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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 

 

 

AMANDA FRAME 

Address c/o 13 Ladbroke Grove 

London W11 3BD 

 

 

 

Company/Organisation KENSINGTON SOCIETY 

 

 

Representing  

(e.g. - Self/ client name or 

organisation) 

KENSINGTON SOCIETY 

 

 

Email:  

 

 

 

 
 
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. 
 

To expand as necessary on our concerns. 
 
 

 Please note it is the Inspector who will decide who he wishes to attend the hearing. 
 

mailto:planningpolicy@rbkc.gov.uk
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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   

 
 
 

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. 

 

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

meets these tests.  

 

 

 

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? 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. 

V1 Green: this should not be restricted to new development. Delete “new” in first 

line. 

V1 Inclusive: Replace  “truly” with “genuinely” before “afforadable”. 

V1 Liveability:The open spaces of Kensington stand out as a feature of the 

borough and are essential to “liveability”, which should not be all about buildings. 

To be effective, the text needs to recognize this. We suggest that the Liveability 

indent be redrafted to:  

“It will enhance the borough’s outstanding townscape and green spaces by….” 

 
Page 19: Key facts.   
Some of this is out of date.  Example "Education 100% of our schools rated "good" 

or "Outstanding" by Ofsted"…Holland Park School has been rated as Inadequate. 

35 were outstanding but 4 were notes as requiring improvement and one 

inadequate.  
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RBKC website says "There are some 3,800 listed buildings in the borough", not 

4,000. 

2021 census has the resident numbers: 143,300 

The bit on life expectancy should bring out the wide range -  in Notting Dale is 83; 

in Hans Town it is 94.  

  

 

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? 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. 

 

 

Introduction  paragraph 2.1 
 
The council commitment is 2030 according to RBKC website.  One or other needs 
to be corrected. 
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Key facts: it would make the plan easier to interpret and more effective if maps 

were inserted for the 22 Sites of Nature Conservation Importance, the three Air 

Quality Focus Areas, pollution hotspots, and the four critical drainage areas.  

 

Policy GB1A 

If this policy to be effective, it should encourage all retrofitting to follow voluntary 

standards, not just the larger ones. Add at the end of this indent: ”.. and their use 

should be encouraged for all retrofitting.”. There will need to be a definition of 

“large”. 

Paragraph 2.4: delete “PV” in the third line. There are three types of solar panels: 

solar thermal panels; solar photovoltaic panels; and solar thermoelectric device. 

Paragraph 2.5: The policy can be made more effective by encouraging reference 

to the voluntary standards at planning application stage, in order that the applicant 

demonstrate how they are being actively applied. We suggest adding to the end of 

paragraph 2.5 “…and assessment methods and will ask applicants to say how they 

are using the standards (and any newly developed ones) at the planning 

application stage.” 

The London Plan policies should be referenced. 

  

 

 

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? 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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 GB2A: the London Plan it does not limit circular economy to major developments 

and   Para 3.3.11 the Mayor of London Plan uses the term “large-scale 

developments”. We think this is better. Amend to:  

“Large-scale developments must follow circular economy principles and aim to be 

net zero-waste. A circular economy statement meeting the requirements of the 

London Plan must be submitted”. 

It would be helpful to applicants if the supporting text could include something 

along the following lines:  

“Applicants should seek to improve resource efficiency and innovation to keep 

products and materials at their highest use for as long as possible. Waste should 

be minimised, for example through  the reuse of materials and using as few 

resources as possible in the production and distribution of products. It will be 

important to ensure that buildings and infrastructure are designed to adapt to a 

changing climate, making efficient use of water, reducing impacts from natural 

hazards like flooding and heatwaves, while mitigating and avoiding contributing to 

the urban heat island effect.” 

 

Paragraph 2.21: Amend as follows: 

Even when there is no requirement, all applicants are strongly encouraged to 

consider circular economy principles in their development schemes. As such, 

proposals for minor development are strongly encouraged to undertake and submit 

the pre-application stage of the circular economy statement (step one).  

  

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? 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 

 Applicants for major developments are required to calculate emissions etc. We 
accept that it would be disproportionate to ask for such a calculation from all 
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developers, but again we would favour a lower cut-off point. For instance, there are 
many major refurbishments, including of residential property, which involve 
demolishing and rebuilding large parts of the structure and we think it reasonable 
that they should be asked to write a statement addressing their best efforts to 
mitigate whole life cycle emissions. London Plan 2021 Policy SI 7 Reducing waste 
and supporting the Circular Economy does not limit the policy to major 
development and nor should RBKC. 

Amend Policy GB3: 

“Applicants for major developments and development involving other than minor 

demolition are…” 

Paragraph 2.29: redraft to: “Developments such as basement construction and the 

refurbishment of buildings involving the demolition and/or building of walls, even 

though they do not qualify as “major development” in terms of the Town and 

Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015, 

can create significant carbon emissions and therefore justify a whole life cycle 

carbon assessment. In addition, all applicants, even of other smaller schemes, are 

strongly encouraged to consider taking a whole life-cycle approach in their 

development schemes.  

 

  

 

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. 

Paragraph 2.33: this should include Building Regulations. Add "The Council will 

apply any future updates to this guidance, revisions to the Building Regulations, 

the NPPF and the London Plan policy.” 
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Paragraph 2.40: We suspect that there are few cases where zero on-site carbon 

cannot be achieved and the Council should require a robust assessment by an 

independent expert if this policy is to be effective. We are also concerned that 

cash-in-lieu payments made over a period of time do not allow for inflation. For 

instance, on 344-350 Old Brompton Road the payment was for Carbon Offset 

amounted to £76,661.00 over 20 years.  We suggest adding a sentence:  

“The Council will require an assessment by a suitably qualified professional on why 

it is impossible to achieve zero-carbon on site and cash-in-lieu will be accepted 

only in exceptional circumstances. ash-in-lieu payments paid over time will be 

adjusted by the inflation index annually and a realistic current interest rate at the 

time of payment.” 

Page 94 of the original draft had the following sentence which has now been 

removed: 

3. Minor development must make on-site reduction of regulated carbon 

emissions of at least 31% beyond Building Regulations 2013 Part L22.  

For the sake of effectiveness, it should be reinstated. 2013 building regulations are 

not that onerous. We note from the comments pdf, Appx 1, page 27, 

representations against the requirement to exceed building regulations were made 

by those with professional financial vested interests, and believe that should be 

borne in mind when deciding what weight to give them, especially when judged 

against the climate change emergency. 

 

  

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? 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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This policy should not be restricted to major developments. There is an increasing 

problem with the retrofitting of air-conditioners to existing buildings. Even with 

global warming, periods of great heat in this country are pretty limited. which we 

believe that in many if not most cases appropriate cooling can be achieved 

through other means – e.g. blinds and shutters, roof insulation etc.. The Council 

should aim to make much clearer that air-conditioning is a last resort for 

everybody, to be installed only where it can be shown it is really necessary (which 

may include personal factors such as medical requirements).  

Add new indent to Policy 

B. The council will strongly discourage all installation of air-conditioning in both 

other new build and existing buildings, and will require it to be demonstrated that 

cooling is necessary and that an appropriate cooling cannot be achieved through 

other means.    

 

Some cooling systems use constantly running water - this should be included for 

clarity in paragraph 2.55 page 35, since this sort of cooling is often installed 

without permission in the belief that is not detrimental. 

There is no specific reference to wall and roof insulation being effective in 

preventing overheating. Building regs for roof insulation are modest and there 

could be encouragement to exceed them. This should be mentioned somewhere in 

this section. 

Paragraph 2.56 Amend the end of the first sentence: “…fully explore passive 

cooling (including roof and wall insulation) and ventilation…”  

The second sentence should mention the benefit of future cost savings of installing 

better insulation rather than air conditioning 

 

  

 

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? 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. 

Whilst elsewhere it is stated that “Trees and landscaping play an integral role in 
improving our health and well-being” trees are not referred to at all in this policy, 
which is an egregious omission. Similarly with stone and concrete surfaces in 
gardens. There should be cross-references to parts of the Plan where these 
matters are dealt with. 

GB6B(vi): 20,000m3  is too large.  To put it into context, the demolition of a large 
four-storey villa would probably involve 2,000m3 and even a six-storey block of 
flats like Holland Green would be approximately 15,000m3.   We would suggest 
2,500m3. 

GB6C: should apply to all large-scale developments, not just those that are subject 

to Environmental Impact Assessments exempted 

GB6G: we are against the structure of the off-set payment.  A fixed fee to be paid 

over 20-30 years is unacceptable. There should be some price index fix which will 

allow of increases with inflation. 

Add indent:  

GBI. Any development that uses solid or liquid fuels for primary or secondary 
heating Solid and liquid biomass appliances which emit fine particulate matter in 
addition to NOx will be require mitigation or offsetting to meet Air Quality Neutral to 
meet the benchmark emission rate for particulate matter is zero.  
  

There is a need for map of key sources of air pollution. 

  

 

 

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? 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. 

For the sake of greater clarity and emphasis on the aspects of most importance to 

neighbours, we suggest the following amendments: 

D. Noise and vibration sensitive development must be located in the most 

appropriate location and, wherever located, must be protected against existing 

sources of noise and vibration, through careful design, specifications of equipment, 

machinery, acoustic controls, layout and use of materials to ensure adequate 

insulation from sound and vibration. This must be achieved while also providing 

suitable ventilation and thermal comfort for future occupants 

We suggest also a cross-reference to London Plan Policy D14 on noise.  

  

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. 

 

  

 

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? x  

Justified?  x 
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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. 

 

We disagree that the sole controlling factor is the Agent of Change. Odours should 

be controlled via owners and operators of buildings as CL5 does in the current 

plan. Add indent: 

“Require owners and operators of developments once completed to ensure that 

the reasonable enjoyment of the use of buildings, gardens and other spaces is not 

harmed due to increases in odours from misuse or non-use of equipment to control 

odours.” 

This may require the use of covenants. 

  

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? 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. 

There should be a footnote or other reference to central government guidance 

www.gov.uk.guidance/light-pollution 

  

 

Policy GB11: Flood Risk 
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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? 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. 

GENERAL: Since the original draft plan was produced there has been major 

flooding in the borough and some policies may already be out of date. By the time 

of the EIP, the Scrutiny Committee may have produced a report on the flooding 

that could point to new policies. We hope, therefore, that the Inspector will make 

flooding policy a matter for discussion at the EIP. 

 

GB11C: the ban on sleeping accommodation should extend over the entire 

borough, not just in Zone 3, as much of the borough is not in Zone 3 but is still at 

risk of flooding. Amend to: “Sleeping accommodation will not be permitted below 

ground floor level in Flood Zone 3 or within Critical Drainage Areas.” 

We think that there may be a case for requiring through a Section 106 agreement 

a covenant that keeps this restriction through the life of the building. We 

understand that the London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham has used this 

device. Otherwise, the restriction may not be effective.  

 

GB11D4: site specific flood risk assessments should be required for all 

development in Critical Drainage Areas.  There are no reasons to provide for 

limitations.  Amend to: “All development where…” 

GB11D5 add at end: “…addressed, including by maximising (and for 

redevelopment preferably increasing) permeable surfaces so as to reduce water 

runoff and maximising planted areas.” While we would not want to ban all garden 

buildings, they reduce the permeable area and their effect on flood risk needs to 

be considered. Garden landscaping also needs to avoid, and if possible reduce 

existing, areas of impermeable surfacing. Planting helps not just reduce flood risk 

but brings other micro-climate and pollution-reduction benefits. 

Add new GB11F7: 
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“Ensure that development at basement or lower ground level has two means of 

egress.” There was at least one case during the recent floods where somebody 

was trapped in a basement with only one means of egress. 

GB11H: ADD "and annual monitoring reports will be required." 

 

Add new supporting paragraph: 

“The large part of the borough covered in impermeable surfaces is one of the chief 

risk factors for flooding as a result of surface water run-off. Private gardens and 

open spaces have a significant role to play – although individual gardens may be 

small, together they constitute a significant proportion of the surface area of the 

borough. It is important, therefore, that their role as a soak-away is maximised. 

This involves minimisimg impermeably paved areas. Planted areas are particularly 

beneficial as they not only provide for excellent soak away but also bring other 

benefit, for instances in terms of reducing the urban heart-effect and clearing 

pollution.” 

  

 

 

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?   

 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. 

GB12B: needs to make clear what run-off rates are considered acceptable for 

major developments. Suggest: “All Flood Risk Assessments must demonstrate 

how the annual maximum flow rate will be managed on site as well as volume of run-

off for 1:1 year, 1:30 year and 1:100-year flow.” 
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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. 

 

  

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. 

 

 

 

Policy GB15: Green Infrastructure 
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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. 

GB15A: Amend as follows for the sake of effectiveness: 

“All development should maximise opportunities for incorporation of green 

infrastructure. A report by a suitably qualified professional must be provided to 

evaluate and quantify the amount and quality of urban greening and demonstrate 

that environmental, economic and social benefits through natural solutions have 

been achieved.“ 

Add reference to the Mayor of London Urban Greening Factor (UGF) guidance 

2021 and London policy G5. 

 

  

 

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? 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.  

 

GB16B: Existing Parks, Gardens and open spaces:  add new indents:  

• The Council will maintain and increase public access to existing open 
spaces and enhance the quality of these spaces, in terms of both design 
and management. 
 

• Ensure that all open spaces are designed and managed to be safe and 
accessible to all and, where appropriate, enable opportunities for different 
activities at different times of the day and year, including as outdoor work 
spaces and play opportunities that are accessible to all in existing and new 
spaces.  

 

Provision of new parks, gardens and open spaces  

Add new indents:   

• The Council will where possible create areas of publicly accessible open 
space, particularly where deficiencies are noted in the RBKC Open Spaces 
Audit 2022.  
 

• Require major development to make planning contributions towards 
improving existing on-site or providing new publicly-accessible open space 
which is suitable for a range of outdoor activities and users of all ages. 
 

• Children’s play space should be designed to be stimulating and incorporate 
greenery, be overlooked to enable passive surveillance, be accessible to all 
tenures and be safely accessed from the street by children and young 
people independently. 
 

• Protect the open spaces surrounding and within Meanwhile Gardens by 
designating Meanwhile Gardens as Local Green Space.   

 
 

Paragraph 2.117: we are concerned that in calculating open space private roads 
and pedestrianised public roads have been counted as open space. Insert at the 
end of this paragraph: “Roads and pavements should not be treated as open 
space for the purposes of this policy”.  
 
Paragraph 2.120:  "A recent example is the public linear park which, when 
complete, will stretch north-south through the Warwick Road sites.” This is not 
true.  The linear park has not been completed and looks to never be so. 
 



19 
 

Figure 2.2: Parks and Open Spaces in the Borough: add Ashburn Gardens to 
the map – it is a “garden square” protected by the London Squares Preservation 
Act 1931. 
   

We are concerned that developers have been allowed to treat public parks as a 

sufficient resource, even when they have reached or would reach saturation 

point.to provide any required open space and. We suggest a new explanatory 

paragraph:  

“Development proposals should produce an analysis of nearby open space, taking 

into account that public parks may have reached or be near saturation point.  

Where there is a deficiency,  this can be addressed by providing new public open 

spaces, or creating links between networks of open space”. 

 

  

 

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? 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.  

GB17A: For effectiveness the Plan should include a map of the borough’s “Sites of 

Importance for Nature Conservation (SINCs)" 

GB17B: the most current map we could find for open green space is 2005 and we 

could not find any for “Green Corridors". Maps should be included or a reference 

given to where they can be found. The blue-ribbon network also needs a link 

(although we note that it is a London strategic network of waterspaces which does 

not include any in RBKC though obviously River Thames is on the southern 

boundary, so we wonder why it is mentioned). 

  

Policy GB18: Trees and Landscape  
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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. 

 

  

 

 

 

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?   

 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. 

GB19K8: “considering” is toothless. Amend to “Demonstrate that on-site 

composting has been considered and adopted where possible”. 

  

 

Policy GB20: Contaminated Land 
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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? 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. 

GB20J: it is not clear how people are to take this into account. It should refer to the 

Manual for the production of Groundwater Source Protection Zones March 2019 by 

the Environment Agency. 

Paragraph 2.27: in the interest of clarity insert at the end: “This means that there 

is land where substances in or under the land make it actually or potentially 

hazardous to people's health, or hazardous to the environment.”  

  

 

 

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 
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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. 

HO1A There should be greater clarity that the housing target is expressed as the 

number of net additional dwellings. Whist other boroughs have not experienced 

the degree of deconversions of buildings converted into flats and then reconfigured 

with fewer units, as well as the amalgamation of purpose-built flats and even the 

amalgamation of houses, this has in some of the last ten years resulted in an 

overall net loss rather than an increase in units. 

All references to the 4,480 new homes target should make clear that is a net 

additional figure after deducting any losses.  (See Foreword, Policy HO1, paras 

3.3, 3.10 (448pa and 4,480 10-year target), 9.5 and Appendix 4: Monitoring. The 

issue is partly explained in para 3.13, but it applies not only to amalgamations but 

also to demolitions. Para 3.13 should be split in two – after third sentence.) 

 

HO1E.  Need to recognise HMOs as permanent housing, whereas short-lets are 

not. There is a need to be much clearer that HMOs are part of the permanent 

housing stock and when amalgamations take place not only does this result in a 

loss of permanent housing, but there is a strong probability that these may be lost 

entirely to the Borough’s stock of permanent housing and, through short-lets 

effectively become tourist accommodation   

 

Amend Policy HO1 E by adding after “HMOs” in line 1: “, as permanent residential 

accommodation,” and add “and will resist their loss to short-lets and other tourist 

accommodation” 

  

 

 

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… 
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 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. 

HO2A2: There have been problems with upward extensions failing to take account 

of existing services. Amend as follows:   

“Well-designed upward extensions creating new homes that respond sensitively to 

the surrounding context.  Roof extensions must verify structure compliance and 

coordination with existing systems such as chimneys, water tanks, antennae and  

fire exits”. 

 

Paragraph 3.19 –  the target should also recognise that it applies to net additions.  

 

  

 

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?   

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. 
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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. 

HO4C refers to the Nationally Described Space Standards. We think that this and 

other references in this section (paragraphs  3.12 and 3.56/7) should be to the 

London Plan Standards which is part of the development plan for this borough. 

The London Plan standards are policy (including Policy D6 Quality and design of 

housing developments and Table 3.1 - Minimum internal space standards for new 

dwellings), whereas the NPPF is a material consideration. 

  

 

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? x  

Justified? x  

Effective?  x 

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 



25 
 

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. 

 HO5A: We are concerned about situations such as that of the Sheppard Trust, 

where the current policy was inadequate as it did not fit into a protected category. 

Amend to:  

“A. Support the provision of older people’s housing including new extra care 
homes, existing sheltered housing provided through a trust or a charity,  and care 
homes to meet identified local needs.” 
 

There should be a reference to the Mayor of London’s Supported and specialist 

housing – Further guidance. 

HO5 B: Protection of existing older people’s housing: 

The existing Local Plan Policy CH4 (b) seeks to “resist the loss of existing older 

people’s housing”, but fails to say how, and we are still losing older people’s 

housing, due to the lack of an effective policy. It has for instance failed to protect 

the Sheppard’s Trust in Notting Hill and more recently St Wilfrid’s in Chelsea. The 

new text “protect existing older people’s housing” seems unlikely to be any more 

effective unless it is made clear in the Plan what mechanisms will be used. 

The 2019 Local Plan specifically protected care homes through Policy CK1. It was 

the lack of a policy to protect key social and community uses that led to the original 

CK1 policy in 2010 Local Plan. It is not housing (C3), as described in paragraph 

7.5 of this version of the Local Plan, but residential institution (C2). Whilst Policy 

HO5 A supports its provision, Policy HO5 B does not specifically protect care 

homes as in Policy CK1 in the 2019 Local Plan.  

Care homes are now omitted or excluded from the list of social and community 

uses in para 7.4 of the New Local Plan Reviews, whilst Para 7.6 indicates that “for 

clarity, the Council considers …care homes as housing, described in more detail in 

Chapter 3.” However, the only reference to care homes (HO5 A) is about provision. 

HO5 B only refers to “older people’s housing”, without any specific reference to this 

including care homes. There is also no definition in the glossary for “older people’s 

housing”. 

HO5B: amend to:   

“Protect existing older people’s housing, especially care homes, unless the loss is 

to improve substandard accommodation or increase the existing provision, in both 

cases on the site.” 

Add a definition of “older people’s housing” in the glossary which explicitly includes 

care homes. 
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HO5G: We are concerned about situations where affordable housing is acquired 

by a b new owner who turns it into market flats, and also about the loss of units. 

Again, some form of covenant may be necessary. Amend to: 

“Resist the loss of residential hostels except where the site will be used for another 

form of affordable housing on a permanent basis, with minimal loss of units subject 

the the space standards in the London Plan.  

 

  

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.   

Qu 27: 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. 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

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… 
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 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. 

 

  

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. 

 

  

 

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. 
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Qu 30: 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. 

Introduction. Page 104 . paragraph 4.5:  

The final sentence is new. Given the enormous importance of open green spaces 

in a borough as closely built up as RBKC, there should be a reference to them.  

Amend to:  

 

“ The local context, understood as the buildings and their setting, including the 

public realm and the green open spaces, is of primary importance in achieving 

this”.  

We suggest also a cross-reference to Policy GB16. 

  

CD1 A  says that “ Development is required to be beautiful”. This is new and 

presumably reflects central Government wording in the national design code. It is 

very difficult to envisage any clear agreement on what beauty means within the 

local area, particularly with regard to modern insertions. We would prefer 

“aesthetically pleasing” as being a more all-purpose expression. 

CD1 A1:. Amend to  

“Enhance the quality and character of buildings and their environment”. 

Paragraph 4.9: replace “beautiful” by “aesthetically pleasing”. 

 

Paragraph 4.10: this should be strengthened: “Development proposals must heed    

their local context”. 

Paragraph 4.11 refers to co-design. It will be important for the Plan to be 

accompanied by guidance setting out the process for this. 

  

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. 
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Qu 31: 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. 

Minor changes to strengthen the policy: 

CD2A. “Require all development to meet the highest standards of urban design 

and architectural quality, taking opportunities to respect and improve the local 

area, its character, and the way it functions.” 

CD2B6:  “Sustainable - incorporating principles for sustainable design from the 

outset, considering the use of resources, including green and sustainable 

solutions, energy, the circular economy, as well as the whole life cycle of the 

building(s).” 

 

  

 

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? 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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CD3A: We are concerned about the reference to viability, as this is an area where 

we suspect developers may obfuscate. We are particularly worried about situations 

where developers leave properties empty for so long that they decay and thgus 

become unlettable. This is not easy to deal with, but we think that there needs to 

be an explanatory paragraph on how viability is to be assessed. 

Amend to: “Resist the change of use of any building where the current use 

contributes to the character of the surrounding conservation area and to its sense 

of place. Vacant sites allowed to deteriorate will not be considered for change of 

use unless it can be demonstrated robustly that there is no demand, and it is not 

viable to maintain it within its current use, or a new use is identified which will also 

contribute positively to the sense of place.” 

 

CD3D3: Insert “relevant” before “part of the building” to make clear that it is only 

the part that may be demolished. 

Add new indent:  “Require the preservation of original architectural features 

where these are important to the character of the conservation area and 

encourage the reinstatement of original features of interest.” This is an elaboration 

of CD3A. 

 

  

 

 

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. 

Qu 33: 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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A lot of the previous policy elements are missing as there is a blank area after D. 

We assume this could be a mistake, as there seems no justification for omitting 

them. 

Reinstate missing material: 

• take opportunities to: 

i. reinstate internal and external features of special architectural or historic 

significance, commensurate with the extent of proposed development; 

ii. take opportunities to remove internal and external features that harm the 

architectural or historic significance of the asset, commensurate with the 

extent of proposed development; 

iii. better reveal or reinterpret archaeological remains and discoveries for 

the local community; 

• resist the change of use of a listed building that would materially harm its 

character; 

•  require any work to a listed building to sustain the significance of the 

heritage asset and as such strongly encourage any works to a listed 

building to be carried out in a correct, scholarly manner by appropriate 

specialists; 

•  require desk based assessments and where necessary field evaluation for 

major developments proposed in Archaeological Priority Areas; 

• require desk based archaeological assessments and where necessary field 

evaluation for small developments within Archaeological Priority Areas and 

major developments outside of Archaeological Priority Areas unless pre-

application advice has been obtained from the Greater London 

Archaeological Advisory Service that this is not necessary. 

 

We suggest adding an indent to deal with non-original additions to listed buildings 

which are themselves of interest: 

• Resist the removal of features of heritage interest that have been 

added to the building over time. 

 

There should be an extra explanatory paragraph to cover this: 

“Many listed buildings have been altered over time in ways that are of heritage 

interest, for instance because they represent the fashion of earlier times – some 

extensions and ironwork dating to late Victorian and Edwardian times are 

examples of this. In many cases it will be inappropriate to remove these, even if to 

do so would return the building to its original shape.” 

  

 

Policy CD5: Scheduled Ancient Monuments and Archaeology 
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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. 

 

  

 

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? 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. 

  

  

 

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. 
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Qu 36: 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. 

Proposals: 

CD7 B: We suggest a minor rewording of Criterion B to read “Proposals that meet 

or exceed the definition of a tall building in criterion A will be assessed in 

accordance with all parts of London Plan Policy D9”.  

This is for additional clarity/effectiveness.  Since December 2020 when this 

important policy was added via a Direction of the Secretary of State, GLA officers 

(and some Borough planning departments) have chosen to focus on Part C of 

London Plan Policy D9 and to treat very flexibly the clearly worded requirements in 

Part B.  The Hillingdon judgment by Mrs Justice Lang (and her view that Part B 

should not be treated as a ‘gateway’) has reinforced this trend.  Developers need 

to understand that RBKC will not be using this flexible approach.   

Paragraph 4.53:  An extra sentence should be added: “In accordance with London 

Plan Policy D9(B) proposals for tall buildings should come forward only in locations 

identified as suitable in the Local Plan” - for additional clarity/effectiveness as 

above (this paragraph of supporting text currently refers to Parts C and D of 

London Plan D but not to Part B). 

 

CD7 F1: delete “any” before “amenity space”: we would expect all tall buildings to 

have amenity space  

Paragraph 4.53:  An extra sentence should be added: “In accordance with London 

Plan Policy D9(B) proposals for tall buildings should come forward only in locations 

identified as suitable in the Local Plan” - for additional clarity/effectiveness as 

above (this paragraph of supporting text currently refers to Parts C and D of 

London Plan D but not to Part B).  

We consider that the both the London Plan Policy D9 (B) and New Local Plan 

Review Policy CD7 (D) are clear. We strongly support them.   

Proposal: 
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Paragraph 4.53 should be seen as steps in a sequence, where London Plan Policy 

D9 (B) precedes the assessment against criteria C and D of London Plan Policy 

D9. 

At the beginning add: “After applying Policy CD7 D, tall buildings..”  

Paragraph 4.53:  An extra sentence should be added: “In accordance with London 

Plan Policy D9(B) proposals for tall buildings should come forward only in locations 

identified as suitable in the Local Plan” - for additional clarity/effectiveness as 

above (this paragraph of supporting text currently refers to Parts C and D of 

London Plan D but not to Part B). 

 

 

Paragraph 4.53:  An extra sentence should be added: “In accordance with London 

Plan Policy D9(B) proposals for tall buildings should come forward only in locations 

identified as suitable in the Local Plan” - for additional clarity/effectiveness as 

above (this paragraph of supporting text currently refers to Parts C and D of 

London Plan D but not to Part B). 

We consider that the both the London Plan Policy D9 (B) and New Local Plan 

Review Policy CD7 (D) are clear. We strongly support them.   

Paragraph 4.53 should be seen as steps in a sequence, where London Plan Policy 

D9 (B) precedes the assessment against against criteria C and D of London Plan 

Policy D9. 

 

Paragraph 4.53:  At the beginning, add “After applying Policy CD7 D, tall 

buildings… ”  

An extra sentence should also be added: “In accordance with London Plan Policy 

D9(B) proposals for tall buildings should come forward only in locations identified 

as suitable in the Local Plan” - for additional clarity/effectiveness as above (this 

paragraph of supporting text currently refers to Parts C and D of London Plan D 

but not to Part B). We consider that the both the London Plan Policy D9 (B) and 

New Local Plan Review Policy CD7 (D) are clear. We strongly support them.  

Paragraph 4.53 should be seen as steps in a sequence, where London Plan Policy 

D9 (B) precedes the assessment against against criteria C and D of London Plan 

Policy D9. 

 

  

 

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. 
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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. 

CD11C7: amend to “Resist development proposals for additional storeys on 

existing blocks of flats where this would add significant bulk or height when viewed 

from neighbouring streets and/or where this would alter or disrupt internal access 

to existing dwellings, means of escape, or introduce terraces or roof gardens 

involving a harmful reduction in privacy for neighbouring properties or gardens.” 

This is for additional clarity/effectiveness.   ‘Mansion’ flats as used in the present 

wording is an imprecise term.   The present wording of CD11 does not seem to 

cater for the scenario of current niche developers specialising in adding storeys to 

existing blocks of flats. Such development can impact on existing properties in 

more serious respects than ‘unbalancing architectural composition’.  See e.g. at 

Coronation Court, Brewster Gardens W10.   

 

CD11C7: amend to “Resist development proposals for additional storeys on 

existing blocks of flats where this would add significant bulk or height when viewed 

from neighbouring streets and/or where this would alter or disrupt internal access 

to existing dwellings, means of escape, or introduce terraces or roof gardens 

involving a harmful reduction in privacy for neighbouring properties or gardens.” 

This is for additional clarity/effectiveness.   ‘Mansion’ flats as used in the present 

wording is an imprecise term.   The present wording of CD11 does not seem to 

cater for the scenario of current niche developers specialising in adding storeys to 

existing blocks of flats. Such development can impact on existing properties in 

more serious respects than ‘unbalancing architectural composition’.  See e.g. at 

Coronation Court, Brewster Gardens W10.  In addition, no consideration was given 

to the existing services and functions on the roof. Planning permission must 

require a statement of existing conditions with photographs and method statement 

outlining the way in which existing services will either be maintained or relocated.  

Paragraph 4.71: Add “Addition of an extra storey at roof level in existing blocks of 

flats must not disrupt existing stair and access arrangements, means of escape 

and other features of dwellings within the building.” 
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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? 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. 

The Society supports the inclusion of “specifically recognised views” shown in 

Figure 4.5: Protected Views. However, there is no explanation (after para 4.77) to 

explain how these views have been chosen, why they are important and how they 

will be protected and taken into account.    A new paragraph should be added after 

para 4.77: to capture the key types of panoramas, vistas and views, and the 

sensitivity of receptors, such as the major parks: 

“Views and panoramas important to the character of the borough can be of many 

types, as indicated in Figure 4.5. The impact of tall buildings on the skyline can be 

considerable, especially on conservation areas of metropolitan importance, such 

as the Thames, the Royal Hospital, the South Kensington Museums, Kensington 

Gardens and Holland Park.” 

Figure 4.5: 

• View P1: should be called “view from the Round Pond/Broadwalk in 
Kensington Gardens” and should also include the view southwards of the 
skyline. It should affect the height of buildings along the south side of 
Kensington Road. 
 

• There are also an important long views of the skyline, such as looking north 
from Battersea Bridge.  
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There should be a cross-reference to the policy on gaps. 

  

 

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. 

 

  

 

 

 

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? x  
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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. 

The New Local Plan should include an annex, such as the current Chapter 30 of 

the Local Plan. This would include maps of all centres and a list of properties 

within these centres. This is to ensure that the appropriateness of areas for main 

town centre uses can more effectively identified, scrutinised and controlled.  

It is also essential that the premises covered by the Article 4 Directive are clearly 

shown on a digital map, such as Map 6.2 in Chapter 6, but also referenced with a 

live link to the Article 4 Direction map on the website so that it can be enlarged to a 

scale sufficient for the area covered by the Article 4 Direction to be clear and the 

addresses can be identified 

TC1A: Amend as follows:  

”In order to support the vitality and viability of Kensington and Chelsea’s network of 

town centres, the Council will apply a town centre first approach with assistance to 

help town centres thrive sustainably, reinvent their function, and meet the needs of 

residents, businesses and visitors by requiring any proposal for a retail or other 

main town centre use to require planning permission.” 

 

TC1 B. At the end, add “within the Borough.” 

 

Add to reasoned justification  

“The Council will provide assistance to help town centres thrive sustainably, 

reinvent their function, and meet the needs of residents, businesses and visitors by 

requiring any proposal for a retail or other main town centre use to require planning 

permission. 

We must take collective responsibility to help town centres thrive sustainably, 

reinvent their function, and meet the needs of residents, businesses, and visitors 

for the 21st century.” 

 

All these additions are aimed at making the policy more effective. 
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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. 

 

  

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? 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. 

Policy TC3: add new indent:  

“Protect upper-floor offices in Town Centres”. This is to give teeth to Paragraph 

5.41. We need to ensure that the appropriateness of maintaining office uses, the 

areas where proposals for change of use from commercial uses to housing, can 

more effectively identified, scrutinised and controlled.  

 

TC3 F refers to resisting hot-food takeaways, but does not refer to other sorts of 

eating and drinking establishments. Yet these can, if they overwhelm a shopping 

centre, effectively remove its usefulness as a shopping centre. We would favour 
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adding a 40% limit on restaurants and cafés at ground floor level in our higher-

order shopping centres. 

 

The New Local Plan should include an annex, such as the current Chapter 30 of 

the Local Plan. This would include maps of all centres and a list of properties 

within these centres.  

Such maps are essential for applying town centre policies through development 

management. We need to ensure that the appropriateness of areas for main town 

centre uses can more effectively identified, scrutinised and controlled.  

 

  

 

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  

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. 

There is a potential tension between as regards hot food takeaways tension 

between TC3F and paragraph 5.38. and Policy TC4. It should be made clearer 

that Policy TC4 does not trump TC3. 

 

  

 

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 
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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. 

For the sake of clarity, there should be a  a sub-heading “Public Houses” above 

paragraph to flag up the section on pubs, including paras 5.61 to 5.64.  We 

strongly welcome the use of sub-headings which have now been introduced 

throughout the document and should help waymark the document. 

  

 

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? 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. 

Figure 5.4: the size of the dots for the hotels should be proportionate to their size – 

see GLA Economics Working Paper 88: Projections of demand and supply for 

visitor accommodation in London to 2050, April 2017 (see Map in Appendix E: 

page 85:  Bl} This shows the scale as well as the number of hotels and more 

clearly identifies the areas of heavy concentration where further intensification 

would not be appropriate, such as in London Plan Policy E10 (D) – this may need 

a new policy 

Proposal: Substitute the GLC Economics Map 
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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? x  

Justified? x x 

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. 

IN THE INTRODUCTION  there is a need to explain that the Borough needs to be 

recognised as a small business economy, which explains the wide coverage of the 

new Article 4 Direction. Add after first sentence of Paragraph 6.1:  

“However, unlike the City of London, Isle of Dogs and most of the Central 

Activities Zone, the Borough is primarily a small business economy with 

small businesses widely spread across the Borough. (See Figure 6.1) We 

are home to….”  [See also 5th bullet under Key Facts] 

 

Policy BC1:   
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Para 6.8: This refers to the new Article 4 Direction and footnote 159 refers to the 

Council’s website. The footnote should be a direct weblink to the map, whereas 

Figure 6.2 cannot be enlarged to see the properties/addresses affected by the 

Direction. This Article 4 Direction for protecting Commercial and Business Uses 

needs to be easily accessible, for planners, developers and the public, to support 

the policy to protect such uses in town centres. 

Para 6.11 fails to point out that the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area is not an 

“accessible location” with a PTAL of 4 or greater and any proposal for large-scale 

offices would fail to meet Policy BC1 C – there is no reason why an Opportunity 

Area with low PTAL ratings should be exempted from the policy requirements for 

large-scale offices. Para 6.13 would appear to depart from this policy in the case of 

Kensal Canalside. 

We think RBKC should consider reviewing the boundaries of all three EZs, which 

have stayed unchanged for many years.   

Paragraph 6.15 includes the sentence “This may include sustainable ‘last mile’ 

distribution/ logistics and ‘just-in-time’ servicing such as food service activities, 

printing, administrative and support services.”  It should be made clearer want is 

meant by ‘sustainable’ in this context.   ‘Sustainable’ over time in terms of financial 

viability, or ‘sustainable’ in environmental terms, e.g. use of electric scooters or 

bikes for last mile distribution?   

  

 

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 

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. 

BC3A1. Earl’s Court Opportunity Area  
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We do not want the OA to compete with the important business centre in Earl’s 

Court Road. One solution would be to look at the two together for the purposes of 

affordable business floorspace. Amend to: 

“Earl’s Court Opportunity area and Earl’s Court Road: For the provision of 

affordable business floorspace, a minimum of 10% of the E(g) business floorspace 

o9n the combined site…”  

 

  

 

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. 

 

  

 

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. 
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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? 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. 

Omission: The Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) Map on page 159 of 

the 2019 Local Plan has been omitted from the new Local Plan, even though it is 

referred to in the text of this document. It is a key factor in assessing the 

appropriate locations for high trip-generating uses. 

Insert PTAL Map into this chapter with cross-references from text.  

T1C:  

TC1C: Amend to:  

“New streets or streets on the perimeter of a new single site development to be 

designed to give priority to pedestrian and cyclist movement, be attractive, safe,  

provide planting, minimise opportunities for crime, and be inclusive to all, in line 

with the Healthy Streets approach. 

 

The Plan needs to provide for roads that encourage and support the new 20mph 

limit. Add new indent after T1C: 

“New streets to be designed with traffic calming features that support and 

encourage the 20mph speed limit.” 

TC1G: Amend to:  

“Development that changes the existing street network including the addition or 

modification of accesses, street layouts and road crossings must serve to (i) 

improve street safety in line with the Vision Zero approach, (ii) provide for ease of 

movement for all pedestrian groups (iii) contribute positively to the Healthy Streets 

score (iv) coordinate the installation of utilities with planting and lighting.” 
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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? 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. 

Paragraph 8.12:  There needs to be a live weblink to “Supporting al fresco dining 

in Kensington and Chelsea” for clarity. 

 

T3A: amend as follows to point up the need for inclusivity. We have concerns that 

the needs of pedestrians in particular can be overlooked. 

“Require opportunities to be taken within the street environment to create places 

that support outdoor life, are inclusive to all, and add to their attractiveness and 

vitality.”  

 

Markets : TC3C: Delete the passage in brackets. It is unnecessary for the sense 

and will merely feed suspicions that the Council is aiming to sanitise/theme-park 

markets to the detriment of traders on the highway. 

  

 

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? 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. 

 

Paragraph 8.20:   There should be a cross-reference to avoiding the use of 

impermeable surfaces in Policy GB12 E. 

Paragraph  8.20:   Amend the end of second sentence “visual amenity, townscape 

and  sustainability (see Policy GB12 E)” At present there seems to be very little 

buy in by development management officers as the references are scattered, 

which means the policy is not effective.  

  

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. 

 

 

  

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 
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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. 

 

 

  

 

Policy T7: Public Transport 

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

infrastructure. 

Qu 54: 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. 

 

The Society objects to safeguarding land for an Elizabeth Line station beyond the 

life of the new Local Plan, when this is not and has never been a firm proposal, it 

has not been demonstrated to be feasible in economic or operational terms, and 

when the Council is using future public transport accessibility levels as a basis for 

justifying the proposed capacity of Kensal Canalside. (See SA1: Kensal Canalside 

Opportunity Area items K and U). To proceed with the scale and density of 

development proposed, without the clear and definite prospect of significantly 

increasing public transport accessibility levels, would be unsustainable. Delete 

paragraph 8.35 
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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?   

 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. 

 

This section fails to deal with car-free developments, already flagged up in para 
8.23, but missing from the most relevant place - Policy T8. There should be a new 
indent after T6C similar to London Plan Policy T6 (B):   

“require car-free development (other than provision for the disabled for all 
development proposals in places that are (or are planned to be) well-connected by 
public transport, and require developments elsewhere designed to provide the 
minimum necessary parking (‘car-lite’). “ 

At the very least, the policy should  

“Require residential developments, in the Opportunity Areas, major town centres 
and areas with a PTAL of 4 or above will be required to be car-free, as will all 
offices and all retail developments in areas with a PTAL of 5 or above.” 

Paragraph  8.39:  Delete most of the second sentence, relating to autonomous 
vehicles, beginning “In time” to “society generally”. This is pure speculation for 
which there is no basis, but in any case beyond the plan horizon. 

 

  

Policy T9: Servicing 

This policy is concerned with the servicing of new developments. 

Qu 56: Do you consider this policy to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 
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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. 

We are concerned that there has been  at least one case recently where a 

development was allowed to take over a number of residents’ parking bays for 

servicing and thus loss of public amenity. We would therefore suggest the 

following amendments: 

T9A: “Developments must provide sufficient on-site servicing space where feasible 

without displacement or loss of on-street parking bays parking;  delivery 

consolidation floorspace; and coach parking to accommodate the number and type 

of vehicles likely to be generated and to ensure that this can take place without 

manoeuvring on the highway.” 

T9F:  “Where developments cannot provide onsite servicing space or coach 

parking, applicants must demonstrate that proposal can function satisfactorily 

without giving rise to adverse effects on traffic congestion, pedestrian safety, 

residential amenity (including the availability of on-street parking bays) or impact 

on bus routes. A Servicing Management Plan and/or Coach Management Plan will 

be required in these instances.  

T9G: There is a growing problem with delivery scooters and other vehicles causing 

various sorts of nuisance to residents – revving engines, shouting, blockage of the 

footway etc. Amend policy as follows: 

“Proposals for restaurants or take-aways, requiring planning permission, must be 

supported by a Delivery Management Plan to explain how any food delivery 

service would operate and to demonstrate that there would be no resultant impact 

upon the function of the highway or the amenity of residents and passing 

pedestrians.”  

 

 

 

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: 
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• The Opportunity Areas 

• Other areas with potential for some change, including the Employment Zones  

• 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 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Paragraph 9.7: for clarity and effectiveness add additional sentence: “For Kensal Canalside, 

provision of improved public transport infrastructure remains a major challenge given the 

acknowledgement in this Local Plan that no Elizabeth Line station will be provided within the 

plan period.”     

Paragraph 9.4 introduces the principles behind Opportunity Areas and states Opportunity 

Areas are London’s principal opportunities for accommodating large scale development to 

provide significant new employment and housing, with a mixed and intensive use of land and 

assisted by good public transport accessibility. Kensal Canalside is a landlocked area lacking 

the necessary public transport accessibility for major intensification. The up to date transport 

context, and lack of ‘connectivity’ needs to be signalled from the start of this important Growth 

and Change chapter of the Local Plan. 

Paragraph 9.9 reads “The requirements and design principles specific to each Opportunity 

Area are contained in their respective site allocations. See Chapter 10.” The two Opportunity 
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Areas and their vision statements are included here.  The reference to Chapter 3 is incorrect 

as these Site Allocations are in Chapter 10. 

 

 

Qu 57: PLV1: Do you consider the vision for Kensal Canalside 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. 

Parts A and B of this Policy include the term ‘well-connected’.  For the reasons 

detailed in the Society’s comments on Site Allocation SA1, this OA now has no 

realistic prospect of becoming ‘well-connected’ as compared with the position 

assumed in the 2016 London Plan.  We suggest that this term is deleted in both 

parts of draft Policy PLV1. 

Reason: Local Plans should (b) be prepared positively, in a way that is aspirational 

but deliverable (NPPF 16(b). The preparation and review of all policies should be 

underpinned by relevant and up-to-date evidence. 

 

 

Qu 58: PLV2: Do you consider the vision for the Earl’s Court Opportunity Area 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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As one of the most important sections of the new Local Plan, we hope that the 

Inspector will include the future of this Opportunity Area as a matter for discussion 

at the EIP. 

We feel that the Local Plan needs to be clear on its ambitions for the OA and that 

this vision needs to be robust (see also under Site Allocation below).  The Earls 

Court Placemaking Strategy includes useful information on community aspirations 

but its 'principles' do not signal priorities between competing aims. 

Because this document will not be examined and will not have the status of even 

an SPD as a material consideration, it is important that the Local Plan itself does 

the task of 'placemaking'.   We support the Earls Court Society in their view that 

this Local Plan needs to identify a clear way forward for the future of Earls Court 

Road as a significant 'high street'. 

There is a major problem with the disconnect between the new development and 

the downtrodden Earl’s Court Road following the demolition of the exhibition 

centre. There is no easy connection between the two areas, although both would 

we believe benefit from one.  Access through the Underground station is the best 

way. Although the problem is difficult, we should not give up on t and propose a 

new indent: 

“The new development will join with the local area and form a lively and workable 

connection between the development and Earl’s Court Road. The station will be 

upgraded with a connection between the Earl’s Court Tube Stations on Earl’s 

Court Road and Warwick Road along the pre-existing connection/link.”  

 

 

 

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. 
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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   

 

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. 

Policy PLV4 states Greater pedestrian/cycle links will be developed east and west 

along the Westway with a new underpass under the West London line to ensure 

greater connectivity and a much improved route. 

As RBKC knows, the construction of this underpass is a S106 commitment by 

Imperial College dating from 2013.  Despite continued pressure from local 

residents, there remains no firm date for the start of works – with ‘continued legal 

negotiations’ being given as the excuse for delays.  Unless RBKC can extract from 

LBHF and the College a firm start date, the wording ‘will be developed’ should be 

qualified to say ‘subject to the conclusion of negotiations between LBHF, Imperial 

College and Network Rail”.   

Reason for change: A Local Plan should avoid raising expectations on early 

delivery of a much needed piece on infrastructure, with already an 8 year delay 

since a planning application was submitted to both LBHF and RBKC in 2014. 

 

Paragraphs 9.30  - 9.34 refer to Employment Zones, with duplication of content 

within the Business Chapter of the Draft Plan.  These could be shortened or 

removed (NPPF para 16(f) on avoiding duplication in Local Plans).   If remaining in 

shortened form. there should be a clear cross-reference to Policy BC1 in the 

chapter on Business.  Presumably this Borough-wide policy will take precedence 

over the content of 9.30 – 9.34 and the ‘visions’ for each Employment Zone, 

should there be any ambiguity or conflict?  

Paragraph 9.37 refers to the concept that the 3 Employment Zones in the Borough 

(Lots Road, Kensal, and Freston/Latimer form a ‘spine’ of creative enterprises – 

when coupled with employment prospects for Earls Court, Westway, and Kensal 

Canalside.  Given the geographic distances between these locations (extending 

from the south to the north of the Borough) this seems an artificial construct, 

designed solely as part of a bid for GLA CEZ status.  The Society questions the 

merits of inclusion of this paragraph in a 20 year Local Plan. 
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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. 

 

 

 

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. 

 

 

 

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?   

 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. 

 

 

 

Qu 64: PLV8: Do you consider the vision for Kensington High Street 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. 

No changes have been made to the policy wording. It is difficult to see how “ New 

development will improve and enhance the area’s range of shops and 

uses…….” when the very opposite is happening. The uses are rapidly becoming 

restaurant or fast food plus gyms or health and beauty related.  

Insert sentence in Policy: “ The Council will encourage a wide range of shops and 

uses…”.  

Para 9.56:  We dispute that this centre is of “regional importance”. That would 

attract a large-scale operator. Replacement of the Odeon cinema would not 

change the catchment that Kensington High Street serves. Delete last sentence 

referring to the London Plan designation as having a night-time economy of 

“regional or sub-regional importance. (See London Plan Annex 1) 

Paragraph  9.5. extend point 9: “Improve the pedestrian and cyclist environment 

through public realm improvements and supporting the removal of pavement 

clutter such as unused telephone kiosks.” There are still too many old, unused 

telephone boxes that need removing 

Addition: Note public realm improvements to brought forward in partnership 

with the BID, including the creation of a new public space between the Odeon 

cinema and the Design Museum.  This was identified in the 2019 Local Plan as a 

location for “potential public realm improvements” on the place map. 
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Qu 65: PLV9: Do you consider the vision for Portobello Road 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. 

The market area extends down Golborne Road as far as Wornington Road, and it 

is not clear why this is not included (we understand it may have been an oversight 

by the draftyers. The Council-chaired Market Streets Action Group is clear that the 

Portobello and Golborne Road markets should be considered together. This policy 

should be titled “Portobello and Golborne Road Markets”, and the relevant section 

of Golborne Road should be shown on the map. There is also a case for including 

Thorpe Close, which is being developed as an extension of the Portobello market. 

 

 

 

Qu 66: PLV10: Do you consider the vision for Notting Hill Gate 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. 

Paragraph 9.62 should reflect the policy’s welcome statement on Notting Hill Gate 

as an important local shopping centre. Add indent: 

“Support the provision of shops meeting local needs as well as the established 

antique shop and shops along Kensington Church Street.” 
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Qu 67: PLV11 Do you consider the vision for South Kensington 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. 

 

Prargraph 9.63: Delete “Imperial College, the Royal College of Art, the Royal 

College of Music”. None of these are within the South Kensington place let alone 

in Kensington and Chelsea.  They are all about 800m north of South Kensington 

station. 

 

Figure 9.11: Delete and revert to previous Figure 2.12: South Kensington (as 

amended in Figure 9.11) This will focus more clearly on this “place”. Remove 

shading on Imperial College, as it is outside this “place” and in Westminster 

Paragraph  9.64: Delete.   The London Plan classification (Annex 1: Town Centre 

Network, Table A 1.1, Centre 142) relied on the Albert Hall to support South 

Kensington’s designation as a night-time economy of “international or national 

significance”. This is over 800m outside the district centre. The South Kensington 

place does not warrant such a designation. This would justify a major night-time 

economy development within the South Kensington place based on this, which 

would be inappropriate. 

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   

 

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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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. 

 

 

 

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

 

As pointed out under PLV2, there needs to be a relationship between the OA and 

the Earl’s Court Town Centre  and it is not yet clear that damage to the Town 

Centre can be avoided when the OA is developed.  There could be advantage in 

bringing Earl’s Court within the OA.  This is something we hope could be explored 

at the EIP.  
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Qu 71: PLV15: Do you consider the vision for Brompton Cross 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. 

 

 

 

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. 

 

 

 

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   
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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. 

 

 

 

 

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. 

 

 

 

Qu 75: PLV19: Do you consider the vision for the Walkable Neighbourhoods 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. 

Policy PLV19 A 2:   Line 2: after “town” add “and neighbourhood”. The Plan 

needs to refer specifically to neighbourhood centres which are the community hubs 

for our walkable neighbourhoods.   

 



62 
 

Paragraph  9.85: Line 4: Replace “a reasonable” by “an easy walking” Walkable 

neighbourhoods are about walking! 

 

Paragraph  9.86:   After “shops” add “ and other local facilities”   

 

 

 

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. 

 

Opportunity Area Sites 

 

SA1: Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area 

Qu 76: Do you consider the site allocation 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. 

The Society commented in detail on this site allocation, as included in the 

Regulation 18 Draft.   

Our main concern remains that we are not convinced that the Council has 

genuinely tested the current spatial context of the Opportunity Area in terms of: 

• Capacity of the sites to accommodate the number of homes and jobs: 

• Low public transport accessibility of the sites; 
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• Lack of infrastructure, both transport and utilities. 

The 3,500 target for housing units comes from the 2016 London Plan.  The 

accompanying text from this 2016 document acknowledges  The scope and scale 

of development as an Opportunity Area is dependent on resolution of a number of 

challenges and constraints. Improved public transport accessibility will be a major 

determinant of the final scale of development.  And that Linkages with the Park 

Royal Opportunity Area and the potential strategic public transport infrastructure 

hub and interchange at Old Oak Common should be addressed.  

Since 2016 the main changes in the transport context for Kensal Canalside have 

been 

• Acknowledgement that a Queen Elizabeth Line Station will not happen ay 

this location within the lifetime of the new RBKC Local Plan 

• Acceptance that any significant improvement in PTAL levels is reliant on a 

Bus Strategy and increased frequencies on routes using an already congested 

access/exit point to the OA (on Ladbroke Grove) 

• The timescale for the opening of the Old Oak Common rail interchange has 

been delayed from 2026 to 2029/32 (and likely to be at the latter end of this period) 

• Hence no access to the Queen Elizabeth Line from Kensal Canalside, 

closer than Paddington 

• OPDC having no firm plans for any vehicular access to the eastern end of 

Old Oak Common station (off Wood Lane/Lane Scrubs Lane) limiting car, bus and 

taxi access from Kensal Canalside to the single entrance in Old Oak Common 

Lane in distant East Acton. 

• No firm or funded plans by OPDC or RBKC for any road connections at the 

western end of the Opportunity Area 

• Abandonment by OPDC and TFL or any plans for a new Overground station 

on the West London line at Hythe Road (which could have been accessed from 

Kensal Canalside by pedestrians/cyclists using the canal towpath).   

Hence our previous comments that this Opportunity Area will not become ‘well 

connected’ in the foreseeable future.  Prospects for connectivity envisaged in the 

2016 London Plan annexe on Opportunity Areas have disappeared over time.  The 

geography of the site, bunded by rail lines to the south and west and by the canal 

to the north, reduces the scope for good connectivity even for pedestrians and 

cyclists, let alone for vehicles.   

While it is legitimate for a Local Plan to ‘look ahead’, in terms of NPPF paragraph 

22 and London Plan Policy SD1 on Opportunity Areas, ‘effectiveness’ requires 

proposals to be deliverable and to reflect up to date infrastructure prospects that 

have diminished since a previous local plan review. 

For these reasons and to ensure general conformity with the 2021 London Plan, 

the Kensington Society considers that the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area, 
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without fundamental changes in public transport accessibility levels and 

improvements in access , cannot support the scale of development proposed. The 

need to test the viability of the “indicative” homes and jobs targets, is expressly 

delegated to the Borough by the London Plan.  

Paragraph 10.8: Building Heights + Figure 10.1 and Principle I: 

The Society objects to the building heights “suggested” for these sites, because of 

the impact this “wall” of tall buildings would have on the skyline of North 

Kensington. The heights are a function of trying to cram in unsustainable housing 

numbers and densities on these sites. (See also below) 

 

 

SA1(B): add ‘subject to detailed masterplan proposals coming forward from 

landowners/developers with evidence that levels of connectivity and public 

transport access can meet NPPF requirements and London Plan Policies GG2, 

SD1 (Opportunity Areas), D2 (Infrastructure requirements for sustainable 

densities) and D3 (Optimising site capacity through the design-led approach). 

 

SA1 Principle K: safeguarding of site for Queen Elizabeth Line station: 

delete. 

The DfT response to the Reg 18 Draft noted that there is currently no robust 

evidence to promote a Safeguarding Direction to support the safeguarding of land 

for a new station which could undermine the development potential of the KCOA. 

Thus, no new safeguarding direction can be robustly supported. 

While local people in North Kensington would have very much welcomed a Queen 

Elizabeth Line station at Kensal Canalside, the Society reluctantly accepts the 

strength of this DfT response.  The unfunded costs of safeguarding, including a 

pedestrian/cycle bridge over the existing tracks, are a substantial obstacle to 

financial viability and will continue to encourage excessive site intensification and 

‘optimisation’ of housing densities in the proposals brought forward by developers. 

We therefore consider that ‘Principle K’ in Site Allocation SA1 should be deleted to 

ensure local plan policies achieve deliverability and viability. 

We welcome the more specific information in SA1 on appropriate heights for tall 

buildings, while continuing to oppose heights above 20 storeys (as was made clear 

in our Regulation 18 representations).   

Figure 10.1, even combined with a set of sub-paragraphs in Site Allocation Policy 

SA1(J), is inadequate and insufficiently specific in meeting Part B of London Plan 

Policy D9 (Any such locations and appropriate tall building heights should be 

identified on maps in Development Plans).  A set of ‘suitable locations’ (rather than 

shaded areas) should be identified in Figure 10.1, to ensure consistency with 

London Plan Policy D9.   
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SA2: Earl’s Court Exhibition Centre Opportunity Area  

Qu 77: Do you consider the site allocation 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 with our comments on the 'vision' for this Opportunity Area, we consider that 

the Site Allocation should be made more specific. 

While Figure 10.2 goes some way towards identifying 'suitable locations' for tall 

buildings, we see it as insufficiently specific in showing broad areas shown as 

being 'appropriate'.  It gives the public (and the developer) to no clear guidance on 

where buildings up to 41m should be located, and hence the number of such 

buildings the Council is willing to contemplate within in a masterplan.   It is specific 

on a single location for buildings above this height. 

We see the term 'location' as being specific to different parts of a large Opportunity 

Area and the wording of London Plan D9 Part B as meaning what it says in plain 

English. 

As above under PLV2 The Society sees the regeneration of this OA as one of the 

most critical issues to be covered in this new Local Plan and one that merits 

discussion at the EIP.  While the RBKC Placemaking Strategy includes the 

outcomes of local consultation, it is the Local Plan which needs to set a clear 

direction on balancing competing priorities for regeneration of this undeveloped 

site.  This includes assessing the value of creating a 'destination' if this eats into 

receipts from planning obligations otherwise available for affordable housing, lower 

densities/building heights or open space. 

 

 

Large Sites (sites of 0.25 hectares or more) 

 

SA3: 100/100A West Cromwell Road 
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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. 

 

 

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. 

 

 

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   
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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. 

 

 

 

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. 

 

 

SA7: Edenham Way  

Qu 82: Do you consider the site allocation to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared? x  

Justified?  xx 

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 Society objects to the proposal for a building of 50m height/14 storeys. It 

would harm the setting for Trellick Tower (Grade II listed) 
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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. 

 

 

SA9: Units 1-14 Latimer Road Industrial Estate 

Qu 84: Do you consider the site allocation 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. 

While we support the proposed site allocation, we have reservations on viability 

given lack of amenities and low PTAL in the street 

 

 

SA10: Newcombe House 

Qu 85: Do you consider the site allocation to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared? x  

Justified?  x 

Effective?  x 

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. 

Policy SA10E: we are extremely concerned that the figure for the new medical 
centre / GP surgery is given as “ a minimum 650 sq m GIA”.  The current planning 
permission is for 906 sq m (GIA), with on site parking for medical staff and 
disabled patients.   The size of the surgery was negotiated with the NHS. Following 
the closure of the Westbourne Grove surgery the need for a good size medical 
centre has never been greater.  
Amend to “ …a minimum of 906 sq m. (GIA) with on-site parking for staff and 
disabled patients”.  
 

There is considerable concern among residents that the architecture should give a 
true sense of place to Notting Hill Gate. If this development is to be successful, the 
mundane must be avoided, especially as the other large development in the area 
(the Ruby Hotel) is extremely boring in design. Add extra indent: 
 
“a thoughtful architectural design that pays close attention to the special identity of 
Notting Hill Gate.“  
 

 

 

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. 
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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?   

 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. 

 

 

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. 

 

 

 

SA14: 142A Highlever Road 

Qu 89: 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. 

 

 

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. 

 

 

 

SA16 Holland Road Triangle 

Qu 91: Do you consider the site allocation 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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As this land is in TfL’s ownership, government property, the affordable housing 

should be 50%  

Land use: A. A minimum of 30 (Class C3) residential units 50/50 

community/marketing  

 

 

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? 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. 

The overall policy could be better achieved if the NCIL funds were distributed on a 

need basis and not restricted to ward where the development occurred. 

  

 

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 

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


73 
 

 

  

 

 

Appendix 4: Monitoring 

Qu 94: Do you consider the Monitoring section to be… 

 Sound  Unsound 

Positively prepared?   

Justified?   

Effective?   

Consistent with national policy?   

 Yes No 

Legally compliant   

 

Please explain why you take this view. Be as precise as possible. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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? 
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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? 

 

 

 

 

 

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? 

GENERAL: The policies are marred at present by an inconsistent presentation and 

uncertainty as to who is requiring who to do what. The result looks not fully coordinated and 

lacking in consistency and makes it less readable. We strongly urge that each policy should 

start with a chapeau setting the general objective, followed by “The Council will 

require/encourage/resist”. It should always be made clear when something is a requirement  - 

“should” must be avoided as it is ambiguous.  

 

The Glossary could usefully be expanded. We can provide suggestions. 

 

 


