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Dear 
  
Kensington & Chelsea Local Plan: Regulation 19 
 
Thank you for consulting on the Kensington & Chelsea Local Plan, Regulation 19 version. The 
following response is provided by James Stevens, Director for Cities, on behalf of the Home Builders 
Federation (HBF).  
 
The Home Builders Federation (HBF) is the representative body of the home building industry in 
England and Wales. The HBF’s member firms account for some 80% of all new homes built in England 
and Wales in any one year, and include companies of all sizes, ranging from multi-national, household 
names through regionally based businesses to small local companies. Private sector housebuilders 
are also significant providers of affordable homes, building 49% of affordable homes built in 2018/19.  
 
James Stevens contact details are: 
 
Home Builders Federation 
HBF House, 27 Broadwall 
London, SE1 9PL 
 
Telephone: 020 7960 1621 
Email: james.stevens@hbf.co.uk 
 
The HBF would like to appear at the examination-in-public to discuss any remaining issues of 
soundness raised by these representations.  
 
Policy GB4: Energy and Net Zero Carbon 
 
Part B of the policy is unsound because it is ineffective. It is not feasible technically for residential 
development to be zero carbon at this stage.  
 
Part B of the policy stipulates: 
 
Major development must be net zero carbon and as a minimum meet the on-site requirements set 
out by the GLA, currently in the Mayor of London’s Energy Assessment Guidance (June 2022). 
 

mailto:info@hbf.co.uk
http://www.hbf.co.uk/
mailto:planningpolicy@rbkc.gov.uk
mailto:james.stevens@hbf.co.uk


 

2 
 

This is not feasible technically at present owing to a combination of the lack of deployable and cost-
efficient technologies and skills shortages. The Government has established a stepped pathway via 
the Building Regulations towards new homes being net zero by 2038. This timetable takes into 
account the lead-in times associated with developing, testing and manufacturing new technologies 
and the time required to train the skilled workforce needed. Consequently, the Government, through 
the Building Regulations has stepped targets for homes to become increasingly energy efficient – 
with steps in 2022 and 2025 and to be ‘zero carbon ready’ – but not zero carbon from 2030 
onwards.  
 
A pathway to zero carbon homes has been devised by the Future Homes Hub and agreed with 
government departments, and bodies such as the RTPI and the RSPB. This aims for homes to be 
zero carbon ready from 2030.  
 
Accelerating this timetable will have serious cost implications and consequently, serious implications 
for housing delivery.  
 
But not only that, there may be serious safety issues. As we have already seen with Class 0 of the 
Building Regulations, it is uncertain whether many of the building technologies proposed to help 
move towards zero carbon, are safe. Many of these technologies will need to be tested rigorously 
before they are deployed. While there is much ‘boosterism’ around modern methods of construction, 
some are raising doubts about the wisdom of accelerating the deployment of untested methods. 
The National Fire Chiefs Council (NFCC) released on 6 December 2022 a Position Statement on 
Modern Methods of Construction (MMC). They have commented that the ambition to build homes 
quickly and sustainably, should not be prioritised at the expense of building safety. The NFCC is 
calling on the Government for tightened rules for the testing of MMC. The NFCC has commented: 
 
“NFCC is concerned that MMC buildings are being designed, approved and built despite a lack of 
understanding about their performance. Given the current regulatory system has already been described and 
accepted by Government as ‘not fit for purpose’ even for traditional construction techniques, this adds 
additional uncertainty in the built environment.” 

 
In view of these concerns, we advise that the Council adheres to the national timetable for moving 
towards zero carbon homes, delivered through the Building Regulations, and avoids encouraging 
the deployment of untested technologies in the borough.   
 
In terms of the implication for development viability, we observe this somewhat equivocal statement 
in the Viability Appraisal of 2022 (page 6 and repeated on page 81): 
 
Climate change policies: we have tested the potential impact of five scenarios relating to climate change 
policies. The cost of these scenarios ranges from 1.48% to 6.52% of build costs for residential and between 
2.00% and 6.5% for non-residential (as set out at paragraph 4.22). The impact of these additional costs will 
vary between schemes and between locations within the borough. Where viability is already on the margins, 
other policy requirements may need to be reduced in order to compensate for these costs. In lower value 
areas, there may be a need for a trade-off of affordable housing to accommodate the higher climate change 
costs. However, in higher value areas, the trade-off required is likely to be significantly lower as there will be 
more ‘surplus’ residual value in excess of existing use values. Where schemes are more viable and residual 
land values exceed benchmark land values by a greater margin, there would be no need for any reduction in 
affordable housing. 
 
The conclusion of this is that other policies, including the supply of affordable housing might have to 
flex to accommodate net zero requirements. This viewpoint is articulated in paragraph 7.7 of the 
viability assessment. Given the importance of affordable housing supply to London, the Council 
should rethink its commitment to these accelerated net zero requirements. If, however, it is the 
case, that the Council will want to seek to reduce other policy requirements to accommodate its net 
zero requirement, then this needs to be reflected in the other policies of the Plan – i.e. the 
requirement for net zero homes becomes the non-negotiable, and other policies have to be pitched 
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at a lower level to accommodate this. Such amendments would be necessary because national 
planning policy assumes that local plan policies are all viable and requires applicants to conform to 
these requirements without recourse to site specific viability assessments, i.e. viability testing should 
be the exception not the rule.  
 
The viability report observes at paragraph 6.5 that there is no uniform level of affordable housing 
that all sites can viably achieve and although some can achieve the London Plan threshold level of 
35% many schemes are only viable with much lower levels of affordable housing. This is apparent 
when one considers the detailed results of the viability testing from page 39 onwards. Based on the 
modelling, when existing housing sites are redeveloped, meeting the minimum threshold level of 
35% affordable housing is rare even when factoring-in the more favourable scenario where existing 
floorspace equates to 30% of new, so the new development will, in theory, generate a sizable 
increase in sellable floorspace and therefore a potential increase in development value (see results 
for all CIL charging zones, from page 39 onwards). Viability deteriorates when the existing 
floorspace equates to 60% of new (so less potential development value is generated). 
 
The results for the redevelopment of offices and retail land are more favourable but only really in 
CIL zone A (Knightsbridge) but even then, meeting the 35% benchmark is uncommon. Also, one 
should note that meeting the 35% benchmark in other CIL zones is much less common.  
 
In our view, the Council would be wise to restrain its net zero ambitions to enhance viability for the 
supply of affordable homes.  
 
Policy GB12: Sustainable Drainage 
 
Part B is unsound because it is ineffective and will constrain housing delivery.  
 
Part B of the policy states: 
 
“Major development must achieve greenfield run-off rates and minor development must achieve a reduction of 
50 per cent of existing run-off rates. Householder applications80 must reduce the rate of runoff from the site in 
a way that is proportionate to the scale of development and reflects the site constraints.” 
 

Achieving greenfield run-off rates is extremely challenging on brownfield land – technically and 
financially. The situation is complicated also by the fact that Schedule 3 of the Flood and Water 
Management Act 2010 Act has yet to be implemented by the Government. We are currently waiting 
for Ministers’ decision on whether to implement the Schedule. This was originally due by now, but 
has no doubt been delayed by the multiple changes in Defra Ministers over recent months. 
 
One of the problems with the Schedule as it stands is that it has not been written taking 
development considerations into account. Key points from the Advisory Group established by Defra 
for the review of Schedule 3 – of which the HBF is a participant - is that, if implemented, the 
Schedule would require a consultation by Ministers on what the statutory SuDS standards should 
be. These standards would then determine what costs, including likely land take, for SuDs would 
be. As such, it is HBF’s view that there could be significant costs associated with implementing 
Schedule 3 and it would be unwise to insist on greenfield run-off rates for the time being.  
 
There are also two further considerations that would make implementing SUDS difficult: 
 

• First, there remains a question as to who the SuDS Approval Body (SAB) would be and 
whether they would have the resource and expertise to undertake their role efficiently, and; 

• Second, is the issue of maintenance costs and how these should be paid for. The level of 
maintenance cost will in part be related to what standards are used for a new regime, but in 
the Advisory Group there was also much debate about whether commuted sums should be 
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the basis for funding future maintenance or whether a charge on residents should at least in 
part do so. There were a number of people, other than house builders, on the Advisory 
Group, who suggested that a resident charge might be more appropriate. 

Consequently, in view of these uncertainties, we would advise that the Council moves away from its 
emphatic requirement that applicants ‘must’ achieve greenfield run-off rates and require that they 
‘aim’ for this standard instead.   
 
Policy GB15: Green Infrastructure 
 
Parts of the Policy are unsound because the requirements are uncertain and hence, not effective.  
 
Parts B and C require the following: 
 
Urban Greening Factor  
 
B. Major residential development is required to achieve an Urban Greening Factor score of 0.4.  
 
C. Major non-residential development is required to achieve an Urban Greening Factor score of 0.3. 
 
The Council should clarify in the Plan if these requirements can help applicants contribute to the 
biodiversity gain requirements of 10% - see Policy GB17 Biodiversity.  
 
Policy GB16: Parks, Gardens and Open Spaces 
 
Parts of the policy are unsound as they lack clarity, and so are unjustified.  
 
Part E requires development to improve or provide new public open space. Part G then goes on to 
require applicants to optimise biodiversity and wildlife habitat.  
 
The Council should clarify if these enhancements and new provision will count towards the applicant 
meeting his/her biodiversity net gain requirement.  It would be helpful if the Plan could allow this, 
where the planting of shrubs etc is involved. 
 
Policy GB17: Biodiversity 
 
The policy is unsound because it is ineffective. 
 
Part D requires a minimum biodiversity net gain improvement of 10% to be provided onsite. This 
may not be feasible, and we would request, for flexibility, the option for applicants to contribute 
biodiversity net gain offsite, potentially elsewhere within the borough, or even elsewhere within the 
Greater London area. This may be necessary if applicant struggles to achieve the requisite 10% net 
gain onsite.  
 
This proposed change would be in line with the PPG and Defra’s biodiversity metric. The 
Government’s guidance on biodiversity net gain does allow for the net gain to be provided across an 
area that is greater than a local area, or local authority area. As Paragraph: 007 Reference ID: 8-
007-20190721 of the Planning Practice Guidance states, in the section titled: How can a strategic 
approach be taken to green infrastructure? 
 
“Strategic policies can identify the location of existing and proposed green infrastructure  
networks and set out appropriate policies for their protection and enhancement. To inform these, 
and support their implementation, green infrastructure frameworks or strategies prepared at a 
district-wide scale (or wider) can be a useful tool. These need to be evidence-based and include 
assessments of the quality of current green infrastructure and any gaps in provision. Existing 
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national and local strategies – for example on tree and woodland provision – can inform the 
approach to green infrastructure; and standards such as the Accessible Natural Greenspace 
Standard can be applied when assessing provision.” 

Also at Paragraph: 022 Reference ID: 8-022-20190721, of the PPG it advises: 

What is biodiversity net gain? 

The National Planning Policy Framework encourages net gains for biodiversity to be sought through 
planning policies and decisions. Biodiversity net gain delivers measurable improvements for 
biodiversity by creating or enhancing habitats in association with development. Biodiversity net gain 
can be achieved on-site, off-site or through a combination of on-site and off-site measures. It may 
help local authorities to meet their duty under Section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities Act 2006. 

And later in the following section (Paragraph: 023 Reference ID: 8-023-20190721): 

Benefits could be achieved entirely on-site or by using off-site gains where necessary. Off-site 
measures can sometimes be secured from ‘habitat banks’, which comprise areas of enhanced or 
created habitats which generate biodiversity unit ‘credits’. 
 
HBF considers that it would be helpful if the Council amended this policy to allow biodiversity net 
gain to be provided offsite including outside of the RBKC area, if necessary, by contributing to wider 
green infrastructure networks / local nature recovery strategies.  
  
Policy HO1: Delivery and protection of homes 
 
The expression of the housing requirement is sound as it seeks to meet, as a minimum, the London 
Plan requirement for 4,480 net additional homes in RB Kensington & Chelsea (RBKC) over the first 
ten years of the life of the plan. This accords with Table 4.1 of the London plan that complements 
London Plan Policy H1. However, we seek some clarifications.  
 
The London Plan has a ten-year plan period running from 2019/20 -2028/29. The RBKC Plan would 
appear to operate over a plan period starting in 2021/22 and ending in 2036/37 – 15 years. The 
fifteen-year timeframe would accord with the requirement in national policy for local plans to operate 
over a 15-year timeframe. It is unclear, however, from the local plan what annual average housing 
figure will be used by RBKC for the years after 2028/29. Is it an annual average of 448 dwelling per 
annum for each of the 15 years, or just 448dpa for the first ten years, and an unspecified figure 
thereafter? This must be clarified. It would be unsound for the Plan not to clearly specify a target for 
the last five years. The London Plan sets a requirement for 4,480 homes for the ten-year period 
2019/20-2028/29 and says for local plans for plan period longer than this, they should carry forward 
the small sites requirement and consider evidence of local need and the development pipeline.  
 
The Council should clarify what the annual average housing requirement figure is for each of the 15 
years of the Plan. This is necessary to a) assess whether the full 4,480 homes requirement will be 
delivered in full by 2028/29; and b) what the annual average housing requirement will be for years 
2029/30 to 2036/37.  
 
In terms of the calculation of the five-year housing land supply and the Housing Delivery Test, the 
Plan should be clear what annual requirement figures it will be using.  
 
At the moment this is unclear. It is unclear what the annual requirement figure is for years 11-15. 
Paragraph 3.4 says that the requirement for the first five years – 2022/23- 2026/27 would be 
300dpa. For 2027/20-2031/32 it would be 586dpa, but it is unclear what the figure would apply for 



 

6 
 

the final five years of 2032/33-2036/37. Figure 3.1 suggests that the annual average figure of 
448dpa would continue to be used for this period. The Plan should clarify this.  
 
It is the HBF’s view, that the 448pa figure should be adopted as the annual average requirement for 
each of the 15 years of the plan. This can be changed following the adoption of a new London Plan, 
although the timescale for the preparation of a new London Plan is uncertain.  
 
Paragraph 3.10 
 
Paragraph 3.10 states that the London Plan target applies from April 2021. The London Plan states 
that the ten-year target applies from 2019/20 -2028/29 (see Table 4.2). We recognise that there is 
no definitive approach laid-out by the London Plan to account for the timing of supporting local plan 
production, nevertheless, we would challenge this statement. However, so long as the full need for 
4,480 homes is delivered over the next 10-years we consider that to be satisfactory.  
 
There remains, however, the question about what the housing requirement is for years 11-15. This 
needs to be resolved.  
 
Stepped trajectory 
 
In paragraph 3.4 the Plan states: 
 
We will deliver this target with 1,500 homes delivered in the first five years and then stepping up to 
deliver the remaining 2,980 homes in years six to ten. 
 
This implies that the London Plan requirement figure of 4,480 homes will be delivered over 10 
years, but not the ten required by the London Plan – i.e. by 2028/29. This is unsound. The full 
requirement must be delivered by 2028/29. 
 
The stepped trajectory means also that the annual requirement for the first five years is just 300dpa 
– much lower than the 484dpa figure which derives from the London Plan. In view of the acute 
affordability needs in the borough, it would be unsound to underdeliver against the London Plan 
annual average requirement to such an extent. We recognise that the London Plan is not 
prescriptive about how the requirement is delivered and does accept a managed approach to 
housing delivery could be considered, but in the case of RBKC – a Council with a history of under-
delivery against target - a stepped trajectory would postpone meeting housing needs, compounding 
hardship especially those in need of affordable housing. As the Council acknowledges, in paragraph 
3.1, as of 31 July 2022 there are about 3,090 households on the housing register with 2,133 in 
temporary accommodation. 
 
The trajectory in the Plan is reproduced below: 
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We note in paragraph 3.13 that the Council failed the Housing Delivery Test in January 2022 to 
quite a marked degree – meeting just 43% of its requirement in the last three years. In view of this 
under-performance against housing need the adoption of a stepped trajectory is unjustified.  
 
RBKC Council has generally under-performed – often by a large degree - against its London Plan 
apportioned housing requirement. Ever since the first London Plan, the Council has only met and 
exceeded its London Plan requirement on three occasions. See the table below. This is based on 
DLUHC Live Table 122: housing supply; net additional dwellings by district and the London Plan 
apportioned housing requirements set by the last four London Plans (since 2004).  
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While we accept that land supply is difficult to manage and predict in this heavily constrained 
borough, we understand that these constraints were considered by the GLA when setting the 
apportioned housing requirements for each of the boroughs as part of the exercise for preparing the 
new London Plan. The effect of stepping in combination with under-delivery would be delay housing 
delivery and this would represent a dis-service to those residents of the borough in desperate 
housing need such as those living in temporary accommodation. AS the Council observes in 
para.3.25 of the Plan, its own Local Housing Needs Assessment has identified a net annual need 
for affordable housing of 1,018 homes per annum which is more than double RBKC’s housing 
target. 
 
The stepped trajectory is unsound. The council should adopt instead a flat trajectory to ensure 
housing needs are addressed as soon as possible.  
 
Five-year housing land supply 
 
The annual average need is 448 (derived from the total London Plan target for ten years of 4,480 
homes).  
 
RBKC in paragraph 3.4 that it will aim to deliver 1,500 homes in the first five years. This equates to 
300 a year. This is explained in para. 3.10. The lower requirement reflects the Council’s judgement 
about capacity and phasing of delivery. We contest the use of a stepped trajectory in RBKC on the 
basis that the Council has a long history of under-delivery and phasing is often a justification to 
defer provision.  
 
Para. 3.10 explains that there has been one year of delivery against the annual average 
requirement of 448 homes. In 2021-22 191 net additional homes were secured resulting in an 
under-delivery of 257 homes. The Council aims to provide for this deficit over the first ten years of 

London Plan RBKC

2004-05 350 155

2005-06 350 78

2006-06 350 35

2007-08 350 -53

2008-09 350 -24

2009-10 350 204

2010-11 350 42

2011-12 585 102

2012-13 585 57

2013-14 585 596

2014-15 585 984

2015-16 733 384

2016-17 733 355

2017-18 733 335

2018-19 733 115

2019-20 448 511

2020-21 448 267

2021-22 448 187
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the plan rather than in the first five years. In conjunction with a 20% buffer (required by the Housing 
Delivery Test) this would require 391 homes per year in the first five year.  
 
We consider this is unsound. The deficit accrued in year 1 should be made-good within the first five 
years. This would generate a different annual requirement which we calculate as follows: 
 
Stepped trajectory = 300dpa 
257 home deficit if addressed within next five years = 51 homes per year 
300 + 51 = 351 homes per year 
 
Add 20% buffer = 70 homes 
351 + 70 = 421 
 
Total = 421 homes a year average. 
 
421 x 5 = 2,105 
 
We have considered Appendix 1. This shows a potential housing land supply for 2,207 homes in the 
first five years (bottom of page 293). The Council, consequently, appears to have an adequate 
housing land supply to make it possible to address the backlog accrued within the first five years, 
albeit there is not much by way of a margin. However, we should not lose sight of one of the primary 
objectives of the planning system, which is to meet the needs of the people, rather than making 
people conform to meet the needs of the planning system.  
 
We contend that the Council, in view of past under-delivery, should address the deficit as quickly as 
possible, and within the next five years.  
 
Small sites supply 
 
Paragraph 3.19 discusses small site supply. Increasing the supply of new homes on small sites is a 
requirement of national policy (NPPF, para. 69) and the London Plan (policy H2). The London Plan 
defines small sites differently from national policy, specifying sites of 0.25ha.  
 
The London Plan states that increasing housing supply from small sites is a strategic priority (para. 
4.2.1). The aim is to increase competition and diversity of suppliers in the market to help to optimise 
delivery. To encourage the delivery of homes on small sites, the London Plan, based on an 
assessment of past trends in windfall and an assessment of the theoretical yield from areas served 
by public transport, assumes that nearly 12,000 homes a year (11,925 more precisely) will 
materialise on small sites. It breaks this assumed overall capacity figure down into small sites 
targets for each borough. The figure for RBKC is 1,290 over ten years, or 129 per year – see table 
4.2 in the London Plan.  
 
The London Plan expects local authorities to secure these targets in several ways. London 
boroughs preparing local plans can assume that the homes will come forward as part of the windfall 
allowance, but they are also required to take more proactive action to encourage sites to come 
forward through the deployment of design codes and through master-planning. Also, policy H2, 
expects boroughs to ‘identify and allocate appropriate small sites for residential development’ 
(Policy H2, B, 3). This latter expectation accords with the approach in national policy that requires 
10% of the overall housing requirement to be delivered on identified and allocated small sites 
(NPPF, para. 69).  
 
On the basis of this plan it is unclear whether the Council has done enough to proactively support 
the delivery of homes on small sites in contrast to hoping that numbers will simply materialise 
through small site windfall. We have considered Appendix 1 to the Plan: sites within the housing 
trajectory. This lists five allocations totalling a possible 232 homes in total over the 15-year plan. For 
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the rest, it appears that RBKC is relying on a windfall assumption totalling to 1,548 homes (see 
page 293). 
 
The London Plan does allow plan-makers to utilise the windfall assumption but not exclusively so, 
as we have referred to above. The London Plan includes the expectation that boroughs will 
endeavour to identify and allocate small sites. Some allocations have been made by RBKC, but 
these are quite few – just land for 232 homes. That is less than two years of the annual average 
need (129 x 2 = 258).  
 
We appreciate that the London Plan small sites figure is only a guide, and we appreciate also the 
efforts made by RBKC to allocate some small sites, but we are concerned that small site delivery 
relies to too heavily on windfall. A hope that land may materialise may be a factor contributing to 
generally poor levels of housing delivery in the borough over the last two decades.  
 
The ensure soundness – conformity with national and London Plan policy – the Council should 
identify and allocate land for small sites to accommodate 10% of its requirement, i.e. 448 homes.  
 
HO3: Community Housing (affordable housing) 
 
We note that ‘community housing’ is the Council’s preferred term for affordable housing. This is 
confusing to potential applicants and the general public who would be more likely to try and search 
for the Council’s affordable housing policy based on familiar and understood language. It would be 
helpful if the Council referred to ‘affordable housing’. 
 
Part A of the policy is unsound because it conflicts with national policy.  
 
Part A states that the Council will require contributions from all residential development creating new 
residential floorspace of 650 sq. m GIA or more. GIA is not explained, but we assume it means 
‘gross internal area’. The Council should amend the plan to spell this out. 
 
Based on the nationally described space standard, 650sq m equates to roughly seven or eight 
dwellings, assuming that the construction of flats will be the typical build type. It could be greater 
than this if more one bed flats are involved (assuming each would be 58 sq. m). This is lower than 
the threshold for affordable housing advised by Government which advises against seeking 
affordable housing contributions from minor developments (ten units or fewer) as set-out in national 
policy (NPPF, para. 64) except in rural areas.  
 
There is a balance to be struck between optimising affordable housing supply and encouraging 
greater rates of delivery on smaller sites. The borough has an acute affordable housing need (as 
described in paragraph 3.25) but that is a consequence of poor levels of delivery in the borough 
over the past two decades where the Council has frequently under-delivered against its plan 
targets. We have illustrated this above. The problem of undersupply in the borough is compounded 
by the poor levels of housing delivery across London more generally since London is a single 
housing market area. London has failed to achieve its housing requirement in the last three years 
(and even this, we should remember, is a capacity constrained target, reflecting an unmet need of 
14,000 homes a year).  
 
As referred to above, increasing the supply of homes on small sites is a strategic priority for the 
London Plan. The Mayor wishes for boroughs to identify and encourage more delivery from small 
sites. Setting the threshold for affordable housing at 650 sq. m GIA would tend to militate against 
this objective. This is not primarily a matter of viability, but the struggle applicants face in resolving 
and securing agreements on S106 affordable housing with local authorities. 
 
We appreciate what the Council is trying to achieve – to ensure that high value luxury developments 
do not evade making contributions - but we recommend that the Council raises the threshold to 
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allow for more small schemes to come forward. As the Council has failed to identify land to meet its 
small sites requirement based on national policy, we consider this to be justified.  
 
Conversely, the Council could amend the plan to say that contributions towards affordable housing 
will not be required from minor schemes (ten units or fewer) involving one or two bed homes that do 
not exceed the gross internal floor area specified by the nationally described space standard by 
more than 10%. This would enable more lower-cost housing schemes to be delivered, while 
ensuring that high value / luxury schemes of flats still contribute to affordable housing.  
 
First Homes 
 
We note the discussion in paragraph 3.43 of the Plan. The Council concludes that there is no 
overwhelming need for First Homes based on its assessment. However, this ignores the fact that 
London is a single housing market area, and there is likely to be demand for First Homes products 
from people outside of the borough. Moreover, while the Council’s assessment of need might lead it 
to conclude that the majority of those in need require three or more bedroom homes some 14% of 
households in housing still want one or two bed homes for home ownership and these households 
could acquire these within the price cap. We note that 27% of those in need have an income to be 
able to afford First Homes within the price cap of £420,000 for London.  
 
Allowing First Homes to be provided is important as this is the most expensive and exclusive local 
authority in the UK – RBKC is very much a test case for the effectiveness of First Homes as a 
government policy. Therefore, the Council should make provision for this as part of its affordable 
housing policy.  
 
HO5: Specialist Housing: housing for older people 
 
Part of the Policy is unsound because it is not in general conformity with the London Plan. 
 
Although para. 3.58 refers to the London Plan benchmark figure for specialist older persons housing 
set out in table 4.3 of the London Plan which supports London Plan Policy H13 – a figure of 85 units 
per year – this is not referred to directly in the local plan. Improving the supply of specialist older 
persons housing is a strategic priority for London (see London Plan para. 4.13.1). the local plan 
acknowledges the increase in the number of residents aged 65 or more by 2040 – a 54% increase. 
 
To assist and ensure that the plan will respond positively to applications of older persons housing 
policy HO5 should be amended to refer directly to this benchmark monitoring figure.  
 
Second, the London Plan H13 is directed at supporting specialist older persons housing, but not 
homes that have the attributes of care home accommodation – see London Plan para. 4.13.4. This 
is an important distinction. To generalise, there is specialist retirement housing and there is care 
home type accommodation (although there are gradations within each category). The London Plan 
benchmark figure and the requirements of policy H13 relates to homes that do not provide an 
element of care but is specifically designed and managed for older people (minimum age of 55 
years) – see para. 4.13.5 of the London Plan. Providing adequate new care home accommodation 
is important, but it is not covered by London Plan policy H13.  
 
Policy HO5 should be amended to reflect this distinction. This is necessary to ensure that there is 
an adequate supply of retirement housing (i.e. accommodation typically without care) and an 
adequate supply of care homes (where care is provided).  
 
We note that part A of the policy would appear to preclude the type of accommodation that London 
Plan policy H13 was conceived to support. This may not be what the Council intends but it could be 
read that way.  
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Policy CD2: Design quality, character and growth 

 
Part A is unsound because it is ineffective.  
 
Part A requires all development to meet the highest standards of urban design and architectural 
quality. Unfortunately, it is unclear what might constitute the ‘highest standards’. Ideally, the Council 
would have a design code that provided those standards so an applicant would know how to meet 
the standards expected by the Council. We note the reference to the Borough’s Character Study in 
paragraph 4.23. Helpfully, the Council could refer to this in the policy as the basis for judging 
whether a scheme will meet the Council’s design requirements.  

 
Policy T5: Land use and Transport 
 
The policy is unsound because it is not in strict conformity with the London Plan. It draws a tighter 
boundary around locations permissible for residential development. This could militate against 
residential small site release.  
 
The London Plan, in the supporting text to Policy H2 encourages residential development through 
‘incremental intensification’ of existing residential areas within PTALs 3-6 or within 800m distance of 
a station or town centre boundary. The London Plan at paragraph 4.2.4 states that developments in 
these locations are expected to play an important role in contributing towards the housing targets for 
small sites set out in Table 4.2. By contrast, the RBKC Plan specifies that developments will be 
encouraged only at PTAL 4 or above.  
 
We recommend that the Plan is amended to reflect the London Plan allowing incremental 
intensification at PTAL 3. The Plan should refer also residential development being encouraged 
when it is within 800m radius of a station or town centre boundary.  
 
Policy T8: Car Parking 
 
Part D of the policy is unsound because it is contrary to Part S of the Building Regulations.  
 
Part D of the policy requires and electrical vehicle charging point (EVCP) for each car-parking 
space. The new Part S of the Building Regulations, introduced in 2022, by contrast, requires one 
ECVP per dwelling. While it is unlikely that new dwellings in RBKC will come with more than one car 
parking space (if that – see the London Plan) requiring an EVCP charging point for each parking 
space would go further than the Building Regulations. This is unnecessary and we recommend that 
the policy is amended to refer to the requirements of Part S.  
 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
Homes Builders Federation 
HBF House 
27 Broadwall 
London 
SE1 9PL 
 

 


