
  Da Vinci House 

44 Saffron Hill 

London EC1N 8FH 

 tel: 

fax: 

email: 

web: 

+44 (0)20 3640 8508 

+44 (0)20 3435 4228 

info@iceniprojects.com 

 www.iceniprojects.com 

 

Our services include: archaeology | delivery | design | engagement | heritage | planning | sustainable development | transport | townscape 
 

Iceni Projects is the trading name of Iceni Projects Limited. Registered in England No. 05359427 

 
 
Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea  
Local Plan Review - Regulation 19 Consultation  
Planning Policy  
Planning and Place 
Town Hall 
Hornton Street 
London W8 7NX  
 
 
 
 
 
22nd December 2022  

 
BY EMAIL: planningpolicy@rbkc.gov.uk. 

 

Dear Sir / Madam 

ROYAL BOROUGH OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA NEW LOCAL PLAN REVIEW –
PUBLICATION (REGULATION 19) CONSULTATION – DECEMBER 2022 

REPRESENTATION ON BEHALF OF IMPERIAL COLLEGE LONDON  

Thank you for the opportunity to make representations on the Royal Borough of Kensington and 
Chelsea (‘RBKC’) Local Plan. This submission is made by Iceni Projects (‘Iceni’) on behalf of Imperial 
College London (’Imperial’) in response to the RBKC New Local Plan Review: (Publication) Regulation 
19 Consultation and follows previous representations made on the Draft Policies Regulation 18 
Consultation, which we submitted on behalf of Imperial College London on 17th March 2022.  

Prior to this, Iceni has also provided written representations on behalf of Imperial in respect of the New 
Local Plan Issues Consultation, which were submitted on 10th November 2020 and the RBKC New 
Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation which were submitted on 4th October 2021.  

As a key stakeholder within the borough and a driver of RBKC’s status and a cultural, educational and 
employment hub, Imperial has been keen to contribute to the Local Plan Review at all stages, as the 
growth and development of the borough over the next twenty years will be strongly tied to the 
continuous improvement and betterment of the University and its associated institutions. Furthermore, 
it has been anticipated that this will be reciprocated through the acknowledgement, within policy, of 
the role Imperial plays within the borough. 

It is understood that this is the final consultation on the new Local Plan prior to submission to the 
Planning Inspectorate for Examination in Public and this consultation is part of RBKC’s engagement 
strategy to give stakeholders the opportunity to make comments upon the soundness of the draft 
policies for publication. Accordingly, this letter sets out Imperial’s representations on the policies within 
the new Local Plan and provides responses on key issues pertinent to the University, within the context 
of representations made in the last consultation.  

The representations follow on from the meeting between Imperial College London, Iceni Projects and 
Policy Officers at RBKC on 21st December 2022, where a number of these issues were discussed    

a. Imperial & RBKC 
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Imperial is regularly ranked amongst the top ten best universities in the world and is the only university 
in the UK to focus exclusively on science, engineering, medicine and business. Imperial was delighted 
to be named The Times and Sunday Times University of the Year 2022, by providing an exemplary 
entrepreneurial student experience.  

Imperial was founded at South Kensington in 1907 as part of Prince Albert’s vision of a large-scale 
cultural and scientific quarter emerging from the success of the Great Exhibition. Over the last 125 
years the South Kensington campus has seen successive waves of redevelopment; from its Victorian 
and Edwardian origins to more recent building projects such as the Sir Alexander Fleming Building 
and Dyson School of Design Engineering which opened in 2018. These periods of growth within RBKC 
have been essential in enabling the College to continue to grow, evolve and retain its position as a 
world-leader in education and research.  

Today, the University in its entirety is home to 22,000 students and 8,500 staff with an international 
community attracting undergraduates from more than 125 countries. Our researchers tackle the 
biggest challenges like climate change, future energy supplies, antibiotic resistance and national 
security. We provide a rigorous, evidence-based, inclusive educational experience in a world-leading 
research environment that provides highly-skilled graduates and lifelong learning opportunities for the 
UK labour force.  

Imperial excels at fundamental research, quality education, and rapid innovation. We have a greater 
proportion of world-leading research than any other UK university, according to the Research 
Excellence Framework (REF). Imperial ranks first in the UK for research outputs, first in the UK for 
research environment, and first for research impact among Russell Group universities. This 
achievement is the result of Imperial’s commitment to both discovery-led research and the translation 
of work into tangible benefits for society. 

As the University continues to expand, its attention has turned to the South Kensington campus to 
ensure it is prepared to meet future needs and utilise the locational benefits of the Borough which are 
paramount to the University’s success.   

Over the next five years, Imperial seeks to build upon its research-led, entrepreneurial environment 
and focus upon the ways the University can help to make society become more sustainable, healthy, 
smart and resilient. To achieve this, it seeks a number of objectives which include but are not limited 
to: 

• The recruitment of a diverse staff group, capable of enhancing the quality of research and 
education with workforce able to live within the Borough; 

• The location of global research hubs within the Borough; and  

• The expansion and adaption of existing buildings to cater for the new demands arising from 
these strategic goals.  

As with all large institutions, the South Kensington campus is at risk of being developed in a piecemeal 
and limited fashion if the planning policy framework at a local and national level fails to be flexible and 
forward-thinking enough to allow for the University to adapt and develop as circumstances change.  

This letter sets out Imperial College London’s thoughts in respect of a number of the draft policies 
published within this plan and the soundness of the Council’s approach on a number of key strategic 
issues. 

b. Site allocations 

In the previous representations, Imperial made comments upon Site Allocation SA11: Emmanuel Kaye 
Building. Within the current Draft, on account of revisions to the site allocations, it is noted that this 
updated site allocation is now included as SA13: 
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Imperial maintains an interest in the Ground Floor of the building, as well as part of the first floor, for 
medical research and development. This site is of great significance and importance to Imperial, as 
the base for the University’s National Heart and Lung Institute. Within this building, a significant amount 
of cardio-respiratory research is conducted, in conjunction with the nearby Brompton Hospital, the 
largest specialist heart and lung centre in the UK. This close proximity is essential for undertaking 
world-leading research that benefits children and adults with diseases such as cystic fibrosis.  

The need to retain and enhance this medical research floorspace, which is increasingly scarce, as part 
of any redevelopment of the Site is therefore of paramount importance. Furthermore, due to the vital 
work carried out by the Institute, there would be a need either to decant these operations to another 
site in close proximity to the hospital, or phase development on the site to allow the retention of this 
use during any future redevelopment of the Site. A cessation of these research functions, however 
temporary, would not be feasible and this should be a consideration within this allocation.   

Whereas the wording has been changed to set a benchmark of the retention, as a minimum of the 
existing medical research facilities, this wording is vague and may not offer any greater scope for an 
uplift in medical research floorspace than the previous draft allocation.  

In a borough with such acknowledged constraints such as RBKC, this limits the scope in practical 
terms for any uplift to take place and there is a need for such floorspace as the Institution expands. In 
the five years to 2020/21, student numbers at Imperial’s Faculty of Medicine have increased by 27% 
and this trajectory is only likely to be maintained going forward. This increase in student numbers is 
felt across all departments of the faculty of medicine and comes with the associated need for more 
staff and, invariably more floorspace. 

Consequently, Imperial remain reluctant to fully support the terms of the proposed allocation without 
firmer commitment to encouraging the uplift in medical research floorspace. We would propose the 
following amendment to the wording of this site allocation: 

c. Housing  

Within previous representations, Imperial has recognised and supported RBKC’s targets for housing 
delivery over the Plan period, with the provision of good quality homes at affordable rents and a mixture 
of housing products being vital in ensuring that people who work and study in the borough also have 
the opportunity to live locally.  

In order to promote the requirements for comprehensive and ambitious housing policies, 
representations have previously been made in respect of Community Housing as well as the proposed 
approach to other housing products such as Build to Rent, Co-Living and Purpose-Built Student 
Accommodation (‘PBSA’). Upon review of the revised draft Local Plan, Imperial would like to raise the 
following observations: 

Draft Policy HO3 -Community Housing 

C. As a minimum, retain existing Provide an uplift in medical research facility use class and 

floorspace as part of any redevelopment, with the existing use retained on site or decanted 

during redevelopment 
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In the previous representations, Imperial suggested that the floorspace threshold should be revised 
upwards to enable a enable a greater quantum of normal open market housing to be built before 
affordable housing is delivered and that this should be in the region of 1000m². It is noted that the 
threshold has been maintained at 650m² within this draft and Imperial would reiterate their concerns 
on the impact that this could have on delivery of housing within the Borough. Imperial also have 
concerns that calling Affordable Housing ‘Community Housing’ could cause confusion and is not in 
compliance with the London Plan and therefore there are issues of soundness in the wording and 
structure of the policy. 

Draft Policy HO6 – Other Housing Products 

It is noted that RBKC have retained one draft policy (HO6) to cover all alternative housing products, 
including Build to Rent, Co-Living and PBSA. Whilst acknowledging the constrained nature of the 
borough and the need to prioritise certain housing typologies, as outlined within our recent meeting, 
Imperial is disappointed that concerns raised regarding the lack of support for alternative housing 
models have been overlooked. Further commentary on this is provided below: 

Build to Rent  

It is noted that no further consideration has been given to Build to Rent, with this model still stated 
within part A of the draft policy to be ‘not supported in the borough’. This is justified again on the basis 
that such accommodation would not be affordable for key workers. Again, whereas criteria are 
proposed for schemes which do come forward, we understand from discussions in our recent meeting 
that there would be firm opposition to this housing model in practice and any applications would not 
be viewed favourably.  

The benefit of greater diversity in housing products, as outlined previously, is to offer different types of 
housing for borough residents with different lifestyle requirements. The approach proposed would, in 
practice, limit the future housing offer in RBKC to market housing and community housing with no 
middle ground. Imperial’s staff have long experienced a shortage in affordable accommodation within 
the Borough and the Build to Rent model would offer a vital housing option for employees who would 
not be able to access community housing yet would otherwise be priced out of the local housing market 
by the high levels of market rent, or the price of for-sale housing. As a wider point, homes for rent are 
in high demand across London, with rents increasing due to high demand and low supply. This is 
indicative of the need for Build to Rent and its presence as a growing sector. This is at odds with 
RBKC’s approach. 

There are other additional benefits to offering a more open approach to delivery of Build to Rent 
accommodation too. Such residential accommodation is usually of good quality and delivered by 
institutional landlords who provide better health and safety, holistic care and better commercial 
practices in tenant care. Build To Rent also provides amenity space within the existing sites, taking 
pressure off some local services. Furthermore, it is usually of a secure tenure, enshrined within the 
associated Section 106 Legal Agreements. The other key benefit of Build To Rent is that it would free 
up homes within the Private Rented Sector (PRS), with the secondary family housing stock found 
within this sector being particularly ill-suited to the needs of individual renters, who nevertheless 
occupy this stock, depleting the supply for families in need of such housing. 

Imperial would like to see, included within the policy and supporting text, further information on how 
the needs of borough residents would be met who are not defined as key workers and would not 
benefit from affordable or intermediate housing, yet still would struggle with exorbitant rents in the 
private rental sector. This applies in particular to Imperial and the existing difficulties it faces in 
attracting and retaining talent, which it requires to maintain its top 10 global position, through staff 
being forced to move away from the area to find a choice of housing which is more affordable.  

Elsewhere in London, Imperial owns and operates Key Worker accommodation for Imperial and 
Imperial NHS Trust staff delivered through Build to Rent developments, including in White City and 
North Acton. These developments include 94 homes at Discounted Market Rent. This accommodation 
is highly successful and fully let, with a lengthy waitlist. The remaining privately rented units are fully 
let and popular with tenants from all demographics. This aligns with the aims of the National Planning 
Policy framework (NPPF), which specifies in 63(b) that a key aim of planning policy and decisions 
should be to create ‘mixed and balanced communities’.  As such, the Council should justify robustly 
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why there is no support given to Build to Rent to deliver such outcomes in the Borough, given the 
success in neighbouring parts of the City.  

Indeed, there is an issue of conformity with policy making at London Plan level. Paragraph 4.11.1, in 
support of London Plan policy H11’ Build to Rent’ within the London Plan states that ‘Boroughs should 
take a positive approach to the Build to Rent sector to enable it to better contribute to the delivery of 
new homes. Build to Rent developments can make a positive contribution to increasing housing supply 
and are beneficial in a number of ways”. This aligns with the Built to Rent PPG (2018) which states 
that “authorities should include a plan policy setting out their approach to promoting and 
accommodating build to rent”. The blanket approach to not supporting Build to Rent is considered not 
to be in conformity with the London Plan and is therefore considered unsound.   

Co-Living  

Part B of this draft policy retains a similarly strong opposition to Co-Living schemes. As with the 
approach to Build to Rent, the Council’s stance demonstrates an underlying assumption that the only 
appropriate housing models would be community housing and market rent housing and these two 
options would best meet projected requirements. As outlined, the requirements of new graduates and 
young professionals associated with Imperial and other local institutions are testament to the fact that 
this is not the case. This lack of flexibility towards newer, alternative housing models will diminish the 
attractiveness of working and living in RBKC, to the detriment both of the University and the dynamism 
and economic productivity of the borough at large. 

Furthermore, many of the benefits which apply to Build to Rent Developments – good quality 
accommodation, secured tenures, good quality amenity space on Site and developments which free 
up existing market housing for families – would also apply to Co-Living Schemes. Such 
accommodation would also greatly help Imperial to attract and retain talent in the future. 

Officers have previously advised that the Council’s evidence base indicates that 44% of the Borough’s 
housing stock was already in the PRS and this was a further justification for the emerging move to limit 
other PRS models. However, without any further mechanisms within emerging policy to prevent market 
housing being acquired and rented out, further exacerbating these issues, there is no sound 
justification for this blanket opposition to alternative housing models. 

Additionally, there does not appear to have been any further clarification on the issues of unsoundness 
as a result of lack of conformity between the draft Local Plan and London Plan, as well as the GLA’s 
‘Large Scale Purpose-Built Co-Living SPG’ in which, through policy H16 on ‘large-scale purpose-built 
shared living’, sui generis non-self-contained market housing is promoted as an appropriate model 
for London, one which “provides a housing option for single person households who cannot or choose 
not to live in self-contained homes or HMOs”. Imperial would suggest clarification within the supporting 
text to the Policy as to how this approach does not conflict with the Local Plan and subsequently be 
considered sound.  

In summary, Imperial is disappointed with the generally dismissive approach of RBKC to Build to Rent 
and Co-Living and would request that further evidence should be provided to demonstrate the 
soundness of this approach, particularly in light of the approach set out in the London Plan and National 
Planning Policy Guidance on Build to Rent Development. 

Student Accommodation 

Imperial is also disappointed to note that Part C of this draft policy maintains the position that there is 
a no future need for new PBSA in the borough. The supporting text, in paragraph 3.75, has been 
reworded following Imperial’s previous representations, to read: 

“Given the expansion of Imperial College into White City, much of their student accommodation needs 
may have already been met and any existing student accommodation must be protected”. 

As outlined within the meeting, Imperial is keen to emphasise that this statement is both vague and 
not accurate and therefore should not be considered a sound basis for this policy position. The 
University has a defined need of 1,500 Purpose Built Student Accommodation beds within the next 
10-year period and it can be confirmed that no undergraduate student accommodation has been 
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delivered or met in White City. South Kensington remains Imperial’s main campus for undergraduates, 
and this will continue, as set out in their most recent Estate Strategy. Therefore, it is false to say that 
Imperial’s needs have been met in White City. We would therefore call into question the soundness of 
the evidence base if this demand is not identified within the Council’s Local Housing Needs 
Assessment and note that this is likely to have a direct impact on housing supply in future years, with 
lack of PBSA forcing students to occupy traditional market housing. 

There is also a significant flaw within the suggestion that there is sufficient existing stock and this 
should be protected. A significant quantum of accommodation associated with Imperial in the borough 
is older and of a quality which does not meet contemporary requirements or expectations. Therefore, 
the existing supply cannot be relied upon to meet existing and future requirements and there is a need 
for good quality PBSA to come forward.  

After all, PBSA is specifically designed and managed to meet the requirements of students. Imperial’s 
modern PBSA halls provide high quality rooms in cluster apartments at a large scale. The halls 
comprise specifically designed amenity provisions including study spaces, common rooms, music 
rooms and event space.  The halls also have been designed to accommodate on-site live-in Wardens 
who provide all year-round holistic support to Imperial’s students. The specialist design of PBSA allows 
for Imperial to support socialisation and community building and protect students regarding welfare 
which ultimately improves the student experience, a key factor in maintaining and growing a global top 
10 education institution. This is unachievable with the existing stock and within the PRS market.  

Previous discussions with the Council had suggested that Earls Court would be an optimal location for 
new PBSA facilities, although this was not ultimately progressed in the site allocations within the 
document such as SA2 ‘Earls Court Exhibition Centre’, which does not include provision for such 
development. Whereas the rationale for this and the lack of provision of land for PBSA within other 
site allocations was set out by Officers in our recent meeting and is understood, this nevertheless 
remains a concern. However, it was reassuring to understand that such a development might be 
supported in principle should it come forward. 

Furthermore, Imperial would like to reiterate that it strongly supports Part D of this policy, which 
requires PBSA developments to be subject to a Nomination Agreement to a particular institution. 
Whereas this is enshrined in the London plan, through Policy H15(a)(3), this is frequently not adhered 
to throughout London, yet is vital in ensuring that Imperial will not be out competed by private student 
developers going forward. 

Overall, Imperial would be keen to see further provision in terms of allocated sites for new PBSA 
accommodation to meet future needs, as well as greater clarity on how existing substandard 
accommodation could be repurposed. Imperial would also suggest that a more robust evidence base 
is needed to demonstrate the soundness of the policy position in respect of future demand for PBSA 
and demonstrate that the lack of provision of further PBSA would not place greater pressures on the 
Borough’s efforts to meet their housing targets, particularly in terms of family housing.  

Keyworker Accommodation 

The GLA’s ‘Allocating Intermediate Homes to London’s Key Workers: Housing Policy Practice Note’ 
(December 2021) and RBKC’s ‘Keyworker and Intermediate Housing Policy (March 2022) both provide 
guidance on how intermediate housing should be prioritised to keyworkers. The scope of professionals 
which constitute a ‘key worker’ within Appendix 1 of the GLA Document is broader and includes higher 
education professionals and research and development, which does not apply in the case of RBKC. 
Whereas this is disappointing, it is nevertheless acknowledged there is a lower quantum of such 
accommodation likely to become available and as such it would need to be targeted. Consequently, 
Imperial would want further reassurances as to how the needs of young professionals and those who 
do not qualify for such accommodation should be met. 

Furthermore, whereas Key Worker Housing is referenced within paragraph 3.45 of the supporting text, 
it is not clear how the Council’s 2022 policy interlinks with draft policy and greater clarification should 
be offered to ensure soundness. It was suggested in our previous representations that this should be 
included within Policy HO3 and this should be reiterated again here.  
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Conclusions 

Imperial acknowledges that there are limited development sites within the borough and that there is a 
need to prioritise which residential typologies should come forward. However, it strongly objects to the 
lack of meaningful support given to alternative models such as Build to Rent and Co-Living, as well as 
new PBSA developments, and would reiterate that this is likely to have a significant impact on the 
ability of graduates and young professionals who do not meet RBKC’s definition of ‘key workers’ to  
work and/or study and then stay within the borough after graduation. Furthermore, unless market 
housing can be protected to prevent it being acquired and rented out, this approach is unlikely to be 
effective and the soundness of this policy basis is contested. There is also a significant 
misunderstanding of the University’s student accommodation requirements, which stand to critically 
undermine the Borough’s housing needs studies and, by extension, the soundness of the draft Local 
Plan. This should be addressed further prior to Submission.  

d. Education – Draft Policy SI1 - Social Infrastructure and Facilities 

There has been significant discussion at a national level on the strategic importance of the ‘Levelling 
Up’ agenda and addressing inequality via Higher Education Institutions and the Research and 
Development sectors. Within this overarching Government policy objective, the importance of 
education, both as a key land use within the borough and the wider benefits it affords, should have 
been positioned front and centre in the draft policies relating to social infrastructure.  

As such, it is disappointing that despite Imperial’s previous comments, draft policy SI1 and the 
supporting text does not sharpen its focus on the benefits of education, with no separate sub-section 
as suggested. Therefore, it is surprising and disappointing to see the role of education once again 
omitted from the list of the council’s priorities when it comes to addressing inequalities and given little 
attention within draft policy making. It is not considered that this policy within the draft Local Plan allies 
sufficiently with the wider strategic objective of reducing inequality within the Borough and maintaining 
South Kensington’s status as a ‘world class education hub’, as outlined in draft policy PLV11. 

e. Flexibility 

Whereas this may not be considered to be a matter of soundness, Imperial would still wish to reiterate 
their desire for policy to reflect RBKC as a flexible borough, especially with regards to Higher Education 
institutions having greater flexibility in planning terms to adapt quickly to a changing environment and 
demands, whether it be alternative methods of teaching, research facilities or ways of working and 
living for students. This level of innovation and flexibility is particularly important given the 
acknowledged spatial constraints of the borough, meaning large institutions such as Imperial with 
complex, long-term requirements need to be able to develop and diversify despite such constraints. 
Not allowing for this would be significantly to the detriment of the University as a key stakeholder within 
the Borough. 

There exist inherent barriers and limitations on account of the separation of Commercial, Research & 
Development and Medical land uses (Use Class E) from Educational (Use Class F1a) within the Use 
Classes Order. A separate draft policy was proposed by Imperial College London to bridge this 
disconnect to allow for the provision of new and adaption of existing spaces for innovation centres or 
incubators where education, research, start-ups and SMEs can flexibly mix within the same building. 
Such spaces have been successfully created within their White City Campus, demonstrating the value 
of these shared spaces for attracting start-ups and small businesses to the area.  

It was proposed that provision should be made within policy TC3 to allow for a diverse range of short 
to long-term temporary uses for underutilised or vacant land and buildings across the borough, not just 
within town centres. Such an intervention would have allowed institutions such as Imperial to respond 
to changes quickly or to temporarily occupy surplus buildings for both University and wider public 
benefit, whereas the current policy approach could in practice restrict this.  

It was reassuring to understand in our recent meeting that a flexible approach would be adopted in 
practice in such circumstances and that such barriers would not be placed upon Imperial. 
Nevertheless, it would be useful to have this enshrined in policy to assuage concerns Imperial has 
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regarding a loss of opportunities for collaboration and innovation within the Borough, thus harming the 
long-term vitality and sustainability of the University.  

f. Cycling and Connectivity 

Previously, it was suggested that the plan should improve cycle connections from Imperial’s South 
Kensington Campus to White City via Holland Park Avenue and Notting Hill Gate and to support 
improvements to Latimer Road. It is pleasing to that previous recommendations have been retained 
in paragraph 9.28, which promotes that 

“There is the opportunity to improve connectivity, including pedestrian/cycle access to White City and 
Westfield and the Imperial College buildings to the east through a new underpass under the West 
London line providing a better route beneath the Westway itself together with improvement to the 
public realm and improved security, both beneath and to the area immediately around the Westway”.  

It is pleasing to see the provision of active travel infrastructure as a core theme of the emerging 
policy position, including all various area-based policies. it is noted also that emerging policy 
acknowledges London’s Healthy Streets Approach and seeks to encourage greater movement on 
foot and by bicycle through draft policy T6 (Active Travel). It is welcomed that these requirements are 
interlinked to developments coming forward, although even greater emphasis within the supporting 
text that contributions will be sought through developer contributions, where appropriate, would be 
welcomed, as this remains somewhat vague within Policy T6(B). 

g. Conclusions 

We trust that the above representations will be considered as part of the Regulation 19 Consultation 
on the draft Local Plan. Imperial appreciates the proactive engagement afforded by RBKC to date 
although there is disappointment that the role as a key stakeholder within the Borough, as well as the 
various requirements to allow it to grow and evolve with the borough over the forthcoming Local Plan 
period, have been mostly overlooked.   

As outlined within the introductory section, Imperial considers that the draft Local Plan will not create 
a flexible, or forward-thinking planning policy framework to allow the flexible development of the South 
Kensington Campus and various other land interests over the plan period, in order to meet 
requirements which are consistently changing and evolving.  

Further clarification on the soundness of draft Housing Policy should be provided, particularly in 
relation to alternative residential products, in order to ensure that all future residents of the Borough 
are able to contribute to its future vitality and development and its status as a world class cultural 
destination and educational hub. 

Should you wish to discuss any aspect of this representation, please do not hesitate to contact William 
Clutton on wclutton@iceniprojects.com or 07557805372.  

 
Yours faithfully, 
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