
Planning Policy
Town Hall,
Hornton Street,
W8 7NX

22 December 2022

By email only (planningpolicy@rbkc.gov.uk)

Dear Sir / Madam,

ROYAL BOROUGH OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA - NEW LOCAL PLAN REVIEW PUBLICATION POLICIES

CONSULTATION UNDER REGULATION 19 OF THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (LOCAL PLANNING)

(ENGLAND) REGULATIONS 2012

REPRESENTATIONS BY LEUFROY LIMITED

I write on behalf of Leufroy Limited in response to the current Regulation 19 consultation on the Royal
Borough of Kensington and Chelsea - New Local Plan Review (NLPR) Publication Policies (October 2022).

Given the specific nature of the representations and the restriction on space, the responses to the questions
posed in the consultation feedback form are instead included within this letter. Accordingly, it is requested
that the representations set out below are given due consideration in the preparation of the Submission
Local Plan in due course.

Background to the representations

Leufroy are a cradle-to-grave developer, working with clients to acquire properties, develop a design concept,
and oversee the procurement and the construction. Established in 2015 we have overseen dozens of projects
in RBKC and have become very familiar with the housing stock and its characteristics.

Leufroy have been able to deliver these significant improvements to the existing housing stock in part due to
a facilitative planning policy position provided Policy CH4 of the adopted Local Plan 2019, which for allows
the conversion of housing in multiple occupation into self- contained studio flats, subject to a s106
agreement to ensure the flats remain as studios in perpetuity to ensure they continue to serve the lower end
of the rental market.

The existing approach of Policy CH4 of the Local Plan has enabled poor quality outdated HMO
accommodation to be modernised to provide self-contained studio flats which provide safer better quality,
more flexible, more sustainable accommodation for the boroughʼs residents including key workers.

Concern is therefore expressed that RBKC are seeking to change this well-established policy approach to
facilitate investment in the upgrading and modernising of HMO accommodation in favour of preserving an
outdated form of accommodation, which provides the smallest and poorest quality housing in the borough.
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Objection to draft Policy HO1: Delivery and protection of homes

The standard of accommodation

The stated aim of the Local Plan (at paragraph 1.1) “is to achieve good accessible placemaking that protects
and improves residentsʼ health and well-being, provides good quality homes, enhancing the economy and the
environment .”

Whilst paragraph 3.78 identifies that “…[t]he Council has committed to a major seven year programme of
investment in its homes, including upgrading the housing stock…” in line with the stated aim of the local
plan to provide good quality homes, as currently dra�ed, Policy HO1 would serve to prevent the poorest
quality and smallest accommodation in the private sector from being improved to a suitable standard for
modern self-contained accommodation.

It is important to recognise that HMOs in the borough provide permanent living accommodation, typically let
on Assured Shorthold Tenancies (ASTs) for 6 months, for people of all ages, usually as their only place or
residence. Leufroy manages accommodation for residents aged 21-65 generally, with a number of older
persons having lived within bedsit accommodation for 15+ years.

RBKCʼs HMO standards allow for a bedsit room for one person to measure 9.5 sqm with kitchen, personal
washing and toilet facilities to be shared with other residents in separate bedsits. The HMO standards also
allow landlords to let out shared bedsit rooms of just 12 sqm for two (potentially unrelated) persons, with
kitchen, personal washing and toilet facilities also outside of the room and shared with others. By
comparison the Nationally Described Space Standards (NDSS) for self-contained housing (adopted by RBKC)
define the minimum size for:

● 1-bedroom/1-person units to be 37sqm (3.9 times larger than a 9.5 sqm 1-person bedsit); and
● 1-bedroom/2-person units to be 50sqm (4.17 times larger than a 12 sqm 2-person bedsit)

RBKCʼs adopted Local Plan (2019) recognises (at paragraph 23.3.67) that HMOs “provide a less than ideal form
of habitation” and considers that the approach to allow for conversions of HMO bedsit accommodation to
studios means that “A balance has therefore been struck between the need to cater for the lower end of the
private rented market and the need to provide a dwelling of an appropriate standard for the twenty-first
century.”

Given the stated aim of the local Plan to protect and improve residentsʼ health and well-being, and provide
good quality homes it is surprising, that RBKC now intend to be apply less weight to “the need to provide a
dwelling of an appropriate standard for the twenty-first century” in seeking to prevent HMOs from being
converted to studio flats.

In a borough with huge inequality in the quality of housing, it is considered to be a backward step for RBKCʼs
planning policies to be amended so as to prevent the poorest quality non-self-contained accommodation in
the borough from being upgraded to provide self-contained accommodation of suitable size.

From a social perspective, the 157 sui generis HMOs in the borough that would be protected by dra� Policy
HO1 effectively comprise concentrations of “poorer quality housing” . Thus the proposed change in policy
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would serve to maintain “poor doors” symptomatic of the disparity in the standard living for the poorer
members of the community (including key workers) when compared to the rest of the population. This is
considered to be in conflict with the  Boroughʼs newly adopted NLPR values of “putting communities first,
respecting others, acting with integrity and working together” defined at Paragraph 1.2 of the publication
policies document.

Affordability considerations

The NLPR considers (at paragraph 3.14) that “HMOs play a role in the private rented sector in providing low
cost accommodation”, noting that “These can be accessed by a range of key workers as well as by professionals
on middle income earnings but not sufficient to enter home ownership.”

It is clear that bedsit accommodation should be cheaper than self-contained accommodation because it
provides poorer living standards than self-contained housing – with personal space limited to as little as
9.5sqm and the need to queue for the use of toilets, bathrooms and/or kitchens together with strangers in the
same building.

Whilst the NLPR acknowledges that HMOs play an important role in housing Key Workers in the borough – it
does not seek to explain why this is the case.

Key workers – such as staff at the Royal Brompton and Chelsea and Westminster hospitals - typically need to
be located close to their place of work, due to shi� patterns and the need for some to be on call or able to
attend work at relatively short notice.

It is not the case that key workers prefer to live in HMOs accommodation. It is rather that their need to live
close to work leads them to HMO accomodation due to a mismatch between demand and supply for housing
in the borough, combined with the limited availability of both small self-contained private let flats and
affordable/key worker housing.

Whilst existing and proposed Local Plan policy seeks to resist amalgamations to try to prevent the further
loss of smaller more affordable flats, preventing bedsits from being converted to studios (as sought by dra�
Policy HO1) restricts one source of additional studio flats to serve the lower end of the rental market.

In terms of affordability, the lack of good quality small self-contained flats in the borough effectively means
that bedsits are able to command similar rental levels to small flats - due to the lack of alternative options for
residents (including key workers).

Whereas RBKC do not provide any publicly-available evidence to support their suggestion that bedsit
accommodation is significantly cheaper than self-contained studio flats, our own evidence is that within
Leufroyʼs portfolio there is only a limited difference in average rental levels achieved, as shown below.
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Floor Bedsit Studio
Area (sqm) Average rent Area (sqm) Average rent

Lower ground floor 22 £850 pcm 22 £900 pcm

Ground and upper
floors

22 £950 pcm 22 £950 pcm

Whilst it is accepted that rental levels are typically slightly higher for self-contained studio units, the
difference is clearly not substantial.

Indeed, it is certainly pertinent to note that for the recently modernised accommodation at 5a Kenway Road -
one of the bedsit units commands a higher rent (£1500) than two of the studio units within the same property
(£1300 each).

Management and safety

From an ownerʼs / developerʼs perspective, conversion of HMO accommodation to studios is not driven by an
upli� in rental levels, because the change for individual units is limited and the requirement for room and
unit sizes to comply with the NDSS means that conversion results in fewer units being provided.

It is instead the case that self-contained accommodation is more flexible, safer and easier to manage and
maintain than accommodation where a number of unrelated individuals live-cheek-by-jowl and need to
share communal facilities.

Self-contained accommodation is fundamentally far safer for women and vulnerable persons than
non-self-contained accommodation and less likely to give rise to potential conflict, noise and disturbance
than even very well managed HMOs to the benefit of occupants and local residents.

Accordingly, introducing a policy that prevent bedsits from being converted to self-contained s elf-contained
accommodation is considered to be in conflict with the aim of the NLPR to “protect and improve residentsʼ
health and well-being.”

The loss of housing

The conversion of 228 rooms in HMOs to since April 2019 is presented (at para 3.15) as a reason for justifying a
new policy approach to stop HMO conversions, but this is clearly flawed in that this headline figure provides
no breakdown of how many new (better quality) self-contained studios have replaced these bedsit rooms. It
also is not based on any evidence of what the loss of units is (instead relying on broad national level
assumptions on relative densities rather than factual data to suggest an unsubstantiated figure of 127 units
lost). 

Furthermore, given the NLPR itself concedes (at paragraph 3.14) that there are only 157 licenced HMOs of the
scale that require planning permission to change to residential use out of 8244 HMOs overall(!), it would
appear that the dra� policy would be unable to prevent the vast majority of HMO to residential conversions in
any event, due to the permitted development right that allows for Class C4 HMOs (for up to 6 persons) to be
converted into single dwellinghouses without the need for planning permission.
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Summary

The proposed change in policy approach to seek to prevent HMOs from being upgraded into studio flats fit for
21st century living is not adequately justified or based on robust evidence and would serve to perpetuate the
significant disparity in the quality in living accommodation in the borough.

Whilst dra� Policy HO1 would not affect vast majority of HMO accommodation in RBKC (which are capable of
being converted to single dwellings under permitted development rights), it is considered that the proposed
protection of larger HMOs would perpetuate the boroughʼs inequality in living standards by maintaining
outdated non-self-contained living accommodation and in turn discouraging investment to improve poorest
quality accommodation in the borough. The policy would also limit the potential creation of smaller and
more affordable self-contained studio flats to serve the lower end of the private market.

This change in approach is considered contrary to the approach to provide “decent homes”, from National
Government down to the London Plan and the stated aim of the NLPR to protect and improve residentsʼ
health and well-being and provide good quality homes.

Change sought

In order to overcome the objections raised above, it is requested that Part E of Policy HO1 be deleted and
replaced with new text as follows:

E. Loss of HMOs will be resisted unless in the exceptional circumstance that the existing building layout

does not lend itself to be upgraded to meet the Council’s specified HMO standards.

E houses in multiple occupation except where a proposal concerns conversion into self
contained studio flats, and require any such proposal to be subject to a s106 agreement to
ensure the flats remain as studios in perpetuity;

I trust that these duly submitted representations will be afforded due consideration in preparing the
Proposed Submission (Regulation 19) dra� of the emerging Local Plan.

If you require any further information, please do not hesitate to contact me

Yours faithfully,

Max Skipworth-Button
Partner
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