It therefore follows that it could be more positively 

prepared to ensure that development suitably meets local needs. 

  

Policy HO4: Housing Size and Standards 

This policy is concerned with the mix of types and sizes of homes which will be required on a 

site both for market and community homes. It sets out accessibility and space standards for 

homes.  

Qu 25: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?  X 

Justified?  X 

Effective?  X 

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

ECDC welcomes the objective of the policy to deliver a mix of unit types and sizes 

but queries the target for larger (3+ bedroom) market housing units, which are shown 

in Table 3.1 to be 25% of the market housing provision.  

While it is noted that Criterion A of the Policy states that the site characteristics 

should be taken into account, the NLPR should be clear that the policy doesn’t seek 

to apply a prescriptive mix as part of all new market housing developments. 

Specifically, ECDC wishes to highlight that whilst it intends to deliver a genuine mix 

of units, including family housing, it is unlikely that such a high proportion of large 

units will to be able to be provided as part of the Earls Court redevelopment, while 

maintaining a viable scheme, given the limited demand for larger family units and 

associate absorption considerations. It is also noted that the appropriateness, and 

ability to deliver, larger units will vary across phases of the development as the 

suitability of each plot for family housing will be guided by a design-led approach. 

Whilst it is noted that the current draft NLPR does not support Build to Rent (BtR) 

residential development (Policy HO6 - to which ECDC has responded separately), 

the unique market dynamic of this form of housing is such that demand for 3+ 

bedroom units will be particularly low. The policy should make reference to this. 

 With specific reference to Earls Court, it will be particularly challenging to achieve 

the market housing mix on a phase-by-phase basis,  

With reference to the Community Housing breakdown, ECDC notes that there is no 

differentiation between low-cost rent and intermediate unit sizes. This was 
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previously raised by ECDC as part of the Regulation 18 consultation, to which RBKC 

has responded that the Community Housing mix applies to all three tenures together 

and is not expected to be provided for each tenure. On the basis that providing any 

genuinely affordable 3+ bedroom intermediate homes at Earls Court will be 

challenging, this flexibility is supported. 

It is noted that within Paragraph 3.51 of the supporting text it states that two-

bedroom homes should be provided for four persons, to allow flexibility to 

accommodate young families. ECDC has significant concerns that this is being 

applied to market housing, where the market would likely dictate that 2-bedroom 

units of a range of sizes should be provided to meet varying needs and affordability. 

It is also not clear why a three-person unit for any housing tenure should not be able 

to accommodate a young family. It is suggested that this reference should be 

removed from the supporting text or made in reference to community housing 

provision only.  

On the basis of the above, it is considered that the proposed policy is not currently 

justified, nor effective. It therefore follows that it could be more positively prepared 

to ensure that development is able to come forward which meets local needs. 

  

Policy HO5: Specialist Housing 

This policy is concerned with how the Council will protect and support the delivery of homes for 

older people and other forms of supported housing. 

Qu 26: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

  

Policy HO6: Other Housing Products 

This policy sets out how the Council will consider proposals which include “build to rent” and 

“co-living” forms of housing as well as how we will protect existing student accommodation/ will 

consider applications for the provision of new.   
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Qu 27: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?  X 

Justified?  X 

Effective?  X 

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

It is noted that Build to Rent (BtR) and Co-living development will not be supported. 

The policy also states that student accommodation “must not compromise the need 

for general housing”. ECDC has concerns that restricting a range of housing 

products could limit the ability of the Earls Court redevelopment to address a diverse 

range of housing needs and to adapt to market demands through the development 

timespan. ECDC has previously raised concerns with this proposed policy as part of 

the Regulation 18 consultation, which continue to remain valid at Regulation 19 

stage. 

BtR proposals should be considered on their own merits for how they contribute to 

the overall housing offer, particularly in accessible locations like Earls Court, in line 

with the London Plan. The Earls Court and West Kensington Opportunity Area was 

considered an acceptable location for BtR development as recently as October 

2021, when the redevelopment of land at 344-350 Old Brompton Road was granted 

planning permission for BtR residential use. For sites such as Earls Court, 

professionally managed BtR homes could be suitable as part of a mixed-use 

masterplan development and would help provide a range of housing products to 

create a mixed and inclusive community. BtR can make a significant contribution 

towards establishing longevity of tenure and stable communities and should not 

necessarily be viewed only as a form of transitional housing.  

BtR provides several benefits in helping meet housing needs and has been provided 

successfully in other Opportunity Areas, such as the Olympic Legacy Opportunity 

Area in Stratford (East Village by Get Living for which Delancey is a founding partner 

and is seen as a market leader that has revolutionised BtR in the UK), where BtR 

helps provide a diverse housing offer alongside more standards forms of market 

housing and student housing. 

Not only do BtR developments help meet housing need, but they are often of a scale 

that means the benefits go beyond the front doors of the properties. BtR operators 

have a vested interest in the creation of new and successful 

communities/neighbourhoods – investing in public realm/open space; residential 

amenity; help curate complementary uses at ground floor notwithstanding a highly 

managed product. Key benefits of BtR include (but are not limited to): 



22 
 

- providing homes at different price points in the market; 

- a choice of housing types from one-bedroom accommodation to family 

homes; 

- large scale developments delivered at pace, given that this tenure can be 

delivered in parallel with for sale homes; 

- stability and certainty for residents; 

- professional management; 

- social integration; 

- place-making and stewardship in the local area; 

- quality homes for people who want to share; and 

- acting as a catalyst for regeneration. 

With regard to housing for key workers, BtR has the ability to play a pivotal role in 

meeting the need for affordable rental accommodation to meets the needs of this 

group within the Borough through providing Discounted Market Rent at a range of 

discounts. 

In respect of purpose-built student accommodation (PBSA), Part E of the policy 

states that “Policy HO3 will be applied” to “secure the affordable element”. The 

relationship between these policies is unclear and this text should be deleted as it is 

unnecessary, or its purpose should be clarified, and wording amended prior to the 

Plan being adopted.  

On the basis of the above, it is considered that the proposed policy is not currently 

justified, nor effective. It therefore follows that the policy could be more positively 

prepared, to facilitate development which meets local needs. 

  

Policy HO7: Estate Renewal 

This policy sets out how the Council will consider proposals which involve the renewal of 

existing housing estates. This relates to estates owned by registered providers rather than the 

Council, as the Council has made a commitment not to carry out any wholesale estate 

regeneration on Council owned estates. 

Qu 28: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 
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Policy HO8: Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 

This policy sets out how the Council to seek to protect, improve and if possible, increase Gypsy 

and Traveller accommodation in the Borough. 

Qu 29: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

  

Chapter 4: Conservation and Design 

This chapter is concerned with design policies, or how we ensure that new development, of any 

scale, will maintain and enhance the Borough’s character and distinctiveness.   

Policy CD1: Context and character 

This policy sets out how the Council requires new development to respect the existing context, 

character and appearance of an area. 

Qu 30: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 
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Policy CD2: Design quality, character and growth 

This policy sets out how the Council is concerned with the quality of the design of new 

development. 

Qu 31: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

  

Policy CD3: Heritage Assets – Conservation Area 

This policy sets out how the Council will ensure that development will preserve or enhance the 

character or appearance of conservation areas. 

Qu 32: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

  

Policy CD4: Designated Heritage Assets – Listed buildings  

This policy sets out how the Council will ensure that development will protect the heritage 

significance of listed buildings and their setting. 
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Qu 33: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

  

Policy CD5: Scheduled Ancient Monuments and Archaeology 

This policy sets out how the Council will ensure that development in the setting of a Scheduled 

Ancient Monument will protect its heritage significance. 

Qu 34: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

  

Policy CD6: Registered Parks and Gardens 

This policy sets out how the Council will consider planning applications within, or in the setting 

of a Registered Park and Garden. 

Qu 35: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   
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Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

 

Policy CD7: Tall Buildings 

This policy defines what the Council considers to be a tall building, suitable locations for such 

buildings and the way any applications for tall buildings will be assessed. 

Qu 36: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?  X 

Justified?  X 

Effective?  X 

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

ECDC previously made comments that the inclusion of the terms “Excluding minor 

elements” within the definition of tall buildings definition was ambiguous. It is noted 

that the definition has since been amended to exclude these terms, which is 

supported by ECDC. 

Comments were also made in relation to the inclusion of land at 344-350 Old 

Brompton Road within the area where tall buildings are defined as those being 

above 30m. The Council’s response states that land at 344-350 Old Brompton Road 

would be included in the area where tall buildings are defined as being in excess of 

30m, but this is not reflected in Figure 4.3 of the draft NLPR. The consented Site 

Location Plan in relation to the redevelopment of this site is included to clarify the 

extent of the site being referred to. 
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Policy CD11: Existing Buildings – Roof Alterations/Additional Storeys  

This policy sets out what the Council will consider when assessing applications for roof 

additions and additional storeys. 

Qu 37: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

  

Policy CD14: Views  

This policy sets out how the Council will protect and enhance views, vistas and gaps in the 

skyline that contribute to the character and quality of the area. 

 

Qu 38: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 
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Policy CD15: Fire Safety  

This policy is concerned with fire safety and when a Planning Fire Safety Strategy document 

must be submitted. 

Qu 39: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

  

Chapter 5: Town Centres 

This chapter is concerned with our town centres and how to ensure they remain vibrant areas 

which our residents, workers and visitors from further afield choose to visit. 

Policy TC1: Location of town centre uses 

This policy is concerned with where new town centre uses should generally be directed to, and 

the tests which must be satisfied when new large scale commercial uses are proposed.  It also 

supports new town centres in the Opportunity Areas. 

Qu 40: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 
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Policy TC2: Nature of Development within Town Centres  

This policy is concerned with the scale and nature of new development within town centres. 

Qu 41: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

  

Policy TC3: Diversity of uses within Town Centres  

This policy is concerned with the range of uses within our town centres. 

Qu 42: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

  

Policy TC4: The evening economy  

This policy is concerned with the uses which contribute to the evening economy. 

Qu 43: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared? X  

Justified? X  
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Effective? X  

Consistent with national policy? X  

 Yes No 

Legally compliant X  

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

In response to comments raised by ECDC through the Regulation 18 consultation 

process, the Earls Court Opportunity Area has now been included as a location 

where proposals which enhance or diversify the Borough’s evening economy. This 

inclusion is supported by ECDC. 

  

Policy TC5: Local Shopping and other facilities which support day-to-day needs  

This policy is concerned with the protection of the commercial uses which meet the day-to-day 

needs of our residents. 

Qu 44: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

  

 

Policy TC8: Hotels and other forms of tourist accommodation  

This policy is concerned with the hotels, where they should be protected and where new hotels/ 

expansion of existing will be supported. 

Qu 45: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   



31 
 

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

  

Chapter 6: Business 

This chapter is concerned with business uses, including offices and industrial uses. 

Policy BC1: Business uses  

This policy is concerned with the offices, industrial and warehouse uses, where these will be 

protected and where new uses will be supported.  

Qu 46: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

  

 

Policy BC3: Affordable workspace  

This policy is concerned with how large commercial developments should provide affordable 

workspaces.  

Qu 47: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?  X 

Justified?  X 

Effective?  X 
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Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

ECDC is committed to bringing forward a range of different employment uses across 

the masterplan, including affordable workspace, as part of its ambition to provide a 

showcase for research, innovation and production. 

In the context of the unique scale and nature of the opportunity at Earls Court, ECDC 

has previously raised concerns with the prescriptive nature of the affordable 

workspace quantum and discount requirements in the draft policy. The importance 

of providing affordable workspace is agreed, however should form part of a 

comprehensive, deliverable package which provides discounts to suit a range of 

needs and which doesn’t undermine deliverability of the development as a whole. 

It will also be important that the provision of affordable workspace across the 

masterplan is not led by a prescriptive percentage requirement. Initial feasibility work 

suggests that some parts of a future masterplan for Earls Court would be well suited 

to affordable workspace and could help to create a rich mix of uses and varied 

character. Rather than just a blanket approach to discounted office space, a range 

of discounts and other inclusive options should be considered, and flexibility allowed 

for, with examples including commercially run incubator / serviced offices that may 

provide a proportion of discounted desks or memberships to identified local 

residents. It is critical that affordable workspace is considered from a masterplanning 

perspective to identify the right locations for it, and to provide the best range of 

spaces and discounts to respond to business needs. 

As such, ECDC proposes that the NLPR adopts a site-specific approach to 

affordable workspace at Earls Court, which is masterplan-led and, importantly, has 

regard to deliverability. It is evident that the concerns of ECDC have been 

misunderstood, with amendments made following Regulation 18 only exacerbating 

previously held concerns. Reference to “an upper limit subject to an assessment of 

need” should be deleted from Policy BC3 (A)(1) as it is ambiguous and presents 

potentially significant risks to project deliverability not least through the challenges 

it presents in terms of enabling a valuation of the land.  

Overall, it is considered that the requirements under the policy are at this stage 

insufficiently justified, nor effective. It therefore follows that it could be more 

positively prepared, to facilitate development coming forward which meets local 

needs. Overall, it is considered that the policy should provide greater flexibility, 

particularly for large masterplanned schemes such as Earls Court. 
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Chapter 7: Social infrastructure 

This chapter is concerned with those social and community use which allow the Borough to 

function properly. 

Policy SI1: Social infrastructure and facilities  

This policy is concerned with the protection of existing, and support for the provision of new, 

social and community facilities. 

Qu 48: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

 Chapter 8: Streets and Transport 

This chapter sets out our approach to promote active travel whilst managing motorised traffic as 

effectively as possible. It also sets out how we would maintain and improve the quality and 

vibrancy of our streets. 

Policy T1: Street Network  

This policy is concerned with the provision of well-connected, inclusive and legible streets. 

Qu 49: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   
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Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

  

Policy T3: Living Streets and outdoor life 

This policy is concerned with the use of our streets, to create places which support outdoor life.  

This includes places for outdoor hospitality, for markets and for special events. 

Qu 50: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

  

Policy T4: Streetscape 

This policy is concerned with streetscape, or the nature of signs, street furniture and other 

structures and features on our streets. 

Qu 51: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 
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 Policy T5: Land use and Transport 

This policy is concerned with where new development should be located, in terms of 

sustainable modes of travel. 

Qu 52: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

  

Policy T6: Active Travel 

This policy is concerned with supporting active travel, or improving the walking and cycling 

environment. 

Qu 53: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

  

Policy T7: Public Transport 

This policy is concerned with supporting improvements to public transport/public transport 

infrastructure. 
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Qu 54: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

  

Policy T8: Car Parking 

This policy is concerned with supporting improvements to public transport/public transport 

infrastructure. 

Qu 55: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?  X 

Justified?  X 

Effective?  X 

Consistent with national policy?  X 

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

 

ECDC retains it concerns with Part B of this proposed Policy, which states that “The 

Council will require it to be demonstrated that development will not result in any 

material increase in traffic congestion or on-street parking pressure”. The 

requirement to ensure no more than a ‘material increase’ is very onerous and is not 

consistent with the NPPF (Paragraph 111), which states that development should 

only be “refused on highways grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact on 

highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be 

severe”. The requirement for development generally therefore should be to 

demonstrate that traffic can be satisfactorily accommodated on the highway network 

(with no severe impact), or else provide appropriate mitigation.  
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This matter was raised previously by ECDC as part of the Regulation 18 

consultation, to which RBKC have responded that “A material increase in traffic 

congestion has the potential to be harmful given existing problems of traffic 

congestion and poor air quality. The Council’s policy objective is reasonable in the 

context of the borough and not in conflict with NPPF (Paragraph 111).” ECDC 

disagree with such an assertion, noting that the supporting text even refers to 

“significant increases”. What may be considered “material” is subjective and in some 

instances may be only a very minor impact, yet development having a minor impact 

may be entirely precluded under the wording of this policy.  

Whilst ECDC will endeavour to ensure that the proposals for Earl’s Court do not 

result in any adverse highways impacts, ECDC still considers that RBKC should 

reflect national policy and reflect that development will be generally acceptable 

where any impacts are adequately mitigated. Accordingly, ECDC considers that at 

this stage this policy sufficient flexibility should be afforded to development it is not 

envisaged that the development at Earl’s Court will result in any material impacts, it 

still considered that this policy not justified nor effective, and could therefore be more 

positively prepared through these suggested amendments.  

  

Policy T9: Servicing 

This policy is concerned with the servicing of new developments. 

Qu 56: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

 

Chapter 9: Places 

This chapter sets out the many distinctive places within the Borough with varying levels of 

expected growth and sets out the strategy for change. These Places are grouped into four 

broad types: 

• The Opportunity Areas 

• Other areas with potential for some change, including the Employment Zones  
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• Our larger town centres 

• Our local centres and neighbourhoods 

 

Places 

PLV1: Kensal Canalside 

PLV2: Earl’s Court 

PLV3: Lancaster West Estate and Notting 

Dale  

PLV4: The Westway 

PLV5: Kensal Employment Zone  

PLV6: Freston/ Latimer Road Employment 

Zone  

PLV7: Lots Road Employment Zone  

Town Centres 

PLV8: Kensington High Street 

PLV9: Portobello Road 

PLV10: Notting Hill Gate 

PLV11: South Kensington 

PLV12: Kings Road (East) 

PLV13: King’s Road (West) 

PLV14: Earl’s Court Town Centre 

PLV15: Brompton Cross 

PLV16: Westbourne Grove 

PLV17: Knightsbridge 

PLV18: Fulham Road (West) 

PLV19: Walkable Neighbourhoods 

 

 

Qu 57: PLV1: Do you consider the vision for Kensal Canalside to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 
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Qu 58: PLV2: Do you consider the vision for the Earl’s Court Opportunity Area to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

As part of the Regulation 18 consultation ECDC identified that this Policy calls for a 

“significant cultural facility of world class renown” as part of any development of the 

Site. EDC highlighted that it shares RBKC’s ambition for culture to play a significant 

role in the masterplan, however, considers that this does not necessarily imply a 

cultural facility of scale, in order to be significant – significance should focus more 

on innovation, flexibility and creativity. Whilst ECDC is committed to delivering a 

‘world-class’ cultural offer, it questions the use of the use of such a term in a planning 

policy document. What is considered to ‘world-class’ could readily be interpreted in 

different ways by different people, leading to ambiguity in interpretation and 

therefore difficulty in establishing whether a planning application is ultimately in 

compliance with the policy. Furthermore, it is important that the wording allows for 

flexibility to deliver the cultural offer across a range of spaces, should that be 

considered desirable. In response to earlier comments provided by ECDC, RBKC 

has agreed that further detail is needed to clarify what is meant by ‘world class 

renown’ and stated that this would be explored through the further guidance being 

undertaken for this site. 

In parallel to these representations, ECDC has provided representations in relation 

to the emerging RBKC Earls Court Placemaking Framework. Within those 

representations ECDC have stated that the cultural strategy for the masterplan is 

currently being developed, and may yet take the form of several cultural facilities, 

which can broadly align with the recommendations of the Council’s Earl’s Court 

Cultural Use Study (July 2022), the preparation of which ECDC actively engaged in.  

References to future culture use of the site should consistently refer to the cultural 

offer of the development, rather than an individual cultural facility, which may 

unnecessarily restrict the eventual form which the cultural strategy takes. Further, 

references to ‘world-class’ should relate to quality and not quantity. The size of any 

cultural facility will be based on the relative need for cultural facilities within the 

borough, its compatibility with the wider cultural offer for a new masterplan and is 

the subject of ongoing engagement with key stakeholders. 
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When considering the emerging NLPR in conjunction with the emerging Earls Court 

Placemaking Framework, ECDC is of the view that comments raised as part of the 

Regulation 18 consultation, as summarised above, remain valid. Both documents 

should clarify what is meant by references to ‘world-class’ and if this terminology is 

to be retained, it should relate to quality and not quantity, and that the provision of 

cultural uses on the Site does not necessarily suggest that a single facility of 

significant scale will be pursued. The cultural offer will be informed by local need 

identified through extensive, ongoing engagement with key stakeholders.  

Overall, it is considered that the proposed requirement for a single, “world-class” 

facility is not justified. ECDC is not aware of any evidence or need for such a 

facility and consider the cultural need will be better established through the 

ongoing masterplan process and may include the provision of multiple smaller 

facilities. As presently drafted, ECDC consider the policy to be potentially 

ineffective in meeting local need and the policy overall could be more positively 

prepared. 

 

Qu 59: PLV3: Do you consider the vision for Lancaster West Estate and Notting Dale to 

be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

 

Qu 60: PLV4: Do you consider the vision for the Westway… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?  X 

Justified?  X 

Effective?  X 

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   
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Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

 

Qu 61: PLV5: Do you consider the vision for Kensal Employment Zone… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

 

Qu 62: PLV6: Do you consider the vision for Freston/ Latimer Road Employment Zone to 

be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

 

Qu 63: PLV7: Do you consider the vision for Lots Road Employment Zone to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   
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 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

 

Qu 64: PLV8: Do you consider the vision for Kensington High Street to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

 

Qu 65: PLV9: Do you consider the vision for Portobello Road to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 
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Qu 66: PLV10: Do you consider the vision for Notting Hill Gate to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

 

Qu 67: PLV11 Do you consider the vision for South Kensington to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

 

 

Qu 68: PLV12: Do you consider the vision for King’s Road (East) to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   
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Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

 

Qu 69: PLV13: Do you consider the vision for King’s Road (West) to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

 

Qu 70: PLV14: Do you consider the vision for Earl’s Court Town Centre to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

 

No comment. 

 

Qu 71: PLV15: Do you consider the vision for Brompton Cross to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   
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Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

 

Qu 72: PLV16: Do you consider the vision for Westbourne Grove to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

 

Qu 73: PLV17: Do you consider the vision for Knightsbridge to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 
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Qu 74: PLV18: Do you consider the vision for Fulham Road (West) to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

 

Qu 75: PLV19: Do you consider the vision for the Walkable Neighbourhoods to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

 

Chapter 10: Site Allocations 

The Council needs to identify sites (site allocations) across the Borough which will allow us to 

deliver our vision for good growth and provide for the new homes, businesses and social and 

community uses needed by our residents.   

We have divided these allocations into three categories, the Opportunity Areas, large sites and 

small sites. 
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Opportunity Area Sites 

 

SA1: Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area 

Qu 76: Do you consider the site allocation to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

 

SA2: Earl’s Court Exhibition Centre Opportunity Area  

Qu 77: Do you consider the site allocation to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

The Site Allocation (SA2) allocates the Site for a residential-led mixed use 

development and refers to the minimum quantum of new homes and non-residential 

floorspace (including offices and research and development) for the Site and other 

supporting uses (retail, social and community uses), alongside the delivery of a 

world-class cultural facility, new public open green spaces and an on-site early-

years education facility. 

As part of the regulation 18 consultation previously undertaken, ECDC identified that 

its primary concern during the preliminary stages of the preparation of its masterplan 

was with ensuring that the draft site allocation is wide-ranging and flexible in the way 

that it defines the opportunity at Earls Court, ensuring the Site is future-proofed and 
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can deliver an adaptable and resilient masterplan. ECDC again reiterate that 

position.  

The site allocation needs to ensure that it does not narrowly define land uses and 

does not prematurely limit the amount of office and wider non-residential uses that 

can come forward as part of a thorough and extensive masterplanning exercise. 

This is especially crucial as the policy and political expectations for the Site 

compared to the previous consented masterplan, particularly in relation to affordable 

housing, are now much greater and create a significant cumulative burden of cost 

which necessitates a certain quantum of development and mix of uses (including, in 

particular, a significant quantum of flexible floorspace for a range of non-residential 

uses). It is essential that the Local Plan reflects this, and ECDC has provided further 

commentary on this aspect in comments on the Site Specific Viability Study below. 

Continued collaboration will also be important between RBKC, London Borough of 

Hammersmith and Fulham (LBHF) and the Greater London Authority (GLA) to 

ensure that the full benefits of the future Earls Court masterplan are realised across 

the entire Site and Opportunity Area. 

Overarching Vision 

ECDC proposes to deliver strategic-scale growth on one of London’s most important 

brownfield sites, within the Earls Court and West Kensington Opportunity Area. 

There is a unique opportunity to realise a wide range of significant public benefits to 

fulfil the Site’s potential and create a new destination to live, work and visit. 

ECDC believes that the best way to achieve its vision is for a mixed-use 

development that provides a genuine mix of housing and other ‘living’ uses, 

integrated with a broad range of innovative and dynamic commercial uses including 

culture, office, community, retail, services, leisure and other uses that will contribute 

to place and the creation of a new centre within West London. The RBKC component 

of this development is envisaged to provide a strong mix of these key land uses – 

with significant elements of both residential and commercial uses including culture 

at its core. It is crucial that development is optimised in order to ensure the range of 

public benefits expected by current and evolving planning policy and Priority 1 of 

ECDC’s vision to ‘Open up the former Exhibition Centre site for the first time in 150 

years’, can be achieved. 

Residential 

ECDC supports the identification of Earls Court as being a Site suitable for a 

significant number of new homes. This is consistent with the Site’s location within 

the Earls Court/West Kensington Opportunity Area, where the London Plan 

indicates development capacity for at least 6,500 new homes. ECDC notes the 

minimum target of 1,050 new homes, however preliminary testing for the Site 

indicates the potential to deliver significantly more homes in RBKC than the 1,050 

new homes referenced. It is further noted that the 1,050 home stated within the 

emerging allocation is inconsistent with the viability reporting undertaken by BNPP 
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on behalf of the Council, which establishes that a minimum of 1,300 homes would 

be required to support a viable development of the site. 

It will be vitally important that available sites for housing, such as Earls Court, are 

optimised in terms of height and density to help achieve the Borough’s housing 

targets (including affordable housing). This is because the Borough is largely built 

up and constrained by heritage considerations, giving increased importance to 

ensuring that site specific housing targets for Earls Court are sufficiently flexible to 

address local housing need. 

ECDC’s preliminary testing of the Earls Court site indicates that a development 

quantum greater than that secured under the consented scheme or identified within 

the Local Plan capacity study is needed at Earls Court to support delivery of the 

Council’s 35% affordable housing target. To help maximise the provision of 

affordable housing at Earls Court the emerging policy relevant to the site should not 

unduly constrain or seek to be prescriptive in its approach, in order to: 

- allow sufficient development scale / capacity to fund the required 

infrastructure and targeted level of affordable homes; 

- recognise the flexibility needed to allow the masterplan to be responsive and 

dynamic to changes over the course of its delivery; 

- contemplate a broader land use mix to add value and support delivery at 

pace; and 

- be prepared to consider flexibility to provide a wide range of housing products 

and affordable tenure mix. 

Within the Quod review of the viability study undertaken by BNPP, submitted with 

these representations, it is noted that unit sizes and mix do not align with market 

demands and expectations. Quod’s review concludes that difference is that the 

BNPP appraisal over-states private sales revenue by c.£362m when compared to a 

scheme which can feasibly be delivered / sold in the market. This value shortfall 

would clearly cause the site allocation to be unviable, the lost value must therefore 

be recovered by additional floorspace, either within the residential or commercial 

uses. 

In summary therefore, ECDC supports the approach to housing numbers being 

stated as a minimum, raises concerns with the viability work undertaken by BNPP 

to support the proposed minimum quantum of development and also queries why 

the stated minimum within the BNPP work, specifically that 1,300 homes are needed 

to support a viable development, have not been adopted within the emerging site 

allocation. 

Workspace 

ECDC’s vision for a new masterplan includes the clustering of a variety of different 

‘commercial’ spaces to create an innovative destination to work with a focus on 

health and well-being, and with a range of different typologies/sectors – for example 

opportunities exist in the med-tech industry for life sciences, with education 
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institutions that could drive innovation, and in the creative industries sector, all of 

which would be combined with a full suite of other blended uses including housing, 

culture, education, technology, urban logistics, entertainment, leisure, retail and 

hospitality. Employment covers many forms, and workspace design is evolving 

following shifts in working patterns post Covid, with co-working and serviced offices 

forming part of a wider offer, providing a valuable asset to local residents. Given the 

flexibility introduced by the Government through Class E, we would support a flexible 

and dynamic approach to commercial land uses on the Site.  

The below provides a key point summary of the reasons why a significant workspace 

component is crucial to the success of bringing this long vacant and stalled site back 

into use. The emerging plans for the Site are at an early stage but have been 

informed by two years of listening, learning and testing following the acquisition of 

the Site and will evolve thorough further pre-application engagement with RBKC, 

LBHF, GLA, statutory consultees and the local community. The emerging plans are 

for a genuinely mixed-use development and the Site is being master planned 

comprehensively across both boroughs.  

The workspace component needs to be considered in this context – it is an essential 

part of ensuring that a successful mixed-use place and new centre for the Royal 

Borough is deliverable and viable. It will assist in facilitating what we understand are 

the priorities for RBKC at Earls Court in terms of housing delivery (including 

affordable) the creation of cultural and destination uses and wider public benefits. 

Additionally, delivering a diverse range of uses here will be significant for the 

borough more widely; increasing the working day population and visitors will support 

the Borough’s existing centres and economic base. The feedback ECDC has 

received during public consultation so far is that the closing of the exhibition centre 

has resulted in a significant loss of economic activity, including skills and training 

opportunities in creative industries, in the immediate vicinity of the Site and we want 

to bring this back. Workspace would bring daytime vibrancy and drive a night-time 

economy, complimenting residential uses. It is therefore crucial that the draft site 

allocation for Earls Court recognises the importance of mixed use, and the role 

offices (and a wider range of workspace uses) can play in facilitating and optimising 

development.  

Masterplanning of the Earls Court proposals is ongoing and will evolve through pre-

application engagement. Further work is needed to inform the eventual land use mix 

and quantum that will be the subject of a future planning application to RBKC, 

however work undertaken to date is conclusive that the site provides capacity to 

deliver a greater quantum of development than is set out within the emerging site 

allocation, and indeed is needed to ensure development that is viable. It is therefore 

imperative at this stage that the site allocation does not unnecessarily limit the 

amount, or type, of development which could come forward. 

It is also important to recognise that the planning application is anticipated to be 

largely outline and parameter based. This will include parameters for land use mix, 

and it is important that a degree of land use flexibility is allowed to assist in 

responding to market conditions, demand and needs, the local communities, local 
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conditions, and nearby centres, ensuring that our masterplan permission is resilient. 

This is important in ensuring overall deliverability (including the speed at which it can 

be bought forward) and viability of development, in addition to the placemaking 

benefits commercial floorspace provides (creating a destination, character and 

jobs).  

The delivery of the workspace offer is a crucial component of the emerging 

masterplan and is essential to the deliverability and viability of the vision as a whole, 

and in particular facilitates the delivery of the land use priorities and public benefits 

that have been identified by RBKC to date. Further information is provided below on 

why the commercial component is important, and why in particular ECDC’s 

emerging masterplan includes a quantum that is greater than previously consented 

on the Site. In summary: 

- Workspace use facilitates and supports the viability and the deliverability of 

priorities for housing, culture and community as part of a mixed use 

development, by funding the infrastructure and unlocking the opportunity for 

new homes on the Site; 

- It provides a valuable contribution to place-making alongside homes and 

other non-residential uses; 

- The site represents a significant opportunity to accommodate an exciting new 

employment destination, which requires a critical mass to be successful; 

- The type of floorspace that is to be provided at Earls Court can be 

differentiated from other space in the Borough; 

- There are important economic benefits that can be delivered for the Borough 

through the inclusion of a substantial commercial element within the 

development; and 

- The development can be delivered more quickly, with commercial and 

residential being constructed simultaneously, avoiding residential market 

saturation. 

Submitted with these representations is a letter prepared by Quod, which reviews 

the BNPP viability study and relevant local plan policies. It identifies various 

concerns with the quantum of non-residential floorspace promoted by the emerging 

site allocation, including that the amount of non-residential floorspace would fail to 

provide that which is needed to create a successful employment destination. 

The BNPP viability study adopts a gross internal area of 194,000ft2 for offices and 

215,000ft2 for retail, cultural and other uses. ECDC, with the assistance of leading 

London’s leading agencies, have undertaken extensive market analysis which 

concludes that a far greater quantum of non-residential floorspace at Earls Court 

would be required, on a site-wide basis across both RBKC and LBHF, for the 

following reasons:    
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- Critical mass: sufficient scale of office development and wider uses is 

important to create an “eco-system” of different office occupiers which 

companies seek when making location choices. Other successful new office 

destinations such as Kings Cross, Battersea Power Station and Canada 

Water include 1m ft2+ of office space and have been able to attract a wide 

range of occupier types and sizes. Schemes with smaller scale office 

components have struggled to let this and not reached the levels of rent 

adopted by BNPP. 

- Innovation hub: a key vision for Earls Court is providing an ‘Innovation Hub’, 

developing an ecosystem that, through business interaction and clustering 

across a number of commercial sectors, will thrive and support itself over the 

short, medium and long term. The focus will be on emerging / specialist 

sectors including education, research, health, tech, R&D. Creation of this type 

of hub and attraction of businesses to it inherently requires a certain scale of 

development. 

- Infrastructure funding: the infrastructure required to enable the Earls Court 

site is required early in the development process, with up to approximately 

half a billion pounds in cost being required to be expended across the 

masterplan (RBKC and LBHF) to deliver the park and other infrastructure 

works, prior to completion of any revenue generating uses. Recovery of this 

sum within a reasonable time period requires a diversity of residential and 

employment uses, delivered in parallel and at scale. A masterplan overly 

weighted towards residential is limited by absorption rates for this and causes 

finance costs to quickly escalate beyond a viable level. 

Given the above, it is considered essential to increase the scale of the non-

residential component of the site allocation to create a successful place and to 

achieve the value assumptions adopted by BNPP. Whilst the site allocation being 

stated as a minimum quantum of development is supported, there will be a need 

and scope for a greater amount of development alongside the increased housing 

requirement. 

Culture, Creative Industries and Meanwhile Activation  

As part of its response to the Regulation 18 consultation, ECDC highlighted that 

culture forms a key part of its vision for the Site. ECDC consider there is an 

opportunity for culture in a variety of forms to exist at the Site, and at this early stage 

in the process it supports a bold ambition but seeks to avoid prescriptive definition. 

Cultural facilities can exist in a multitude of sizes and forms, and cover a wide range 

of disciplines, and a significant amount of collaborative work has already been 

undertaken, and continues to be undertaken, to identify what the most appropriate 

form of cultural offer is for the Site. In framing this process, ECDC encourage the 

Council to focus on quality, innovation and flexibility rather than size, and to think 

more broadly about the benefits that culture can provide to the commercial offer – 

including in particular the potential to attract creative industries to the site. 
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RBKC has noted and agreed with the above and responded that the amount of 

floorspace for culture is not specified in the draft site allocation. ECDC’s concern 

remains with reference to Part D of the Policy which states “A significant world-class 

cultural facility.” The cultural strategy for the masterplan is being developed and may 

take the form of several cultural facilities, which can broadly align with the 

recommendations of the Council’s Earl’s Court Cultural Use Study (July 2022). 

Accordingly, it is suggested that the Policy refer to the overall cultural offer, rather 

than an individual facility.  

Overall Development Quantum 

Whilst the Council and its advisors, Urban Initiatives, have undertaken a preliminary 

capacity study for the Site, we consider that the best way to test and establish the 

capacity is through a detailed masterplan framework, contained within a planning 

application. Only this process can fully take into account the site’s complex 

constraints and identify the best way to optimise the opportunity. As such, we 

support the use of minimums in the Site Allocation but would welcome recognition 

that the final form of development (in relation to quantum, heights and land use mix) 

may evolve through the planning process in line with the vision and key principles 

contained within the Local Plan. 

Building Height and Townscape 

ECDC welcomes the recognition that the Site is suitable for tall buildings within the 

draft Site Allocation. The hierarchy of tall buildings across this part of the Borough 

should focus buildings of greatest height within this Site, given its designation as an 

Opportunity Area and a major new destination within the Borough. The sitewide 

building height strategy at Figure 10.2, which has been informed by Urban Initiatives’ 

evidence base study and altered following Regulation 18 consultation is considered 

further below. The diagram has been revised to indicate greater flexibility in the 

specific location of tall buildings across the site, although the specific location of 

greatest height remains tightly defined.  

Whilst ECDC considers that the broad strategy for building heights has an 

understandable rationale, it does not consider that the height analysis study has 

been able to consider all relevant factors that will need to inform the location, 

distribution, and heights of buildings across the site. This includes in particular the 

consideration of in-ground constraints that limit where and to what extent building 

foundations can be located. 

The London Plan (Policy D9) requires boroughs to identify locations that are 

appropriate for tall buildings. It also requires (at Policy SD1), in order to fully realise 

the growth and regeneration potential for Opportunity Areas, boroughs to establish 

the capacity of Opportunity Areas, taking account of the indicative capacity for 

homes and jobs. It is important that the approach to building heights does not unduly 

or prematurely constrain the capacity of the Site, by setting overly restrictive 

maximum heights in advance of further testing. This is particularly important where 

the Site is not constrained by any geometrically defined strategic views, such that 
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arriving at appropriate building heights can be done through a further detailed 

process to properly consider and assess the full range of likely significant effects. 

ECDC therefore encourages the NLPR to emphasise that the height strategy at 

Figure 10.2 is indicative, but notes that this is already referenced at paragraph 10.10 

where it is stated that the precise locations for tall buildings will be the subject of 

detailed masterplanning work. This may be achieved by amending the title of Figure 

10.2 to refer to indicative maximum building heights, or through an explicit statement 

within the supporting text Figure 10.2 being intended to be interpreted only as 

indicative maximum building heights.  

Regarding the location of greatest height, ECDC has previously identified that this 

has been located above the West London line where the existing decking is 

proposed to be retained. ECDC highlighted this within its response to the Regulation 

18 consultation, to which RBKC have responded to the effect that this constraint 

does not provide justification for additional height elsewhere within the site. The key 

concern of ECDC is the highly prescriptive location identified for greatest height, 

which it considers has been unnecessarily tightly defined and the maximum height 

of 72m arbitrarily applied. 

ECDC considers that the site allocation and supporting text should make it clear that 

building heights beyond 72 m (AOD) and 20 storeys may be possible through a full 

and proper testing process, in order to fully realise the growth and regeneration 

potential of the Opportunity Area and to deliver the public benefits required of the 

Site (including in particular affordable housing and open space), and reserves its 

ability to identify a different appropriate maximum height through the planning 

application process, once further testing has been undertaken. 

Public Realm 

Within Part K of the proposed allocation there is reference to "a landscape-led 

layout". ECDC queries whether this terminology, which could very easily be 

interpreted in a variety of ways, is appropriate within planning policy or is best 

included within supporting design guidance, such as the emerging Earls Court 

Placemaking Framework. 

Conclusion 

When taken in the round, the proposed site allocation could be more positively 

prepared and effective. ECDC hold a number of key concerns regarding matters 

such as the approach to establishing maximum building heights across the site, 

including the robustness of the evidence base which supports this. At present it is 

considered that the proposed site allocation fails to support the delivery of a viable 

scheme on the site and is inconsistent with the evidence bae that supports the 

emerging plan. The allocation should promote a greater quantum of development 

and provide sufficient flexibility for alternatives that may come forward. It is 

appreciated that these matters will be more robustly considered as part of a planning 

application, however ECDC have concerns that by artificially setting the minimum 

level of development below that which has been proven to be viable, the allocation 

fails to appropriately establish expectations for what may come forward at Earls 
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Court and potentially threatens the deliverability of the development. ECDC would 

welcome further discussion with RBKC as to how the proposed site allocation could 

more suitably provide the framework for the future development of Earls Court. 

 

Large Sites (sites of 0.25 hectares or more) 

 

SA3: 100/100A West Cromwell Road 

Qu 78: Do you consider the site allocation to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

 

SA4: Former Territorial Army Site, 245 Warwick Road 

Qu 79: Do you consider the site allocation to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 
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SA5: Wornington Green, Phase 3 

Qu 80: Do you consider the site allocation to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

 

SA6: Lots Road South 

Qu 81: Do you consider the site allocation to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

 

SA7: Edenham Way  

Qu 82: Do you consider the site allocation to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   
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Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

 

SA8: Chelsea Farmer’s Market 

Qu 83: Do you consider the site allocation to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

 

SA9: Units 1-14 Latimer Road Industrial Estate 

Qu 84: Do you consider the site allocation to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

 

 

 

 



58 
 

SA10: Newcombe House 

Qu 85: Do you consider the site allocation to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

 

Small sites (sites less than 0.25 hectares) 

 

SA11: The Plaza, 535 King’s Road 

Qu 86: Do you consider the site allocation to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

 

SA12: Harrington Road Car Park 

Qu 87: Do you consider the site allocation to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   
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 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

 

SA13: Emmanuel Kaye Building 

Qu 88: Do you consider the site allocation to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

 

SA14: 142A Highlever Road 

Qu 89: Do you consider the site allocation to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 
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SA15: Colebrook Court 

Qu 90: Do you consider the site allocation to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

 

SA16 Holland Road Triangle 

Qu 91: Do you consider the site allocation to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 
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Chapter 11: Infrastructure and Planning Contributions 

Policy IP1: Infrastructure and Planning Contributions 

This policy is concerned with how new developments address the needs they put upon 

infrastructure. 

Qu 92: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view, and if the policy fails any test, whether there are any 

changes which would address this. Be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and 

policy numbers, and preferably by tracking changes to the policy. 

No comment. 

  

 

Appendices 

Appendix 1: Sites within the Housing Trajectory 

These are the sites that the Council has identified to deliver the homes required to meet our 

housing target and demonstrate a five year housing land supply.   

Qu 93: Do you agree with the deliverability/developability of these sites and when they 

are likely to be built out? 

Sites that are considered deliverable or developable mean are set out in Annex 2: 

Glossary of the NPPF 

 No comment. 

 

Appendix 4: Monitoring 

Qu 94: Do you consider the Monitoring section to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1005759/NPPF_July_2021.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1005759/NPPF_July_2021.pdf
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Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view. Be as precise as possible. 

No comment. 

 

Integrated Impact Assessment 

The Council is carrying out an Integrated Impact Assessment (IIA) to consider the impact that the 

NLPR will have on environmental, social and economic objectives (Sustainability Appraisal). It also 

considers Health Impact Assessment (HIA) and an Equality Impact Assessment (EqIA). IIA is an 

iterative process (with Stages A to E) and the Report published as part of this consultation is Stage 

C/D in the process.   

Qu 95: Do you have any comments on the IIA with regards the soundness of the Plan? 

 

No comment. 

 

Habitat Regulations Assessment 

The Council has undertaken a Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) Screening to establish 

if the NLPR is likely to affect any protected sites.  It concluded that it did not, and that a 

“appropriate assessment” was not necessary. This was a conclusion supported by English 

Nature, the “appropriate nature conservation agency.” 

Qu 96: Do you have any comments on the HRA? 

No comment. 

 

Other comments 

 

Qu. 97: Do you have any other comments regarding the soundness of the Plan, or 

whether it has been prepared in accordance with legal and procedural requirements? 

No comment. 

 

 


