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Consultation Schedule – Publication Policies (Regulation 19) 
January 2023 

1. Introduction and Vision
Question 3 Policy V1: Vision 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comments Response 

1 Anthony Hunter P, J, 
E, C 
and L. 

The plan takes no account of the previous 
planning decisions in relation to Cluny Mews. 
The former Qatar office building on Cluny Mews 
is NOT suitable for a taller building. It is 
squeezed in at the back of the residential 
Philbeach gardens. It is already the same height 
as the neighbouring new urbanista development 
itself- higher than the adjoining Philbeach 
gardens conservation area - any higher would be 
totally out of proportion. It was reduced to this 
height during its original planning permission for 
this reason - I spoke at that hearing. If it is to be 
changed to residential ok but it has been 
deliberately left to lie empty without being 
marketed for years and this should not be used 
as a reason for change in use. It does get 
replaced any new building should fit within the 
same envelope both for reasons of scale and to 

This comment relates to the nature of 
development of a specific property and not to 
the wider vision for the borough.   

Appendix  1.2
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comments Response 

fit in with the neighbouring building. Please can 
the plan be updated to make this clear. Thank 
you. 

2 Backdoor Housing Co-
operative Ltd (Joanna 
Whelan) 

P and 
C. 

 I do not consider this policy to be sound because 
it is not positively prepared and not consistent. 
The paragraph 1.22 of the NLPR plan states that 
‘..if our community is to thrive, the Local Plan 
must shape development which serves all our 
residents. The Local Plan will therefore support a 
range of social and community uses, high 
standards of accessibility, providing the same 
standards of access to open space, and the 
provision of more genuinely affordable homes 
and workspaces’.  
 
There is no definition in the glossary of 
‘genuinely affordable’ as opposed to the blanket 
term ‘affordable housing’ which covers multiple 
tenures - social, intermediate and affordable.  
 
The vision aims to be inclusive and yet the plan 
has no real provision for community led housing. 
There is only a vague reference The borough is 
home to many co-operative housing societies; 
many of which are not registered providers of 
social housing whose objectives are the 
provision of ‘genuinely affordable housing’ to 
members. According to the National Plan :  
3.Plan-making, not only should community 
groups be consulted in early stages but ‘policies 
should be clearly written and unambiguous, so it 
is evident how a decision maker should react to 

The vision sets out the Council’s ambition that 
new development should provide truly 
affordable homes which we call ‘community 
housing’.   
 
The term community housing is included in 
the glossary as “Following consultation, the 
Council’s adopted a new term for ‘affordable’ 
housing in 2020 – ‘RBKC Community 
Housing’. The products within RBKC 
Community Housing are – social rent, 
affordable rent (at London Affordable Rent 
levels) and intermediate rent at the lowest 
London Living Rent (LLR) levels in the 
borough.” 
 
This is also defined in para 3.24 of Chapter 3 
of the Publication Policies. 
 
Para 3.46 of the Housing chapter is explicit in 
setting out the Council’s support for 
community–led housing. The process by 
which community–led housing comes forward 
is not the subject of a Local Plan. 
 
A neighbourhood plan forms part of the 
development plan for the area.  However, 
they are prepared by the relevant 
Neighbourhood Forum and not by the 
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comments Response 

development proposals’. It is currently unclear 
where community housing groups should 
express interest or present schemes as RBKC 
has no clear policy.  
 
In 2019, Cllr Kim Taylor Smith advised 
community led housing groups to submit 
proposals to the City Living, Local Life, a ward-
based community programme. By treating a 
community led housing scheme as a fringe 
volunteer group activity, rather than as integral to 
the borough housing provision plan, the council 
is failing to capitalise on resources by not 
including groups of motivated and skilled 
residents with a vested interest in creating a 
thriving community. There are 2 Neighbourhood 
plans referred to in paragraph 1.34 neither of 
which mention provision for or consultation with 
community led housing groups. 

Council. It is for the Neighbourhood Forum to 
decide how they wish to consult with 
community-led housing groups, should they 
wish to do so.       

3 Ballymore Group Limited 
and Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets Limited 
(Ballymore Group) 

 P, J, 
E, C 
and L. 

Overall, Ballymore and SSL support the aims 
and ambitions of the Draft Local Plan and many 
of the requirement of the draft Kensal Canalside 
site allocation such as the requirement to provide 
a minimum of 3,500 homes, the requirement to 
reprovide and relocate the Sainsbury’s store and 
the desire to create a vibrant new 
neighbourhood. Detailed comments are provided 
in relation to specific policies and the draft site 
allocation for the KCOA. We look forward to 
continuing to work with the Council through the 
plan making process, as well as the decision 
making process in regard to this important site. 

Support for vision noted. 
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comments Response 

4 Chelsea Society (Paul 
Lever) 

  The Plan has been prepared at a time of 
exceptional uncertainty. Changes to patterns of 
work and commuting, the effects of Covid, the 
prospect of a new government policy on planning 
and continuing population decline mean that 
many elements of the Plan could soon be 
overtaken by events. The Council did not need to 
revise the Plan until 2024, but has chosen to do 
so now. It should though, for the Plan to be fit for 
purpose, acknowledge the context. A new 
paragraph should therefore be inserted after 1.4 
(page 8): 
 
“1.4bis. The Plan is however being drawn up at a 
time of exceptional uncertainty. The effects of 
Covid, changes in patterns of shopping, work 
and commuting, demographic developments and 
population decline are all affecting the Borough 
significantly. Some elements of the Plan may 
therefore soon turn out to be no longer relevant 
or viable or may need revision.” 
 
OVERALL VISION FOR THE LOCAL PLAN 
There needs to be an introductory succinct 
statement of what the Plan is intended to 
achieve. Paragraph 1.17 (page 11) should 
therefore be amended as follows: 
 
“1.17. As was made clear in the Lead Member 
for Planning’s 2021 introduction, the New Local 
Plan reflects the increased emphasis on the 
need to support the local economy and boost 

The Council recognises that we are currently 
undergoing societal changes. However, we 
are satisfied that we have a robust evidence 
base which reflects these changes, and have 
a Plan which is fit for purpose until 2043. The 
plan will remain under review and a new plan 
will be drafted as and when necessary.   
 
 
 
The Council notes the suggested changes to 
the vision, but remains the of the view that the 
vision as drafted is appropriate.  
 
The importance of the built environment is 
recognised by the Council and remains the 
first element of the “liveable” part of the 
vision.    
 
The Council is satisfied that the plan remains 
sound without the proposed changes to the 
vision or supporting text. 
 
The need for highest quality design and that 
the Council “requires development to 
preserve or enhance the  character and 
appearance of the conservation area” forms 
part of Policy CD3. 
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comments Response 

employment opportunities, the aim of the Plan 
being to achieve good accessible place making 
that protects and improves residents’ health, 
provides good quality homes, and enhances the 
economy and environment. The vision for the 
Borough is set out below.” 
 
VISION FOR THE BOROUGH 
Virtually all of Chelsea and most of Kensington is 
situated inside a Conservation Area. The 
importance of conservation and heritage is 
recognised in the text of the plan but is not 
reflected adequately in the proposed vision. This 
means that the Plan is not fit for purpose. We 
suggest the following changes: 
 
V1.In the Liveable bullet point (page 12) delete 
“preserving and conserving the context where 
required and”; and add an additional bullet point 
“Proud of its heritage. It will ensure that the 
unique heritage of the borough is preserved and 
that its numerous conservation areas do not lose 
their character. Within these areas new 
development will be conservation-led and 
compatible with, and respectful of, the style of 
the existing architectural environment.” 
 
1.24. In the Liveable paragraph (page 13) delete 
the sentence 
 
“This rich architectural heritage is something 
unique that new development must respect and 
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comments Response 

therefore be of the highest quality in its own right 
while conserving and enhancing the historic 
elements.” 
 
Add the following paragraph: 
“1.24 bis. Virtually all of Chelsea and much of 
Kensington lies in a conservation area. The rich 
architectural heritage within these conservation 
areas is something unique which must be 
protected and preserved. All development within 
them will be conservation-led and must 
contribute to the harmony of the existing 
environment.” 

5 DP9 Limited - for 
Welcome Trust (Zoe 
Smythe) 

 P, J, 
E, C 
and L 

Wellcome Trust are a key landowner within the 
Borough and have recently received resolution to 
grant for proposals for office floorspace along 
Pelham Street. In general, Wellcome Trust 
supports the principles of the overall vision for 
the New Local Plan including greening and 
sustainability within the Borough and welcome 
the opportunity to provide feedback and inform 
future growth and development within the 
Borough.  
 
These representations to the RBKC New Local 
Plan Review Publication Policies are made in this 
context. 

Support for vision noted. 

6 Frank Knight on behalf of 
Frasco Investment 
Limited. (Becky 
Anderson ) 

J and 
C 

 We support Policy V1 and the vision for the 
Borough to be green, inclusive and liveable, in 
line with the “good growth” agenda set out in the 
London Plan (2021). 

General support for vision noted. The Council 
is aware of the need to optimise the use of all 
sites. However, that is reflected elsewhere in 
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comments Response 

 
However, we consider the Vision does not fully 
acknowledge the London Plan’s requirement to 
the make the best use of land in order to create 
sustainable mixed-use places, in particular the 
need to enable development of all brownfield 
Sites 
and utilising small Sites (Policy GG2 of the 
London Plan 2021). 
 
This is a critical part of the Vision that is not 
acknowledged within Policy V1. The Policy 
should specifically include reference to 
optimising development potential on brownfield 
Sites, to ensure it is sound and compliant with 
national planning policy. 
 
We consider the redevelopment of 136-142 
Bramley Road can contribute to meeting the 
Borough’s vision of being green, inclusive and 
liveable, whilst meeting 
the requirement to make the best use of land: 
 
Green 
• The proposals place the environment at the 
heart of the development, through creating a 
high-quality and sustainable design that 
incorporates energy efficiency measures, 
reduces the reliance on private car and 
promotes sustainable methods of transport. 
• The proposals bring an underutilised, vacant 
and dilapidated site back into use, through the 

the plan, and that is not explicitly repeated in 
the vision is not a question of soundness.   
 
This comment reiterates the stakeholders 
view that a named site should be included as 
an allocation, explaining how the site meets, 
in the consultees view, the various elements 
of the vision. The allocation/ or otherwise, is 
addressed in the relevant section. 
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comments Response 

delivery of a high quality and sustainable building 
and public realm. 
• The proposals will contribute towards the 
Council’s energy and net zero carbon objectives 
through sustainable design and construction. 
• The proposals provide an opportunity to 
enhance soft landscaping through a new public 
realm, providing environmental and social 
benefits. 
 
Inclusive 
• The Proposals will help to meet a significant 
need for PBSA in RBKC, and the wider 
catchment, including the delivery of affordable 
PBSA. This will help to divert students to PBSA - 
Releasing pressure on existing 
housing stock within RBKC through the provision 
of PBSA (2.5 PBSA units = 1 home). 
• The proposals provide ground floor active uses 
and employment opportunities for the local 
community. 
• The proposals will generate significant 
increased expenditure in the local economy 
during the construction period, and once the Site 
is operational, supporting local shops, amenities 
and services. 
• The proposals will provide a number of jobs 
during the construction and operational phase. 
• The proposals connect local people with higher 
education in the Borough. 
• The proposals will enhance the public realm 
through improvements to permeability, 
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comments Response 

connectivity and legibility around the Westway, 
new landscaping and the creation of defensible 
barriers with the existing 
residential properties on the boundary. 
• The development can provide financial 
contributions towards existing local community 
projects through Section 106. 
 
Liveable 
- The proposals provide an exemplary high-
quality development, designed by award winning 
architects. The scheme will provide high quality 
PBSA, 
which is identified as being lacking in the 
Borough within the LHNA, and be linked to a 
Higher Education Institution. 
- The proposals would form a congruent and 
attractive addition to the townscape and its high-
quality architectural design will deliver a number 
of urban design benefits including ensuring the 
site is a desirable place to live. 
• The initial views analysis demonstrates whilst 
the proposals introduce a new scale of 
development into the view, in many of the views 
the building would be partially occluded and seen 
in the context of the 
existing tall and large buildings. Where visible, 
the building would add interest to the skyline and 
improve the visual amenity of the views with high 
quality architecture. 
• The proposals preserve and enhance the 
heritage context of the area, 
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comments Response 

including the Oxford Garden’s Conservation 
Area. 
• The proposals to anticipate and as far as 
practically possible integrate with the aspirations 
to improve the Westway and its interface with the 
surrounding streetscape as set out in the 
Westway Urban Design Strategy (2019). 
 
To summarise and as outlined above, the Site 
can provide a number of social, environmental 
and economic benefits to its immediate setting 
and the wider surroundings. It can provide high-
quality PBSA, replacing the vacant and 
underutilised existing office floorspace. The 
development of the Site aligns with the 
thrust of planning policy and a national and local 
level (i.e. to optimise brownfield land in 
sustainable locations) and presents an excellent 
opportunity to deliver on the Plan’s vision. The 
Site’s allocation would ensure a plan-led 
approach to the 
development of the Site. 
 
Our Recommendations / Summary 
We consider NLPR Policy V1 (Vision of the 
Borough) is not sound, as it is not justified and 
not consistent with national planning policy. 
 
We recommend that the Vision includes 
reference to the utilisation and optimisation of 
brownfield land, particularly on small Sites. The 
Vision’s main aim is 
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comments Response 

to support good growth and future development. 
Good growth is ensuring a brownfield first 
approach to development, and ensuring 
development meets 
identified needs in the Borough on a range of 
Sites and sizes. This includes small Sites which 
are deliverable in the short term, such as 136-
142 Bramley Road, and for a variety of type of 
housing, not just general housing needs, such as 
PBSA. 
 
We recommend that 136-142 Bramley Road is 
allocated for development to contribute to 
meeting the Borough’s - to be green, inclusive 
and liveable - and to 
help achieve the Council’s spatial strategy overall 

7 Gayle Verdi  P, J, 
E, C 
and L. 

 
 Noted 

8 GLA (Hassan Ahmed)   The Mayor recognises that RBKC adopted their 
current Local Plan in 2019 and within that, set 
out a commitment, following the Grenfell Tower 
tragedy, to change the way that it engages with 
the local community on planning matters. This 
Local Plan review is a result of that process and 
is an approach which aligns particularly well with 
the Mayor’s Good Growth objective, GG1 
building strong and inclusive communities which 
is very welcome. 
 
The vision for the borough is set out very early 

GLA’s support for Council’s vision is 
welcomed.  
 
The Council recognises the need to work with 
relevant partners to optimise “good growth” 
within its two opportunity areas.  As noted by 
the GLA, this is considered in some detail in 
the relevant site allocations/ place chapters. 
 
The Council recognises the importance of 
clarity with regard the plan period.  Para 1.1 
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comments Response 

on in the draft Plan and is centred on three key 
principles to be green, inclusive and liveable. 
These principles align well with the Mayor’s 
Good Growth Objectives set out in the LP2021, 
especially GG3 creating a healthy city and this is 
welcome. 
 
The vision for the borough is set out very early 
on in the draft Plan and is centred on three key 
principles to be green, inclusive and liveable. 
These principles align well with the Mayor’s 
Good Growth Objectives set out in the LP2021, 
especially GG3 creating a healthy city and this is 
welcome. 
 
There are two Opportunity Areas (OAs) in the 
borough: Kensal Canalside and Earl’s Court and 
the intention is to focus the borough’s growth in 
these locations. This strategic approach is set 
out clearly in Chapter 9 and both areas are later 
included as site allocations. The Earl’s 
Court/West Kensington OA is shared between 
RBKC and the London Borough of Hammersmith 
and Fulham (LBHF) and so too are the indicative 
figures for growth (set out in Table 2.1 of the 
LP2021). RBKC should work with LBHF and 
other relevant partners to realise the full potential 
of the area to optimise good growth. 
 
The draft Plan could be clearer regarding the 
intended Plan period. We note that the draft Plan 
will cover a period of 20 years as set out in 

to be amended as follows (main 
modification). 
 
The Local Plan sets out the vision for future 
development in the borough over a 20 year 
period,  between 2023 and 2043,  and 
includes the planning policies to help achieve 
this vision.  
 
 
View that Local Plan is in general conformity 
with London Plan 2021 is welcomed.  
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comments Response 

paragraph 1.1 but more clarity on when the 
period is likely to start and end would be useful.  
 
It is the Mayor’s opinion that as currently written, 
the draft Local Plan is in general conformity with 
the LP2021. The following is guidance that would 
result in the draft Plan being more closely aligned 
with the LP2021 

9 Hillgate Village RA (Sam 
Dunkley) 

J and 
E 

P, C 
and L 

Tall buildings policy continues to conflict with the 
settings of conservation areas surrounding 
Notting Hill Gate 

This comment is addressed in Policy CD7, 
Tall buildings, rather than within the Local 
Plan’s vision.  

10 Isis Amlak P, J, 
E, and 
L. 

 As it stands the Vision fails to demonstrate 
sufficient, if any, tangible commitment to the 
principles of resident participation, co-production 
and co design. In the aftermath of the Grenfell 
Tower massacre, the borough committed to 
adopting and adhering to a Charter For Public 
Participation (CFPP) as part of its constitution. 
Despite recognition that 1.1 Healthy local 
democracy goes well beyond people voting in 
Borough Elections every four years. Local people 
rightly expect to have a say on things that affect 
their communities, to help shape the decisions 
made by the Council and to contribute to the 
development of services, plans and programmes 
alongside Council officers and local councillors. 
Furthermore they want some confidence that 
their contributions can and will influence these 
things. There is a failure to reference the CFPP 
anywhere in the vision.  
 

The vision for the Local Plan relates to how 
the Council would like to see the planning 
process shape the borough. It is not the 
document which sets out how we consult 
residents when determining planning 
applications or preparing briefs for individual 
sites. 
 
The Council has followed the CFPP in the 
drafting of the Local Plan. Section 4 is of 
particular relevance to “Major plans, policies 
and projects”. 
 
In particular we have embraced early 
engagement, consulting on an Issues paper 
followed by an Issues and Options paper at 
the beginning of the process.  This is not a 
statutory requirement, but something the 
Council considered to be essential to ensure 
that residents had an opportunity to engage 
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sound 

Sound Comments Response 

The Council has also not demonstrated 
compliance with the Public Sector Equality Duty 
(PSED), and other general duties under the 
Equality Act 2010. The EqIA is incomplete, as no 
assessments were carried out for several 
policies, including the ‘Place Vision’ policies in 
Chapter 9. It is unclear how, if at all, the views of 
protected equality groups have been taken into 
account in assessing the policies. In an earlier 
round of consultation on the Local Plan, there 
were 182 pages of comments, with a significant 
number of them demonstrating varying degrees 
of discontent. Where the comments raised issues 
of inequality, these comments should have been 
included in the assessment and engagement 
undertaken with the respondents to identify 
appropriate mitigation.  
 
The council’s has a track record of having failed 
to engage in a meaningful way with residents. 
For example, in Notting Dale ward (including the 
Silchester estate), a very diverse neighbourhood 
with overlapping sets of protected characteristics. 
The ward includes significant council estates, 
such as Silchester estate, and meaningful 
consultation should have been a high priority in 
view of Grenfell and the findings of the Inquiry. 
The council ‘s failure to engage appropriately 
with residents of the Wornington Green estate, 
some 10 years ago, regarding the on-going, 
environmentally damaging catalyst development. 
As a result residents have been displaced, 33 

with the process before we began to draft any 
policies.  Early engagement is a central tenet 
of successful planning with meaningful and 
effective engagement. 
 
The response received to the Issues paper 
helped shape the “issues and Options” paper. 
 
The Local Plan has also been formulated in 
accordance with all the legal requirements 
with regard public consultation.  Indeed the 
Council has gone beyond the minimum 
requirements in this regard, making 
considerable efforts to engage in those 
sectors of the community who may not 
normally be involved in the planning process.  
It complies with the Council’s published 
Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) 
for plan making. 
 
As indicated by the CFPP each period of 
public consultation has been 6 weeks, with 
the Issues and Options consultation being 10 
weeks and the Regulation 19 consultation 
being 8 weeks. 
 
How we engage with the public for plan 
making is set out in our Statement of 
Community Involvement.  This is viewable on 
the Council’s website. 
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trees in the Phase 2 area were unnecessarily 
destroyed in 2021and there is on-going conflict. 
Both of the above examples highlight the 
necessity to engage effectively with residents 
and the problems that arise when it does not 
happen. 
Community engagement can transform 
communities. By encouraging public participation 
in projects that impact society it facilitates fair, 
equitable, and sustainable outcomes. It is an 
essential decision-making process for any 
organization, government, or individual that is 
driving projects which will have an impact on the 
community.  
 
By continuing to neglect the demands and needs 
of the area, the policies in the Local Plan are 
further exacerbating the socio-economic 
inequalities between the North and South of the 
Borough, rendering it not positively prepared, 
justified and ineffective. 
 
Having due regards to equality duties is not a 
tick- boxing exercise. Instead, the duty must be 
exercised in substance, with rigour and with an 
open mind. The Council needs to produce 
documentary evidence of how its policies have 
been informed by meaningful discussions with 
communities in North Kensington and make 
modifications to these policies, in order for the 
plan to be sound and legally compliant.  
 

It is a legal requirement of the plan making 
process to comply with our SCI.  We have 
done so.  
 
The Council has made innovative use of 
social media channels to engage a wider 
sector of the community across the borough.  
This resulted in the Council’s adverts on 
social media being viewed  771,316 times. 
 
The Council has carried out an Integrated 
Impact Assessment to consider all the 
policies in the Plan.   
 
The “Place visions” were reviewed in Chapter 
7, with the assessment presented in full in 
Appendix D. 
 
Appendix E sets out the EqIA. (Part 3)  It 
assessed all policies, which in turn shaped 
the proposed place visions. 
 
However, the Council recognises that it is 
useful to spell out in greater detail how the 
Place visions impact both Health and 
Equality. This forms part of the final IIA and 
have been submitted to the Planning 
Inspectorate. This is set out in table 5-3 of the 
EqIA (Appendix E of the final or part D IIA) 
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If the Local Plan is to be truly green and inclusive 
there needs to be a real sense that the 
relationships between the council, residents and 
the environment there needs to be trust and to 
achieve this the vision must have a commitment 
to co-production and co-design. In order to 
significantly reduce the inequalities between the 
North and South of the Borough the Local Plan 
must be a transformative tool. The Borough’s 
Charter for Public Participation is central to this 
and must be included in the glossary. 
 
A commitment to co-production and co-design 
must be referenced in the Vision. Under inclusion 
and addressing inequalities, North Kensington 
needs to be specifically mentioned. The vision 
needs to be followed through in the policies and 
their delivery and monitoring. Appendix 4 
monitoring needs to be strengthened using 
SMART and co-designed. The appendix should 
be a collation of monitoring that is signposted 
chapter by chapter. The proposals map should 
include the whole of north Kensington as a 
conservation area. The vision is not positively 
prepared, justified, effective or legally compliant. 

All comments received have been reported in 
full at each stage of the consultation. This is 
provided within the consultation statement.  
As part of this the Council commented on 
each and indicated whether they felt that the 
comment merited a change to the plan. These 
documents have been made available at each 
stage of the plans progression.  They are set 
out in their entirety in the submitted 
consultation statement. 
 
  
Wornington Green was granted outline 
consent in 2010. The comments relate to the 
detailed development of the site rather than 
the policies in the Local Plan. 
 
The monitoring chapter includes a series of 
monitoring indicators which will allow the 
Council to assess the on-going success of the 
plan.  The Monitoring chapter is set out in a 
chapter by chapter basis. 
 
The Council remains of the view that 
aspirational indications are not helpful, as 
indicators should be linked to matters that can 
be directly impacted by the development that 
is shaped by this Local Plan. 
 
The designation of the whole of North 
Kensington as a Conservation Area is not a 
matter for this Local Plan.  

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149581861.1/PDF/-/17-10-22%20Reg.%2019%20Consultation%20Statement.pdf
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11 Kensington & Chelsea 
Citizens Advice (Arantxa 
Gaba) 

P, J, 
E, C 
and L. 

 Citizens Advice is of the view that in order to be 
positively prepared and legally compliant, the 
vision needs to be built on genuine consultation 
and co-production with its residents. Residents, 
particularly in the North of the borough continue 
to be concerned about the lack of implementation 
of the Charter for Public Participation and putting 
residents at the heart of decision making. 
Following the fire in Grenfell tower, it is important 
that those residents most impacted by the lack of 
participation and failure to listen by the Council 
are placed at the heart of decision making and 
that the Charter is referred to within the Vision for 
the borough. This means that those residents 
who are living in extreme poverty and deprivation 
must be given the opportunity to engage in a way 
that seeks to overcome the extra challenges 
faced. 

The Council is satisfied that that it has made 
every effort to involve all sectors of society in 
the plan making process.  It is satisfied that it 
has gone beyond all the minimum 
requirements, as set out in the published 
Statement of Community Involvement. The 
extensive nature of consultation is set out in 
the Consultation Statement, as required by 
section 22 of the Regulations. 
 
This includes being a pathfinder in making 
use of social media to involve all sectors of 
society.  This has resulted in some 5,660 
responses to the regulation 18 consultation, 
by 1,506  individuals.  We used the same 
method for the Regulation 19 consultation.  
Whilst the purpose of this was to direct people 
to the Council’s own webpages rather than 
seek a specific response, the use of social 
media resulted in 771,316 “impressions” or 
times that the adverts for the Local Plan 
consultation were viewed in total.    
 
The drafting of the plan has also followed the 
Council’s own Charter for Public Participation.  

12 Kensington and Chelsea 
Social Council (Joe 
Batty) 

P, J, 
E, C 
and L. 

 To be green and inclusive there needs to be a 
real sense that the Local Plan is transformative 
environmentally and in the Borough’s relationship 
with its citizens, enhancing the existing diverse 
communities, to build trust, to significantly reduce 
the inequalities between the North and South of 
the Borough. To build trust, the vision must have 

The inclusion, or otherwise of the Council’s 
commitment to the Charter for Public 
Participation within the vision is not a matter 
of soundness. 
 
The development of the plan has followed the 
CFPP. However, how we consult the public 
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a commitment to co-production and co-design 
which should be included in the glossary. The 
Borough’s Charter for Public Participation is 
central to this and must be referenced in the 
Vision. Under inclusion and addressing 
inequalities, North Kensington needs to be 
specifically mentioned. 
 
The vision needs to be followed through in the 
policies and their delivery and monitoring. 
Appendix 4 monitoring needs to be strengthened 
using SMART and be co-designed. The appendix 
should be a collation of monitoring that is 
signposted, chapter by chapter. The proposals 
map should include the whole of North 
Kensington as a conservation area. 

(for planner matters) is a for the Statement of 
Community Involvement (SCI) rather than the 
Local Plan itself.  
 
The Council is satisfied that that it has made 
every effort to involve all sectors of society in 
the plan making process.  It is satisfied that it 
has gone beyond all the minimum 
requirements, as set out in the published 
Statement of Community Involvement. The 
extensive nature of consultation is set out in 
Consultation Statement, as required by 
section 22 of the regulations. 
 
This includes being a pathfinder in making 
use of social media to involve all sectors of 
society 
 
The monitoring chapter includes a series of 
monitoring indicators which will allow the 
Council to assess the on-going success of the 
plan. The Monitoring chapter is set out in a 
chapter by chapter basis. 
 
The Council remains of the view that 
aspirational indications are not helpful, as 
indicators should be linked to matters that can 
be directly impacted by the development that 
is shaped by this Local Plan. 
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Sound Comments Response 

The designation of the whole of North 
Kensington as a Conservation Area is not a 
matter for this Local Plan.  
  

13 Kensington Society 
(Amanda Frame) 

E P and 
J. 

V1 Green: this should not be restricted to new 
development. Delete “new” in first line. 
V1 Inclusive: Replace “truly” with “genuinely” 
before “affordable”. 
 
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. 
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. 

Comments are noted.  
 
The Council is satisfied that the plan remains 
sound without the proposed changes to the 
vision. 
 
The “Key Facts” are a graphic taken from the 
Council Plan. This will be amended before 
adoption. This is not a matter of soundness. 
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
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Sound Comments Response 

14 London Borough of 
Hammersmith and 
Fulham (David 
Woodward) 

 P, J, 
E, C 
and L. 

The vision is supported. Support noted. 

15 Mark Macleod P, J, 
E, and 
C. 

 Comment: The overall vision for the Local Plan 
must have global aspirations and reflect 
mindfulness of a greater context. This level of 
ambition and sense of urgency to do our utmost 
to address the climate emergency, although 
referred to on subsequent pages, should be even 
more prominent. Notable for its absence in all 
NLPR drafts thus far is mention of urban 
agriculture, a set of emerging food production 
and controlled environment technologies being 
adopted at scale by major cities in Europe and 
South East Asia, where it has been recognised 
how it can deliver on aspirations such as Green, 
Liveable and Inclusive. 
 
Referring to the Council response (Regulation 18 
Appx 7, Page 213) the umbrella term of 
horticulture is not satisfactory to denote this; 
urban agriculture is a specialist subset within 
horticulture and reserving its mention to within 
the context of the Earl’s Court Opportunity Area 
and Framework documents will limit its potential 
for wider adoption. It is given more prominence in 
the example amendments below. 
 
Suggested additions and amendments in red: 
• Green. It will set a global standard in urban 
design. It will put the environment first. The 

The Council notes the proposed changes but 
is not of the view that they are necessary to 
make the vision “sound”.  The Council 
remains of the view that the vision drafted 
best reflects the Council’s ambitions in a 
focused and concise manner. The Council 
takes the view that whilst reference to “urban 
agriculture, emerging food production and 
controlled environment technologies” may all 
have value, omission for the vision does not 
render the vision, or the plan, unsound.   
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Sound Comments Response 

Climate Change Emergency will be at the heart 
of all new development, and deliver sensitive and 
safe retrofitting of existing buildings, townscape, 
landscape and infrastructure, as well as new 
developments so we can ensure the health and 
well-being of residents, visitors and the 
ecosystem of our planet, now and long into the 
future; it will be at the forefront of green 
innovations in fields such as sustainable energy, 
neighbourhood circular economies and state of 
the art food production through local urban 
agriculture.   
 
Comment: The combined cost of living, economic 
and energy crisis must be addressed at a 
national and global level, but must also be 
acknowledged at the level of the Local Plan. Our 
aspiration as a borough must be to mitigate 
against any struggle by anyone for basic survival 
and enable all residents to thrive. 
 
Local food production as a necessary component 
of our borough’s basic infrastructure is currently 
lacking and could serve to address the food 
inequality that exists across our borough. For 
example, fresh produce whose handling and 
distribution costs make up a significant portion of 
their retail price, such as exotic herbs, leaves, 
berries and mushrooms could be grown in 
aeroponic vertical farming systems within the 
borough more cost-effectively than traditional 
farming methods, and offer more variety and 
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better quality, and without their associated 
environmental impacts. As this urban agriculture 
technology develops the expectation is that more 
types of produce can be grown hyper-locally. 
This will contribute to ensuring quality and 
nutritious food is available to all, reducing our 
dependence on imported fresh vegetables and 
fruit. 
 
Mention of food has so far been missing as part 
of an inclusivity aspiration and should be added. 
Suggested additions and amendments in red: 
 
• Inclusive. It will narrow the inequality of 
happiness which exists across the Borough, and 
ensure that we provide possibilities for a wide 
range of quality, affordable and sustainable ways 
of life, well-suited and adaptable to the different 
needs of individuals, families and communities. It 
will ensure the foundations of happiness, health 
and longevity are available to all: homes, food, 
energy and employment opportunities, as well as 
access to a wide variety of day-to-day needs, 
including open space, social connectedness, 
education and sports/leisure facilities. 
Comment: Catering and hospitality are major 
sectors of our borough’s culture and must be 
integral to a liveable city, but are scarcely 
mentioned in the Local Plan drafts. They are 
added below. 
 
Furthermore, whilst maintaining valued legacy 
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architecture is an important part of what makes 
our borough liveable, the concern is that should 
this be over-emphasised it may prevent the 
borough from adapting to a different set of values 
and priorities. 
A focus on legacy protection must not hinder the 
improvements needed to the many other parts of 
a contemporary liveable city. 
 
Suggested additions and amendments in red: 
• Liveable. It will enhance the Borough’s 
outstanding townscape, protecting the context 
where required and by ensuring that the design 
of new development is of the highest quality, 
safety and sustainability standards and mindful of 
an area’s character, reinforcing it or offsetting it 
appropriately. It will further improve our cultural 
and food offer and support our internationally 
recognised town centres and their shops, 
theatres, museums, events, festivals, markets, 
enhancing our hospitality offer to the world with 
hotels, restaurants and diverse range of food and 
beverage venues with access to hyper-locally 
grown produce, to create a highly desirable place 
to live, work and visit. 
 
Comment: A green city, as London aspires to be, 
must address the Climate Change Emergency. 
Carbon positive should be the aim and a 
scheme’s brief should contain programmes and 
activities in the lifetime of a scheme’s operational 
use that contribute to carbon offset onsite. An 
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activity like urban agriculture, if added as a 
component part of a scheme can contribute to 
this. 
 
Suggested additions and amendments in red: 
1.20 They can ensure that developers and 
designers think about minimising the carbon 
footprint of a scheme right at the earliest stage of 
the brief, with offsets inherent in the scheme’s 
functions. This will take place even before 
planning a development and all the way through 
the process of design, construction and the 
finished development, The Local Plan can help 
improve air quality, support urban greening, 
urban agriculture and sustainable urban 
drainage, minimise flood risk and promote 
biodiversity. 
 
Comment and suggested addition: For the record 
the following additional 4th vision principle was 
suggested in March 2022 as part of my 
Regulation 18 contribution but not published in 
Appx 7. It seeks to inspire more members of the 
borough’s community to engage in consultations 
and co-design: 
 
• Inspiring. The Local Plan will support the 
manifestation of a collectively envisioned future. 
It will be the product of co-design engagement 
with the community, local and global. In order to 
strengthen and further its commitment to the 
Statement of Community Involvement, the 
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Council will proactively ensure a high quality of 
community co-participation and co-visioning 
throughout the development, design and 
construction process to inform and shape 
neighbourhoods. Community and Neighbourhood 
plans throughout the borough will be encouraged 
to gain better understanding of local context and 
strategic visions. The Council will expand its 
scope of public consultations to include the topic 
of broad visions of the future, up to and beyond 
the 20 year lifetime of the Local Plan, to draw out 
the ambitions of the borough as a whole, the 
diversity of the neighbourhoods and communities 
within it, and the legacies they aspire to leave 
behind. This ongoing and continually refreshed 
set of collective ideals will constitute background 
and foreground context for any planned 
development in the borough. 

16 Mas Hiday E and 
L 

P, J 
and C. 

 
Noted. 

17 Molly Dineen P, J, 
E, C 
and L. 

 The policy is not justified or effective because 
there seems to be a priority given to 
targets/numbers rather than a quality of life. The 
vision would be to prioritise maintaining existing 
housing stock and the occupying communities 
rather than demolition and dispersal. 

Noted.  The Local Plan is required to address/ 
accommodate the objectively assessed need 
for a range of land uses.  Properly planned 
(achieved through the wider policies) this 
development can maintain/ improve the 
quality of life of those living within, working or 
visiting the borough.  However, the Plan is 
explicit that (para 1.18) “development will not 
be allowed at any cost.” 
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The policies in the plan seek to maintain 
existing housing stock.  However, it is not the 
remit of the planning system to resist all 
development which comes forward.  The 
policies are in place to allow the Council to 
determine such applications in such a way as 
to help achieve the vision.  This includes 
improvements to quality of life. 

18 Moni Red P, J, 
E, C 
and L. 

 
 

Noted. 

19 Moyra Samuels P, J, 
E, C 
and L. 

 1.17: Vision for the Borough 
The council's Climate emergency plan does not 
clearly meet vision and objectives of retrofitting 
as it only refers to one estate ( Lancaster West 
estate) and should include other estates in the 
borough.  
 
Effective: State how it will meet objectives by 
2040 across the whole borough 
 
Justified: provide a clear plan of how the local 
community will be involved outside of surveys 
 
1.21 Vision for Borough:  
State how the vision will be consistent with 
London plan for cycling and walking given that 
the council has removed cycling lanes 
 
legally Compliant: Include how it engages across 
the borough - via statement of Community 

The proposed “Blue-Green” policies seek to 
promote the highest standards on 
environmental protection.  These relate to all 
new development and not merely to the 
Lancaster West Estate. 
 
Chapter 8, Streets and Transport contains the 
policies which explains how the Council 
promotes various forms of active travel. 
 
The Council has followed all the engagement  
requirements as set out within the published 
SCI in the drafting of the Plan.  These go 
significantly beyond the minimum 
requirements.  It includes the traditional 
meetings but also greater use of virtual 
events and social media to engage as widely 
as possible.  The reach of social media alone 
has resulted in 770,000 views of the advert to 
the regulation 19 consultation. 
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involvement- it may be helpful to add other 
methods that involve invitations for interested 
community members to meet with local 
councillors regarding proposed local plans 

20 Norland Conservation 
Society (Martin Ingell) 

2 P, J, C 
and L 

Electric Vehicles 
 
Introduction 1.20: This states that, “the Local 
Plan can support the shift to more electric 
vehicles by requiring the necessary 
infrastructure.” However, the Plan makes no 
mention of how or when this necessary 
infrastructure will be implemented. 

Noted.  Policy T8D (Car parking) required all 
parking spaces within new development to be 
equipped with electric vehicle charging points. 
 
T9(D) (Servicing) requires all new 
development with on-site servicing to provide 
electric vehicle charging points.   This 
supplements the Council’s own initiatives to 
provide curb-side electric charging points.  

21 Notting Hill and North 
Kensington Liberal 
Democrats (Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

 P, J, 
E, C 
and L. 

 
Support noted. 

22 Olivier Bouan P, J, E 
and C. 

L As far as I can read, the proposed plan is not 
sufficiently clear about the need to encourage 
active travel and reduce car traffic through the 
borough. This fails to account for unmet needs of 
neighbouring boroughs, is not justified based on 
mountains of evidence from within and beyond 
the UK regarding better street and road network 
designed, and will not be effective at addressing 
cross-boundary strategic efforts like reducing car 
usage across London and investing in truly 
healthy streets. 
 
Furthermore, I believe this may not be consistent 
with national policy which seeks to significantly 

The policies within Chapter 8 are explicit 
about the need to encourage active travel 
(Policy T6) and public transport (Policy T6). 
This includes the Council ambition to promote 
walking and cycling.  Such initiatives can 
make use of the existing environment where 
cycle lanes are not appropriate. 
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increase active travel and cycling, which this plan 
will fail to do. 

23 Onslow Neighbourhood 
Association (Susanna 
Trostdorf) 

J and 
E 

P 
 

 Noted 

24 Pelham Residents 
Association (Nicholas 
Gould) 

J, E 
and C. 

P 
 

 Noted 

25 Penelope Horlick P, J, 
E, C 
and L. 

 Inclusivity is important, liveable is an empty term 
and the 'green' policies are often misguided and 
not actually green, but rather posturing. 

Noted. The vision’s ambitions are translated 
into the policies within the rest of the plan, be 
these the borough-wide policies (such as 
supporting our town centres or requiring the 
protection of our town scape/ built heritage), 
or the site specific allocations.  The green 
policies are very practical, rather than 
“posturing”,  requiring, for example, new 
development to be energy and net zero 
carbon.  

26 RBKC Labour Group of 
Councillors (Emma Dent 
Coad) 

E and 
L 

P, J 
and C 

The Council repeatedly ignores the evidenced 
need for additional low-cost social housing, and 
the ownership of land and property where this 
could be built. When the Mayor of London 
offered funding to build Affordable homes, they 
'suddenly' found plots where this could be built - 
albeit in the worst possible areas, next to railway 
lines, highly polluted roads and roundabouts. 
Meanwhile their considerable land ownership in 
Lots Road is being 'marketed' for majority private 
residential care and majority private general 
needs. The clear need is for social and 

This comments do not appear to relate to the 
proposed vision or any policies within the 
plan, rather a criticism of the Council’s new 
homes programme. 
 
Notwithstanding this, Policy HO3 is clear in 
the requirement that 70% of new community 
homes (affordable) are for social rent. 
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affordable housing, yet our well-funded Council 
continues to profiteer on publicly owned land. 

27 Royal Avenue residents 
(Martin Flash) 

 P, J, 
E, C 
and L 

I assume RBKC know what they are doing Support noted. 

28 Savills for Adena 
Property Investments 
Incorporated (Jourdan 
Alaxander) 

 P, J, 
E, C 
and L. 

 
Support noted. 

29 Savills on behalf of 
Commercial Estates 
Group (Kirsty Turner) 

  Paragraph 1.8 sets out that RBKC are committed 
to putting the community first, recognising that for 
the Plan to be successful it must draw upon the 
experiences of residents and local businesses. 
This is supported. 
 
In addition, we continue to share our support of 
the vision for a green, inclusive, and liveable 
Borough as set out in V1 Vision for the Borough 
in line with the ‘good growth’ agenda set out in 
the London Plan (2021), and welcome the 
promotion of “green” to the forefront of the Plan’s 
agenda. However, Paragraph 1.18 sets out that 
the Borough needs to build new homes and 
workspaces and provide the services needed for 
a growing population but that ‘development will 
not be allowed at any cost’. Paragraph 11 of the 
NPPF sets out that there should be a 
presumption in favour of sustainable 
development that meets the needs of the area. It 
is therefore considered that for RBKC to apply a 
principle that does not allow development at any 

The Council does not consider that this 
comment affects the soundness of the plan.  
That development “will not be allowed at any 
cost” is intended to set out to the “non-
planner” the Council’s intentions, and there 
will be occasions where development will be 
unacceptable and an application will be 
refused. 
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cost is not in accordance with those of the NPPF 
and should either be removed, or re-worded as 
set out in the proposed suggestion below: 
‘It means that we need to build new homes and 
workspaces and provide the services needed by 
a growing population, but and sustainable 
development that is in accordance national and 
local policy will be supported’ not be allowed at 
any cost. 
 
(See PDF for edits in colour) 

30 Silvera Williams P and 
E 

 We object on ‘Effective’ and ‘Positively Prepared’ 
grounds - and, to avoid repetition, we will be 
objecting on these grounds throughout. 
 
There is no meaningful detail in the explicit policy 
text. Whilst this sounds like the beginnings of a 
workable framework, how will this enable a 
support creative responses on a site by site and 
local level? 
 
We want to see the vision be something which 
can inspire current and future generations, this is 
an opportunity to both challenge and inspire 
developers (and current and future residents) 
particularly as it is something to last for 20 years. 
Therefore, how about “inspirational” or 
“challenging” and/or "innovative" as additional 
categories to help shape development in the 
borough and set exceptional standards which 
can act as an exemplar for sustainable 
development now and into the future?  

The purpose of the vision is to set out the 
Council’s ambitions as to how the Local Plan 
will shape future development, and the effects 
that this will have upon our residents. This is 
translated both through the topic based 
policies elsewhere in the plan and through the 
individual site allocations. 
 
The vision has been drafted to include three 
strands, or how we expect new development 
to improve the borough. Whilst the Council is 
of the view that the vision is “inspirational” 
and “challenging” these are not ambitions 
which will have a direct effect the way that 
supporting our town centres, promoting green 
development, or reducing inequality will.     
 
 
The policies within the plan are explicit that 
new development recognises the character of 
existing areas.  Again this is set out for both 
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We would want to hear that new developments 
will recognise the broad value of the existing 
areas. New developments should compliment 
and enhance the existing context and the diverse 
communities in and around them. Developers 
should also actively engage with these diverse 
communities to meet the council’s commitments 
to co-design and co-production.  
 
Has the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) 
incorporated all the policies within NLA document 
suite and, for example, did it identify mitigation(s) 
required to meet air quality and flood risk issues 
across the borough? 
 
How will success be measured? 
How will the vision be monitored? 
How will this monitoring be funded? 
What will be the impact on existing residents? 
 
Why are policies which are already in place (e.g 
from the London Plan), and which are required to 
be met regardless of the Local Plan, included 
and repeated in this policy document? 
 
There are many instances where the document 
could be must stronger in protecting existing 
assets. As an example, the use of the word 
“resist” should, in many cases, instead be 
“reject”. 
 

the topic based policies and individual 
allocations. 
 
The EIA forms part of a wider Integrated 
Impact Assessment.  It considers all policies, 
including those relating to air quality and flood 
risk. 
 
The Council is aware that the London Plan 
forms part of the development for the area, as 
such there is no need to repeat all the London 
Plan policies within this Local Pan.  However, 
the Council remains of the view that it is 
helpful to reiterate some of the key principles, 
for example relating to the town centre first or 
the requirements for different forms of 
housing.  This makes the plan a more 
useable document. Indeed many of the 
references to local plan policies have been 
added at the behest of residents and other 
stakeholders, and from the GLA itself.  
 
Whether the Council uses the term “resist” or 
“reject” has no impact on the soundness of 
the plan, as the meaning of both terms is 
clear and effective. 
 
The policies within Chapter 3 set out the 
nature of new homes to be provided. 
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What proportion of new homes will be social 
rent? What will be the mix of other tenures (e.g. 
Key Worker, lifetime homes, family dwellings etc 
etc.)? 
 
 We want all developers, and their design 
teams, to be challenged to create great and 
sustainable places for all. 

The Council endorses the view that 
developers must be challenged to create 
“great and sustainable places”. 

31 South Kensington 
Estates (Robert 
Couchman) 

 P, J, 
E, C 
and L. 

The promotion of a greener, and more inclusive 
and liveable borough aligns with the objectives of 
the NPPF and is strongly supported. 

Support noted. 

32 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson) 

E P, J 
and C 

Wording ‘ensure that we provide the truly 
affordable homes’ is over aspirational and cannot 
possibly be realised by RBKC within the Borough 
- given its property and land values. Suggest 
‘maximise availability of affordable homes within 
our powers and resources’ to help avoid criticism 
that RBKC is out of touch with the reality of the 
lives of many in the Borough. 

The suggested wording does not impact upon 
the soundness of the plan.   
 
The provision of truly affordable homes is an 
aspiration, but an aspiration supported by the 
policies elsewhere in the plan.  

33 Sydney St. & District 
R.A. (R. Alexander) 

 P, J, 
E, C 
and L. 

The reasons given are very persuasive. Support noted. 

34 Tanya Thompson P, J, 
E, C 
and L. 

 Large Housing developments are only in the 
north of the borough 

Noted. The Council does not share this view, 
although does note that large development 
sites will be a product of land availability. The 
Kensal OA does lie in the north of the 
borough, the Earls Court OA lies in the 
centre, with a number of smaller sites 
elsewhere.   
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35 TfL - Commercial 
Development (Brendan 
Hodges) 

P, J 
and E. 

 TTLP generally supports the vision for ‘good 
growth’ in the borough. 
 
However, while retrofitting of buildings is 
important, we consider that it cannot provide for 
all of the borough’s growth requirements. It 
should be acknowledged that where new 
buildings are appropriate and necessary, these 
should optimise development potential on 
brownfield sites; this is key to realising the vision 
for an inclusive, green and liveable borough. 
Optimal development and avoiding ‘sprawl’ also 
supports the aspiration for ‘walkable 
neighbourhoods’ referenced in paragraph 1.22 
and later in the draft Plan. 
 
With comparatively little unconstrained, 
brownfield land available for development in the 
borough, the vision should also recognise the 
role that Opportunity Areas (OA) such as Earls 
Court will need to play in the vision by being the 
focus for the strategic priorities and development 
needs of the Borough and London for new 
housing, commercial development and 
infrastructure (of all types). 
 
Inclusion of reference to new build, site 
optimisation and OAs would ensure that  
the vision is positively prepared. 

Support for vision noted. 
 
The Council explicitly  notes the importance of 
its brownfield sites in providing for the 
borough’s growth requirements.   
 
The purpose of the vision is to explain what it 
sees “good growth” to be. It does not consider 
the location of this growth.  This is considered 
in detail in the places chapter and the site 
allocations.  Indeed the Places chapter is sub 
titled, “areas for growth and change”  This 
includes the OAs as well as other areas with 
“potential doer some change.”  It is these 
areas/ sites which allow the Council to meet 
the OAN for a range of land uses. 
 
 
  

36 The Natural History 
Museum (N/A) 

 P, J, 
E, C 
and L. 

The NHM continues to be supportive of the 
Vision, and is particularly pleased to note the 
inclusion of the following sentence:  

Support for vision noted. 
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“developing our cultural offer and supporting our 
internationally recognised town centres and their 
shops, theatres, museums, events, festivals and 
markets to create a highly desirable place to 
live”.  
 
The NHM strongly supports the recognition of the 
key role which the Borough’s cultural offer and 
internationally recognised museums have in 
contributing to its desirability.  
 
Policy V1 is considered to be “sound” as it is 
consistent with national planning policy. In 
particular, the Plan’s commitment to “developing 
our cultural offer and supporting our…museums” 
reflects Chapter 8 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF), where it is stated in 
paragraph 93 that planning policies can promote 
healthy and safe communities by providing 
“cultural facilities…the community needs”, and 
“take into account and support the delivery of 
local strategies to improve…social and cultural 
well-being for all sections of the community”. The 
NHM is one such institution which promotes 
cultural well-being to all groups, considering its 
accessibility to all sections of the community 
owing to no entry fee. 

37 TRA Travellers Site 
Stable Way (Patrick 
Joseph O'Donnell) 

P, J, 
E, C 
and L. 

 Given the urgent need to address climate change 
and the need to build new homes; I don’t believe 
the overall vision is fit for purpose. Climate 
science and building technologies are constantly 

One of the three elements if the vision is for 
the “environment to be at the heart of all new 
development.”  This is carried through in 
detail in the policies within chapter 2, Green-
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changing - this needs to be reflected in the local 
plan. A Commitment to keep up to date with 
latest science must be written into policy. This is 
line with thinking of other organisations like the 
New Economics Foundation’s housing 
programme. 
 
While the Greening SPD adopted by the council 
in June 2021 reads well - however, there is little 
evidence to suggest the council is actually 
implementing its own policies. Like so many 
organisations who advocate 'green' policies - in 
practice these policies are proving to be little 
more than 'green wash'. A case in point is the 
development at Acklam Road - an eight storey 
building, 5 floors higher than local buildings, is 
being built on a former wildflower meadow/a 
potential area of bio-diversity that could act as a 
pollution sink, in an already heavily polluted area 
within meters of the Westway and mainline 
railway. The council failed to carry out an 
assessment for PM2.5 despite being urged to by 
a London Assembly member. 
 
There are other examples in North Kensington 
which I will be happy to expand upon this at the 
examination. 

blue future.  This chapter contains a range of 
policies which lead the way in how Councils 
can ensure that new development is green  
 
The implementation of the Greening SPD 
through individual planning applications is not 
a subject of this Local Plan review. The 
Council is of the view that the proposed 
policies are sound.  

38 Turley on behalf of 
Warrior Property Group 
and Portobello Group 
(Alice Hawkins) 

  This is generally supported, however it is noted 
that there is potential for the ‘liveable’ part of the 
vision to be more explicit about the priority for 
housing delivery in the borough as part of 
creating mixed and diverse communities, given 

Noted, but priorities for housing delivery are 
expressed elsewhere and the vision should 
remain focused.   
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significant under-delivery against housing targets 
in recent years. 

39 Wornington Trees (Sam 
Dodgshon) 

 P, J, 
E, C 
and L. 

 
Noted. 

40 Zakiya Amlak C  1.17 - V1 Vision for the Borough 
The Vision’s commitment to truly transformative 
environmental and social change is not evident. 
It does not evidence that it will significantly 
reduce the inequalities between the North and 
South of the Borough. To build trust, the vision 
must have a commitment to co-production and 
co-design which should be included in the 
glossary. The Borough’s Charter for Public 
Participation is central to this and must be 
referenced in the Vision. Under inclusion and 
addressing inequalities, North Kensington needs 
to be specifically mentioned.  
 
Green – This policy is neither positively 
prepared, justified, nor effective because it fails 
to evidence that the environment is at the heart 
of all new developments; in the north the planned 
Kensal development is a potential environmental 
disaster, particularly for the most impoverished 
residents who already do not have access to 
sufficient green space. It fails to take into account 
the how the people in the most economically 
deprived areas of the North will be negatively 
affected by the proposed developments despite 
the many concerns and objections already 

Noted.  The Council is satisfied that the vision 
will enable environmental and social change. 
This will be supported by the individual 
policies elsewhere in the plan. 
 
The Council’s Statement of Community 
Involvement (SCI), rather than the Local Plan, 
sets out how the Council will engage the 
community in planning matters.  The Council 
is satisfied that it has followed its CFPP in the 
formulation of the plan. 
 
The need to reduce inequality is a central part 
of the vision.  This inequality exists across the 
borough and not merely between the north 
and the south.   SW Chelsea, for example 
contains some of the most deprived wards in 
London. 
 
The vision, and the associated policies, are a 
step change and do put the need for 
environmental protection at the heart of the 
planning process.   
 
The consultee does not explain how the 
development at Kensal will be a “potential 
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raised. There are a disproportionate number of 
Conservation Areas in the centre and south of 
the borough. It fails to go far enough in specifying 
what measures it will take to effectively mitigate 
the climate crisis, in effect it only mentions the 
Climate Change Emergency at para 1.18. 
 
Inclusive – this policy is neither positively 
prepared, justified, nor effective because by 
building the majority of the housing development 
sites for social/ affordable/ 
community/intermediate/ low cost housing in the 
North will not narrow the existing inequality 
across the Borough. It will create more of a social 
and economic divide most in an already divided 
borough. The many terms used to describe what 
should be the truly affordable housing is 
confusing and creates ambiguity around what is 
actually going to be provided; what is needed is 
what was known as council housing across the 
entire borough, including in the south of the 
borough. It must be more specific about 
narrowing the gap between the wealth in large 
parts of the centre and the south and the north of 
the borough. 

environmental disaster, or how residents will 
be “negatively affected by the proposed 
development”.  
 
The Local Plan does not designate 
conservation areas.  However, the Council 
does note that for an area to be designated it 
must be of “special architectural or historic 
interest”.  The Council is not aware of any 
parts of the “north” of  the borough which are 
not conservation areas, which merit 
designation.  The Council has not been 
approached in this regard. 
 
The Council is satisfied that its requirements 
for genuinely affordable homes will help 
reduce inequality by helping meet the housing 
needs of those unable to access market 
homes.  Such housing is required across the 
borough and not merely the north. 
 
Policy H03 defines the types of affordable 
housing product.  The Council recognises that 
such definitions will be complex – but every 
effort has been made to be transparent in this 
regard.  
 
For instance, the term community housing is 
included in the glossary as “Following 
consultation, the Council’s adopted a new 
term for ‘affordable’ housing in 2020 – ‘RBKC 
Community Housing’. The products within 
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RBKC Community Housing are – social rent, 
affordable rent (at London Affordable Rent 
levels) and intermediate rent at the lowest 
London Living Rent (LLR) levels in the 
borough.” 
 
This is also defined in para 3.24 of Chapter 3 
of the Publication Policies.  
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2. Green-Blue Future 
Q2: Policy GB1: Sustainable Retrofitting  
This policy sets out how buildings can be retrofitted to be more energy efficient and use cleaner energy. 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant  

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Anthony Hunter P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Redevelopment of the former Qatar office 
building that has been deliberately left empty 
without being marketed for years would have 
and an unacceptable and unjustified 
environmental impact. Brownfield I 
understand but this would be disgrace. 

Noted. This is a matter for a planning 
application. 

2 Cheyne Walk 
Trust (David 
Waddell) 

  The draft LP recognises the greater 
challenge of retro-fitting listed buildings and 
those in Conservation Areas to secure 
carbon reduction and has initiated some 
welcome relaxation in guidance for the 
application of solar energy and double 
glazing. However, this is a complex area and 
requires a clear commitment to explore 
systematically the practicalities, costs and 
appropriate incentives necessary to 
competently, efficiently and cost effectively 
retrofit the established and heritage estate 
since this is so much an intrinsic component 
of the Borough’s unique attraction. 
Furthermore, retaining and improving the 
existing estate should be recognised to be 
fundamentally more carbon efficient that new 

Noted. The London Plan performs the role of 
policy setting that apply across London. The 
policy on sustainable retrofitting provides 
support to sensitively retrofit historic buildings. 
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development.  
 
This is also the case for other London 
Boroughs with significant existing built estate 
and therefore we propose that this should be 
undertaken as a co-borough enterprise 
between interested London Boroughs. Such 
work should enable clearer, more informed 
and focussed guidance on how best and 
most practically to manage the retrofitting 
requirement. 

3 DP9 Limited - 
for Welcome 
Trust (Zoe 
Smythe) 

 P, J, E, C, 
L 

Wellcome Trust supports the recognition 
within Policy GB1 to sustainably retrofit 
existing buildings where they can be 
upgraded to be more energy efficient and 
use cleaner energy, for example in the form 
of PV panels. Wellcome Trust supports the 
Council’s net zero carbon targets and 
approach to future development in the 
Borough. 

Noted. 

4 Environment 
Agency (North 
London 
Sustainable 
Places) 

 P, J, E, C, 
L  

In our response to the Regulation 18 
consultation for the above local plan review 
(25 March 2022), we recommended 
amendment to Policy GB1 to include the 
retrofitting of water efficiency measures. We 
bring your attention to this once again and 
recommend that the policy is amended to 
address the retrofit of water efficiency 
measures to support the drive for climate 
change mitigation measures. 

Noted. As stated in our previous response, 
installation of water efficiency measures such 
as more efficient fittings and domestic 
equipment would not fall under the remit of the 
planning system and would be encouraged by 
other means. 
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5 Gayle Verdi  P, J, E, C, 
L 

 
Noted. 

6 Hillgate Village 
RA (Sam 
Dunkley) 

 P, J, E, C As in the “retro first” Campaign, the 
reuse/refurbishment of existing buildings, 
such as Newcombe house, is obviously an 
environmental benefit 

Noted. 

7 Isis Amlak P, E, C, L  It does not make sensitive, sustainable and 
safe retrofitting mandatory as it is only 
supported which in effect is voluntary. The 
policy fails to consider a range of more 
effective alternatives to double glazing and 
solar panel e.g. triple glazing and the 
photovoltaic system. There is no mention of 
water management or the impact of the 
climate crisis. The statement on the Climate 
Emergency is not referenced. If the Council 
is to deliver on national and local climate 
targets climate action must be embed across 
all their policies and strategies. This policy is 
positively prepared, effective, consistent with 
national policy or legally compliant. 

Noted. The policy recognises that many retrofit 
projects to existing buildings do not require 
planning permission. However, where they do 
the policy supports such projects in assessing 
planning applications. 
 
Part C of the policy that refers to double glazing 
is dealing with historic and listed buildings and 
buildings in conservation areas. Triple glazing is 
generally not suitable the context of historic 
buildings as slimline options are not available. 
Paragraph 2.12 mentions vacuum glazing which 
is slimline, can be fitted to existing frames and 
can perform as well as triple glazing. 
 
The policy need not reference a statement on 
the Climate Emergency to be effective. This is 
referenced in the introductory paragraphs of this 
chapter and sets the context for all the policies 
within. 
 
Water management is covered in separate 
policies GB11 and GB12 on Flood Risk and 
Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems. 
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Water efficiency measures such as more 
efficient fittings and domestic equipment would 
not fall under the remit of the planning system 
and would be encouraged by other means. 

8 Kensington & 
Chelsea 
Citizens Advice 
(Arantxa Gaba) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 The policy refers mainly to historic and listed 
buildings and only ' supports' the sensitive, 
sustainable and safe retrofitting of all the 
existing building stock. This needs to 
developed with a commitment to co-
production and co-design with the local 
community and include listening to and 
acting on the views of those residents 
housed by registered providers of social 
housing. 

The policy recognises that many retrofit projects 
to existing buildings do not require planning 
permission. However, where they do the policy 
supports such projects in assessing planning 
applications. Part A of the policy states 
“Sensitive, sustainable and safe retrofitting of all 
our existing building stock is supported. For 
large retrofit schemes, third party voluntary 
standards such as EnerPHit for retrofit projects, 
the AECB Silver Standard and Energiesprong 
for whole house retrofit of existing homes 
should be used.” 
 
The remit of a Local Plan is to set planning 
policies. The Council’s housing management 
team would work with residents when 
embarking on any retrofit project on Council 
stock. 

9 Kensington and 
Chelsea Social 
Council (Joe 
Batty) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 It is unsound to only consider the retrofit of 
historic and listed buildings, and only with 
double glazing and solar panels. The 
commitment in the vision to support sensitive 
and safe retrofitting of existing buildings to 
further the health and well-being of residents 
is not followed through. Policy A introduces 
whole house retrofit, but this is not followed 
through. For example, this should include 

The policy recognises that many retrofit projects 
to existing buildings do not require planning 
permission. However, where they do the policy 
supports such projects in assessing planning 
applications. Part A of the policy states 
“Sensitive, sustainable and safe retrofitting of all 
our existing building stock is supported. For 
large retrofit schemes, third party voluntary 
standards such as EnerPHit for retrofit projects, 
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retrofit of the domestic water system. 
 
The policy needs to be strengthened, to not 
be centred on demolition. There needs to be 
co-design of the co-design process. 

the AECB Silver Standard and Energiesprong 
for whole house retrofit of existing homes 
should be used.” 
 
The remit of a Local Plan is to set planning 
policies. The Council’s housing management 
team would work with residents when 
embarking on any retrofit project on Council 
stock. 
 
Water management is covered in separate 
policies GB11 and GB12 on Flood Risk and 
Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems. 
 
Water efficiency measures such as more 
efficient fittings and domestic equipment would 
not fall under the remit of the planning system 
and would be encouraged by other means. 

10 Kensington 
Society 
(Amanda 
Frame) 

E P, J Introduction  paragraph 2.1 
 
The council commitment is 2030 according to 
RBKC website.  One or other needs to be 
corrected. 
 

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 (SINC), the three 
Air Quality Focus Areas, pollution hotspots, 
and the four critical drainage areas.  

Paragraph 2.1 
 
The statement to be a carbon neutral Borough 
by 2040 is correct and more relevant to the 
Local Plan. The commitment for 2030 is for the 
Council to be carbon neutral in its own 
operations.  
 
Key Facts 
The Chapter does include maps for Air Quality 
Focus Areas (Fig 2.1) and Critical Drainage 
Areas (Fig 2.2). The SINC sites are in the 
process of being surveyed and updated. The 
Council will update the layer on the 
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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. 

Proposals Map is new SINC boundaries are 
available at the point of examination. 
 
By large scale the Council means where a 
block of flats is being retrofitted although 
the standards such as Energiesprong can 
also apply to whole house retrofit of existing 
homes and this is encouraged. This can be 
added as a main modification to the 
supporting text paragraph 2.5.  
 

Policy GB1A 

The policy recognises that many retrofit projects 
to existing buildings do not require planning 
permission. However, large scale projects such 
as upgrading a block of flats are likely to require 
planning permission and therefore Part A 
covers those. The text already refers to a 
suitable standard for whole house retrofit and 
with the addition to the main modification to 
paragraph 2.5 the encouragement for whole 
house retrofit will be encouraged. Therefore, no 
change is required.  
 
Paragraph 2.4 
Reference to PV is just an example in this 
sentence and need not be removed. 
 
Paragraph 2.5 
Noted. For developments large enough to 
trigger Policy GB4, an energy statement will be 
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required. The use to third party standards is 
voluntary and will not be required with planning 
applications.  
 
London Plan policies deal with major 
development or schemes that a referable to the 
Mayor. As such they need not be cross referred 
to here. 

11 Knightsbridge 
Association 
(Carol 
Seymour-
Newton) 

  Sustainable retro-fitting to listed buildings 
and/ or within conversation areas should  
continue to be subject to listed building 
consent on a case by case basis to better 
preserve the historic built environment. 

Noted.   

12 Knightsbridge 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Simon 
Birkett) 

  The Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Forum 
(KNF) generally supports this policy.  
 
As a neighbourhood forum in the London 
Borough of Westminster, the KNF is working 
hard to encourage Westminster City Council 
(WCC) to be as ambitious with its 
sustainability policies. In this regard, the 
relationship with the Royal Borough of 
Kensington and Chelsea which the 
Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Area borders 
is crucial.  
 
For policies of such wider importance to be 
effective they need to align as far as possible 
across boundaries and in this regard the 
KNF considers that Policy GB1 needs to be 
more ambitious, both for its own aims and to 

Noted. Policy GB2 Circular Economy covers the 
points raised. The policy recognises that many 
retrofit projects to existing buildings do not 
require planning permission and this needs to 
be considered. Imposing requirements for all 
developments would not therefore be possible. 
 
Separate to the Local Plan policy the Council 
has a Householder Guide to the Greening SPD, 
June 2021. This document does not carry any 
planning weight but is very useful in helping and 
guiding householders looking to upgrade their 
buildings. This Guide is referenced in paragraph 
2.4 of the Publication Policies.  

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/media/document/householder-guide-to-the-greening-spd
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/media/document/householder-guide-to-the-greening-spd
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push WCC to be similarly ambitious. The 
need to meet national net zero carbon 
targets by 2050 and, as a borough to be 
carbon neutral by 2040 (with WCC having 
the same target), requires immediate and 
significant action in all areas of carbon 
reduction. The policy would be improved by 
requiring all development to take a ‘retrofit 
first’ approach, thereby having to justify any 
alternative approach. Similarly in Clause A, 
all retrofit schemes should be required to 
meet certain standards. Most development in 
RBKC is actually retrofit of existing buildings 
yet without a standard to be assessed 
against, there is no imperative for these 
developments to contribute towards the 
desired outcomes of the policy. 
 
A new Clause A should be inserted at the 
start of the policy which says, ‘All 
development should adopt a ‘retrofit-first’ 
approach. Full or partial demolition of 
existing buildings should only be permitted 
where it can clearly be demonstrated that the 
building is not fit for the intended use or that 
retrofitting will result in greater carbon 
emissions than the proposed approach, 
taking fully into account the carbon 
emissions from demolition of the existing 
building(s) as well as new construction’.  
 
The current clause A (which would become 
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clause B) should be amended as follows, 
‘…is required. For all retrofit schemes, third 
party…’  
 
In essence, it will be more cost effective to 
make buildings "zero air emissions" when 
they are refurbished than to wait to 2030, 
2035 or 2040 to suddenly achieve immediate 
compliance. 

13 Mark Macleod P, J, E, C  Comment: GB1 
A, B, C, D There is an opportunity here for 
the Local Plan to be open to existing and 
emerging technologies by offering more 
examples of retrofitted clean energy 
solutions other than photovoltaics and 
double-glazing. Conservation areas limit 
options but the borough must remain open to 
alternatives. 
Suggested addition of alternatives here: 
2.4 Sustainable retrofitting is when existing 
buildings can be upgraded to be more 
energy efficient and use cleaner energy, for 
example in the form of solar PV panels and 
other technologies. Deployment of some of 
these technologies may be better suited to 
areas not designated for conservation but all 
options will be considered. 
Comment: A shift in priorities is offered 
below. 
Suggested addition in red: 
2.10 Historic England acknowledges the 
importance of making reasonable alterations 

Comment: GB1 
Any technologies that help deliver the policy 
objectives will be supported. It is considered 
that the policy is flexible enough to 
accommodate this and not limited to the 
examples liked with what is currently available. 
 
 
 
Suggested addition of alternatives here: 
The suggested text to refer to other 
technologies could be added as a minor 
modification. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Suggested addition in red: 
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to the existing building stock to mitigate 
climate change and states that often the 
energy efficiency of the historic buildings can 
be increased in ways sympathetic to their 
historic character. Developers, designers and 
Historic England must collaborate in 
researching all viable options and 
technologies that prioritise the Climate 
Emergency whilst still being considerate of 
our architectural legacy. 

The suggested text is not considered necessary 
to make the policy any more effective.  

14 Mas Hiday E P, J, C, L Financial constraints Noted. 

15 Moni Red P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Leave things as they are. Things are ok Noted. 

16 Norland 
Conservation 
Society (Martin 
Ingell) 

E P, J, C, L SECTION 2 - Policy GB1: Sustainable 
Retrofitting:  
 
2.11-2.12 - Windows: Given the urgency to 
make housing stock more thermally efficient 
the wording here seems to prioritise the 
status quo above change. We recommend 
that in 2.12 the clause should open with 
language which (as in 2.11 and 2.14, are 
much more supportive of change) is more 
encouraging of residents’ efforts to improve 
the thermal efficiency of their buildings. 
There is an inherent hesitancy on the way 
this is drafted that might discourage 
residents from trying.  
 
Examples of how original sash windows and 
glass can be made more thermally efficient 

The Council considers that we have adopted an 
appropriate balance between encouraging 
retrofitting measures and continuing to fulfil our 
legal duty to preserve the special interest of 
listed buildings and character and appearance 
of conservation areas and their significance.  
The policy offers examples of retrofitting works 
but is an expression of policy and so not the 
correct place to go to the level of detail 
suggested; this is much better achieved through 
the Greening SPD, Householders Guide, and 
other more detailed guidance and support to 
residents.  



49 
 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

need to be given: types of glass available; 
where secondary glazing would be 
appropriate; window specialists which 
specialise in working with listed buildings etc. 
We note that laminated glass has not been 
suggested despite its ability to reduce heat 
from sunlight.  
 
2.13 - Solar Panels: These are already 
allowed on unlisted houses and do not 
require planning permission provided they 
are discreet. Appropriate approaches are 
described to minimise the impact of their 
installation in conservation areas. Listed 
houses will require planning permission and 
will be subject to statutory planning policies. 
The language used to describe solar panels 
is more positive then that used for double 
glazing and general improvements to window 
insulation. 
 
For Policy GB1 to be more ‘effective’ similar 
wording should be used for Windows and 
Solar Panels. 
 
Heating: The Plan makes no mention of 
alternative ways to heat water and homes. 
Air/ground-source heat pumps are 
mentioned only twice in the entire Plan - in 
GB4, in respect of major developments and 
in GB8, referring to noise and vibration in 
developments. No new homes will be 
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allowed to be connected to the gas grid from 
the end of 2025 and no gas boilers will be 
allowed to be sold from 2035.  
 
In this respect, Policy GB1 is not ‘effective’. 

17 Notting Hill and 
North 
Kensington 
Liberal 
Democrats 
(Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

P, C J, E, L B should be reworded into a positive - the top 
priority of the council should be to ensure 
that all its homes are easy to heat, insulate, 
and are energy efficient. Egregious 
disruption to the character of the local area 
must be prevented, but in a cost of living and 
climate crisis we must make comfort and the 
environment the higher priority. The policy's 
wording should better reflect this. 
 
Point C and D make the changes we suggest 
to point B for the two most common cases of 
this we see in W10/11, but there are 
instances other than solar panels and 
windows where this leniency may be 
appropriate. 

The Council can only control what needs 
planning permission. The policies are written to 
make the requirements clear rather than to 
articulate a priority. The introductory paragraphs 
to the chapter make clear that all policies are 
written to help mitigate climate change given the 
Council has declared a Climate Emergency. 

18 Penelope 
Horlick 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Yes, energy efficiency is important and also 
cleaner energy, but times are difficult and the 
expense has to be considered as they affect 
many people. 

Noted. 

19 Princes Gate 
Mews RA (J 
Whewell) 

J, E, C P The proposals fail to take sufficient account 
of the negative impacts of certain new green 
tech eg heat pumps and solar panels - all of 
which make noise and hum. These issues 
are resolvable but insufficient attention has 
been given and insufficient action has been 

Policy GB8: Noise and Vibration Part F would 
enable consideration of noise and vibration from 
ASHPs. We need to recognise that some of 
these technologies are relatively new and will 
get better in time and a balance has to be 
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proposed to ensure action is taken to 
prevent/limit these negative consequences. 
More robust action should also be proposed 
to prevent problems arising in the first place, 
e.g. action should be taken to prevent the 
installation of massive plate glass windows 
that face south that’s avoiding creating a 
hate problem in the first place. 

struck in mitigating climate change with the 
issues raised. 
 
Overheating is covered in Policy GB5. 

20 RBKC Labour 
Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

E P, J, C, L Like so many Councils and public 
institutions, our Council has not taken into 
account the rising costs and constantly 
changing regulations that govern retrofit. In 
one block, fire doors have been changed 
three or four times as 'cost-effective' (cheap) 
products have been used.  
 
The process cannot be 'effective' if not 
planned while taking all these issues into 
account. One further example is the number 
of double-glazed new UPVC windows fitted 
into Council/HA properties that are so poorly 
installed that they leak more than the original 
wooden frames. Construction and joining 
standards are just appalling. 

The issues raised are better dealt with housing 
management. 

21 Royal Avenue 
residents 
(Martin Flash) 

E P, J, C, L The problem is too complex to deal with 
here. Listed buildings and conservation 
areas pose special issues of glazing, visibility 
and noise (these last two for heat pumps) 

Noted.  
 
Policy GB8: Noise and Vibration Part F would 
enable consideration of noise and vibration from 
ASHPs. 

22 South 
Kensington 

J, C P, E, L The promotion of innovative materials, 
techniques, and technology to achieve  

Noted. 
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Estates (Robert 
Couchman) 

sustainability goals and carbon neutral target 
is supported. The need to balance  
this against impacts on existing character 
and heritage constraints is recognised  
but one doesn’t necessarily need to be to the 
detriment of the other. 
 
The principle of improving the sustainability 
of historic buildings is supported but a  
more flexible approach should be applied to 
ensure buildings can be appropriately  
retrofitted to achieve better sustainability 
credentials.  
 
We suggest adding a caveat at the end of 
Part B to state: ‘Retrofitting of historic  
and listed buildings as well as properties 
within conservation areas must be carried  
out so that it does not harm the special 
historic or architectural interest of the 
building or character and appearance of the 
conservation area, unless public  
benefits outweigh heritage harm.’ This allows 
for flexible approach and ensures  
consistency with guidance within paragraph 
202 of the NPPF. 

We consider this balance between retrofitting 
and preserving heritage significance is made 
clear within the policy and the Plan as a whole.  

23 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

E P, J, C The StQW Forum supports new flexibilities 
on retrofitting existing homes within a 
conservation area, in relation to double 
glazing and installation of solar panels. 
 
Our experience as a residents 

The Council can only control what needs 
planning permission.  Air source heat pumps 
normally do not require planning permission for 
houses or flats and so noise and vibration 
assessments will only apply for other building 
types.  Specific guidelines on ASHPs or 
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association/neighbourhood forum covering 
an area made up largely of 
Victorian/Edwardian terraced housing is that 
sustainable retrofitting needs to be made as 
simple as possible if such works are to 
become widely used. Hence our suggestions 
below: 
 
AIR SOURCE HEAT PUMPS 
The main way to reduce the use of gas in 
heating homes is to change to air source 
heat pumps and electricity. However the 
requirements of the RBKC Greening SPD 
are onerous and off-putting. They require 
applicants to: 
Submit a noise and vibration assessment 
where an air source heat pump is proposed, 
and planning permission is required. 
 
Is it possible to provide guidelines to require 
low noise models and casings below 42dba 
and locate these a minimal distance from 
windows, so that specific permission is not 
required and it is as straightforward as 
Installing a boiler and flue, to streamline and 
facilitate this changeover? 
 
EXTERNAL INSULATION 
In many cases of retrofit, external insulation 
to the rear of houses is simpler and can 
achieve greater insulation with lower cost 
and risk than internal insulation. Is it possible 

external cladding are better dealt with at a more 
detailed level, say, in Conservation Area 
Management Plans or other similar guidance, 
rather than in planning policy. 
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to allow this without requiring specific 
planning permission in Conservation Areas, 
whilst requiring a neutral brick coloured 
finish? 

24 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, C, 
L 

The reasons given are very persuasive. Noted. 

25 The Natural 
History 
Museum (N/A) 

 P, J, E, C, 
L 

A key pillar of the NHM’s net zero carbon 
ambitions is retrofitting its estate to be more 
sustainable. Therefore, the NHM continues 
to support the recognition in Policy GB1 that 
sensitive sustainable retrofit of historic and 
listed buildings is supported. The NHM also 
continues to agree with the support in Policy 
GB1 of the sensitive installation of solar 
panels.  
 
The NHM considers Policy GB1 to be 
“sound” as it is compliant with national 
planning policy. Paragraph 152 of the NPPF 
states that one way “the planning system 
should support” combatting climate change is 
to “encourage the reuse of existing 
resources, including the conversion of 
existing buildings”. At paragraph 155, 
planning policies are encouraged to “help 
increase the use and supply of 
renewable…energy” by “provid[ing] a positive 
strategy for energy from these sources, that 
maximises the potential for suitable 
development, while ensuring that adverse 

Noted. 



55 
 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

impacts are address satisfactorily (including 
cumulative landscape and visual impacts”. 
Policy GB1’s support of sensitive retrofitting 
of existing structures, and the opportunity to 
introduce solar panels where appropriate, 
are compliant with national planning policy to 
combat climate change. This is also a core 
mission of the NHM, and therefore the 
Museum supports Policy GB1. 

26 TRA Travellers 
Site Stable Way 
(Patrick Joseph 
O'Donnell) 

P, J, E  More detail is needed on how a large scale 
retro-fitting program across the borough will 
be financed, and implemented and 
monitored. 
 
There is no mention of retro-fitting internal 
wall insulation in items 2.4-2.10 

Noted. The point raised is better dealt with in 
the Borough’s Climate Emergency Action Plan. 

27 Turley on behalf 
of Warrior 
Property Group 
and Portobello 
Group (Alice 
Hawkins) 

  This policy is concerned with how best to 
ensure that historic buildings can improve 
their energy efficiency, without harming their 
special historic interest.  
 
This policy is supported in principle, subject 
to being pitched at achieving the maximum 
viable and achievable levels of retrofitting 
and enhancement in consideration of overall 
scheme deliverability. 
 
The clarifying text to the policy at paragraph 
2.7 is supported which states: “We cannot 
expect existing buildings, particularly historic 
and listed buildings to meet the same high 

As noted, there is a reference in paragraph 2.7 
covers the change being sought. This is 
considered sufficient rather than an addition into 
policy. Policy GB4 enables a carbon offset 
payment where standards cannot be met on-
site. 

https://consult.rbkc.gov.uk/communities/environmental-action-plans/user_uploads/aa_climate_emergency_2022_-_2027.pdf
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energy standards expected of new 
development, and the re-use and 
refurbishment of historic buildings is already 
a win in terms of whole-life carbon costs. 
However, applicants are expected to aim to 
meet the requirements and targets for new 
development as outlined in Policy GB4 as far 
as demonstrably practical.”  
 
It is considered that this is a key point, and 
should be referenced within the main policy 
text, specifically noting “as far as 
demonstrably practicable”. 

28 Wornington 
Trees (Sam 
Dodgshon) 

P, J, C E, L Sustainable retrofitting policy B should be 
reworded in a more positive manner - the top 
priority of the council should be to ensure 
that all its homes are easy to heat, insulate, 
and are energy efficient. Egregious 
disruption to the character of the local area 
must be prevented, but comfort and the 
environment has to be of higher priority and 
the wording should better reflect this. Point C 
and D manage this well for two common 
cases in this part of the borough, but we fear 
that B may stand to override them in its 
current form. 

The Council can only control what needs 
planning permission. They are written to make 
the requirements clear rather than to articulate a 
priority. The introductory paragraphs to the 
chapter make clear that all policies are written 
to help mitigate climate change given the 
Council has declared a Climate Emergency. 
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1 Anthony Hunter P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Knocking down a perfectly good building that 
won design awards - the former Qatar building 
in Cluny Mews would be a total waste 

Noted. 

2 Ballymore Group 
Limited and 
Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets 
Limited (Ballymore 
Group) 

 C  Noted. 

3 Environment 
Agency (North 
London 
Sustainable 
Places) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

In our response to the Regulation 18 
consultation for the above local plan review, 
we 
recommended changing ‘…aim to be zero 
waste’, rather than ‘…aim to be net zero 
waste’ in clause A of Policy GB2. 
 
We recommend this change once again as 
’Net zero’ is usually associated with carbon, 
where that can be off set. It is not practical to 
do that with waste. The London Plan only 
refers to ‘net zero’ regarding balancing 
London’s position as a waste exporter and 
importer. 

As per our previous response - the use of ‘net 
zero waste’ is in conformity with Policy SI 7 B 
of the London Plan. 

4 Gayle Verdi  P, J, E, 
C, L 

 Noted. 
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5 Hillgate Village RA 
(Sam Dunkley) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

 Noted. 

6 Isis Amlak P, E  It is not enough to aim to be net zero-waste; 
there must be a requirement to be net zero-
waste. To make the policy coherent and 
deliverable there must be more detail about 
what it seeks to achieve, it is too vague and 
risk being ambiguous. This policy is not 
positively prepared or effective. 

The policy is consistent with London Plan 
Policy SI7. The requirement is to follow 
Circular Economy Principles which will result in 
significant waste reduction with 95% of 
construction waste to be reused, recycled or 
recovered. 
 
It would be too onerous to mandatorily require 
developments to be net zero waste. Policies 
need to be deliverable to be effective. 

7 Kensington and 
Chelsea Social 
Council (Joe Batty) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 The policy should not be exclusive to building 
materials and construction. To be sound it 
needs to make reference to resources, and 
the 3 R’s (reduce, reuse, recycle). 

Circular economy goes beyond a recycling 
economy. The principles are explained in more 
detail in the Council’s Greening SPD, June 
2021. 

8 Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

J, E P 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 

London Plan Policy SI7: Reducing Waste and 
Supporting the Circular Economy Part B 
applies to referable applications and not to 
‘large scale’ developments. Para 3.3.11 is 
supporting text to Policy D3: Optimising site 
capacity through a design-led approach. 
 
The NLPR Policy GB2 applies to major 
developments and this is considered a suitable 
threshold for the policy. 
 
The policy will work alongside the Council’s 
Greening SPD, June 2021 which has a lot 
more detail and covers the points raised. 
 

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/media/document/greening-spd
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/media/document/greening-spd
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/media/document/greening-spd
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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). 

Paragraph 2.21 as currently drafted is 
considered to cover the points well and the 
suggested changes are not considered 
necessary. 

9 Mark Macleod P, J, E C  Comment: The Local Plan must extend the 
current definition of Circular Economy beyond 
building material retention and use, and 
include circular economy principles applied to 
the building’s design, operation and its uses 
as another green opportunity. 
By understanding a scheme as a biological 
system that consumes, produces and creates 
waste in various forms during its use, the 
waste or excess byproduct of one activity can 

Noted. Policy GB2: Circular Economy will work 
in tandem with Policy GB3: Whole Life Cycle 
and this approach is considered to be robust 
enough to encourage developers to be mindful 
of the issues raised. 
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be recycled for use by another, creating a 
symbiotic relationship within a built scheme. A 
simple example might be to use a restaurant’s 
coffee grounds which, rather than being 
disposed of as refuse can be mixed with 
sawdust, perhaps from a local furniture maker, 
to form a substrate on which to grow shiitake 
mushrooms. The circle is completed by 
supplying these back to the restaurant. A 
mushroom farm of this type by GroCycle was 
exhibited at the V&A in 2019. 
A city, and therefore the developments within 
it, must better consider how to recycle its 
byproducts during operation as part of its 
programming and design to minimise the 
amount of waste that needs to be managed. 

10 Mas Hiday E P, J, C, L Too expensive to move construction waste Noted. 

11 Moni Red P, J, E,C, 
L 

 Things are fine as they are Noted. 

12 Notting Hill and 
North Kensington 
Liberal Democrats 
(Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

P, J, C E, L We believe that all developments in the 
borough should be net zero waste. 

Noted. 

13 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, C 
L 

 Waste should be kept to a minimum but not at 
the expense of safety. 

Noted. 

14 RBKC Labour 
Group of 
Councillors (Emma 
Dent Coad) 

 P, J, E, C 
L 

 Noted. 
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15 Royal Avenue 
residents (Martin 
Flash) 

 P, J, E, C 
L 

it is a good idea; difficult in practice Noted. 

16 South Kensington 
Estates (Robert 
Couchman) 

 P, J, E, C 
L 

The reduction of waste and recycling of 
materials is supported and aligns with  
London Plan requirements. 

Noted. 

17 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

 P, J, E, C Add sentence to supporting text (or footnote) 
to say that ‘major development’ is defined in 
the glossary. Otherwise householders may 
worry that they will need to meet this further 
requirement on minor applications. 

Major development is used frequently in the 
NLPR and as such a cross reference to the 
glossary each time is not necessary. 

18 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, C The reasons given are very persuasive. Noted. 

19 TRA Travellers 
Site Stable Way 
(Patrick Joseph 
O'Donnell) 

P, J, E, C  If a circular economy is about moving 'away 
from this current linear economy, where 
materials are mined, manufactured, used and 
thrown away, to a more circular economy 
where resources are kept in use and their 
value is retained.' Then there are plenty of 
examples this not being implemented - i.e the 
council are proposing to rip out and replace 
perfectly suitable windows on the Swinbrook 
estate citing 'economies of scale' as the main 
driver for its decision. 
 
There are other examples I will be happy to 
expand upon this at the examination 

Noted. This is a policy that is being introduced 
in the New Local Plan. However, there may be 
valid reasons for the approach taken 
elsewhere which we are unaware of and as 
such unable to comment as part of this 
process. 

20 Turley on behalf of 
Warrior Property 

  The principle of this policy is supported. 
However, it is noted that a circular economy 

Noted. The Council’s Greening SPD, June 
2021 encouraged submission of Circular 

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/media/document/greening-spd
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/media/document/greening-spd
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Group and 
Portobello Group 
(Alice Hawkins) 

statement is therefore expected on all major 
development schemes rather than only on 
those referrable to the Mayor (as noted in Part 
B of Policy SI 7 of the London Plan).  
 
Paragraph 2.20 notes that circular economy 
statements are required at pre-application 
stage. This requirement is considered to be 
unnecessarily onerous at this early stage for a 
number of schemes which will still be in early 
design stages. Whilst the GLA’s Circular 
Economy Statement Guidance is referred to, 
we note that pre-application discussions with 
local authorities can often take place at a 
much earlier stage in the design development 
than pre-application discussions with the GLA. 
As such, we suggest that the wording of the 
supporting text is revised to note that circular 
economy statements are encouraged at pre-
application stage – where schemes are not 
fixed and subject to change, meaning this is 
an overly onerous requirement at this stage.  
 
It may be advisable, should this approach be 
pursued, for a short form template to be 
produced by the Borough for pre-application 
circular economy statements, to be completed 
by the applicant, covering an appropriate level 
of detail for the pre-application stage. 
 
Supporting text paragraph 2.21 notes that 
while the requirements apply to major 

Economy Statements for major development. 
Many major development do submit these 
statements already. It is not considered an 
onerous requirement. 
 
The GLA’s guidance referenced in footnote 11 
of the Publication Policies provides the 
template for submission (see footnote 21 of the 
guidance). There is a tab for each stage of the 
planning process including pre-application. 
 
For minor developments as noted this is not a 
mandatory requirement. 
 
Given the magnitude of the Climate 
Emergency, the approach is considered 
justified in encouraging developments of all 
scale to minimise waste and plan for Circular 
Economy. 
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developments, proposals for minor 
development are encouraged to undertake 
and submit a circular economy statement at 
pre-app stage. The supporting text notes that 
the application of Circular Economy 
statements make sense in this Borough at all 
scales of development due to the high 
concentration of heritage assets and the 
upgrading of existing buildings.  
 
However, it is noted that at paragraph 4.2.6 of 
the Evidence Study on Greening Issues (July 
2021), the recommendations are for minor 
schemes to consider a Circular Economy 
approach rather than to submit a statement 
adhering to the requirements of the London 
Plan. As such, it is considered that the 
supporting text should be revised to note that 
minor applications might consider circular 
economy principles, but there is no 
requirement to submit a full statement, which 
would be overly onerous, as the evidence 
base does not justify this. 

21 Wornington Trees 
(Sam Dodgshon) 

P, J, C E, L This policy should be strengthened - major 
developments must be net zero-waste. 

The policy is consistent with London Plan 
Policy SI7. The requirement is to follow 
Circular Economy Principles which will result in 
significant waste reduction with 95% of 
construction waste to be reused, recycled or 
recovered. 
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It would be too onerous to mandatorily require 
developments to be net zero waste. Policies 
need to be deliverable to be effective. 
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1 Anthony Hunter P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Redevelopment of the former Qatar building in 
Cluny mews would have an unacceptable and 
unjustifiable carbon impact. It should be 
recycled. 

Noted. 

2 Environment 
Agency (North 
London 
Sustainable 
Places) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

We welcome the inclusion and updating of the 
Whole Life-Cycle Carbon Assessment 
Guidance (2022) in reference to Policy GB3. 

Noted. 

3 Gayle Verdi  P, J, E, 
C, L 

 Noted. 

4 Hillgate Village RA 
(Sam Dunkley) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

 Noted. 

5 Isis Amlak P, J, E, L  This policy fails to make it clear how 
applicants for major development proposals 
will be assessed. What in house expertise will 
be available, and how compliance will be 
monitored and enforced. There is no 
monitoring plan or a chapter on monitoring. 
Neither is there any information about how 
residents will be involved in monitoring, in 
accordance with the Charter for Participation, 
which I would like to bring forward. There 
should be a requirement for all applicants for 
any development to calculate whole life-cycle 
carbon emissions and demonstrate actions 

Part A is clear in requiring an assessment to 
be submitted. Supporting text footnote 13 
refers to the GLA’s guidance Whole Life Cycle 
Carbon Assessment Guidance March 2022. 
The Council assesses these statements in-
house at present but can seek external expert 
advice if needed. 
 
Paragraph 2.28 of the NLPR specifies that the 
requirement includes a post-construction 
assessment and that this will be secured 
through a condition or s106 legal agreement. 

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/lpg_-_wlca_guidance.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/lpg_-_wlca_guidance.pdf
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taken to reduce whole life-cycle carbon 
emissions. All emissions add up. This policy is 
not positively prepared, justified or effective. 

This will cover the concern raised regarding 
monitoring.  
In addition, paragraph 2.46 further elaborates 
on monitoring a building’s performance. 
 
Extending the requirement to below ‘major’ 
development would be too onerous for the 
scale of development. 
 
The policy is positively prepared, justified and 
effective. 

6 Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

E P, J 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 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 

As stated, it would be too onerous to extend 
the requirement to all development. Policy SI7 
B does apply to referable applications which 
are well above the major threshold.  
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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. 

7 Mas Hiday E P, J, C, L  Noted. 

8 Moni Red P, J, E, C, 
L 

 I don’t think carbon is a problem Noted. 

9 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, C, 
L 

 This is carbon obsession at the expense of 
common sense. 

Noted. 

10 RBKC Labour 
Group of 
Councillors (Emma 
Dent Coad) 

E P, J, C, L The Council has reduced its carbon footprint 
by letting out underused property, so that the 
lessees take on the carbon burden. They 
never check the provenance of products being 
used or indeed post-project monitoring. One 
example is the solar panels on the Town Hall 
roof sourced from CHINA. There has been no 
monitoring of their effectiveness or indeed if 
they have saved any money whatsoever.  
 
It is well known in the industry that just 29% of 
buildings live up to their environmental 

Noted. Historically monitoring has not been 
undertaken of climate change policies. 
However, paragraph 2.28 of the NLPR 
specifies that the requirement includes a post-
construction assessment and that this will be 
secured through a condition or s106 legal 
agreement. In addition, paragraph 2.46 further 
elaborates on monitoring a building’s 
performance. 
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targets. Who is monitoring this? Without 
standardised monitoring this smacks of 
tokenism. 

11 Royal Avenue 
residents (Martin 
Flash) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Ditto Noted. 

12 South Kensington 
Estates (Robert 
Couchman) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

The reduction of carbon over the lifetime of 
buildings is supported and aligns with  
London Plan requirements. 

Noted. 

13 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

The reasons given are very persuasive. Noted. 

14 TRA Travellers 
Site Stable Way 
(Patrick Joseph 
O'Donnell) 

P, J, E  As stated in 2.24 'emissions are not covered 
by current Building Regulations.' It will be 
incredibly difficult and complex to establish 
and monitor baseline emissions, a detailed 
plan which needs to include up to date 
science and be more specific needs to be 
implemented. 

Noted. The Council can only work within the 
current Building Regulations Regime. 
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1 Anthony Hunter P, J, E, C 
L 

 Redevelopment of the former Qatar building in 
Cluny news would have an unacceptable and 
unjustifiable negative impact to net zero. It 
should be recycled. 

Noted. 

2 Ballymore Group 
Limited and 
Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets 
Limited (Ballymore 
Group) 

P, J, E L Draft Policy GB4 seeks for all developments 
to optimise building design to reduce energy 
demand in-line with the London Plan energy 
hierarchy. This policy generally aligns with the 
London Plan in terms of carbon reductions 
(e.g. maximising on site with carbon offset 
payment to reach net zero), however the 
policy includes requirements which go above 
those outlined within the Local Plan. These 
include: 
 
One requirement includes that major 
developments must design in the ability to 
connect to future or proposed heat networks.  
 
While Ballymore and SSL support the 
Council’s ambition to connect to District 
Heating Network (DHN) where this is feasible, 
the policy should recognise that other 
sustainable systems will be supported where 
there are no networks in proximity to a site 
(either through existing or planned networks).  
 

The need to plan for the future where there are 
no existing heat networks is identified in the 
London Plan Policy SI 3: Energy Infrastructure. 
Supporting paragraph 9.3.5 states that “Where 
developments are proposed within Heat 
Network Priority Areas but are beyond existing 
heat networks, the heating system should be 
designed to facilitate cost-effective future 
connection. This may include, for example, 
allocating space in plant rooms for heat 
exchangers and thermal stores, safeguarding 
suitable routes for pipework from the site 
boundary and making provision for 
connections to the future network at the site 
boundary.” 
 
However, the point raised is a valid one in that 
there should be some flexibility built in to allow 
for changing technologies. Therefore, Part D 
will be amended as a main modification to 
state, Major developments must design in 
the ability to connect to future or proposed 
heat networks unless it can be 
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Further, with the changes in carbon factors for 
grid electricity, it is expected that Air Source 
Heat Pumps (ASHP) are considered to be the 
most efficient, and least carbon intensive 
option for large scale masterplan sites (such 
as the KCOA). Not only do these take 
advantage of decreasing carbon intensity of 
the grid, but ambient loop networks allow 
water to be maintained at a constant ambient 
temperature which circulate via risers and 
communal circulation areas. This reduces 
energy losses in the system as well as 
mitigating the build-up of heat in the building 
mass which would likely increase the risk of 
overheating in dwellings and communal 
spaces. 
 
We therefore suggest part (D) of this policy is 
amended to the following: 
 
“Major developments must design in the ability 
to connect to future or proposed heat 
networks unless it can be demonstrated that 
an alternative system is more sustainable and 
energy efficient.” 
 
Secondly, the policy states that major 
development proposals should deliver low 
temperature communal distribution systems 
served by heat pumps. The heat source for a 
communal heating system should be selected 
in accordance with the London Plan heating 

demonstrated that an on-site alternative 
system is more sustainable and energy 
efficient. 
 
Low temperature communal heating systems – 
London Plan paragraph 9.3.6 provides more 
detail and this is considered sufficient. Part E is 
considered flexible enough. 
 
Part F only requires exploration of 
opportunities and is considered flexible 
enough. 
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hierarchy 19.  
 
As above, Ballymore and SSL do not object to 
the provision of communal distribution 
systems where these are demonstrated to be 
the most efficient system. However, to ensure 
appropriate flexibility and to allow alternative 
systems to be supported at planning stage 
(such as individual unit ASHPs) we suggest 
part (E) of this policy be amended to the 
below. This will ensure the policy is effective 
and positively prepared: 
 
“Major development proposals should deliver 
low temperature communal distribution 
systems served by heat pumps unless it can 
be demonstrated that an alternative system is 
more sustainable and energy efficient.” 
 
As part of Ballymore and SSL’s work to date 
in developing a masterplan for the KCOA, we 
have undertaken extensive work to determine 
the most sustainable and efficient system to 
support the future redevelopment of the site. 
There are no existing or planned heat 
networks coming forward in the vicinity, 
therefore there is not currently the opportunity 
to connect to a DHN. The current drafting of 
the policy at part (F) requires the 
redevelopment of the KCOA to explore 
opportunities to deliver heat networks and 
develop energy masterplans in accordance 
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with the London Plan. However, our work to 
date has concluded that the quantum of 
development coming forward at the KCOA 
does not provide critical mass to support such 
a network. It is therefore not considered that 
this requirement is justified by appropriate 
evidence.  
 
As such, we suggest that Part (F) of this policy 
is amended to the following:  
 
“Large-scale development schemes, such as 
those in Opportunity Areas, should 
demonstrate that consideration has been 
given to delivering and connecting into heat 
networks.” 

3 Earls Court 
Development 
Company (Taylar 
Vernon) 

P, J, E  Whilst ECDC is supportive of the principles 
set out within the draft policy and is itself 
committed to delivering scheme which goes 
beyond net zero, in certain instances it is 
considered that the wording of the policy 
could allow for additional flexibility as to how 
development comes forward. Comments in 
relation to specific parts of the draft policy are 
provided below. 
 
Part A of the policy states all developments 
“must optimise building design to reduce 
energy demand”. It is suggested that this 
requirement would be clearer if amended to 
state that developments “must demonstrate 
how the building has been optimised and 

Part A the policy as written is considered 
effective. 
 
Part C(ii) An energy strategy is required at pre-
application stage and therefore as proposals 
evolve it will be clear that there will be the need 
to offset. Therefore, this will be done 
throughout the process rather than something 
imposed at the end. This is particularly the 
case for a scheme of the scale of Earl’s Court 
where the expectation is that requirements can 
be met on-site. 
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which features are proposed to reduce energy 
demand”, or the effect thereof. 
 
Part C(ii) of the policy states that any shortfall 
on net zero may be provided off-site, only 
where delivery is certain and secured through 
a legal agreement. It is not clear at what stage 
RBKC would expect that certainty can be 
provided and ECDC would request that this be 
suitably timed within the development 
programme to enable local carbon offsetting 
projects to be investigated. Ideally the 
supporting text would provide greater clarity 
on this matter, however, in the absence of this 
ECDC would seek a framework approach 
through a S106 agreement to enable 
continued engagement with RBKC, rather 
than a lump sum to be agreed up front. 
 
Part D of the policy states that major 
developments must design in the ability to 
connect to future or proposed heat networks. 
This is a strongly worded policy, with no 
clarification as to how it is to be demonstrated. 
It is therefore suggested that supporting text 
be added to paragraphs 2.42 to 2.45 which 
outlines what the Council would require, such 
as through the following: 
- Safeguarded infrastructure routes 
- Soft spots in structural elements to allow 
pipework routes 
- Plate heat exchanger rooms, space safe 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Part D – London Plan paragraph 9.3.5 states 
that “Where developments are proposed within 
Heat Network Priority Areas but are beyond 
existing heat networks, the heating system 
should be designed to facilitate cost-effective 
future connection. This may include, for 
example, allocating space in plant rooms for 
heat exchangers and thermal stores, 
safeguarding suitable routes for pipework from 
the site boundary and making provision for 
connections to the future network at the site 
boundary.” As this is already covered in the 
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guarded 
 
 
Part F of the policy states that large-scale 
development schemes must explore 
opportunities to deliver heat networks and 
should develop energy masterplans in 
accordance with the London Plan. It is 
suggested that this should be broadened to 
state “heating, cooling and energy networks”. 
 
Part I of the policy states that major non-
residential development must demonstrate 
that it meets BREAAM ‘excellent’ standard. 
The current wording infers that this is a 
blanket statement. It is therefore relevant to 
note that the development at Earl’s Court is a 
major development with many varying sized 
commercial spaces. The larger of these 
spaces will be achieve the BREEAM 
‘excellent’. The smaller shell and core retail 
units could find this more challenging. 
Reference is drawn to the RBKC ‘Green 
Future Evidence Study on Greening Issues’ 
(July 2021), which provides as a 
recommendation that “Require BREEAM 
“excellent”, either as a blanket requirement or 
for larger schemes, potentially also 
highlighting that “shell only schemes” can 
justifiably achieve only “very good”” 
 
The clarification of smaller retail units is not 

London Plan this is not duplicated in the Local 
Plan. 
 
 
A main modification to Part F of the policy 
could be made to state - Large-scale 
development schemes, such as those in 
Opportunity Areas, must explore 
opportunities to deliver heating, cooling 
and energy networks and should develop 
energy masterplans in accordance with the 
London Plan. This will be in-line with the 
London Plan Policy SI3 B. 
 
Part I of the Policy – the wording in the 
evidence document Evidence Study on 
Greening Issues’ (July 2021) to clarify that 
“shell only schemes” can only achieve 
“very good” (page 100) can be added to the 
supporting text at paragraph 2.38 as a main 
modification. It can say – The evidence also 
indicates that, “shell only schemes” such 
as schemes delivering ground floor retail 
space can only achieve “very good” and 
therefore the policy will be applied flexibly 
to such schemes. 
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made in the draft policy. This should be 
included, as it is reflected in the evidence 
base. 
 
On the basis of the above, the proposed 
policy is not currently justified, nor is it  
effective. It therefore follows that it could be 
more positively prepared. 

4 DP9 Limited - for 
Welcome Trust 
(Zoe Smythe) 

  Wellcome Trust supports the strategy for net 
zero carbon development and are seeking to 
adopt this approach across their portfolio 
where developments come forward. 

Noted. 

5 Environment 
Agency (North 
London 
Sustainable 
Places) 

 P, J, E, C 
L 

We welcome the addition of clause H (Energy 
monitoring and Reporting) to the Policy GB4 
and the inclusion of clause D (water efficiency 
requirements) in policy GB13 (Water and 
Wastewater Infrastructure), as highlighted in 
our response to the Regulation 18 
consultation. 

Noted. 

6 Gayle Verdi  P, J, E, C 
L 

 Noted. 

7 Hillgate Village RA 
(Sam Dunkley) 

 P, J, C L As in Q2 above Noted. 

8 Home Builders 
Federation (James 
Stevens) 

E  Part B of the policy is unsound because it is 
ineffective. It is not feasible technically for 
residential development to be zero carbon at 
this stage. 
 
Part B of the policy stipulates: 
 

Noted. Policy requirement is to achieve ‘net’ 
zero rather than zero carbon. 
 
Policy requirement for net zero carbon has 
been in place in London through the London 
Plan since 2015. Removing this requirement 
would be a retrograde step. 
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Major development must be net zero carbon 
and as a minimum meet the on-site 
requirements set out by the GLA, currently in 
the Mayor of London’s Energy Assessment 
Guidance (June 2022). 
 
This is not feasible technically at present 
owing to a combination of the lack of 
deployable and cost-efficient technologies and 
skills shortages. The Government has 
established a stepped pathway via the 
Building Regulations towards new homes 
being net zero by 2038. This timetable takes 
into account the lead-in times associated with 
developing, testing and manufacturing new 
technologies and the time required to train the 
skilled workforce needed. Consequently, the 
Government, through the Building Regulations 
has stepped targets for homes to become 
increasingly energy efficient – with steps in 
2022 and 2025 and to be ‘zero carbon ready’ 
– but not zero carbon from 2030 onwards. 
 
A pathway to zero carbon homes has been 
devised by the Future Homes Hub and agreed 
with government departments, and bodies 
such as the RTPI and the RSPB. This aims for 
homes to be zero carbon ready from 2030. 
 
Accelerating this timetable will have serious 
cost implications and consequently, serious 
implications for housing delivery. 

 
Technology is fast evolving to reduce the 
carbon footprint of new developments. 
 
The Council notes the points made regarding 
prioritising affordable housing delivery over net 
zero development. However, this is not agreed 
as the policy has been in place for a number of 
years and this is not an issue that has come up 
in developments granted since 2015.  
 
Responses to this policy from 
landowners/developers indicate general 
support for the policy with points only raised to 
provide clarification or in the case of ECDC to 
further strengthen and improve the scope of 
the policy. 
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But not only that, there may be serious safety 
issues. As we have already seen with Class 0 
of the Building Regulations, it is uncertain 
whether many of the building technologies 
proposed to help move towards zero carbon, 
are safe. Many of these technologies will need 
to be tested rigorously before they are 
deployed. While there is much ‘boosterism’ 
around modern methods of construction, 
some are raising doubts about the wisdom of 
accelerating the deployment of untested 
methods. The National Fire Chiefs Council 
(NFCC) released on 6 December 2022 a 
Position Statement on Modern Methods of 
Construction (MMC). They have commented 
that the ambition to build homes quickly and 
sustainably, should not be prioritised at the 
expense of building safety. The NFCC is 
calling on the Government for tightened rules 
for the testing of MMC. The NFCC has 
commented: 
 
“NFCC is concerned that MMC buildings are 
being designed, approved and built despite a 
lack of understanding about their 
performance. Given the current regulatory 
system has already been described and 
accepted by Government as ‘not fit for 
purpose’ even for traditional construction 
techniques, this adds additional uncertainty in 
the built environment.” 
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In view of these concerns, we advise that the 
Council adheres to the national timetable for 
moving towards zero carbon homes, delivered 
through the Building Regulations, and avoids 
encouraging the deployment of untested 
technologies in the borough. 
 
In terms of the implication for development 
viability, we observe this somewhat equivocal 
statement in the Viability Appraisal of 2022 
(page 6 and repeated on page 81): 
 
Climate change policies: we have tested the 
potential impact of five scenarios relating to 
climate change policies. The cost of these 
scenarios ranges from 1.48% to 6.52% of 
build costs for residential and between 2.00% 
and 6.5% for non-residential (as set out at 
paragraph 4.22). The impact of these 
additional costs will vary between schemes 
and between locations within the borough. 
Where viability is already on the margins, 
other policy requirements may need to be 
reduced in order to compensate for these 
costs. In lower value areas, there may be a 
need for a trade-off of affordable housing to 
accommodate the higher climate change 
costs. However, in higher value areas, the 
trade-off required is likely to be significantly 
lower as there will be more ‘surplus’ residual 
value in excess of existing use values. Where 
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schemes are more viable and residual land 
values exceed benchmark land values by a 
greater margin, there would be no need for 
any reduction in affordable housing. 
 
The conclusion of this is that other policies, 
including the supply of affordable housing 
might have to flex to accommodate net zero 
requirements. This viewpoint is articulated in 
paragraph 7.7 of the viability assessment. 
Given the importance of affordable housing 
supply to London, the Council should rethink 
its commitment to these accelerated net zero 
requirements. If, however, it is the case, that 
the Council will want to seek to reduce other 
policy requirements to accommodate its net 
zero requirement, then this needs to be 
reflected in the other policies of the Plan – i.e. 
the requirement for net zero homes becomes 
the non-negotiable, and other policies have to 
be pitched at a lower level to accommodate 
this. Such amendments would be necessary 
because national planning policy assumes 
that local plan policies are all viable and 
requires applicants to conform to these 
requirements without recourse to site specific 
viability assessments, i.e. viability testing 
should be the exception not the rule. 
 
The viability report observes at paragraph 6.5 
that there is no uniform level of affordable 
housing that all sites can viably achieve and 
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although some can achieve the London Plan 
threshold level of 35% many schemes are 
only viable with much lower levels of 
affordable housing. This is apparent when one 
considers the detailed results of the viability 
testing from page 39 onwards. Based on the 
modelling, when existing housing sites are 
redeveloped, meeting the minimum threshold 
level of 35% affordable housing is rare even 
when factoring-in the more favourable 
scenario where existing floorspace equates to 
30% of new, so the new development will, in 
theory, generate a sizable increase in sellable 
floorspace and therefore a potential increase 
in development value (see results for all CIL 
charging zones, from page 39 onwards). 
Viability deteriorates when the existing 
floorspace equates to 60% of new (so less 
potential development value is generated). 
 
The results for the redevelopment of offices 
and retail land are more favourable but only 
really in CIL zone A (Knightsbridge) but even 
then, meeting the 35% benchmark is 
uncommon. Also, one should note that 
meeting the 35% benchmark in other CIL 
zones is much less common. 
 
In our view, the Council would be wise to 
restrain its net zero ambitions to enhance 
viability for the supply of affordable homes. 
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9 Isis Amlak P, J, E, C  The policy fails to mention energy hierarchy – 
4 steps; there is no interpretation at the local 
level. There is no mention of how it will be 
compliance with Net Zero Carbon will be 
effectively regulated. Self-reporting is not 
sufficient, deregulation is one of the main 
contributing factors to why Grenfell happened; 
the companies were allowed to self-report. 
Lessons learnt from Grenfell absent and as 
consideration is being given to whether a 
‘prescriptive’ regime of regulation is necessary 
the Council should set itself the highest 
standards of care. There is no reverence to 
land trusts and social, nonprofit driven 
developments.  
Heat networks that are joined up are more 
effective e.g. Bunhill, there is no mention of 
this type of system. The policy is not positively 
prepared, justified, effective, or consistent with 
national policy. 

Energy hierarchy is referenced in Part A of the 
policy and the policy is structured to reflect the 
energy hierarchy. Part A relates to ‘Be Lean’, 
Part B, C, D and E to ‘Be Clean’, Part F to ‘Be 
Green’ and Part G to ‘Be Seen’. The Council’s 
Greening SPD, June 2021 provides further 
detail and includes the energy hierarchy. 
 
The monitoring requirement is in-line with the 
GLA’s ‘Be Seen’ Energy Monitoring Guidance  

10 Kensington & 
Chelsea Citizens 
Advice (Arantxa 
Gaba) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 This policy does not refer to the cost of living 
crisis and the impact of any strategies on 
those who are unable to afford to heat their 
homes. There is also no reference to the 
climate crisis and what the carbon offset fund 
does. 

The policy requirements will mean more 
energy efficient buildings which will result in 
reduced energy bills for occupiers.  
 
Climate emergency is referred to in the 
introductory paragraphs to this chapter (see 
paragraph 2.1). 
 
Paragraph 2.40 sets out that the carbon offset 
funds will be allocated to projects that will 
reduce carbon emissions elsewhere in the 
Borough. 

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/greening-spd
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/be_seen_energy_monitoring_london_plan_guidance_2021.pdf
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11 Kensington and 
Chelsea Social 
Council (Joe Batty) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 The policy is unsound as it fails to address the 
climate crisis and cost of living crisis. Heat 
networks need to be more joined up and have 
as a goal both less use of energy and cheaper 
energy. Citizen’s science is essential. 

The policy requirements will mean more 
energy efficient buildings which will result in 
reduced energy bills for occupiers.  
 
Climate emergency is referred to in the 
introductory paragraphs to this chapter (see 
paragraph 2.1). 
 
Paragraph 2.40 sets out that the carbon offset 
funds will be allocated to projects that will 
reduce carbon emissions elsewhere in the 
Borough. 
 
 

12 Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

E P, J 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.” 
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 

Paragraph 2.33 already refers to the London 
Plan and Building Regulations. The last 
sentence reads “The Council will apply any 
future updates to this guidance/London Plan 
policy.” 
 
Paragraph 2.40 – the Council seeks external 
expert advice where necessary. It does have 
in-house skills to assess energy strategies and 
statements submitted with planning 
applications. The carbon offset price is in-line 
with the London Plan which does not include 
indexation. The payment when made reflects 
carbon tonnage over 30 years and is not paid 
over 30 years, so indexation is not applicable. 
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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. 

 
The sentence regarding minor developments 
was removed as Building Regulation 2021 are 
already a 35% improvement over the 2013 
Regulations. The Council does not have the 
evidence to require further improvements over 
2021 Building Regulations for minor 
developments. 
 
 

13 Knightsbridge 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Simon 
Birkett) 

  This policy needs to be more ambitious.  
 
The need to meet national net zero carbon 
targets by 2050 and, as a borough to be 
carbon neutral by 2040, requires immediate 
and significant action in all areas of carbon 
reduction. The majority of development in the 

The Council’s evidence does not support 
extending the requirement to minor 
developments. The previous sentence 
regarding minor developments (see comment 
above) was removed as Building Regulation 
2021 are already a 35% improvement over the 
2013 Regulations. The Council does not have 
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borough will not be major development yet all 
should be net zero carbon or zero air 
emissions. To meet the necessary targets on 
carbon reduction, Clause B should be 
expanded to require all development to be net 
zero carbon or zero air emissions. This would 
help to ensure that developers focus on 
retrofit-first, this being a significant way that 
net zero carbon can be achieved. 
 
Similarly, Clause G should be expanded to 
cover all development. For example, many 
buildings being redeveloped have the 
opportunity for roof space to be used for on-
site renewable energy generation.  
 
The KNF prefers a concept of "zero air 
emissions" rather than "net carbon zero" to 
avoid ambiguity about offsets and other 
matters.  
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT THE CLIMATE 
CHANGE COMMITTEE EXPECTS ALL 
BUILDINGS TO BE "ZERO AIR EMISSIONS" 
I.E. WITH "NET" RESERVED FOR 
IMPOSSIBLE TO DECARBONISE 
ACTIVITIES (SUCH AS SOME FOODS). 

the evidence to require further improvements 
over 2021 Building Regulations for minor 
developments. 
 

14 Lots Village 
Residents 
Association (Kerry 
Davis-Head) 

  Para 2.36 
This does not bear close scrutiny, it is a ratio 
designed by someone sitting in an office with 
no architectural experience. Quite often north 
facing facades need more glazing, not less, to 

The text is taken from the London Energy 
Transformation Initiative (LETI) Climate 
Emergency Design Guide and the contributors 
to this guide include architects. A reference to 
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allow more light in for longer and avoiding the 
need for artificial light until it is truly dark. 
Modern glazing is incredible, it can prevent 
both solar gain and heat loss. The theory is 
based on old single glazed panels, not 
multiple glazed sealed units with good quality 
frames. Care should also be taken to take 
account of room size when designing huge 
panes of glass, a smaller room can 
accommodate a much smaller glazed area 
than a large deep room. An important 
consideration when comparing, say luxury 
private housing (by luxury, luxury of sq 
footage) with the minimal one bed social 
housing unit. The use of the room needs 
consideration, bathroom, bedroom, studio, 
living. Too often we are confronted by 
seemingly wall to wall, floor to ceiling, glazed 
facades with hidden walls covered in glass. 
Presenting a highly reflective surface which is 
uncomfortable to look at from other 
residences and only serves to create an 
untidy hotch potch of window coverings 
ruining the supposed seamless vision of the 
architects. 
 
HEATING IN GENERAL. Nothing has really 
been said about the future, when gas boilers 
will be outlawed and yet most London 
residences, terrace houses and flats, do not 
have anywhere for external heat exchange 
plant. It is hard enough to control the 

the guide will be added to the footnote as a 
minor modification. 
 
Policy GB1: Sustainable Retrofitting does 
include text on air source heat pumps. Policy 
GB4 is concerned with new developments 
which are required to move away from gas 
boilers/fossil fuels. 

https://www.leti.uk/_files/ugd/252d09_3b0f2acf2bb24c019f5ed9173fc5d9f4.pdf
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mushroom like growth of air conditioning units, 
the practicalities are insufficiently addressed.  
 
DESIGNING OUT CRIME. Nothing has really 
been said about this subject, street facing air 
conditioning unit covers at ground level being 
used to stash weapons or substances for 
example. 

15 Mark Macleod C   Noted. 

16 Mas Hiday E P, J, C, L  Noted. 

17 Moni Red P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Net zero should be scrapped altogether it’s 
utter madness and is driving our bills up ! 

Noted. 

18 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Net zero is too expensive and expected too 
soon, it is also unobtainable if you take into 
consideration natural carbon emitters such as 
volcanos. 

Noted. 

19 Princes Gate 
Mews RA (J 
Whewell) 

J, E P, L See comments made under question to about 
how insufficient action is proposed to prevent 
heat and cold problems arising in the first 
place e.g. to prevent significant amounts of 
glass being installed facing due South. 

Noted. 

20 RBKC Labour 
Group of 
Councillors (Emma 
Dent Coad) 

E P, J, C, L See comments above in relation to post-
occupancy monitoring using a standardised 
system. 

Noted. 

21 Royal Avenue 
residents (Martin 
Flash) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Ditto Noted. 
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22 Savills on behalf of 
Commercial 
Estates Group 
(Kirsty Turner) 

  In CEG’s written representation for the 
Regulation 18 stage Draft Local Plan, 
comments were made on Policy G3 (now 
GB4) which have not been addressed. As 
such, these comments still stand and we 
respectfully request that these are considered 
as part of this consultation process. They are 
set out below. 
 
Policy G3: Energy and Net Zero Carbon sets 
out a framework for achieving energy and net 
zero carbon targets.  
Part B Net Zero Carbon notes in particular:  
‘Major development must be net zero carbon 
and meet the following carbon reduction 
targets:  
1. On-site reduction of regulated carbon 
emissions of at least 45% beyond Building 
Regulations 2013 Part L. 
i. Major residential development must achieve 
10% of this on-site reduction through energy 
efficiency measures alone. 
ii. Major non-residential development must 
achieve 15% of this on-site reduction through 
energy efficiency measures alone.’ 
 
In accordance with the London Plan we 
support the move towards a net-carbon zero 
city by 2050. However, due to site-specific 
circumstance, for instance, in cases where 
buildings are unsuitable for retention and 
operational carbon might be higher, the policy 

Noted. The policy is not worded as stated by 
reference to the now superseded Building 
Regulations 2013. Site specific constraints are 
considered on a case by case basis and is part 
of how the planning system operates. Such 
flexibility is not built into each policy. 
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as it is currently worded could prevent the 
delivery of a scheme with significant benefits 
to the Borough. As such, further flexibility is 
respectfully requested in accordance with the 
following amended wording:  
 
‘Major development should be net zero carbon 
and where feasible and meet the following 
carbon reduction targets:  
a. On-site reduction of regulated carbon 
emissions of at least 45% beyond Building 
Regulations 2013 Part L. 
a. Major residential development must 
achieve 10% of this on-site reduction through 
energy efficiency measures alone. 
b. Major non-residential development must 
achieve 15% of this on-site reduction through 
energy efficiency measures alone.’ 
 
Part 3 of Policy G3 refers to Energy Supply 
(Heat Networks) and part (D) states that: 
‘Major development proposals should deliver 
low temperature communal distribution 
systems served by heat pumps. The heat 
source for a communal heating system should 
be selected in accordance with the London 
Plan heating hierarchy.’ 
 
Such a system would come at a capital cost 
on a scheme which may already be financially 
constrained by other factors. Preventing the 
delivery of a development should therefore 
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not be at the cost of the planning benefits it 
seeks to offer, therefore in addition to the 
above, flexibility in the policy is requested in 
accordance with the following wording: 
 
‘Major development, where feasible and 
should deliver low temperature communal 
distribution systems served by heat pumps. 
The heat source for a communal heating 
system should be selected in accordance with 
the London Plan heating hierarchy.’ 
 
(See PDF for edits in colour) 

23 The Natural 
History Museum 
(N/A) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

The NHM is supportive of Policy GB4 in its 
commitment to reducing energy demand and 
ensuring new development is net zero carbon. 
This aligns with the NHM’s own commitment 
to sustainability, which is one of its key 
strategic priorities. The NHM has ambitions to 
implement a sustainability programme in the 
operation of its estate as well as through 
initiatives such as the Urban Nature Project, 
which will transform the grounds of the NHM 
into an exemplar for sustainable urban nature 
and deliver a net biodiversity increase.  
 
The NHM believes Policy GB4 passes the 
“soundness” test as it is consistent with 
national policy. Paragraph 152 of the NPPF 
states that “the planning system should 
support the transition to a low carbon 
future…and support…low carbon energy”. 

Noted. 
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Policy GB4 is working towards the national 
policy goal of sustainable development 
through planning for climate change. The 
NHM supports Policy GB4 as it aligns with 
both its institutional values and national 
planning policy. 

24 TRA Travellers 
Site Stable Way 
(Patrick Joseph 
O'Donnell) 

P, J, E, L  In Chapter 5 the Greening SPD 'offsetting' is 
identified as a strategy to reduce energy 
demand. Offsetting has long been a highly 
controversial subject.  
 
Greenpeace state - 'to be serious about 
tackling climate change, they need to stop 
carbon emissions from getting into the 
atmosphere in the first place.... They don’t 
actually cancel out, offset – the emissions to 
which they are linked. Offsetting projects 
simply don’t deliver what we need – a 
reduction in the carbon emissions entering the 
atmosphere. Instead, they’re a distraction 
from the real solutions to climate change.' 
 
Offsetting is at best a 'lazy' solution to the 
problem of carbon emissions and has such 
should not form a part of this policy. 

Noted. As stated in paragraph 2.40 “We wish 
to see zero carbon being achieved on-site”. 
However, as a last resort….” 
 
The policy recognises that in highly 
constrained urban environment it will not 
always be possible for new development to be 
net zero carbon. For example, there may not 
be sufficient roof space for renewable energy 
sources. Therefore, while not preferred an 
offset payment may be taken to reduce carbon 
emissions elsewhere in the Borough. 
 
London Plan Policy SI 2 D requires the Council 
to set up and administer a carbon offset fund. 

25 Turley on behalf of 
Warrior Property 
Group and 
Portobello Group 
(Alice Hawkins) 

  This policy is generally supported in the 
context of the Council’s Climate Emergency. 
 
It is supported that the policy has been 
revised since Regulation 18 draft policies 
version to follow the minimum on-site carbon 

Noted. The planning system allows for site 
specific constraints to be taken into account 
where policy compliance is not possible such 
as for listed buildings. Such flexibility is not 
built into each policy. 
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reductions as set out in the London Plan in 
relation to major development only, and not 
set a prescriptive target for minor 
development. 
 
RBKC is a Borough rich with heritage assets, 
with a high percentage of land in 
Conservation Area, and numerous listed 
buildings, as set out and supported by Policy 
GB1. Whilst aims to address Climate Change 
are supported, we query whether the targets 
should note that proposals involving heritage 
assets will need to maximise carbon 
reductions, but are not required to hit 
minimum targets where  
suitably justified.  
 
It is considered that heritage proposals which 
are unable to substantially upgrade building 
fabric or install a significant amount of green 
technologies, could struggle to meet such 
requirements. Not only could this affect a 
large number of proposals within the Borough, 
but it is noted this could also have knock-on 
effects to scheme viability and design, 
potentially resulting in undeliverable schemes 
or a reduction in other elements of planning 
benefit such as affordable housing. As such, 
some flexibility within the policy around 
achieving what is the optimum deliverable 
solution for individual sites could be 
considered for appropriate scenarios or types 

Policy GB1: Sustainable Retrofitting may apply 
to proposals described. 
 
Part I of the Policy – the wording in the 
evidence document Evidence Study on 
Greening Issues’ (July 2021) to clarify that 
“shell only schemes” can only achieve 
“very good” can be added to the supporting 
text at paragraph 2.38 as a main 
modification. It can say – The evidence also 
indicates that, “shell only schemes” can 
only achieve “very good” and therefore the 
policy will be applied flexibly to such 
schemes. 
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of sites.  
 
It is noted that paragraph 2.34 of the 
supporting text notes that ‘The Local Plan 
Viability Study supports a net zero 
requirement for major development, 
concluding that requiring all new development 
to be net zero carbon will not undermine 
development viability”. However, it is noted 
that this does not consider that refurbishment 
of heritage assets would be viable, and the 
Viability Study, updated in September 2022, 
within the evidence base does not include this 
assessment. As such, we question whether it 
has been assessed that the requirement to 
achieve net zero carbon is viable on major 
refurbishment schemes.  
 
It is noted that the previous draft of the policy 
at Reg 18 stage included a point (former Part 
I) which noted that there is some scope for 
flexible application of the policy noting that 
where major refurbishment schemes are not 
able to meet the requirements of the policy 
criteria, justification must be demonstrated in 
an energy strategy or planning statement. 
This Part of the policy was supported in 
principle, acknowledging that refurbishment 
and heritage schemes may struggle to meet 
the minimum requirements and it is 
considered that this should be re-introduced. 
However, it is considered that this Part is not 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Refurbishment projects – Policy GB1: 
Sustainable Retrofitting Part A now includes 
reference to using voluntary standards for 
large scale retrofit schemes. However, it is 
considered that the previous Part I of the policy 
as referred to should be reinstated as a main 
modification. London Plan Policy SI2: 
Minimising greenhouse gas emissions 
supporting text paragraph 9.2.1 states 
“Development involving major refurbishment 
should also aim to meet this policy.”  
 
A new Part K. should be added to state Major 
refurbishment schemes must meet the 
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only re-introduced but also made more explicit 
to reference heritage assets and also to note 
that viability as well as physical constraints 
could be potential considerations.  
 
 
 
 
 
The current policy draft notes at Part I, that 
non-residential development must achieve 
BREEAM ‘excellent’. It is noted in some cases 
that this is simply not possible, particularly in 
relation to heritage building. Existing Local 
Plan Policy CE1 requires that certain non-
residential schemes achieve BREEAM ‘very 
good’ standard. This increase above current 
policy is justified in the supporting text 2.49 of 
the Publication version which notes “The 
RBKC Evidence Study on Greening Issues 
highlights that there is already strong adoption 
of the BREEAM “excellent” standard in the 
Borough and recommends setting a blanket 
requirement for larger non-residential 
schemes”.  
 
However, upon review of the Evidence Study 
on Greening Issues, it is noted that the 
summary on page xi. further adds “However, 
achieving “excellent” rating can prove 
challenging for some schemes. In particular, 
“shell only” schemes, such as schemes 

requirements of Policy criteria A – J. If it is 
not possible to do so, a detailed 
justification must be demonstrated in an 
energy strategy or planning statement. The 
voluntary standards set out in Policy GB1: 
Sustainable Retrofitting Part A can also be 
used in these schemes. 
 
 
Part I of the Policy – the wording in the 
evidence document Evidence Study on 
Greening Issues’ (July 2021) to clarify that 
“shell only schemes” can only achieve 
“very good” (page 100) can be added to the 
supporting text at paragraph 2.38 as a main 
modification. It can say – The evidence also 
indicates that, “shell only schemes” such 
as schemes delivering ground floor retail 
space can only achieve “very good” and 
therefore the policy will be applied flexibly 
to such schemes. 
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delivering ground floor retail space, can find it 
more challenging than “fully fitted” schemes or 
schemes involving “shell and core” (e.g. multi-
let commercial office space). It is notable that 
of the 699 “excellent” rated schemes 
discussed above, only 89 are retail schemes. 
Achieving “excellent” rating is also typically 
more challenging for smaller schemes (hence 
why it is quite common practice to only require 
larger schemes to achieve a certain BREEAM 
rating, as per the Westminster Local Plan), 
and refurbishment schemes relative to new 
build.” 
 
It is therefore considered that there is not the 
justification as required by paragraph 36 of 
the NPPF for the increase in a blanket 
BREEAM target. It is considered that to take 
account of retrofitted schemes, shell scheme 
and smaller schemes, any blanket target 
should either be downgraded back to ‘Very 
Good’ as per the current Local Plan, or should 
be caveated in the policy wording to note that 
this ‘Excellent’ target does not apply if suitably 
justified. 
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Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 
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1 Environment 
Agency (North 
London 
Sustainable 
Places) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

We welcome the inclusion of separate text for 
overheating risk assessment within the 
supporting text to this policy. However, as 
discussed in our response to the Regulation 
18 consultation, we recommend linking this 
policy to policies GB15-18. This would 
strengthen the Plan by clearly connecting and 
integrating the contribution which 
urban greening, and green roofs and walls, 
can make to cooling a building’s environment, 
reducing its energy consumption, and 
mitigating urban heat island 
impacts. 

A cross reference to Policies GB15-18 
could be made as a minor modification to 
supporting text. 

2 Gayle Verdi  P, J, E, 
C, L 

 Noted. 

3 Hillgate Village RA 
(Sam Dunkley) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

 Noted. 

4 Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

E P, J 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 

Noted. 
 
The Council cannot include a policy resisting 
all applications for air conditioning. This would 
not be positively prepared or proportionate and 
as such would not pass the tests of 
soundness.  
Following previous responses raising similar 
concerns, paragraph 2.56 was added. This 
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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 

states, “Applicants proposing air conditioning, 
be it a single unit or at the whole building 
scale, should carefully consider the harmful 
environmental impact of air conditioning and 
fully explore passive cooling (including roof 
and wall insulation as per Policy GB1: 
Sustainable Retrofitting) and ventilation 
measures/solutions in the first instance. Where 
a number of air conditioning units are 
proposed, applicants should consider a whole 
system/property passive approach could and 
implement the most efficient solution possible.” 
 
Minor modifications shown in red text to 
paragraph 2.56 can be made. 
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5 Mark Macleod C   Noted. 

6 Mas Hiday  P, J, E, 
C, L 

 Noted. 

7 Moni Red P, J, E, C, 
L 

 People should have the right to chose how 
and how much to heat or cool their premises. 
Stop interfering with people livelihoods and 
personal spaces ! 

Noted. 

8 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, C, 
L 

 How can you explain higher temperatures and 
then expect no air conditioning? This is not 
common sense. 

There can be passive measures to cool 
buildings that are more sustainable that air 
conditioning. The policy is setting a hierarchy 
to consider these first. 

9 Princes Gate 
Mews RA (J 
Whewell) 

P, J, E, C L See comments, made Anders questions, two 
and five. 

Noted. 

10 RBKC Labour 
Group of 
Councillors (Emma 
Dent Coad) 

E P, J, C, L Again, without post-occupancy monitoring this 
policy is meaningless. There are two 
developments in one road alone, both of 
which won awards for 'passive air 
conditioning', one I know suffered terribly from 
heat gain, and the other had to be retrofitted 
with air conditioning as the south-facing floor 
to ceiling windows retained heat that became 
intolerable. This within one year of the award 
for its 'green' credentials. 

Noted.  

11 Royal Avenue 
residents (Martin 
Flash) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Ditto Noted. 
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Q7: Policy GB6: Air Quality 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

  The three Air Quality Focus Areas listed in 
2.63 are not the only major sources of vehicle 
pollution. King’s Road and Chelsea 
Embankment are just as damaging. They 
should be treated as being of a similar priority. 
A new paragraph should be added after 2.63 
(page 38): 
 
“2.63 bis. In addition the King’s Road from 
Sloane Square to World’s End and Chelsea 
Embankment from Chelsea Bridge to New 
King’s Road are major sources of vehicle 
pollution and should be treated similarly.” 
 
The Air Quality Action Plan (2022 – 2027) will 
not be effective unless, as is not yet the case, 
it is accompanied by comprehensive 
monitoring to provide the necessary data. The 
following sentence should therefore be added 
to paragraph 2.65 (page 40): 
“For this plan to be effective comprehensive 
monitoring will be required to provide the data 
necessary for its coherent implementation.” 

Air Quality Focus Areas are designated by the 
GLA. They are defined by the GLA as being 
locations that not only exceed the EU annual 
mean limit value for NO2 but are also locations 
with high human exposure. They are not an 
exhaustive list of hotspots but where the GLA 
believes the problem to be most acute.  The 
Council has designated the whole Borough as 
an Air Quality Management Area.   
 
Monitoring locations are reviewed periodically.  
The Council appreciates it does not have 
monitoring equipment in every ward within the 
Borough but overall, it’s is fairly well served.  
Fully automatic sites are expensive to install 
and have ongoing servicing and data 
management costs.  We have recently 
installed a mobile sensor as part of the GLA’s 
Breathe London programme on Oakley Street.  
Whilst these are not as accurate as fully 
automated sites, they are more affordable and 
useful for identifying trends.  We are hoping to 
install more sensors in 2023 to increase our 
monitoring capacity.     

2 Cheyne Walk Trust 
(David Waddell) 

  Chapter 4 on a Green – Blue Future sets out a 
comprehensive approach to address Climate 
Change and the need for sustainable forms of 

Prior to drafting the Council’s 2022 Air Quality 
Action Plan, Cambridge Environmental 
Research Consultants (CERC) were asked to 
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transport. It states quite incorrectly that 
vehicle traffic is the principal source of 
atmospheric pollution in the Borough when in 
fact the major source of pollution is a blend of 
space heating and air-conditioning generated 
pollutants together with imported atmospheric 
pollution from industrial, rail and aviation 
sources. Whilst Policy G6 discusses Air 
Quality, the supporting Borough Air Quality 
map at 4.63 omits major sources of vehicle 
pollution, notably The Kings Road and 
Chelsea Embankment that appear to have no 
effective monitoring of PM10 in the first 
instance and neither NO2 or PM10 in the 
second. 
The council’s laudable intentions to apply Air 
Quality and Climate Change Action Plans 
(2016 and 2022) seemingly are not informed 
by comprehensive monitoring that should 
provide data necessary to inform coherent 
plans to address the pollution problems in all 
parts of the Borough. A clear commitment to 
that task should be stated in paragraphs 4.62 
through to 4.67. 

undertake a borough-wide air quality modelling 
exercise and source apportionment study.  
 
The study identified that 90% of borough 
emissions came from a combination of road 
transport (58%) and commercial emissions 
(31%) with commercial emissions being 
dominated by ‘heat and power generation 
(90%). However, despite road transport only 
comprising 58% of overall borough emissions, 
at the locations where the National Air Quality 
Objectives are exceeded, road transport 
contributes a higher proportion of the 
emissions. Details of this study have been 
published in the Council’s Annual Status 
Report for 2021.  
 
Figure 2.1 in Section 2.63 was produced by the 
GLA in 2022 and shows where it has 
designated Air Quality Focus Areas (AQFA).  
They are defined by the GLA as being 
locations that not only exceed the EU annual 
mean limit value for NO2 but are also locations 
with high human exposure. They are not an 
exhaustive list of hotspots but where the GLA 
believes the problem to be most acute.    
 
In addition to the automatic station at Chelsea 
Old Town Hall, we currently have 80 diffusion 
tubes monitoring monthly average 
concentrations of NO2. across the borough 4 
of which (KC39, KC43, KC55 & KC61) are in 
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the vicinity of the King’s Road and Chelsea 
Embankment. Fully automatic sites are 
expensive to install and have ongoing servicing 
and data management costs.  We have 
recently installed a mobile sensor as part of the 
GLA’s Breathe London programme on Oakley 
Street, monitoring NO2 and PM2.5.  Whilst these 
are not as accurate as fully automated sites, 
they are more affordable and useful for 
identifying trends.   
 
Monitoring locations are reviewed periodically 
and King’s Road and Chelsea Embankment / 
Cheyne Walk locations will be evaluated at the 
next review under action M3 of our new Air 
Quality Action Plan.  Action M3 states: Carry 
out review of Council’s own monitoring network 
(every three years) and publish a statement on 
website of results.   
 
We are hoping to install more sensors in 2023 
to increase our monitoring capacity.   
 
We will seek a minor modification to 
paragraph 2.65 to include reference to 
monitoring. 

3 Environment 
Agency (North 
London 
Sustainable 
Places) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

We are pleased to see that Policy GB6 is in 
line with London Plan Policy SI 1. In our 
response to the Regulation 18 consultation, 
we recommended the inclusion of agent of 
change principles as outlined in the London 
Plan. 

Noted and will seek to update the text to 
amend and reflect this.  Suggesting GB6 E 
is amended through a main modification to 
include the Agent of Change principles. 
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We bring your attention to this once again and 
recommend reference is made to agents of 
change in the context of this policy as it deals 
with aspects like dust etc. 

4 Gayle Verdi P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Waste removal vehicles for LBHF add their 
emissions to RBKC when attending to Hunt 
Close as they have to come through RBKC to 
access them. 
Hunt Close should be taken into RBKC to cut 
this unnecessary addition to RBKC’s air 
pollution. 

Your comment is noted, though we are not 
able to amend borough boundaries as part of 
this process. 

5 GLA (Hassan 
Ahmed) 

  Policy GB6 of the draft Plan reflects the 
approach set out in Policy SI 1 of the LP2021. 
This includes that all development proposals 
should be at least air quality neutral and that 
masterplans/development briefs and large-
scale development proposals which are 
subject to Environment Impact Assessment 
should plan to be air quality positive. 
 
The Mayor is also pleased that the draft Plan 
now recognises and has mapped out clearly 
the borough’s three Air Quality Focus Areas in 
Figure 2.1 of the document. Policy GB6 
makes it a requirement that development 
proposals in AQFAs are required to be 
accompanied by Air Quality Assessments but 
should also demonstrate that design 
measures have been incorporated to minimise 

Noted.  
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exposure to poor air quality in accordance 
with Policy SI 1 of the LP2021. 

6 Hillgate Village RA 
(Sam Dunkley) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

  

7 Isis Amlak P, J, E  The policy fails to acknowledge and include 
the area under the Westway motorway as an 
AQFA location. The only areas recognised are 
all in the Centre and the South of the borough 
which is exclusionary, discriminatory and 
ignores to serious health impact on resident in 
the North; many living between 
between/under the Westway, and railway.  
This evidences a failure in engagement or an 
understanding of the needs, concerns and 
aspirations of residents in the North. For 
example fears that children born to families 
living under the Westway will have smaller 
lunges or develop respiratory illnesses. Urban 
Health reported that  
• Exposure to air pollution has both short and 
long-term effects on the health of children. 
• Air pollution can impact on children before 
birth – research has found that pregnant 
women exposed to PM2.5 and NO2 air 
pollutants are more likely to have smaller, low 
birth weight children. 
• Children are vulnerable to air pollution partly 
because their organs are still developing and 
they breathe more rapidly and are closer to 
the ground, where pollutants are more highly 
concentrated. 

Air Quality Focus Areas are designated by the 
GLA. They are defined by the GLA as being 
locations that not only exceed the EU annual 
mean limit value for NO2 but are also locations 
with high human exposure. They are not an 
exhaustive list of hotspots but where the GLA 
believes the problem to be most acute.  The 
Council has designated the whole Borough as 
an Air Quality Management Area.   
 
In preparation for the production of the 
Council’s Air Quality Action Plan that was 
published in 2022, Cambridge Environmental 
Research Consultants were asked to 
undertake borough-wide air quality modelling 
for 2016, 2019 and 2022 at 1.5 m (ground 
level), 4 m (about first floor level) and 10 m 
(worst case for Westway) above ground level 
to predict the annual mean concentrations of 
nitrogen dioxide (NO2) and fine particles 
(PM10 and PM2.5) and short-term 
concentrations of NO2 (1 hour mean) and 
PM10 (24 hour mean) for comparison against 
National Air Quality Objectives (NAQO) and 
WHO Guideline Values.  The modelling 
included predictions at 286 receptor points 
(such as homes, parks, and community 



103 
 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

• Levels of PM2.5 for the entire boroughs is 
above the World Health Organisation (WHO) 
recommendations, and 6% (14) of schools in 
our local inner-city area are in places with 
levels of PM2.5 that are 50% higher than the 
WHO guidelines recommend. 
 
Residents in the North are concerned about 
the effect of air pollution on their children. This 
fear was greatly increased following the death 
of nine-year-old girl in 2013, when in 2021 the 
inquest had found air pollution "made a 
material contribution" to her death and the 
coroner called for a change in the air pollution 
law. The absence of Westway demonstrates 
how the Council have failed to effectively 
engage with the around air pollution in the 
North.  
 
The Mayor of London’s 2018 School Air 
Quality Audit Programme - Oxford Gardens 
Primary School, Royal Borough of Kensington 
and Chelsea evidences that approximately 
15,000 vehicles per day travel on the core 
roads within a 200m radius of the school. This 
is within the 1st quartile in terms of traffic 
volumes amongst of the 50 schools assessed 
as part of this programme. It found amongst 
other things that the Main source of pollution 
is linked to the heavily trafficked A40 Westway 
which carries a large number of buses and 
HGV’s, as well as a comparatively high 

centres) along the Westway and an 
apportionment study for 2016, to identify the 
sources of air pollution in the borough.  CERC 
was asked to model the Westway as an 
elevated road to account for the increased 
dispersion and dilution of air pollution (which 
has not been done before).   The results show 
that by accurately modelling the Westway at 
height, past reporting has significantly 
overestimated the contribution of the Westway 
to poor air quality in the north of the borough.  
We will be carrying out additional modelling 
later this year and will review the latest 
information then with a view to sharing with the 
GLA.   
  
However, whilst modelling is a useful tool and 
will accurately predict air pollution 
concentrations for most of the borough, it is 
possible that not all local sources of pollution 
may have been accounted for and so the 
modelling may occasionally either over or 
underpredict concentrations in some local 
areas. 
  
Under Action M3 of the new Air Quality Action 
Plan we have committed to install additional 
mobile sensors in the vicinity of the Westway 
(and review the impact of the railway line) to 
obtain more monitoring data for this area over 
the next few years.  
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percentage of children travelling to / from 
school by car despite living within a 10 
minutes’ walk. Historically there was 
insufficient, if any, air quality monitoring at the 
Westway Sports Centre, because the Council 
believed such monitoring to be unnecessary, 
and also believed there were no significant air 
quality issues at the site. Air pollution levels in 
the immediate vicinity of the flyover breach the 
air pollution limits allowed under European 
Law. Monitoring and research also show 
clearly that the worst pollution blackspots are 
at the exact location of the Westway Sports 
Centre. This means that the highest risks 
apply to users of this largely outdoor sports 
complex, many of whom are children, not 
least the children of Lancaster West Estate, 
who were left with no option but to use 
replacement football pitches provided for them 
at this location when their much loved facilities 
at Lancaster Green were destroyed, along 
with the rest of Lancaster Green, to make way 
for the monstrous overdevelopment now 
known as the Kensington Aldridge Academy. 
If the policy is to be fair and just Westway 
must be included in the paragraph 2.63. 
The policy is not positively prepared, justified 
or effective 

8 Kensington & 
Chelsea Citizens 
Advice (Arantxa 
Gaba) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 There is no reference to the Westway or the 
impact of pollution on residents in North 
Kensington and this needs to be addressed. 

In preparation for the production of the 
Council’s Air Quality Action Plan that was 
published in 2022, Cambridge Environmental 
Research Consultants were asked to 
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undertake borough-wide air quality modelling 
for 2016, 2019 and 2022 at 1.5 m (ground 
level), 4 m (about first floor level) and 10 m 
(worst case for Westway) above ground level 
to predict the annual mean concentrations of 
nitrogen dioxide (NO2) and fine particles 
(PM10 and PM2.5) and short-term 
concentrations of NO2 (1 hour mean) and 
PM10 (24 hour mean) for comparison against 
National Air Quality Objectives (NAQO) and 
WHO Guideline Values.  The modelling 
included predictions at 286 receptor points 
(such as homes, parks, and community 
centres) along the Westway and an 
apportionment study for 2016, to identify the 
sources of air pollution in the borough.  CERC 
was asked to model the Westway as an 
elevated road to account for the increased 
dispersion and dilution of air pollution (which 
has not been done before).   The results show 
that by accurately modelling the Westway at 
height, past reporting has significantly 
overestimated the contribution of the Westway 
to poor air quality in the north of the borough.  
We will be carrying out additional modelling 
later this year and will review the latest 
information then with a view to sharing with the 
GLA.   
However, whilst modelling is a useful tool and 
will accurately predict air pollution 
concentrations for most of the borough, it is 
possible that not all local sources of pollution 
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may have been accounted for and so the 
modelling may occasionally either over or 
underpredict concentrations in some local 
areas. 
  
Under Action M3 of the new Air Quality Action 
Plan we have committed to install additional 
mobile sensors in the vicinity of the Westway 
(and review the impact of the railway line) to 
obtain more monitoring data for this area over 
the next few years. 

9 Kensington and 
Chelsea Social 
Council (Joe Batty) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 The policy has not considered health data and 
the health strategy for the Borough. To make 
the plan sound all neighbourhoods in North 
Kensington should be air quality positive. 

Whilst we would encourage this, the Council is 
not able to introduce an Air Quality Positive 
approach more widely, however we will keep 
this under review should mechanisms become 
available to do so. 

10 Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

E P, J 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. 

Paragraph 2.67 makes reference to green 
infrastructure, tree planting and biodiversity, 
though it is acknowledged this does not 
currently specifically refer to health and well- 
being. A reference can be added as a minor 
modification. 
 
 
 
 
GB6B(vi) The 20,000 m3 is not a criterion set 
by the Council, but one stated in Best Practice 
Guidance such as the Mayor of London’s 
Supplementary Planning Guidance the ‘Control 
of Dust & Emissions from Construction & 
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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. 

Demolition Sites’ and the Institute of Air Quality 
Management ‘Land-Use Planning & 
Development Control: Planning For Air Quality. 
We are also requesting developments that do 
not meet the ‘Major Development’ criteria but 
have the potential to include dusty works such 
as smaller amounts of demolition and 
construction to provide a Dust Risk 
Assessment.  
 
GB6C: This will apply to all major 
developments located in Air Quality Focus 
Areas and any development subject to an EIA 
in any part of the borough.  We do not have the 
powers to introduce an Air Quality Positive 
approach more widely, however we will keep 
this under review should mechanisms become 
available to do so. 
 
GB6G: The Air Quality Neutral Guidance has 
been produced by the GLA and the offsetting 
payment is calculated by multiplying the 
excess emissions by the damage costs, over a 
30 year period with a 2% annual uplift. 
 
GB6I: Whilst not explicitly stated, this is 
referred to in GB6D as it refers to the 
requirement for non-combustion energy 
technology where possible.  In addition, if the 
Air Quality Neutral Assessment demonstrates 
that the development fails to meet the building 
benchmark (due to emissions from the heating 
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plant), in the first instance developers are to 
amend the details of the development. This 
would include changes to the energy strategy, 
or changes to the overall design of the 
development. Further information is available 
in the Council’s Greening SPD. The Council 
will review GB6D to add a reference to 
resisting biomass as a Main Modification.  
   

11 Knightsbridge 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Simon 
Birkett) 

  This policy needs to be more ambitious.  
 
As a neighbourhood forum in the London 
Borough of Westminster, the KNF is working 
hard to encourage WCC to be as ambitious as 
possible. In this regard, the relationship with 
the Royal Borough of Kensington and 
Chelsea which the Knightsbridge 
Neighbourhood Area borders is crucial. For 
policies of such wider importance to be 
effective they need to align as far as possible 
across boundaries and in this regard the KNF 
considers that Policy GB6 needs to be more 
ambitious, both for its own aims and to push 
WCC to be similarly ambitious.  
 
In the context of air quality, the target should 
be to achieve Zero Air Emissions by 2030 if 
possible and by 2040 at the latest. Clause A 
should therefore encourage development to 
achieve 'zero air emissions'. Air quality neutral 
means no change in air pollution unlike 
carbon neutral or net zero carbon which are 

The Council recognises the importance of 
cross boundary and partnership working and 
this is reflected in our new Air Quality Action 
Plan.  In terms of air quality, we are currently 
working towards the WHO 2005 Guideline 
Values, which are more stringent than current 
statutory national air quality objectives.  
 
In terms of clause A, we would encourage zero 
emissions but the Council is currently not able 
to insist that all development is Air Quality 
Positive as yet. 
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usually considered to be zero carbon.  
 
The KNF supports the requirement in clause 
D for non-combustion energy technology to be 
used where available. 

12 Mark Macleod C    

13 Mas Hiday E P, J, C, L If RBKC mayor still drives in a Bentley this 
policy is a sham 

In 2019 the Mayor’s Bentley was replaced with 
an electric black cab. 

14 Molly Dineen P, J, E, C, 
L 

 There is a huge increase in pollution owing to 
the vast amount of construction at a local 
level. Policy needs to change and greatly 
reduce and control the amount of construction 
work in order to improve air quality. 

This policy is unable to limit the amount of 
construction but does seek to control the way it 
is managed.  Construction is regulated within 
the borough as far as practically possible 
through a number of planning controls; 
 
• Air Quality Assessments (AQAs) require a 

Dust Risk Assessment (DRA) of the 
demolition, construction, trackout and 
excavation phases of a development to 
identify how any dusk risks will be mitigated 
or minimised. For Medium and High Risk 
sites this includes the monitoring of dust, 
particulate matter and nitrogen dioxide 
which is reported to the Council on a 
monthly basis. 

• AQAs are also required to assess the 
cumulative impact of developments (which 
have been granted planning permission) 
that are located within a 500 m radius and 
address the impacts as necessary.  
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• A DRA will form part of a Demolition and 
Construction Environmental Management 
Plan, developed to avoid, minimise or 
mitigate any construction effects on the 
environment. 

• The impact of construction traffic is 
assessed through the AQA and compared 
to the Institute of Air Quality Management 
guideline levels.  If there is predicted to be 
any breach of Annual Average Daily Traffic 
benchmark, further assessment and/or 
mitigation is required. Construction Traffic 
Management Plans (CTMP’s) detail the 
methods which will be implemented to 
manage the construction of a new 
development, particularly in relation to 
construction-related vehicle trips. 

• Sites are conditioned to use the ‘cleanest’ 
Non Road Mobile Machinery available to 
minimise emissions from site. Site operators 
are also encouraged to install and use 
electric connections over the use of 
standalone generators. 

 
The Council’s Environmental Health 
Construction Management Team (CMT) and 
the Noise and Nuisance Team work 
collaboratively to control the impact of 
construction work on the borough and its 
residents. The pro-active work of the CMT 
(such as the construction bond) complements 
the more reactive work of the Noise and 
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Nuisance Team, and their combined efforts 
have seen a reduction in the number of 
complaints related to construction work. 
 
Policy GB7: Construction Management 
requires relevant developments as specified in 
the RBKC Code of Construction Practice (the 
Code) must minimise demolition and 
construction impacts by complying with the 
Code 59.  

 
The Council’s new Air Quality Action Plan 2022 
contains measures to address construction 
sites, from the requirement to have Dust risk 
assessments for any demolition or construction 
works to demonstrate how the dust risks will be 
mitigated during these phases of the 
development (action E2 of the AQAP).  
Implementation of Action E3a will ensure that 
development sites implement the NRMM 
requirements and the Council is also part of 
the Pan-London Non Road Mobile Machinery 
Group where officers audit construction and 
demolition sites within the borough to ensure 
they comply with the requirements (action E3b 
of the AQAP). 

15 Moni Red P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Air quality is fine as it is Noted.  

16 Norland 
Conservation 

E P, J, C, L SECTION 2 - Policy GB6: Air Quality 
 
Electric Vehicles 

Addressing traffic and congestion through 
developments is largely covered by Chapter 8 
‘Streets and Transport’. 
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Society (Martin 
Ingell) 

 
2.73 - Air Quality Neutral and Positive: 
Norland Conservation Society agrees that, 
“given the ongoing exceedances of air 
pollutants throughout the Borough, every 
opportunity must be taken to improve air 
quality.” The Policy states that the Council 
“will revise our requirements for construction 
traffic… ...to ensure that electric vehicles are 
used to mitigate air quality impacts.” Norland 
Conservation Society supports this but the 
Policy makes no mention of cars, by far the 
larger source of air pollutants in the Borough. 
 
Therefore, Policy GB6 is not ‘effective’. 

17 Notting Hill and 
North Kensington 
Liberal Democrats 
(Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

  Large developments which encourage 
vehicular traffic (those not taking specific 
measures to be car free) should be listed 
under B and required to submit both a short 
term (during contraction) a long-term (for the 
lifespan of the building) air quality 
assessment, as they have the potential to do 
a huge amount of damage to local air quality. 
 
Developers should be forced to include 
investment in active travel infrastructure and 
tree-planting as part of their schemes, in order 
to better air quality. 

All Major Developments are subject to Air 
Quality Assessments (AQA’s). Each AQA will 
include both a construction and operational 
Transport Assessment which takes into 
account the type of vehicle and trip numbers to 
be generated. These numbers are compared 
to the Institute of Air Quality Management’s 
(IAQM) Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) 
benchmarks which determine if further 
assessment or mitigation is required.  
 
All planning applications in London must show 
how the development will encourage higher 
levels of walking and cycling, this can include 
the installation of cycle parking, wider 
pavements or new pedestrian crossings. 
Although not specifically covered in GB6 
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addressing sustainable travel is largely 
covered under T6: Active Travel. 

18 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Air quality? how about increased congestion 
caused by removing car lanes over cycle 
lanes? Hyde Park is now a car park which 
only contributes to poor air quality. 

 

19 RBKC Labour 
Group of 
Councillors (Emma 
Dent Coad) 

E P, J, C, L The Council has always been half-hearted in 
its approach to reducing air pollution. With the 
best policies in the world, air pollution has 
worsened dramatically. Tokenism at its worst. 

Improving air quality remains a key priority for 
Kensington and Chelsea Council. In 2021, 
it was incorporated into a new Council Green 
Plan, alongside other environmental goals to 
become carbon neutral, protect and enhance 
biodiversity, tackle fuel poverty and minimise 
waste. All of which have a significant impact on 
the health and wellbeing of those who live 
and work in, visit or travel through our 
Borough. 
 
Huge improvements in air quality have been 
achieved across Kensington and Chelsea 
since 2015; between 2016 and 2019, 64% 
more of the borough is predicted to have met 
legal limits for nitrogen dioxide. Despite this, 
like other areas of London, nitrogen dioxide 
remains an issue along the borough’s busier 
roads and particulate matter continues to 
affect wider areas. Consequently, reducing 
emissions of these pollutants as well as our 
exposure to poor air quality remains a great 
challenge locally, across London, nationally 
and internationally. 
 



114 
 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

A new Air Quality Action Plan was adopted in 
2022. 

20 Royal Avenue 
residents (Martin 
Flash) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Ditto - this questionnaire is bureaucrats wet 
dream 

 

21 Savills on behalf of 
Commercial 
Estates Group 
(Kirsty Turner) 

  In CEG’s written representation for the 
Regulation 18 stage Draft Local Plan, 
comments were made on Policy G6 (now 
GB6) which have not been addressed. As 
such, these comments still stand and we 
respectfully request that these are considered 
as part of this consultation process. They are 
set out below.  
 
Policy G6 refers to Air Quality. Part (G) sets 
out that: 
‘All major development and smaller scale 
development that involves potentially ‘dusty 
works’, such as basement excavation, soil 
removal or import, are required to produce a 
Dust Risk Assessment to identify potential 
impacts and corresponding mitigation 
measures to protect local sensitive receptors 
from the impacts.’  
 
Matters of air quality in major developments 
are assessed through an Air Quality 
Assessment, and this is considered an 
appropriate mechanism to deal with any 
impacts of air quality that may arise from 
development. Dust Risk Assessment’s should 

A Construction Method Statement or Noise, 
Dust and Vibration Statement is submitted with 
the majority of smaller developments that 
involve ‘dusty works’. These documents can 
include some form of independent / guidance 
supported risk assessment or series of 
mitigation measures relating to dust. Dust from 
basement construction and soil excavation on 
Minor Developments is a key nuisance source 
within the borough. By applying a uniformed 
approach on how dust is assessed and 
mitigated throughout these works would 
improve the current impact on local air quality 
and sensitive receptors.  

 
Section 3.10.3 of the London Plan 2021 states 
that the Mayor supports boroughs in restricting 
large-scale basement excavations under 
existing properties where this type of 
development is likely to cause unacceptable 
harm, including air pollution and the impact of 
dust. The addition of Dust Risk Assessments 
in some of these large-scale basements 
(especially in locations where a number are 
being excavated in tandem within a localised 
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be submitted where it is considered absolutely 
necessary, and does not form a validation 
requirement, rather a policy requirement 
within schemes that post significant impacts to 
the surrounding environs. Therefore, we 
suggest the wording of the policy is changed 
to state: 
‘where deemed necessary through an Air 
Quality Assessment, developments will be 
required to produce a Dust Risk Assessment 
to identify potential impacts and 
corresponding mitigation measures to protect 
local sensitive receptors from the impacts.’ 
 
Further to previous comments made, Policy 
GB6 Part (C) states that:  
‘Major developments located in AQFAs, 
masterplans, development briefs and large-
scale development proposals (that are subject 
to Environmental Impact Assessments) are 
required to deliver an ‘Air Quality Positive’ 
approach.’  
 
CEG support improvements to air quality 
across the Borough, and share RBKC’s 
ambitions set out in the new five-year Air 
Quality Action Plan (2022- 2027). It is also 
acknowledged that the entire Borough is 
classified as an Air Quality Management Area 
(AQMA). Notwithstanding, it is noted that the 
wording of the policy has been become more 
stringent in comparison to the Regulation 18 

area) would reduce the impact of air pollution 
and dust on local sensitive receptors.  

 
Given the impact that air quality has on health 
and the local environment (especially 
particulate matter) the Council considers minor 
developments with dusty works (such as 
basement construction, soil removal or import) 
to be the appropriate threshold for the policy.  
 
 
 
 
 
AQFA’s have been designated by the GLA as 
being locations that not only exceed the EU 
annual mean limit value for NO2 but are also 
locations with high human exposure. They are 
not an exhaustive list of hotspots but where 
the GLA believes the problem to be most 
acute. Major developments have a key role in 
these areas in reducing the impact on air 
quality as far as practically possible.  

 
Policy D13 of the London Plan ‘Agent of 
Change’ states a person or business (i.e. the 
agent) introducing a new land use is 
responsible for managing the impact of that 
change. 
 
Given the current impacts of air quality on 
health and the local environment the Council 
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draft policy. It is important that the Council 
recognises that setting such a stringent policy 
would incur additional financial burdens on 
developers and therefore could result in the 
minimisation of other potential benefits 
associated with development proposals. 
 
We therefore suggest the wording of the 
policy reverts back to the Regulation 18 
wording, to state:  
'Major developments located in AQFAs, 
masterplans, development briefs and large-
scale development proposals (that are subject 
to Environmental Impact Assessments) should 
be ‘Air Quality Positive’.’  
 
(See PDF for edits in colour) 

considers Major Developments located within 
AQFAs to be the appropriate threshold for the 
policy.  
 
 

22 Silvera Williams P, E  Why is the whole borough not an ‘Air Quality 
Positive’ zone rather than just some (three) 
small areas? 
 
Has increased congestion, likely to result as a 
consequence of denser population, been 
assessed with regards air quality?  
 
Whilst you are mandated to build new homes, 
there are already significant air quality issues 
throughout the borough which are not being 
effectively tackled. The issue will only be 
made worse with a higher density population. 

The whole borough is classified as an Air 
Quality Management Area (AQMA). There are 
no Air Quality Positive Zones within the 
borough, there are however three Greater 
London Authority (GLA) designated Air Quality 
Focus Areas (AQFA’s). They are defined by 
the GLA as being locations that not only 
exceed the EU annual mean limit value for NO2 
but are also locations with high human 
exposure. They are not an exhaustive list of 
hotspots but where the GLA believes the 
problem to be most acute.   
 
The Council has a statutory duty to produce an 
Annual Status report.  This assesses air quality 
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monitoring data against National Air Quality 
Objectives and the 2005 WHO air quality 
Guideline Values and publishes this report on 
the Council’s website.     
 

23 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

E P, J, C Para 2.73 reads Given the ongoing 
exceedances of air pollutants throughout the 
Borough, every opportunity must be taken to 
improve air quality. Demolition and 
Construction Environmental Management 
Plans (DCEMPs) and Dust Management 
Plans (DMPs) play a key role in controlling 
emissions during the demolition and 
construction phases of development. 
 
Policy GB 6 F states All major development 
and smaller scale development that involves 
potentially ‘dusty works’, such as basement 
excavation, soil removal or import, are 
required to produce a Dust Risk Assessment 
to identify potential impacts and appropriate 
corresponding mitigation measures to protect 
local sensitive receptors from the impact of 
dust. 
 
Will it be clear to householders what is a 
‘smaller scale development’ (if this does not 
involve a basement?). Removal of the majority 
of internal walls is a form of refurbishment 
now becoming more common in the StQW 
neighbourhood. A footnote needed to refer 

We will seek to amend the wording in 
paragraph GB6F as a main modification 
from small scale development to minor 
development, as this would be in line with 
planning definitions under the Town and 
Country Planning Act 2015 and will encompass 
anything smaller than the criteria for major 
developments. This will enable applications to 
be reviewed on a case-by-case basis to ensure 
any potential impacts are identified. Key dusty 
works can be attributed to basement 
excavation, soil removal / import or demolition. 
The Council is also producing an updated Air 
Quality SPD which will provide more detailed 
guidance on the requirements for improving air 
quality in new development. 
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applicants to the relevant source of 
information. 

24 TfL - Commercial 
Development 
(Brendan Hodges) 

  As they are such important contributors to 
improving air quality, TTLP still considers that 
it would be helpful for the policy or supporting 
text to cross refer to Healthy Streets, reducing 
car use, promoting sustainable servicing and 
deliveries, and strategies to promote active, 
healthy travel and the use of public transport. 

The Council agrees that these are important 
when it comes to improving air quality. These 
measures are incorporated within the Council’s 
Air Quality Action Plan which was published in 
2022 and is referred to in para 2.65 and we did 
not want to refer to specific actions at the 
expense of excluding others.  Healthy Streets, 
sustainable transport and active travel is 
covered in Chapter 8 ‘Streets and 
Transport’ and we will update para 2.67 as a 
minor modification to reflect this. 

25 TRA Travellers 
Site Stable Way 
(Patrick Joseph 
O'Donnell) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 In 2020 it was estimated that globally, air 
pollution caused the early deaths of nearly 9M 
people.  
 
In September 2021 WHO rewrote its 
guidelines on measuring air quality. 
https://www.aqconsultants.co.uk/news/septem
ber-2021/new-who-global-air-quality-
guidelines 
 
These are not reflected in the current policy 
and should be updated. 

WHO air quality guideline values are not 
statutory.  However, the Council adopted the 
2005 WHO guideline values which are more 
stringent than the statutory National Air Quality 
Objectives and this is confirmed in our 2022 Air 
Quality Action Plan which was drafted before 
the release of these latest WHO Guideline 
Values.  We are reviewing the latest Guideline 
Values and will refer to them when assessing 
data in future Annual Status Reports.     

26 Wornington Trees 
(Sam Dodgshon) 

P, J, C E, L Developments which encourage a large 
amount of vehicular traffic (large residential or 
commercial schemes, and anything with on-
site parking) should be listed under B, and 
required to submit an air quality assessment. 
 

Generally large residential or commercial 
schemes are subject to Air Quality 
Assessments (AQA’s) as they fall under one of 
the listed categories in B. Minor Developments 
can also include both a construction and 
operational Transport Assessment which 
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Developers should be made to include 
investment in active travel infrastructure and 
tree-planting as part of their schemes, in order 
to better air quality. 

considers the type of vehicle and trip numbers 
to be generated. These numbers are 
compared to the IAQM’s AADT benchmarks 
which determine if further assessment or 
mitigation is required.  

 
All planning applications in London must show 
how the development will encourage higher 
levels of walking and cycling, this can include 
the installation of cycle parking, wider 
pavements or new pedestrian crossings. 
Although not specifically covered in GB6 
addressing sustainable travel is largely 
covered under T6: Active Travel. 
 

27 Zakiya Amlak C  Although the policy recognises that air 
pollution causes significant detrimental health, 
environmental and economic impacts and that 
the entire Borough has been declared an Air 
Quality Management Area (AQMA) as levels 
of nitrogen dioxide (NO 2) and particulate 
matter (PM10 and PM 2.5) exceed the 
National Air Quality Objectives (NAQO) the 
policy neither positively prepared, justified, nor 
effective because it omits one of the most 
polluted areas in the North of the borough, the 
Westway. As examples: air pollution was used 
as a major justification for closing Maxilla 
Nursery and the private school under the 
Westway was provided with specialist air 
purifying equipment. Monitoring and research 
also show clearly that the worst pollution black 

In preparation for the production of the 
Council’s Air Quality Action Plan that was 
published in 2022, Cambridge Environmental 
Research Consultants were asked to 
undertake borough-wide air quality modelling 
for 2016, 2019 and 2022 at 1.5 m (ground 
level), 4 m (about first floor level) and 10 m 
(worst case for Westway) above ground level 
to predict the annual mean concentrations of 
nitrogen dioxide (NO2) and fine particles 
(PM10 and PM2.5) and short-term 
concentrations of NO2 (1 hour mean) and 
PM10 (24 hour mean) for comparison against 
National Air Quality Objectives (NAQO) and 
WHO Guideline Values.  The modelling 
included predictions at 286 receptor points 
(such as homes, parks, and community 
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spots are at the exact location of the Westway 
Sports Centre. Air pollution levels in the 
immediate vicinity of the flyover breach the air 
pollution limits allowed under European Law. 
Monitoring and research also show clearly 
that the worst pollution black spots are at the 
exact location of the Westway Sports Centre. 
This means that the highest risks apply to 
users of this largely outdoor sports complex, 
many of whom are children, not least the 
children of Lancaster West Estate, who were 
left with no option but to use replacement 
football pitches provided for them at this 
location when their much loved facilities at 
Lancaster Green were destroyed, along with 
the rest of Lancaster Green, to make way for 
the monstrous overdevelopment now known 
as the Kensington Aldridge Academy. The 
Westway has a continuing detrimental impact 
on the quality of air many residents in the 
North also live between/under the Westway, 
and the railway. There is no mention of the 
impact of the Grenfell Fire on the air pollution 
in the North. 
Air Quality Neutral does not go far enough to 
address the pollution in the North of the 
borough, what is needed is a guaranteed Air 
Quality Positive approach. 

centres) along the Westway and an 
apportionment study for 2016, to identify the 
sources of air pollution in the borough.  CERC 
was asked to model the Westway as an 
elevated road to account for the increased 
dispersion and dilution of air pollution (which 
has not been done before).   The results show 
that by accurately modelling the Westway at 
height, past reporting has significantly 
overestimated the contribution of the Westway 
to poor air quality in the north of the borough.  
We will be carrying out additional modelling 
later this year and will review the latest 
information then with a view to sharing with the 
GLA.   
  
However, whilst modelling is a useful tool and 
will accurately predict air pollution 
concentrations for most of the borough, it is 
possible that not all local sources of pollution 
may have been accounted for and so the 
modelling may occasionally either over or 
underpredict concentrations in some local 
areas. 
  
Under Action M3 of the new Air Quality Action 
Plan we have committed to install additional 
mobile sensors in the vicinity of the Westway 
(and review the impact of the railway line) to 
obtain more monitoring data for this area over 
the next few years. 
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The Air Quality Positive (AQP) approach will 
be implemented in North Kensington when a 
development meets the requirements. At 
present extending the AQP approach to entire 
areas (outside of AQFA’s or developments 
subject to EIA’s) is not something the Council 
is able to do, however it will keep this under 
review should mechanisms become available 
to do so. 
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1 Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

  It is not enough for the Council to require 
Construction Traffic Management Plans for all 
relevant sites. Experience shows that unless 
in each case the Plan is available for review at 
the time of the initial planning application 
Councillors will not be able to assess its 
viability. The existing language of 2.77 (page 
42) is not fit for purpose in this respect. The 
following text should be added to it: 
 
“2.77 …the Code. No planning application will 
be considered by the Council unless, where 
necessary, a Construction Traffic 
Management Plan is submitted at the same 
time; and no application will be granted unless 
and until the relevant Construction Traffic 
Management Plan is approved. There may be 
instances where, if it proves impossible to 
devise an acceptable Traffic Management 
Plan, the application will be rejected on this 
ground alone.” 

It would be unreasonable to require a 
Construction Traffic Management Plan for 
every planning application involving 
development. Most development is of small 
scale. In particularl sensitive locations such as 
mews properties the Council is in a position to 
ask for a CTMP. The suggested wording is 
considered too inflexible. The Council has a 
sound and robust procedures in place which 
ensure that CTMPs are required for 
appropriate development scenarios.   

2 Directors of the 
Board of Charles II 
Place 
Management 
(1991) Limited 
(Directo... 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Policy is more detailed than existing policy in 
adopted Local Plan which is welcomed. 
Reference to the specification that relevant 
developments must minimise demolition and 
construction impacts by complying with the 

Noted 
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RBKC Code of Construction Practice is 
supported. 

3 Gayle Verdi  P, J, E, 
C, L 

 Noted 

4 Hillgate Village RA 
(Sam Dunkley) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

 Noted 

5 Kensington & 
Chelsea Citizens 
Advice (Arantxa 
Gaba) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Residents who are subject to construction 
complain about noise, leaks, mould and 
pollution and do not appear to be listened to. 
This does not appear to be taken into account 
and residents need to be kept informed and 
their complaints considered urgently. The 
health and wellbeing of residents needs to be 
of paramount importance in all plans around 
essential safety work done on behalf of those 
residents. This applies to question 9 too. 

Noted.  The Code of Construction Practice and 
construction bond scheme are in place to try 
and minimise, as far as possible, the impact of 
construction on residents. The Construction 
Management Team and Noise & Nuisance 
Team are able to investigate complaints 
regarding noise and pollution caused by 
construction work 

6 Kensington and 
Chelsea Social 
Council (Joe Batty) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Across the Borough, the amount of 
construction is causing distressing levels of 
noise, vibration (this also covers Q9) and 
pollution. The subsequent registering of 
residents’ complaints compound this, when 
there is no response. The amount of pollution 
being generated by construction is huge with 
consequences for the green Borough vision. 
None of this is evidenced by the Council. 
 
To put the environment at the heart of 
construction management it should be 
renamed Construction Environment 
Management Plan. The health and well-being 

Noted.  All residents’ complaints should be 
responded to by the relevant team.  Where this 
is not the case, the matter can be raised via 
the Council’s formal complaints process. 
 
The Council may not be able to resolve all 
issues that are raised and, inevitably, 
construction work will often involve some 
degree of unavoidable impact on neighbouring 
residents. 
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of residents needs protection in policy, with 
much better mechanisms for monitoring and 
responding to complaints. 

7 Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

E P, J 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. 

This comment relates to GB8 (D). See GB8 for 
response. 
 
 
 

8 Lots Village 
Residents 
Association (Kerry 
Davis-Head) 

P, C  Some very fine words, and yet there isn’t 
sufficient enforcement. Without the ability to 
visit, observe and fine, without a staffed 
(qualified staff) call centre then all the rules 
are meaningless. Call centres do not know the 
road names, the post codes, the sites. 

Noted regarding enforcement, but this relates 
to existing procedures rather than a change to 
the draft Local Plan wording.   

9 Mas Hiday E P, J, C, L Not enough EHOs to enforce this Noted. 

10 Molly Dineen P, J, E, L  Construction management in our borough is 
very poor. There is a big disparity between 
promises made to the council and the reality 

Noted. 
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on the ground. The policy must include an 
independent element by which complaints can 
be registered and dealt with immediately. 

11 Moni Red P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Everything you propose it’s irrelevant Noted 

12 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, C, 
L 

 RBKC does not appear to minimise any 
construction impact as far as I can tell, a 
constant stream of basement extensions and 
building luxury flats is ruining the borough. 

Noted.   

13 RBKC Labour 
Group of 
Councillors (Emma 
Dent Coad) 

E P, J, C, L While some construction sites are indeed well 
managed, this seems to be luck of the draw. 
The Council does not have sufficient staffing 
levels to monitor those contractors who break 
the rules consistently. There has been a very 
long and sad history of this in the borough, 
particularly around Wornington Green 
development in Golborne ward. 

Noted. This is not a Local Plan issue. 

14 Royal Avenue 
residents (Martin 
Flash) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Ditto Noted. 

15 Silvera Williams   Why is the focus on demolition? 
 
More broadly, how will you ensure good 
standards of materials and workmanship 
and/or rectification of poor quality work? 

The Code applies to various categories of 
development and is not just focused on 
demolition. 

16 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 

 P, J, E, C The StQW Neighbourhood Forum/SHRA 
continues to support the RBKC Construction 
Code’. 

Noted. 
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Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

17 The Natural 
History Museum 
(N/A) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

The NHM supports Policy GB7 as it is 
committed to ensuring that impacts upon the 
Borough are carefully managed. This 
commitment has most recently been 
evidenced through the NHM’s compliance with 
the Code of Construction in its Urban Nature 
Project, where the Museum has taken care to 
monitor the impacts of its development 
projects and communicating with RBKC to 
ensure that all development is aligned with 
this vision. 
 
The NHM believes Policy GB7 is “sound” in 
particular due to its compliance with national 
planning policy through its effort to minimise 
impacts of development on air quality and 
surrounding amenity. The NPPF at paragraph 
185 states that “planning 
policies…should…ensure that new 
development is…taking into account the likely 
effects” of construction by taking steps to 
“mitigate and reduce to a minimum potential 
adverse impacts resulting from noise from 
new development – and avoid noise giving 
rise to significant adverse impacts on health 
and the quality of life”. Further, in paragraph 
186 the NPPF states that planning policies 
should identify “opportunities to improve air 
quality or mitigate impacts…at the plan-
making stage”. 

Noted. 
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18 TRA Travellers 
Site Stable Way 
(Patrick Joseph 
O'Donnell) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 RBKC, Code of Construction Practice, April 
2019 is out of date. 
The CMP should seek to meet the 'Best 
Practice Guidance Construction Standards' 
and Procedures as produced by Simon 
Birkett, Founder and Director Clean Air in 
London or similar. 
https://www.knightsbridgeforum.org/best-
practice-guidance-construction-standards-
and-procedures/ 

Noted. The Code is considered effective in 
managing construction sites and mitigating 
construction impacts in the Borough. It can in 
any case be revised outside of the Local Plan 
process. 
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Q9: Policy GB8: Noise and Vibration 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Ballymore Group 
Limited and 
Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets 
Limited (Ballymore 
Group) 

P, J, E L Draft Policy GB8 requires noise and vibration 
impacts to be minimised in developments. To 
do this, the policy sets out a requirement for a 
Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment to 
assess the impact of noise and vibration 
generating sources which affect amenity 
during the construction and operational 
phases of development. Whilst this 
requirement is considered acceptable and 
generally in line with London Plan Policy D13 
and D14, the Policy does not clarify the type 
of development which be applicable for this 
Assessment. We seek clarification within the 
policy text on this point.  
 
The Draft Policy also states that 
‘developments which fail to meet adopted 
local noise and vibration standards will be 
resisted’. It is our view again that, as the 
Policy does not clarify the local noise and 
vibration standards to which it refers, it 
becomes ineffective.  
 
The rigid application of noise standards also 
does not allow site specific circumstances to 
be considered when assessing planning 
applications. For example, the KCOA has a 
railway cutting through the entire site from 

The policy applies to all development 
large or small  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The local noise and vibration standards 
can be found within the supplementary 
planning document (SPD), amendments 
will be made to the local plan to clarify 
this. 
 
 
 
 
Planning applications are assessed on 
their individual merits, housing 
development would only be resisted 
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east to west which will generate a certain level 
of noise. However, given the importance of 
housing delivery on this site, it would not be 
reasonable to resist residential development 
along the entire length of the railway track as 
this would significantly restrict housing 
delivery on this important site. 
 
Without defined noise and vibration standards 
set out within the policy, Part (E) of the policy 
is not effective, and it is not considered to be 
justified to rigidly apply noise and vibration 
standards without taking account of site 
specific circumstances and noise conditions.  
 
We therefore suggest that part (E) of the 
policy is removed as the remainder of the 
policy is robust in ensuring noise and vibration 
is appropriately assessed through planning 
applications, and principles such as the Agent 
of Change (as set out within the adopted 
London Plan) are considered. 

where all avenues to limit noise and 
vibration have been explored taking into 
account national standards, legislation, 
local and national policy.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
See responses above  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted  

2 Directors of the 
Board of Charles II 
Place 
Management 
(1991) Limited 
(Directo... 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Policy is more detailed than existing policy in 
adopted Local Plan which is welcomed. The 
reference to resisting noise and vibration 
generating development and plant which 
would have an unacceptable noise and 
vibration impact on surrounding amenity is 
supported (F). 

 
Noted 

3 Hillgate Village RA 
(Sam Dunkley) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

 Noted 
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4 Kensington & 
Chelsea Citizens 
Advice (Arantxa 
Gaba) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 please see question 8 as the same applies. Noted 

5 Lots Village 
Residents 
Association (Kerry 
Davis-Head) 

P   Noted 

6 Mark Macleod C   Noted 

7 Mas Hiday  P, J, E, 
C, L 

 Noted 

8 Molly Dineen P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Noise and vibration is at distressing levels due 
to the scale and type of redevelopment in the 
borough. In order to achieve the vision of a 
green borough the council should prioritise the 
well being of the community as a whole and 
the environment rather than the individuals 
ambition. The policy needs to reflect this. 

Noted  

9 Moni Red P, J, E, C, 
L 

 All irrelevant Noted  

10 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Have never witnessed the Borough control 
any noise of vibration as I am surrounded by 
constant building works. 

All construction work within the borough 
controlled via a section 60 or section 61 
notice under the Control of Pollution Act 
1974 to limit noise and vibration taking 
into account national standards, 
legislation, local and national policy.  
 

11 RBKC Labour 
Group of 

E P, J, C, L More tokenism without constant monitoring. 
Many residents are driven to distraction by 

All construction sites in the borough are 
monitored and tightly controlled by the 
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Councillors (Emma 
Dent Coad) 

years of noise, vibration and traffic chaos. 
One had been told by a developer to 'wrap her 
china in bubble-wrap' as the neighbouring 
works for a basement excavation threatened 
to dislodge her ornaments from her shelves. 

Construction Management and Noise and 
Nuisance Teams taking into account 
national standards, legislation, local and 
national policy. Taking enforcement action 
where it is needed.  
 

12 Royal Avenue 
residents (Martin 
Flash) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Ditto Noted  

13 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

 P, J, E, C policy numbers, and preferably by tracking 
changes to the policy. 
No further comment 

Noted  

14 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

 Noted 

15 TfL - Commercial 
Development 
(Brendan Hodges) 

  Given the supporting text’s reference to road 
traffic being one of the dominant sources of 
ambient noise in the Borough, TTLP still 
maintains that it would be helpful for the policy 
or supporting text to refer to Healthy Streets, 
reducing car use, promoting sustainable 
servicing and deliveries, and strategies to 
promote active, healthy travel and the use of 
public transport. 

Noted 

16 Theatres Trust 
(Tom Clarke 
MRTPI) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

We welcome and are supportive of this policy, 
which has been revised in line with our 
previous representation to better protect 

Noted  
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existing venues in line with London Plan and 
NPPF policy. 

17 Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame)  

E  P, J  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.  

Noted – All construction work within the 
borough is controlled via a section 60 or 
section 61 notice under the Control of 
Pollution Act 1974 to limit noise and 
vibration taking into account national 
standards, legislation, local and national 
policy. It is at this stage that specific 
requirements and specification of 
equipment used on site can be controlled, 
where needed additional acoustic 
mitigation and monitoring can be required 
by the borough.  
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Q10: Policy GB9: Odour 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Hillgate Village RA 
(Sam Dunkley 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

 Noted 

2 Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

J, E P 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. 

The Agent of Change principle isn’t the sole 
controlling factor in relation to odour, further 
information can be found can be found within 
the supplementary planning document (SPD), 
amendments will be made to the local plan to 
clarify this. All new or changed odour 
generating development is tightly controlled by 
the Noise and Nuisance Teams taking into 
account national standards, legislation, local 
and national policy.  
 
. 
 

3 Lots Village 
Residents 
Association (Kerry 
Davis-Head) 

P  The particular areas should be considered 
carefully, what works for one area does not 
work for another. Having a once cold food 
only cafe transform into a hot food takeaway 
venue does not work mid terrace residential 
for instance. It would be fine on an industrial 
site or shopping centre. 

Planning applications are assessed on their 
individual merits, odour generating 
development would only be resisted where all 
avenues of odour control have been explored 
taking into account national standards, 
legislation, local and national policy. 

4 Mas Hiday  P, J, E, 
C, L 

 Noted 

5 Moni Red P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Irrelevant Noted  
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6 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Never seen RBKC do anything about odours. Noted  

7 Royal Avenue 
residents (Martin 
Flash) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Ditto Noted  

8 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

 P, J, E, C The StQW Neighbourhood Forum/SHRA 
supports this new policy. It is relevant to a 
location such as Latimer Road where ‘dark 
kitchens’ in an EZ on one side of the street 
abut housing in a conservation area on the 
other side of the same street. 

Noted  

9 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and reasons given are very 
persuasive. 

Noted  

10 Thames Water 
Utilities Limited 
(Chris Colloff) 

E, C  Thames Water support the aims of the policy 
and made representations at the Regulation 
18 stage which have led to changes. 
However, it is not considered that 
the policy as worded would be effective of 
consistent with Policy D13 of the London Plan. 
As worded the policy refers to odour 
generating development needing to 
incorporate appropriate mitigation in 
accordance with the Agent of Change 
Principle. The Agent of Change Principle 
should be applied to new development being 
proposed in close proximity to existing 
sources of odour (as is the case for noise in 
Policy GB8). To ensure the policy is effective 
and in accordance with the London Plan it is 

Noted, a main modification will be made to 
restructure the policy as worded so that 
Parts A and B are split with a new Part C 
referring to the Agents of Change principle 
as follows: 
 
A. Odour generating development must 
address the adverse impact of odour through 
the incorporation of appropriate mitigation 
measures. in accordance with the Agent of 
Change Principle, adopting a precautionary 
approach.  
B. Where significant sources of cooking odours 
are proposed, kitchen extract systems should 
terminate above the eaves height of the tallest 
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considered the policy should be amended to 
read as follows: 
A. Odour generating development must 
address the adverse impact of odour 
through the incorporation of appropriate 
mitigation measures. 
B. Where significant sources of cooking 
odours are proposed, kitchen extract systems 
should terminate above the eaves height of 
the tallest part of the development to ensure 
the most effective dispersion of smells and 
fumes. 
C. New odour sensitive developments close to 
existing sources of odour are required to 
mitigate and protect occupiers against existing 
sources of odour in accordance with the Agent 
of Change Principle. 

part of the development to ensure the most 
effective dispersion of smells and fumes. 
 
C. New odour sensitive developments close to 
existing sources of odour are required to 
mitigate and protect occupiers against existing 
sources of odour in accordance with the Agent 
of Change Principle. 
 
To add a foot note at the end of policy GB9 
and below point C to state Further in depth 
information regarding local odour standards 
can be found by contacting the noise and 
nuisance team on 
environmentalhealth@rbkc.gov.uk 

 

  

mailto:environmentalhealth@rbkc.gov.uk
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Q11: Policy GB10: Light Pollution 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Directors of the 
Board of Charles II 
Place 
Management 
(1991) Limited 
(Directo... 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

The policy is supported. Noted  

2 Hillgate Village RA 
(Sam Dunkley) 

E P, J There are light pollution concerns with the 
proposed plans for Newcombe House. It is 
impossible to comment in detail as the 
planning application has not yet been 
submitted and HVRA has only seen outline 
proposals. 
 
I cannot open on the fourth and fifth 
questions. 

Noted - full details should be available for 
comments when the application has been 
submitted  

3 Isis Amlak P, E  This policy is not substantial enough to protect 
residents and the bio diversity in the North of 
the borough from the effects of excessive use 
of artificial light being emitted by Westfield i.e. 
light pollution. Although Westfield is situated in 
the neighbouring borough of Hammersmith 
and Fulham its artificial lighting and the digital 
advertising screens, that use LED, situated on 
the Shepherds Bush [Holland Park] 
roundabout impact residents in properties that 
look out onto the site, predominantly those in 
tower blocks. Exposure to LED lighting is 

Noted – However RBKC are unable to control 
development in neighbouring boroughs.  
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particularly harmful to humans and wildlife.  
Plants and animals depend on Earth’s daily 
cycle of light and dark rhythm to govern life-
sustaining behaviours such as reproduction, 
nourishment, sleep and protection from 
predators. Scientific evidence suggests that 
artificial light at night has negative and deadly 
effects on many creatures including 
amphibians, birds, mammals, insects and 
plants. 
For example, light pollution affects migratory 
birds by disrupting their natural movement 
patterns, or causing them to mate too early, 
leading to declining populations. Also artificial 
light near a bat roost can prevent bats from 
emerging to feed at the right time, limiting their 
chances of survival. 
The council must engage with residents about 
the impact of harmful lighting and co-design 
strategies to mitigate its effects. The policy is 
not positively prepared, or effective. 

4 Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

E P, J There should be a footnote or other reference 
to central government guidance 
www.gov.uk.guidance/light-pollution 

Noted 

5 Lots Village 
Residents 
Association (Kerry 
Davis-Head) 

P  Light Pollution goes hand in hand with 
Designing Out Crime, but extraneous lighting 
which only serves to advertise a building can 
be highly detrimental if at bedroom level of 
any facing residential units. Values need to be 
set to create very low level light washing 
which serves to prevent a dark blank facade 

Noted – we are looking to address this further 
in the new nuisance supplementary planning 
document (SPD) that covers Noise, Vibration, 
Odour and Artificial Light to update the current 
SPD to the most recent national standards, 
legislation, local and national policy 



138 
 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

seeming ominous, as opposed to bright 
advertising lighting. 

6 Mas Hiday E P, J, C, L Not enough enforcement Noted  

7 Moni Red P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Leave things as they are Noted  

8 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Then keep the gaslights rather than change 
them for LED lights. 

Noted  

9 Princes Gate 
Mews RA (J 
Whewell) 

P, J, E, C  There is insufficient join up in the council at 
present, which permits planning applications 
to go through which creates very significant 
light, pollution problems. The proposals here 
are insufficient to prevent problems arising 
and insufficient to remedy the disconnect 
between the planning process and the need to 
avoid light pollution. 

Noted – we are looking to address this further 
in the new nuisance supplementary planning 
document that covers Noise, Vibration, Odour  
and Artificial Light to update the current SPD to 
the most recent national standards, legislation, 
local and national policy 

10 Royal Avenue 
residents (Martin 
Flash) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Ditto  

11 Silvera Williams   Should this policy include something about 
existing resident’s ‘Right to Light’? 
 
Also how has the impact of new development 
on existing biodiversity, when it comes to light 
(I.e. building something which blocks light to 
any existing green feature)? 

This policy specifically relates to light pollution 
or unwanted light rather than the lack of natural 
light  

12 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 

 P, J, E, C While StQW/SHRA supports this policy it does 
not address the issue of light pollution and 
spillage from structures not deemed to 
constitute ‘development’ (e.g.areas with 

This policy related to development should 
there be issues in relation to light pollution for 
existing artificial lights then the councils Noise 
and Nuisance team can investigate this under 
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Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

awnings in rear gardens). Does this need 
explaining in the supporting text or a footnote 
to avoid enforcement reports on which RBKC 
cannot act? 

the power of the Environmental Protection Act 
1990   

13 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and reasons given are very 
persuasive. 

Noted 

14 Thames Water 
Utilities Limited 
(Chris Colloff) 

J, E  The supporting text in section 9.46 of the 
Local Plan references Thames Water 
ensuring that operation and maintenance of 
the Thames Tideway Tunnel remains 
compatible with surrounding development and 
future land uses. This requirement is not 
considered to be justified and would not be 
effective as Thames Water would not be in 
control of surrounding development and future 
land use proposals put forward by third 
parties. The text should therefore be revised 
to state that future land uses in proximity to 
the Thames Tideway Tunnel infrastructure at 
Cremorne Wharf should ensure, through 
dialogue with Thames Water, that there would 
be no adverse impact on future operations 
and maintenance. It is suggested that the text 
at 9.46 is replaced with the following text: 
 
“9.46 Thames Tideway Tunnel infrastructure 
is also located at Cremorne Wharf. New 
development proposals and land uses within 
close proximity to Thames Tideway Tunnel 
infrastructure will need to be designed to 

Noted although this comment does not appear 
to relate to light pollution and Policy GB10 
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avoid impacting on future operations and 
maintenance activities. Proposals should be 
discussed with Thames Water at an early 
stage prior to submission of any planning 
application.” 
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Q12: Policy GB11: Flood Risk  

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Environment 
Agency (North 
London 
Sustainable 
Places) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Vulnerable development 
We support clauses B and C of this policy that 
deal with vulnerable development within areas 
with a high probability of flooding. 
 
Assessment of flood risk 
We are pleased to see the inclusion of clause 
E that deals with sequential and 
exceptions tests and believe that it is in line 
with the national and local policies. 
 
Flood risk measures and flood risk assets 
We are pleased to see the inclusion of sub-
clause 2 to clause F of this policy that 
deals with the assessing the risk of flooding 
from a breach in the tidal flood defences. 
We welcome the amendments made to clause 
I of this policy as outlined in our 
response to the Regulation 18 consultation. 
 
Paragraph 2.97 
We welcome the additional text added to this 
paragraph talks about the Thames 
Estuary 2100 (TE2100) Plan and the 
reference to this Plan provided in the citations 
for ease of access. 
 
Paragraphs 2.98 – 2.101 

Noted 
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We are pleased to see the inclusion of text to 
the above-mentioned paragraphs 
around riparian responsibilities, raising flood 
defences and access requirements. The 
mentioning of the relevant London Plan Policy 
S1 12 – Flood Risk Management is 
also very useful. 
 
We also welcome the reference made to 
Policy GB14 (Waterways) in paragraph 
2.101. 

2 Hillgate Village RA 
(Sam Dunkley) 

E P, J flood risk remains a significant concern. Noted 

3 Isis Amlak P, E  Due to the risks developments should be 
permitted within Flood Zone 3.The policy must 
also introduce a moratorium on basement 
developments altogether, an Assessment of 
flood risk is not enough. Although the Council 
has stated that they will restrict these 
developments to avoid iceberg houses from 
becoming the norm and further putting upward 
pressure on land prices it appears that 
planning permission is still being granted. 
These developments are one of the primary 
sources of flooding. The detriment impact on 
residents, very often those in social housing 
who have no control of where they live and 
lack the means to move out in the event of 
flooding, who live close to basement 
excavations have seen their cellars and 
gardens flooded, experienced subsidence and 

Basement Development 
Basement Policy CL7 is a saved policy and is 
not under review as part of this consultation. 
The requirements for a Flood Risk Assessment 
for basement development have been clarified 
in Policy GB11 
Natural Flood Management 
Policy GB11 F point 6 states that measures 
should “Prioritise natural flood management 
and green infrastructure.” 
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serious destabilisation. There is a need for a 
very strong policy on preventing private 
residential owners from carrying out basement 
excavations and a commitment to withhold all 
such planning permissions. There is also no 
mention of using Natural flood management 
systems to reduce flood risk. Trees, 
hedgerows and woods are a vital part of 
natural flood management, and strategic 
planting has a positive impact in areas 
experiencing floods from rivers and surface 
water because vegetation slows down the flow 
of water. The policy is not positively prepared 
or effective. 

4 Kensington & 
Chelsea Citizens 
Advice (Arantxa 
Gaba) 

P, J, E, C 
L 

 Citizens Advice hear from residents who are 
impacted by floods and left to deal with 
landlords and their insurance companies. This 
needs to be considered and dealt with in 
consultation with those residents that have 
been impacted or are at risk. We hear from 
residents who have been flooded and made 
homeless again and again without changes 
made to protect them. Residents also 
complain about the removal of trees by other 
social landlords and the impact of this on 
flooding needs to be considered and action 
taken against landlords who do not listen to 
their residents. This applies to question 13 
and 14 also. 

The Council will be reviewing its Local Flood 
Risk Management Strategy in 2023 in its role 
as Lead Local Flood Authority and would 
welcome input into the issues raised here as 
part of that consultation. 
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5 Kensington and 
Chelsea Social 
Council (Joe Batty) 

P, J, E, C 
L 

 This also covers Q13 and Q14. No evidence 
is provided on the amount of flooding in the 
Borough, those parts of the Borough where 
residents have been evacuated, and 
consideration of whether SUDS in some 
neighbourhoods, but not others, pushes 
flooding into poorer areas (Notting Dale). 
Basement development is a trigger for 
flooding, as it puts too much pressure on the 
water infrastructure; trees are falling down 
because their roots are sitting in water. 

Noted. Evidence is available in other Council 
documents more relevant to the existing risk of 
flooding, available at www.rbkc.gov.uk/flooding  

6 Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

E P, J 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 

Sleeping accommodation 
Critical Drainage Areas cover large areas of 
the borough and do not necessarily define the 
locations that are directly at risk of flooding but 
constitute the parts of the Borough where there 
are known issues with drainage, including the 
contributing drainage catchments. As such it 
would be disproportionate to restrict all 
sleeping accommodation in lower ground or 
basements in such areas where there may not 
be a direct risk of flooding to the property but 
instead the drainage of that property may 
contribute to flooding elsewhere. Where there 
is evidence in the Flood Risk Assessment of a 
significant risk of flooding, restrictions may be 
considered on a case-by-case basis where the 
risk of flooding cannot be mitigated. 
 
Landscaping 

http://www.rbkc.gov.uk/flooding
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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: 
“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 requirements of GB12 will promote 
permeable surfacing and supplementary 
planting as part of development. 
 
Access/Egress 
Safe access and egress is covered under 
GB11F part 3 and will be considered on a 
case-by-case basis.  
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“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.” 

7 Mas Hiday  P, J, E, C 
L 

N/A Noted 

8 Molly Dineen L  EIAs need to research the viability and safety 
of any underground development because 
interference with ground water movement is 
causing flooding and trees to fall. 

Noted 

9 Moni Red P, J, E, C 
L 

  Noted 

10 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, C 
L 

 Again, RBKC only cares about taking money 
for every building permit, cannot say I have 
ever witnessed any discretion here? 

Noted 

11 RBKC Labour 
Group of 
Councillors (Emma 
Dent Coad) 

E P, J, C, L Again, there is zero monitoring or enforcement 
on this matter. Thousands of front gardens 
have been paved, concreted or tarmacked 
without permission, and there is no regulation 

Noted – the Council will be reviewing its Local 
Flood Risk Management Strategy in 2023 and 
would welcome input as part of the 
consultation for this. 
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to prevent the same in rear gardens.  
 
The occasional 'rain garden' or small SUDS 
areas in Council estates is clearly not 
sufficient to tackle heavy rain events. The 
climate is changing and we are not doing 
enough to address this. 

12 Royal Avenue 
residents (Martin 
Flash) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Ditto Noted 

13 Silvera Williams   What will the impact of greater population 
have on existing - in some cases strained - 
infrastructure? 

Noted 

14 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

E P, J, C We note that this draft policy has been varied 
from that in the Regulation 18 Draft Local 
Plan. Given the extent of surface water 
flooding in the north of the Borough in recent 
years we think there needs to be an EIP 
session which takes evidence on whether 
further strengthening is needed on Policy 
GB11C 
 
The Reg 18 version read C. Sleeping 
accommodation below the breach level will 
not be allowed. 
 
This has been amended to C. Sleeping 
accommodation will not be permitted below 
ground floor level in Flood Zone 3. 
 
We consider that there may be a case for 

Noted. Critical Drainage Areas (CDAs) cover 
large areas of the borough and do not 
necessarily define the locations that are 
directly at risk of flooding but constitute the 
parts of the Borough where there are known 
issues with drainage, including the contributing 
drainage catchments. As such it would be 
disproportionate to restrict all sleeping 
accommodation in lower ground or basements 
in such areas where there may not be a direct 
risk of flooding to the property but instead the 
drainage of that property may contribute to 
flooding elsewhere. Where there is evidence in 
the Flood Risk Assessment of a significant risk 
of flooding, restrictions may be considered on 
a case-by-case basis where the risk of flooding 
cannot be mitigated. 
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extending this limitation to Critical Drainage 
Areas until such time as the inadequacy of the 
Counter Creek sewer is addressed via a 
replacement scheme (as referred to at para 
2.106). 

15 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and reasons given are very 
persuasive. 

Noted 

16 Turley on behalf of 
Warrior Property 
Group and 
Portobello Group 
(Alice Hawkins) 

  This policy is generally supported and it is 
supported that the potential requirement for a 
Sequential Test for applications not within a 
site allocation in Flood Risk Zones 2 and 3 
and Critical Drainage Areas has been 
removed from the policy since the regulation 
18 version. This is in line with National 
Guidance on the Sequential Test for Flood 
Risk Assessment. 
 
The National Guidance also notes that 
sequential tests are also not required for 
minor development or changes of use. It is 
considered that it would be appropriate to also 
include this wording within the policy point E 
(2) to be clear on which developments this 
policy applies to and to ensure compliance 
with national guidance. As such, it is 
suggested that the wording is added that 
sequential tests maybe be required for “major 
planning applications (other than changes of 
use)”. 

Noted. The requirements for a Sequential Test 
are included in GB11 E Part 2. 
 
Non-major development does require a 
Sequential Test unless it is minor development 
in flood risk terms (i.e. householder 
extensions) or change of use. 1-9 new 
dwellings for instance would require a 
Sequential Test assessment. 
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Ref Respondent 
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Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Earls Court 
Development 
Company (Taylar 
Vernon) 

P, J, E, C  As part of its response to the Regulation 18 
Draft Local Plan, ECDC commented on the 
excessively onerous nature of the proposed 
requirement to achieve greenfield run-off rates 
under this emerging policy, which exceeds the 
requirements of the London Plan. RBKC has 
stated in response that the policy is 
intentionally ambitious, due to the risks faced 
by residents. Whilst these concerns are 
appreciated, ECDC feels strongly that the 
policy should be amended to clarify that 
although greenfield run-off rates are the 
relevant target, site-specific conditions must 
also be accounted for in the event that 
greenfield run-off rates are unfeasible to due 
to site constraints. It is suggested that the 
policy should be amended to state that 
‘development proposals should aim to achieve 
greenfield run-off rates’. 
ECDC is committed to integrating sustainable 
urban drainage into the Earls Court 
masterplan from the outset, but ECDC has 
concerns with the use of the word ‘must’ as 
part of the policy, which should be amended 
to reflect that in all instances it may not be 
technically feasible or economically viable, 
consistent with the London Plan and NPPF. 
 

Noted. It is still expected that the majority of 
major developments will be able to meet the 
greenfield runoff rate requirements. There will 
be instances, however, where the rigid 
requirements are not deliverable and rates will 
need to be higher than greenfield runoff rates 
on some sites – for example major renovation 
works or changes of use – or for some return 
periods, such as the most extreme. To make 
the policy more effective the Council accepts 
that a main modification should be made to 
Policy GB12. Text to be amended to reflect 
comments.  
 
“Major development must achieve as close as 
reasonably practicable to greenfield run-off 
rates and minor development must achieve a 
reduction of 50 per cent of existing run-off 
rates.” 
 
As a result of these changes, supplementary 
text is also proposed as a main modification to 
allow for the potential for legal agreement or 
financial contributions to deliver SuDS offsite. 
This was originally supported by consultees in 
the Regulation 18 consultation (including 
Thames Water) but not taken forward at that 
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A specific comment is raised in relation to Part 
C (2) of the Policy, which states that "an 
increase of permeable or porous surface" will 
be sought to manage surface water run-off but 
does not provide the baseline against which 
this is to be considered. Part E of the policy 
states that “Impermeable surfaces in gardens 
and landscaped areas will not be permitted as 
part of a development”. This is an unrealistic 
requirement. In Earls Court, for example, it 
would be expected that impermeable surfaces 
will be required to some extent, such as to 
provide for hard surface open air programs 
and accessible mobility connections. 
 
On the basis of the above, the proposed 
policy is not currently justified, nor is it  
effective. It therefore follows that it could be 
more positively prepared. In failing to take 
account of the associated requirements of the 
NPPF which reflect that in all cases the 
achievement of greenfield run-off rates may 
not be feasible, it is also inconsistent with 
relevant national policy. 

stage. This will ensure that there is no net 
worsening of the surface water runoff 
requirements, and it is likely that SuDS with 
greater biodiversity benefits will be delivered 
across the Borough. 
 
Proposed text as follows: 
“Where greenfield runoff rates cannot be 
met on site, or where there is limited 
capacity for SuDS with multifunctional 
benefits, a legal agreement may be entered 
into for the delivery of SuDS offsite.” 

2 Environment 
Agency (North 
London 
Sustainable 
Places) 

 P, J, E, C 
L 

We note that there is a change in the policy 
name from Surface Water Run-off and 
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) to 
Sustainable Drainage. 
 
We welcome the additional text to paragraph 
2.105 regarding the various benefits of SuDS 
and the correlation made with Policy GB17 

Noted 
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(Biodiversity) as suggested in our response to 
the Regulation 18 consultation. 

3 Gayle Verdi P, J, E, C 
L 

 In St Katherine’s Place pools of water 
accumulate and settle between two outlet 
drains which are their useless. 

Noted 

4 Hillgate Village RA 
(Sam Dunkley) 

E P, J See q12. Noted 

5 Home Builders 
Federation (James 
Stevens) 

E  Part B is unsound because it is ineffective and 
will constrain housing delivery. 
 
Part B of the policy states: 
 
“Major development must achieve greenfield 
run-off rates and minor development must 
achieve a reduction of 50 per cent of existing 
run-off rates. Householder applications must 
reduce the rate of runoff from the site in a way 
that is proportionate to the scale of 
development and reflects the site constraints.” 
 
Achieving greenfield run-off rates is extremely 
challenging on brownfield land – technically 
and financially. The situation is complicated 
also by the fact that Schedule 3 of the Flood 
and Water Management Act 2010 Act has yet 
to be implemented by the Government. We 
are currently waiting for Ministers’ decision on 
whether to implement the Schedule. This was 
originally due by now, but has no doubt been 
delayed by the multiple changes in Defra 
Ministers over recent months. 

Noted. It is still expected that the majority of 
major developments will be able to meet the 
greenfield runoff rate requirements. There will 
be instances, however, where the rigid 
requirements are not deliverable and rates will 
need to be higher than greenfield runoff rates 
on some sites – for example major renovation 
works or change of use – or for some return 
periods, such as the most extreme. To make 
the policy more effective the Council accepts 
that a main modification should be made to 
Policy GB12. Text to be amended to reflect 
comments.  
 
“Major development must achieve as close as 
reasonably practicable to greenfield run-off 
rates and minor development must achieve a 
reduction of 50 per cent of existing run-off 
rates.” 
 
As a result of these changes, supplementary 
text is also proposed as a main modification to 
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One of the problems with the Schedule as it 
stands is that it has not been written taking 
development considerations into account. Key 
points from the Advisory Group established by 
Defra for the review of Schedule 3 – of which 
the HBF is a participant - is that, if 
implemented, the Schedule would require a 
consultation by Ministers on what the statutory 
SuDS standards should be. These standards 
would then determine what costs, including 
likely land take, for SuDs would be. As such, it 
is HBF’s view that there could be significant 
costs associated with implementing Schedule 
3 and it would be unwise to insist on 
greenfield run-off rates for the time being. 
 
There are also two further considerations that 
would make implementing SUDS difficult: 
 
• First, there remains a question as to who the 
SuDS Approval Body (SAB) would be and 
whether they would have the resource and 
expertise to undertake their role efficiently, 
and; 
• Second, is the issue of maintenance costs 
and how these should be paid for. The level of 
maintenance cost will in part be related to 
what standards are used for a new regime, 
but in the Advisory Group there was also 
much debate about whether commuted sums 
should be the basis for funding future 

allow for the potential for legal agreement or 
financial contributions to deliver SuDS offsite. 
This was originally supported by consultees in 
the Regulation 18 consultation (including 
Thames Water) but not taken forward at that 
stage. This will ensure that there is no net 
worsening of the surface water runoff 
requirements, and it is likely that SuDS with 
greater biodiversity benefits will be delivered 
across the Borough. 
 
Proposed text as follows: 
“Where greenfield runoff rates cannot be 
met on site, or where there is limited 
capacity for SuDS with multifunctional 
benefits, a legal agreement may be entered 
into for the delivery of SuDS offsite.” 
 
 
The Government has recently released its 
review of Schedule 3 implementation.  
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maintenance or whether a charge on 
residents should at least in part do so. There 
were a number of people, other than house 
builders, on the Advisory Group, who 
suggested that a resident charge might be 
more appropriate. 
 
Consequently, in view of these uncertainties, 
we would advise that the Council moves away 
from its emphatic requirement that applicants 
‘must’ achieve greenfield run-off rates and 
require that they ‘aim’ for this standard 
instead. 

6 Kensington & 
Chelsea Citizens 
Advice (Arantxa 
Gaba) 

P, J, E, C 
L 

 please see question 12 Noted 

7 Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

E P, J 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.” 

Noted. Clarification text to be provided in 
supporting text. 
“Calculations submitted to support non-
householder applications should include 
appropriate allowances for climate change, 
urban creep and consider the pre- and post-
development rate and volume of runoff in 
the 1 in 1 year, 1 in 30 year, 1 in 100 year 
rainfall events.” 

8 Lots Village 
Residents 

P  Whilst individual small scale residential 
properties should be encouraged to maintain 
permeable areas, ie not concrete them over, 

Noted 
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Association (Kerry 
Davis-Head) 

the large scale developments should follow 
suit. Drives/access roads do not need to be 
solid, they can be permeable, paving can be 
permeable. Just look at the RHS for guidance 

9 Mas Hiday  P, J, E, C 
L 

 Noted 

10 Moni Red P, J, E, C 
L 

  Noted 

11 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, C 
L 

 might help to repair the pot holes? Noted 

12 RBKC Labour 
Group of 
Councillors (Emma 
Dent Coad) 

E P, J, C, L As above Noted 

13 Royal Avenue 
residents (Martin 
Flash) 

 P, J, E, C 
L 

Ditto Noted 

14 Savills on behalf of 
Commercial 
Estates Group 
(Kirsty Turner) 

  In CEG’s written representation for the 
Regulation 18 stage Draft Local Plan, 
comments were made on Policy G12 (now 
GB12) which have not been addressed. As 
such, these comments still stand and we 
respectfully request that these are considered 
as part of this consultation process. They are 
set out below.  
 
Policy G12, Surface Water Run-off and 
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) sets 
out in Part (A) that:  

Noted. It is still expected that the majority of 
major developments will be able to meet the 
greenfield runoff rate requirements. There will 
be instances, however, where the rigid 
requirements are not deliverable and rates will 
need to be higher than greenfield runoff rates 
on some sites – for example major renovation 
works or change of use – or for some return 
periods, such as the most extreme. To make 
the policy more effective the Council accepts 
that a main modification should be made to 
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‘Major development must achieve greenfield 
run-off rates and minor development a 
reduction of 50 per cent of existing rates.’  
 
We understand that development proposals 
should consider run-off rates where possible. 
However, we are of the view that it is not 
always feasible for all major development to 
achieve greenfield run-off rates in every single 
circumstance. This is also contrary to the 
London Plan, which requires that 
development should aim to achieve greenfield 
run-off rates. We therefore suggest that 
wording is altered as follows:  
‘major development should aim to achieve 
greenfield run-off rates and minor 
development a reduction of 50 per cent of 
existing rates.’ 
 
(See PDF for edits in colour) 

Policy GB12. Text to be amended to reflect 
comments.  
 
“Major development must achieve as close as 
reasonably practicable to greenfield run-off 
rates and minor development must achieve a 
reduction of 50 per cent of existing run-off 
rates.” 
 
As a result of these changes, supplementary 
text is also proposed as a main modification to 
allow for the potential for legal agreement or 
financial contributions to deliver SuDS offsite. 
This was originally supported by consultees in 
the Regulation 18 consultation (including 
Thames Water) but not taken forward at that 
stage. This will ensure that there is no net 
worsening of the surface water runoff 
requirements and it is likely that SuDS with 
greater biodiversity benefits will be delivered 
across the Borough. 
 
Proposed text as follows: 
“Where greenfield runoff rates cannot be 
met on site, or where there is limited 
capacity for SuDS with multifunctional 
benefits, a legal agreement may be entered 
into for the delivery of SuDS offsite.” 
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“Major development must achieve as close as 
reasonably practicable to greenfield run-off 
rates and minor development must achieve a 
reduction of 50 per cent of existing run-off 
rates.” 
 

15 Silvera Williams   We welcome SUDS schemes but they should 
be designed and constructed so that they are 
actually effective.  
 
They should also not be deemed as a 
substitute for usable open space. 

Noted 

16 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

E P, J, C Policy GB12 E states Impermeable surfaces 
in gardens and landscaped areas will not be 
permitted as part of a development. 
 
While a similar policy is included in the 2019 
RBKC Local Plan it has proved wholly 
ineffective. Householders in the StQW/SHRA 
area do not understand (or claim not to 
understand) that paving or concreting over a 
front garden constitutes ‘development’ and 
requires planning consent. There is no 
enforcement of breaches of planning control. 
 
We suggest that the wording of GB12 E needs 
an additional sentence saying ‘Installing 
impermeable surfaces in front gardens (other 
than existing footpaths) constitutes 
development and requires planning consent, 
which will not normally be granted. 

Noted. Permitted Development rights allow for 
5 quare metres of impermeable surface at the 
front of the property before permission is 
required. 
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This would allow for e,g. ramped areas in front 
gardens where occupants have disabilities. 

17 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, C 
L 

Well considered and reasons given are very 
persuasive. 

Noted 

18 TfL - Commercial 
Development 
(Brendan Hodges) 

  Partly in response to our Reg 18 
representations, the following text has 
beenadded at the end of paragraph 2.102: 
 
“The Council recognises the constraints of 
smaller sites to implement SuDS, as well as 
sites that may have below ground constraints 
such as buried services or easements.” 
 
This appears to respond to our Reg 18 
comment that the policy should recognise that 
there may be physical constraints on the use 
of SuDS above and around sub-surface 
infrastructure and it should support a flexible 
approach to achieving objectives in 
appropriate cases. We mentioned specific 
constraints relating to existing critical 
infrastructure such as rail and underground 
lines for which impact must be negated, as a 
result of which there is a clear need for 
flexibility. This is a particular issue at the Earls 
Court OA site where District Line tunnels run 
very close to the surface. Therefore, to protect 
LUL and other underground rail infrastructure 
and associated services (cabling, signaling 

Noted – It is considered that the current text 
allows for different types of below ground 
constraints and does not need the inclusion of 
additional text. The working states “such as” 
and is therefore not an exclusive list. 
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etc) we would strongly recommend the 
following additions (in red): 
 
“The Council recognises the constraints of 
smaller sites to implement SuDS, as well as 
sites that may have below ground constraints 
such as railway tunnels and associated 
infrastructure, buried services or easements 
where a more flexible approach may need to 
be taken to SuDS in order to protect existing 
critical infrastructure.” (To see red see pdf 
response) 
 
The additional text would ensure that the 
policy is justified, effective and  
therefore positively prepared. 
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1 Environment 
Agency (North 
London 
Sustainable 
Places) 

 P, J, E, C 
L 

We welcome the change in name and the 
incorporation of associated text to broaden 
wastewater provisions within Policy GB13. 
 
We are pleased to see the additional text to 
clause E of this policy regarding Integrated 
Water Management Strategies for major 
applications outside the opportunity areas. 
 
We support the additional text to paragraph 
2.108 that encourages developers to consult 
Thames Water as early as possible to discuss 
development proposals to identify any 
potential reinforcement requirements. 

Noted 

2 Gayle Verdi P, J, E, C 
L 

 Sewers in Rifle Place run across borough 
boundaries (LBHF/RBKC) which means, if 
one leaks onto the pavement, it requires inter 
borough intervention which is hard to achieve. 
The solution would be to absorb Hunt Close 
(and Edward Woods) into RBKC so that the 
sewers in this area are all covered by RBKC. 

Noted 

3 Hillgate Village RA 
(Sam Dunkley) 

E P, J See q12. Noted 

4 Kensington & 
Chelsea Citizens 

P, J, E, C 
L 

 please see question 12 Noted 
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Advice (Arantxa 
Gaba) 

5 London Borough of 
Hammersmith and 
Fulham (David 
Woodward) 

 P, J, E, C 
L 

Part B of the policy requiring Integrated Water 
Management Strategies in Opportunity Areas 
is supported, however LBHF consider that 
additional details could be included as part of 
the supporting text.  
 
The supporting text should make clear that the 
purpose of any Integrated Water Management 
Strategy should be to develop a framework to 
sustainably manage all elements of the water 
cycle, including water supply, wastewater and 
flood risk across the entirety of the 
Opportunity Area, not just the area within 
RBKC.  
 
Paragraph 2.107 currently lacks information 
as to what information would be expected to 
be included as part of any Management 
Strategy. This should include reference to The 
London Plan's drainage hierarchy identified in 
Policy SI 13 (Sustainable drainage) and 
appropriate stakeholder engagement. 

Text to be amended. 
 
“2.107 As the Borough suffers from lack of 
sewerage capacity, large-scale development in 
Opportunity Areas should be informed by 
Integrated Water Management Strategies at an 
early stage to address capacity issues and 
consider sustainably manage all elements of 
the water cycle holistically across the entirety 
of the Opportunity Area. The reuse of grey 
water and rainwater harvesting should be 
considered in Integrated Water Management 
Strategies.” 
 

6 Mas Hiday  P, J, E, C 
L 

 Noted 

7 Moni Red P, J, E, C 
L 

  Noted 

8 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, C 
L 

 no comment Noted 
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9 RBKC Labour 
Group of 
Councillors (Emma 
Dent Coad) 

E P, J, C L  Noted 
 

10 Royal Avenue 
residents (Martin 
Flash) 

 P, J, E, C 
L 

Ditto Noted 
 

11 Silvera Williams   How has the impact of development and 
increased population been assessed in terms 
of its impact on existing infrastructure? 

Noted 
 

12 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

 P, J E, C No further comment Noted 
 

13 Thames Water 
Utilities Limited 
(Chris Colloff) 

  We welcome the inclusion of supporting text 
for Policy GB13 encouraging developers to 
engage with us ahead of the submission of 
any planning application. For information, a 
high level review of the proposed site 
allocations has been undertaken and 
comments are attached on the current 
envisaged position regarding infrastructure 
upgrades. It should be noted that these 
comments will be subject to change 
dependent on the detail of development 
further emphasising the need for liaison with 
developers at an early stage. 

Noted 
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Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Ballymore Group 
Limited and 
Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets 
Limited (Ballymore 
Group) 

 P, J, E, C 
L 

Draft Policy GB14 part B requires 
opportunities to be taken to safeguard and 
improve public access to the River Thames, 
Chelsea Creek and the Grand Union Canal, 
as well as promote their use for education, 
tourism, leisure and recreation, health, well-
being and transport for both passengers and 
freight. Ballymore and SSL support Policy 
GB14. Emerging proposals for the Ballymore 
and SSL land will seek to improve public 
access to this part of the canal, including 
providing a reinstated basin. 

Noted 

2 Canal & River 
Trust (Claire 
McLean) 

  We note the reference to residential moorings: 
 
E Permit residential moorings on the Grand 
Union Canal provided that 
1. There are adequate services for 
permanently moored vessels; and,  
2. other canal uses (both water and land 
based) are not adversely affected  
 
 
We would suggest that permanent residential 
moorings should be located on the offside (ie -
towpath side ) only, to retain availability for 
visitor moorings along the towpath side of the 
canal. 

Noted – the location of residential moorings will 
be considered on a case-by-case basis. Part 2 
allows for the refusal on the basis of not 
adversely affecting other canal uses. 
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The plan could also make reference to eco-
moorings areas of moorings where electric 
service bollards are available, so that boats 
are less reliant on burning fuel or running 
diesel engines and generators when moored. 
 
We would be happy to provide more 
information on eco moorings, and examples 
where have been installed and  
are operating successfully. 

3 Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

  The Plan fails adequately to recognise the 
importance and particular considerations of 
the River Thames Conservation Area. 
Paragraph A of GB 14 Waterways (page 55) 
should be supplemented by the following 
additional sentence: 
 
“The River Thames through Chelsea is 
formally designated a Site of Metropolitan 
Importance in the London Plan and in the 
RBKC Biodiversity Plan. The Council is in 
addition working towards the completion of a 
Thames Conservation Area Management 
Plan.” 

Noted – although it is acknowledged that there 
could be greater emphasis in GB14, 
biodiversity and conservation are covered in 
detail elsewhere in the plan. 

4 Environment 
Agency (North 
London 
Sustainable 
Places) 

 P, J, E, C 
L 

We support the insertion of Policy GB14 that 
specifically deals with waterways and note 
that are comments to Regulation 18 
consultation regarding safeguarding 
waterways have been included. 
 

Noted 
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We welcome the reference made to the 
Thames Estuary 2100 (TE2100) and Thames 
Strategy made in clause C of the policy. 
 
We are pleased to see the addition of 
paragraph 2.113 that talks about public safety, 
public realm, and riverside approach in terms 
of waterfront developments. 
 
As communicated in our response to the 
Regulation 18 consultation, we encourage the 
London Borough of Kensington and Chelsea 
to undertake their own Riverside Strategy for 
a holistic view of the river frontage. We 
recommend referring to the City of London’s 
Riverside Strategy, which has been recently 
adopted. 

5 Hillgate Village RA 
(Sam Dunkley) 

 P, J E  Noted 

6 London Borough of 
Hammersmith and 
Fulham (David 
Woodward) 

 P, J, E, C 
L 

The Council is supportive of the approach to 
the safeguard, enhance and improve public 
access to The Grand Union Canal and 
Chelsea Creek. It understands the challenges 
and the opportunities blue infrastructure can 
present. For consistency, it will be helpful for 
the supportive text to be clear as to what 
constitutes "Relevant development" as per 
part A of the policy. 

Noted 

7 Mas Hiday  P, J, E, C 
L 

 Noted 
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8 Moni Red P, J, E, C 
L 

 Thames Water needs to invest is better 
infrastructures. They haven’t done anything in 
4 decades and the population has grown a 
great deal that it cannot meet demands 

Noted 
 

9 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, C 
L 

 No comment Noted 
 

10 Royal Avenue 
residents (Martin 
Flash) 

 P, J, E, C 
L 

No comment Noted 
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Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

P, E J At every stage the development team should 
also consider the macro-impacts of their plans 
on the local area: Is canopy cover and green 
space being adequately increased overall? Is 
public amenity value being increased? Are air 
pollution 'hot-spots' being reduced? Will the 
design promote mental health for all? Will it 
enhance local economies and increase 
property values for all? Will tree retention and 
planting serve to reduce traffic and on-street 
parking? Will it help to mitigate flooding in the 
wider local area? Will it promote and enhance 
insect and fungus diversity and contribute to 
the bee super-highway? 

Noted 

2 Ballymore Group 
Limited and 
Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets 
Limited (Ballymore 
Grou... 

P, J, E, C  Draft Policy GB15 seeks to reflect London 
Plan Policy G5 and adopts Urban Greening 
Factor targets of 0.4 for residential 
developments and 0.3 for non-residential 
developments.  
 
While these figures reflect those outlined in 
the London Plan, the current wording of draft 
Policy GB15 still suggests that achieving 
these targets are strict requirements and 
development will not be acceptable if the 
relevant Urban Greening Factor score is not 
achieved.  

Noted. The Council considers that ambitious 
requirements to meet target scores are 
proportionate and in line with both regional 
(London Plan, 2021) and National (Green 
Infrastructure Framework, 2023) requirements. 
Supporting text will be amended at paragraph 
2.115 to state that “where the UGF score set 
out in policy is not achievable, a suitable 
score will be agreed on a case by case 
basis.” 
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We contend that draft Policy GB15 should be 
amended to make clear that these are target 
scores (to align with the London Plan 
terminology) which developments should 
strive to achieve but recognise that there may 
be sites where the targets aren’t achievable, 
and this can be accepted on balance where it 
can be demonstrated that urban greening has 
been maximised on site. 
 
On the basis that Part (A) of the draft policy 
requires on site urban greening to be 
maximised, we contend that Policy GB13 
should be amended as follows: 
 
“B. Major residential development should 
target an Urban Greening Factor score of 0.4. 
C. Major non-residential development should 
target an Urban Greening Factor score of 0.3.” 
 
This will mean that applications are still 
required to maximise on site urban greening 
and get as close to the identified targets as 
possible (if not exceed) but will also allow for 
site specific circumstances to be considered 
to justify why the relevant target can’t be met 
on a case by case basis. This will ensure the 
policy is effective. 

3 CPRE London 
(John Sadler) 

  Policy GB15 should actively seek to designate 
borough green spaces as Local Green Space. 
The borough should seek to designate as 

Noted – comments relate to Policy GB16: 
Parks, Gardens and Open Spaces 
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many of the borough’s 103 green spaces as 
possible as Local Green Space via the Local 
Plan review process. The borough should 
make a strong case for specific sites to gain 
LGS status / extra protection. (The policy as 
stated at GB15 says it will protect Local Green  
Spaces where designated but does not 
actively seek to designate parks and green 
spaces.) 
 
Under Policy GB15, add a policy to tackle 
green space deficiency by transforming a 
minimum of 30 streets into ‘streetparks’ like 
the recently completed Alfred Place in 
Camden, converting ‘grey space’ (roads, 
parking, hardstanding) into parks, removing 
traffic and parking (retaining access if 
necessary). 

4 Earls Court 
Development 
Company (Taylar 
Vernon) 

P, J, E  ECDC noted as part of the Regulation 18 
consultation of the emerging NLPR that  
this draft policy requires major development to 
meet the target Urban Greening  
Factor (UGF) score, as opposed to the 
London Plan, which is a recommendation.  
 
ECDC welcomes the ambition of this policy 
given its objective of delivering a  
landscape-led masterplan but is concerned 
that for phased developments each phase 
should demonstrate compliance on its own 
(supporting text Paragraph 2.115). It is not 
expected that it will be possible for every 

Noted. Site specific circumstances can be 
considered at the planning application stage. 
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phase of the Earls Court redevelopment to 
achieve the objective UGF when considered 
in isolation.  
 
Accordingly, it is requested that a bespoke 
approach is taken at Earls Court, where 
although the development as a whole is 
anticipated to meet or exceed the relevant  
minimum UGF, in reality some plots / phases 
may not fully comply, and some will exceed 
the target scores.  
 
On the basis of the above, it is considered that 
the proposed policy is not currently  
justified, nor effective. It therefore follows that 
it could be more positively prepared. 

5 Environment 
Agency (North 
London 
Sustainable 
Places) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

We welcome the addition of blue infrastructure 
and associated examples to paragraph 2.114 
of the supporting text. 
 
We are also pleased to see the inclusion of 
the Mayor of London’s Urban Greening for 
Biodiversity Net Gain: Design Guide to 
paragraph 2.116 of the supporting text. 
 
As communicated in our response to the 
Regulation 18 consultation, we recommend 
linking Policy GB15 to Policy G12 and 
incorporating SuDS schemes within green 
infrastructure targets. Attenuating and 
cleaning surface water is extremely important 
before it is discharged into the Thames. In 

Noted 
 
Add to 2.114 “Green infrastructure should 
be designed in an integrated way with 
Sustainable Drainage Systems as required 
by Policy GB12.” 
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addition, water and carbon saving schemes 
should also be prioritised. 

6 Gayle Verdi  P, J, E, 
C, L 

 Noted 

7 Hillgate Village RA 
(Sam Dunkley) 

E P, J Although the borough has an excellent 
endowment of green spaces, HVRA and other 
RAs have had to fight to retain certain trees. 

Noted 

8 Home Builders 
Federation (James 
Stevens) 

E  Parts of the Policy are unsound because the 
requirements are uncertain and hence, not 
effective. 
 
Parts B and C require the following: 
 
Urban Greening Factor 
 
B. Major residential development is required 
to achieve an Urban Greening Factor score of 
0.4. 
 
C. Major non-residential development is 
required to achieve an Urban Greening Factor 
score of 0.3. 
 
The Council should clarify in the Plan if these 
requirements can help applicants contribute to 
the biodiversity gain requirements of 10% - 
see Policy GB17 Biodiversity. 

Noted. Urban greening factor is related to the 
quantum of green infrastructure on the site. 
Biodiversity Net Gain is related to the quality 
and diversity of the habitats. Land allocated for 
green infrastructure can also be counted under 
Biodiversity Net Gain so long as this is 
supported by evidence within the habitat class. 

9 Isis Amlak P, J, E  The policy does not contain enforceable 
standards for a minimum amount of blue-
green infrastructure in new or existing 

Noted. Provision of new green space included 
in Policy GB16. Blue-green infrastructure is 
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developments. There is also an urgent need 
to prioritise the implementation of green 
infrastructure in the North of the borough. 
Residents in social/community/affordable 
housing provision, most of which have very 
little green space compared those in parts of 
the borough who are closer to Holland Park, 
Kensington Gardens and Brompton Cemetery. 
There are fewer trees and the majority of 
these residents do not have private gardens. 
These areas may experience more extreme 
impacts from events like flooding and heat-
waves.  
 
In order to be equitable it must specifically 
mention what specific measures will be taken 
to meet the green infrastructure need of 
residents who do not have their own gardens, 
or access to private gardens. Therefore the 
policy state that all development must 
maximise opportunities for incorporation of 
green infrastructure. The inequity in green 
infrastructure is an issue of concern to 
residents in the North. There is no mention of 
how residents can participate in identifying 
and designing green infrastructure spaces 
e.g. creating raised beds, aeroponics and 
aquaponics systems in small spaces. This 
policy is not properly prepared or effective. 

promoted in Policies GB11 Flood Risk and 
GB12 Sustainable Drainage. 
 

10 Kensington & 
Chelsea Citizens 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Reference is made to private front and rear 
gardens but not to green spaces used by 
social housing estates, infill developments 

Noted. 
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Advice (Arantxa 
Gaba) 

need to ensure that green spaces are 
protected for those residents who do not have 
private green spaces at their disposal. The 
Council refers to 'resisting' the loss of open 
spaces which is not enough, any development 
that has an adverse effect on the environment 
must be prevented by the Council using any 
powers that it has. This applies to question 17 
also. 

11 Kensington and 
Chelsea Social 
Council (Joe Batty) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 The list of green spaces includes few in the 
north of the Borough. “Resist” is not strong 
enough – it should read – +no development 
will be permitted..” The evidence of limited 
green space in social housing, and its erosion 
through infill developments is not mentioned. 
Green space includes allotments (as at Henry 
Dickens estate) and food growing which is 
important for health and well-being and for 
responding to the cost of living and climate 
crisis. 
 
To address inequalities and promote 
inclusion, priority must be given to protecting 
green spaces in the social housing estates. 
These must be red lined and not built on. 
Raised beds for food growing should be a 
requirement of all new housing. There must 
be reference in this policy to biodiversity and 
nature based solutions for tackling climate 
change. 

Noted. Comments relate to Policy GB16 
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12 Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

E P, J 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. 

Noted. Existing guidance is available in the 
London Plan document (as referenced). It is 
not considered necessary at this stage to add 
supplementary information. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Reference to GLA guidance and London Plan 
Policy G5 already included. 

13 Knightsbridge 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Simon 
Birkett) 

  The KNF generally supports this policy, 
particularly recognition of the Mayor’s Urban 
Greening Factor requirements and their 
inclusion in policy. 
 
However, the policy needs to be more 
ambitious to reflect the extent of the 
biodiversity emergency. The loss of small 
birds and insects in Central London has been 
significant in recent years. What has 
contributed to this is the proliferation of plastic 
‘greenery’ that adorns buildings and public 
spaces. The priority must be to preserve and 
restore biodiversity and to ensure that all 
development proposals include this principle 
as a fundamental part of all proposals. Clause 
A should be amended to read, ‘In order that 

Noted. This policy relates primarily to the 
quantum of green infrastructure on a 
development.  
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development can secure biodiversity net gain 
on site where possible, all development must 
incorporate green infrastructure on roofs and 
any terraces.’ 
 
A new clause D should be included which 
reads, ‘Use of synthetic materials to provide a 
visually equivalent finish to real greenery will 
be resisted.’ 

14 Lots Village 
Residents 
Association (Kerry 
Davis-Head) 

P   Noted 

15 Mas Hiday E P, J, C, L All garden squares to be opened up to local 
residents 

Noted 

16 Molly Dineen P, J, E  Communal Gardens should not be included in 
the policy because they are private and the 
use of the houses enclosing the green area 
only. 

Noted 

17 Moni Red P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Everything is fine as it is. No need for more Noted 

18 Notting Hill and 
North Kensington 
Liberal Democrats 
(Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

P, J E, C, L RBKC should strive to continue being one of 
London's greenest boroughs, and as such 
should set higher urban greening factor 
targets than the baseline in the Greater 
London Plan (0.4 and 0.3). 
 
The amount of green space must never 
diminish as a result of a development, and the 

Noted. The supporting text makes it clear that 
these are minimum targets and that higher 
scores are encouraged. 
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urban greening factor must never be allowed 
to decrease in any given area. 

19 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Green infrastructure? why is Hyde Park now 
so congested and impossible to drive 
through? Hyde Park needs cleaning up by 
trimming the trees, they have been 
abandoned in the name of "rewilding", open 
up the bathrooms by Kensington Gore and 
stop leaving the dog statue with filthy water 
which could hurt dogs. 

Noted. 

20 Port of London 
Authority (Michael 
Atkins) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

 Noted. 

21 RBKC Labour 
Group of 
Councillors (Emma 
Dent Coad) 

E P, J, C, L The Wornington Green development has seen 
250 trees felled.  
 
They are being replaced by non-native 
species, small and ineffective in terms of 
ameliorating heat gain and pollution.  
 
This was justified by Planning officers despite 
being against policy. 

Noted. 

22 Royal Avenue 
residents (Martin 
Flash) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Ditto Noted 

23 Silvera Williams   Existing green infrastructure - in whatever 
form - should be valued, protected, enhanced, 
and not built upon 

Noted. 
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24 South Kensington 
Estates (Robert 
Couchman) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Historically there has been a resistance to 
green walls within the Royal Borough. 
Technology and design of these elements has 
evolved significantly in recent years enabling 
these to be successful features within new 
developments. It is welcomed and supported 
that the benefits of green walls are recognised 
and promoted in the supporting text for Policy 
GB15, alongside green roofs and other urban 
greening initiatives. 

Noted. 

25 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

 P, J, E, C No further comment Noted. 

26 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and reasons given are very 
persuasive. 

Noted. 

27 TfL - Commercial 
Development 
(Brendan Hodges) 

P, J, E  This policy is unchanged since the Reg 18 
consultation version of the NLPR. While we 
continue to support the provision of high 
quality green infrastructure within 
developments, we consider that the policy 
remains inflexible and does not provide for a 
suitable balance to be struck between green 
infrastructure and other important community 
and planning benefits.  
 
In its response to our Reg 18 comments, the 
Council has said that the use of the word 

Noted. Maximising opportunities to incorporate 
green infrastructure does not imply that there 
will be a loss of other essential infrastructure 
on the site. The Council considers that the 
current wording is appropriate. 
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‘should’ “builds in the flexibility suggested, 
which the use of ‘must’ would not”. However, it 
is not the word ‘should’ that we are concerned 
with, it is the use of the word ‘maximise’ which 
implies that green infrastructure takes 
precedence over other uses of land. Hence 
our suggestion that it is replaced by the word 
‘optimise’ to enable a suitable balance to be 
struck.  
 
We maintain our position as follows: 
The creation of new habitats and urban 
greening can require significant land-take, 
which in some cases may need to be 
balanced against realising other important 
planning benefits such as new homes, 
employment floorspace and community 
facilities. This is an important consideration, 
particularly where OAs such as Earls Court 
have to make a significant contribution to 
meeting both London wide and Borough 
development needs. Policies should enable 
imaginative approaches to providing green 
infrastructure, including above ground level to 
make the most effective use of land and 
buildings. The quality of green infrastructure is 
also important.  
 
In this context it is not appropriate for the 
policy to require that “all” development  
should “maximise” opportunities for green 
infrastructure. Green infrastructure should be 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



178 
 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

optimised, balanced with quality and the need 
to achieve other important planning 
objectives. This approach accords with the 
London Plan Policy G1 (Green Infrastructure) 
requirement to “incorporate appropriate 
elements of green infrastructure that are 
integrated into London’s wider green 
infrastructure network”. We suggest part A of 
the policy is redrafted: 
 
“A. All development should optimise 
opportunities for incorporation of green 
infrastructure.” 
 
The reasoning for this, with refence to the 
need to balance with other planning objectives 
and benefits, and quality, should be included 
in the supporting text. The reasoning for this, 
with refence to the need to balance with other 
planning objectives and benefits, and quality, 
should be included in the supporting text. 
 
In addition, both the London Plan and the 
Mayor of London’s draft Urban Greening 
Factor Guidance (2021) express the UGF as a 
“target”, not requirement. Therefore, parts B 
and C of the draft policy should recognise this. 
 
 
We would also suggest that the supporting 
text should make clear that in some 
circumstances achieving these scores may 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Council considers that ambitious 
requirements to meet target scores are 
proportionate and in line with both regional 
(London Plan, 2021) and National (Green 
Infrastructure Framework, 2023) requirements. 
Supporting text will be amended at paragraph 
2.115 to state that “where the UGF score set 
out in policy is not achievable, a suitable 
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not be possible and this would need to be 
balanced against other merits of a scheme.  
 
With the suggested changes, the policy would 
be justified, effective and therefore positively 
prepared, and enable ‘good’, sustainable 
growth in line with the NPPF and London 
Plan. 

score will be agreed on a case by case 
basis.” 

 

28 The Pembridge 
Association (Fiona 
Fleming-Brown) 

  We should strive to be a greener borough and 
set our urban greening factor targets for both 
residential and non-residential development 
higher than the standard figures stated in the 
Greater London Plan (0.4 and 0.3). Much of 
the borough already has a higher urban 
greening factor than this, and where 
developments lower this factor they should be 
compelled by the local plan to match or 
increase the previous urban greening factor in 
the area. 

Noted. Evidence is being prepared to develop 
a local Urban Greening Factor (UGF) for the 
Borough in line with the London Plan Policy 
G5, however, this evidence is not available to 
require more stringent UGF targets for 
development in the NLPR. The supporting text 
states that high UGF will be welcomed and the 
provisions in other policies (such as GB12 
Sustainable Drainage) will increase the 
delivery of Green Infrastructure.  

29 Turley on behalf of 
Warrior Property 
Group and 
Portobello Group 
(Alice Hawkins) 

  This draft policy has adopted the Urban 
Greening Factor target scores from London 
Plan Policy G5 of 0.4 for major residential and 
0.3 for major non-residential development. 
Whilst this is in compliance with the London 
Plan Policy G, it is noted that these are stated 
as ‘target scores’ in the London Plan, and 
‘requirements’ in draft Policy GB15.  
 
Furthermore, London Plan Policy G5 states 
that “Boroughs should develop an Urban 
Greening Factor (UGF) to identify the 

The Council considers that ambitious 
requirements to meet target scores are 
proportionate and in line with both regional 
(London Plan, 2021) and National (Green 
Infrastructure Framework, 2023) requirements. 
Supporting text will be amended at paragraph 
2.115 to state that “where the UGF score set 
out in policy is not achievable, a suitable 
score will be agreed on a case by case 
basis.” 
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appropriate amount of urban greening 
required in new developments. The UGF 
should be based on the factors set out in 
Table 8.2, but [tailored to local 
circumstances]. “ (our  
emphasis in brackets). 
 
We question whether these London-wide 
recommended targets are appropriate to apply 
in the context of RBKC, a dense, urban, 
Central Borough with a rich provision of 
heritage assets and where a large proportion 
of development is delivered through 
refurbishment and retrofitting of existing 
assets, often including heritage assets. This 
results in a high number of highly constrained 
urban sites that would potentially struggle to 
hit such UGF scores, even if maximised, and 
when considered against other competing 
planning considerations. 
 
RBKC’s Greening SPD (June 2021) notes that 
“Before an UGF is set locally, the GLA 
recommend a target score of 0.4 for 
developments that are predominantly 
residential, and a target score of 0.3 for 
predominantly commercial development. We 
have adopted the London Plan 2021 targets 
until we have a local UGF.” There does not 
appear to be further additions to the evidence 
base as part of the preparation of this draft 
policy that assesses what might be 

 
Evidence is being prepared to develop a local 
Urban Greening Factor (UGF) for the Borough 
in line with the London Plan Policy G5, 
however, this evidence is not available. 
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considered an appropriate local target. As 
such, this policy is not considered to be 
justified and using an appropriate evidence 
base, as required by the tests of soundness 
set out in paragraph 36 of the NPPF.  
 
As such, it is considered that the wording of 
this policy be revised to note that these UGF 
scores are recommended targets rather than 
requirements in order to better align with the 
London Plan in the absence of a justified and 
evidenced local target. 
 
Furthermore, it is noted that this draft policy 
applies to all major development and does not 
distinguish between new build development 
and refurbishment. It is considered 
appropriate to specify that refurbishment 
development should maximise urban greening 
in line with the Urban Greening Factor 
scoring, and where it cannot meet the target 
scores, should provide site-specific evidence 
and justification. 

30 Wornington Trees 
(Sam Dodgshon) 

P, J, C E, L We should strive to be a greener borough, 
and set our urban greening factor targets for 
both residential and non-residential 
development higher than the standard figures 
in the Greater London Plan (0.4 and 0.3). 
Much of the borough already has a higher 
urban greening factor than this, and where 
developments change this they should be 
compelled by the local plan to match or 

Noted. Evidence is being prepared to develop 
a local Urban Greening Factor (UGF) for the 
Borough in line with the London Plan Policy 
G5, however, this evidence is not available to 
require more stringent UGF targets for 
development in the NLPR. The supporting text 
states that high UGF will be welcomed and the 
provisions in other policies (such as GB12 
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increase the previous urban greening factor in 
the area. 

Sustainable Drainage) will increase the 
delivery of Green Infrastructure. 
 

31 Zakiya Amlak C  This policy is neither positively prepared, 
justified, nor effective because it fails to 
protect the interest of residents in the North 
who generally do not have the same level of 
access to green infrastructure such as private 
gardens and trees. It also a lack of 
enforceable standards for a minimum amount 
of blue-green infrastructure in new or existing 
developments. In order to be equitable it must 
specifically mention what specific measures 
will be taken to meet the green infrastructure 
need of residents who do not have their own 
gardens, or access to private gardens and 
rather than All development should maximise 
opportunities for incorporation of green 
infrastructure it should say All development 
must maximise opportunities for incorporation 
of green infrastructure. 

Noted. Provision of new green space included 
in Policy GB16. 
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1 375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

P, E J Provision of new parks, gardens and open 
spaces 
E. Large developments should be required to 
provide new public open space (rather than 
'publicly accessible'), that is to say open 
space that is publicly owned. Where new large 
developments bring an increased population 
they should provide a commensurate increase 
in public open space (e.g. Wornington Green). 
 
2.120 Apart from Earls Court, there will be a 
massive opportunity and need for new public 
open space at Kensal Canalside. Such open 
space should encompass a significant stretch 
of land adjacent to and running the entire 
length of the canal frontage in order to 
maximise accessibility, biodiversity, light, and 
blue-green ribbon effect. This land should be 
transferred to public ownership. 

Comment noted. 
Part E – the Council does not have powers to 
demand privately owned land to be passed into 
the public ownership. Imposing the 
requirement to provide a commensurate 
increase in public open space on large 
developments would not be reasonable given 
the highly built up and constrained nature of 
the borough. Often this would be physically 
impossible to achieve.  
Para 2.120 – Kensal Canalside Site Allocation 
Policy SA1 calls for a comprehensive 
landscaping plan as well as landscaping, 
biodiversity and amenity improvements to the 
Grand Union Canal.  
Similarly, the site allocation stipulates a 
requirement for public realm and public spaces 
and improvements to Little Wormwood Scrubs 
and Kensal Green Cemetery (subject to 
access through the cemetery and a linking 
bridge over the canal). 

2 Ballymore Group 
Limited and 
Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets 

J, E, C  Draft Policy GB16 (C) seeks to resist 
development that has an adverse effect upon 
the environmental and open character, 
appearance and function of Conservation 

Part C – The Kensal Canalside development 
will be assessed against this policy and a 
planning balance formed by considering the full 
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Limited (Ballymore 
Grou... 

Areas, Metropolitan Open Land or sites which 
are listed within the Register of Parks and 
Gardens of Special Historic Interest in 
England, or their setting. 
The proposed redevelopment of the KCOA 
could have an unintentional impact on the 
setting of a Grade II Registered Park and 
Garden (the Kensal Green Cemetery). It 
should be recognised that in areas of growth 
(such as the Kensal Canalside Opportunity 
Area), development could result in change to 
the setting of Registered Parks and Gardens, 
and it is unreasonable to expect large scale 
developments to result in no harm at all.  
In accordance with the NPPF, this policy 
should be amended so that it is clear that 
where the harm identified is less than 
substantial, this may be considered 
acceptable where it is weighed against 
public benefits delivered as part of the 
development (NPPF Paragraph 202).  
Draft Policy GB16 (E) also requires major 
development to make planning contributions 
towards improving existing or providing new 
publicly accessible open space which is 
suitable for a range of outdoor activities and 
users of all ages. 
While we support the Council’s aspirations to 
ensure sufficient open space is provided for 

range of policies and mitigation of any harm 
against public benefits. 
The wording of the policy is considered 
appropriate and no change is required. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Part E – Funding towards Parks and Open 
Spaces improvements is usually sought 
through Community Infrastructure Levy 
(Borough CIL Charging Schedule sets out 
various CIL Zones in the borough with 
corresponding chargeable amounts) and 
Planning Contributions SPD (p.45) for those 
developments that are exempt of CIL.  
 
The planning balance on open space will be 
made at planning application stage using the 

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/pdfs/15-01-22-CIL%20Charging%20Schedule.pdf
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/media/documents/19-09-19%20FINAL%20Planning%20Contributions%20SPD.pdf
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new developments, it is not clear from the 
current wording of the draft policy how the 
Council will determine if there is sufficient 
open space provided within a development to 
avoid a financial contribution being required. 
If the Council is going to seek a financial 
contribution towards open space, then the 
methodology for calculating this should be 
clarified so that developers are aware of 
the likely cost at an early stage. 

full range of policies within the development 
plan, taking into account the site constraints.  
 
 
 
 
Any financial contributions will be sought in line 
with the Planning Contributions SPD and other 
relevant documents at the time of decision.  

3 Cheyne Walk Trust 
(David Waddell) 

  This section addresses important open 
spaces but fails adequately to recognise the 
importance and particular considerations of 
the River Thames Conservation Area.  
Policies G14; G15 and CD1, CD3 and CD14: 
Views address Green Infrastructure, Parks 
Gardens and Open Spaces as well as 
Heritage Assets – Conservation Areas. The 
River Thames through Chelsea is formally 
designated a Site of Metropolitan Importance 
in the London Plan and in the RBKC 
Biodiversity Plan and this should be formally 
recognised in the LP. The Council for RBKC 
has also specifically designated the Thames 
Conservation Area and is working towards 
completion of a Thames Conservation Area 
Management Plan. The TCA is not included in 
the Conservation and Design plan at page 

Page 161 is now in a different chapter, but the 
Thames Conservation Area is shown on Figure 
4.1: Conservation Areas, Listed Buildings, 
Archaeological Priority Areas, Registered 
Parks and Gardens and St Paul's Strategic 
View on the page 106 of the NLPR. It is 
included in the Proposals Map.  
The particular needs of the Thames 
Conservation Area will be covered most 
appropriately in its conservation area 
management plan. While the singular 
character of the Thames Conservation Area is 
recognised, this is more appropriately 
addressed in the LP policies, conservation 
area appraisal and management plan rather 
than through detailed coverage in the Local 
Plan, where no other conservation areas have 
been singled out for such treatment.    
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161 of Part 6 of the review, nor are the 
particular needs to safeguard its singular 
importance in respect of views, heritage and 
conservation aspects specifically or 
adequately addressed.  
The Thames Conservation Area is one of the 
most valued and attractive zones of the 
Borough in its own right. This should be 
formally recognised in the Local Plan together 
with appropriate commitment to the measures 
required to protect and enhance its singular 
contribution as a conservation area to the life 
and amenity of the Borough. 

4 CPRE London 
(John Sadler) 

  Adopt a policy that any new housing 
developments or estate regeneration ‘infill’ 
schemes will ensure residents have more than 
adequate provision of green and communal 
open space, stating specifically that building 
on estate green spaces will be resisted and if 
green space is lost it will be replaced and 
preferably enlarged (given there will be more 
homes) by turning nearby streets / grey space 
into parks. 

Consideration of open space is taken into 
account in all developments. Policies GB15, 17 
and 18 also ensure that urban greening, 
biodiversity and trees and landscape 
requirements apply to all developments. 
 

5 Gayle Verdi P, J, E, C, 
L 

 North Norland Open Space should be 
included in RBKC instead of LBHF. It is 
illogical that it needs to be tended from the 
other side of the Shepherd’s Bush 
Roundabout when the contractors for 

North Norland Open space is located in the 
LBHF Borough and there are no intentions to 
review Borough boundaries.  
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Avondale and Holland Park’s are in the 
vicinity. 

6 Hillgate Village RA 
(Sam Dunkley) 

 P, J, E  Support noted. 

7 Home Builders 
Federation (James 
Stevens) 

J  Parts of the policy are unsound as they lack 
clarity, and so are unjustified. 
Part E requires development to improve or 
provide new public open space. Part G then 
goes on to require applicants to optimise 
biodiversity and wildlife habitat. 
The Council should clarify if these 
enhancements and new provision will 
count towards the applicant meeting 
his/her biodiversity net gain requirement. It 
would be helpful if the Plan could allow 
this, where the planting of shrubs etc is 
involved. 

Comment noted. It is evident that net gain 
requirements will be met in Policy GB17 by 
following the Environmental Act 2021 and 
forthcoming Regulations. The Act requires a 
biodiversity gain plan which must include -  
(a)information about the steps taken or to be 
taken to minimise the adverse effect of the 
development on the biodiversity of the onsite 
habitat and any other habitat, 
(b)the pre-development biodiversity value of 
the onsite habitat, 
(c)the post-development biodiversity value of 
the onsite habitat,etc 
 
 

8 Isis Amlak P, E  The policy fails to mention Parks, Gardens 
and Open Spaces in the North of the borough; 
all those highlighted are in the centre or south. 
Little Wormwood Scrubs and Kensington 
Memorial Gardens must also be designated 
as are protected, and any loss must be 
resisted. The green spaces on the Edenham 

Comment noted.  
Little Wormwood Scrubs lies in Hammersmith 
and Fulham, Kensington Memorial Gardens 
can be added as a minor modification to 
paragraph 2.117. The Green spaces on 
Edenham and Cheltenham Estate are not 
designated. However, GB16 E and policies 
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and Cheltenham Estate and Althorne Gardens 
must be designated as protected spaces.  
 
The continuing existence of private garden 
squares in North Kensington, and more widely 
in borough is unconscionable, exclusionary 
and discriminatory. The percentage of homes 
without a garden is higher among ethnic 
minorities, with Black people in England 
nearly four times as likely as White people to 
have no outdoor space at home. One in eight 
households (12%) in Great Britain had no 
access to a private or shared garden during 
the coronavirus (COVID-19) lockdown, 
according to our analysis of Ordnance Survey 
(OS) map data. This rises to more than one in 
five households in London (21%), easily the 
highest percentage of any region or country of 
Great Britain. The next highest is Scotland, at 
13%. All private garden squares must be 
opened to all residents. The tariff paid for 
exclusive use of those spaces is 
disproportionally low and is out of touch with 
the value of the space. 
 
A feasibility study must be commissioned to 
see whether it is possible to build a small 
number of low level 3 & 4 bedroom community 
housing units in some of those gardens, in 
particular: 
• Arundel Gardens and Elgin Crescent 

GB15, 17 and 18 will ensure that open space, 
urban greening, biodiversity and trees and 
landscape requirements will apply. A new open 
space to re-provide Athlone Gardens will be 
delivered in the final phase of the Wornington 
Green Estate redevelopment and is secured as 
a public open space through a legal 
agreement. 
Private garden squares are in private 
ownership and the Council does not have the 
powers to make these spaces public. 
Regarding building community housing on 
garden squares grounds, the overwhelming 
majority of garden squares are also protected 
under the London Squares Act of 1931. 
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• Lansdowne Road and Elgin Crescent 
• Blenheim Crescent and Elgin Crescent 
• Lansdowne Gardens 
• Ladbroke Grove; and  
• Royal Crescent  
Any such units would have to be built in an 
ecological way that complements the green 
space and its biodiversity. The policy is not 
positively prepared or effective. 

9 Kensington & 
Chelsea Citizens 
Advice (Arantxa 
Gaba) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 As for question 16, the Council must do more 
than 'resist' or take payments in lieu of 
required action by developers. 

Noted. 

10 Kensington and 
Chelsea Social 
Council (Joe Batty) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 There is little or no mention of green spaces in 
North Kensington, yet this is an area where 
those without a garden is a higher proportion 
giving rise to clear discriminatory issues for 
protected groups. 
Green spaces on Edenham and Cheltenham 
estates and Athlone Gardens must be 
designated as protected spaces. North 
Kensington should have conservation area 
status. 

Kensington Memorial Gardens and Emslie 
Horniman Gardens can be added as a main 
modification to paragraph 2.117.  
The Green spaces on Edenham and 
Cheltenham Estate are not designated. 
However, GB16 E and policies GB15, 17 and 
18 will ensure that open space, urban 
greening, biodiversity and trees and landscape 
requirements will apply. 
The value of non-designated open spaces is 
assessed at the point of planning applications.  
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11 Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

E P, J 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. 

Comment noted. 
Existing Parks, Gardens and open spaces:  

Indents 1 and 2 – This is already covered by 
the Part A of the Policy GB16, which states 
that “the Council will protect, enhance and 
make the most of existing parks, gardens 
and open spaces, and require new high 
quality outdoor spaces to be provided” 
(emphasis added).  
Provision of new parks, gardens and open 
spaces  
Indent 1 – The policy supports new open 
space and the Council intends to use 
Cremorne Wharf as a meanwhile open space, 
as stated in the paragraph 2.122. The Borough 
is heavily constrained and land availability for 
all types of uses is an issue.  
Indent 2 – Covered by Part E of the policy. 
Indent 3 – Children play space provision within 
development proposals will be assessed 
against the London Plan Policy S4. 
Indent 4 –For a site to be designation as Local 
Green Space a Council must consider whether 
the area will fulfil the criteria set out in 
paragraph 102 of the NPPF.  These include 
that the space is in close proximity to the 
community it serves, is local in character and 
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• 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. 
 
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 

“demonstrably special to the local community 
and holds a particular local significance”. 
Designation will offer the same protection as 
Green Belt.  Given the status of such a 
designation it should be consulted upon in the 
same way as other significant designations.  
As such it not appropriate to introduce the 
designation of LGS at this stage of the 
process.     
In addition, Meanwhile Gardens is considered 
to be a public open space and is protected 
from loss under the Part B (ii) of the Policy. 
Paragraph 2.117: The Council will support 
minor modification to add Open Space 
definition into the Glossary. It is unclear why 
there is a concern regarding roads and 
pavements as the paragraph lists recognised 
open spaces in the Borough.  
Paragraph 2.120: The linear park is being 
delivered in stages as sites are developed and 
it will be complete when Territorial Army site – 
the only remaining site to be developed - will 
be built. All adjacent sites which are part of 
Warwick Road sites have provided linear open 
space which will create a continuous linear 
park upon completion of all sites. Given the 
landownership of the Territorial Army site by 
the Russian Embassy limits the influence the 
Council can have in bringing the site forward. 
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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”. 

Figure 2.2: Parks and Open Spaces in the 
Borough: Ashburn Gardens is shown on the 
map.  
A new explanatory paragraph: To require 
development proposals to produce analysis of 
nearby open space would be too onerous. 
However, GB16 E and policies GB15, 17 and 
18 will ensure that open space, urban 
greening, biodiversity and trees and landscape 
requirements will apply. 

12 London Borough of 
Hammersmith and 
Fulham (David 
Woodward) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

LBHF request that the following new 
paragraph is added under "Provision of new 
parks, gardens and open space". 
"Support the provision of a new centrally 
located open space at Earl's Court as part of 
the Earl's Court Opportunity Area." 

Support for new open public space at Earl’s 
Court Opportunity Area site is covered under 
the Policy SA2, Parts H and I specifically: 

“H. A series of interlinked public green 
spaces to provide a place for people to rest, 
interact and play along with providing 
opportunities for potential SuDS and 
biodiversity benefits. 
 
I. A new public park to provide a focal point 
for the development to meet the needs of 
those who will visit, work and live in the new 
development.” 
The Plan has been written so as not to 
duplicate policies and it is not considered 
necessary to add this to Policy GB16. 
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13 Lots Village 
Residents 
Association (Kerry 
Davis-Head) 

P  Policy should be set in stone which prevents 
the building of structures overlooking existing 
green spaces, and in particular open children 
play areas. There is little point in updating play 
areas at great expense to then alienate the 
parents who worry about new onlookers. Nor 
is it acceptable to build a structure which 
would then create shade and make the grass 
difficult to maintain or kill the existing shrubs 
etc. 

Overlooking of play facilities is generally 
considered good practice, with paragraph 5.4.3 
of the London Plan stating that play facilities 
“should integrate into the wider network of 
public open spaces and not be severed from 
the rest of a neighbourhood by physical 
barriers such as main roads. Play provision 
should be overlooked in some way to allow 
for a level of informal community 
supervision and generate a sense of safety 
and security.” (emphasis added) 

14 Mark Macleod P, J, E, C  Comment: Kensington Roof Gardens is a 
precedent that could inspire our borough to 
provide all its residents and visitors access to 
extraordinary public realms, beyond the 
typologies we already have. The Local Plan 
must enable and encourage developers and 
designers to build with boldness, ambition and 
generosity in their provision of public realm. 
Paragraph 2.117 extols the benefits of open 
space, but there is a perception that 
accessibility can only viably be achieved at 
ground level. Personal experience with a 
wheel-chair bound mother in Barcelona is 
indication this is not the case. 
Suggested addition in red: 
2.117 Kensington Roof Gardens sets a 
precedent of a world class space, being the 

Provision of outside space on rooftops is 
supported. The London Plan encourages the 
use of roof areas, including podiums, and 
courtyards for additional private or shared 
outside space. The Council would support a 
main modification and an addition of 
reference to Kensington Roof top garden in 
para 2.117. The use of roof areas for new 
open space is supported in London Plan under 
para 3.6.9 and it is not considered necessary 
to duplicate it in the NLPR.  
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largest roof garden in Europe, and its unique 
qualities are characteristic of our borough. 
More open green spaces and public realms 
that extend beyond ground level, up to and 
including the development’s summits, fully 
and publicly accessible by a network of routes 
around, through and on buildings will be 
encouraged in new developments. Earl’s 
Court OA could offer such possibilities, but 
such an aspiration must apply across the 
borough, and especially applicable to tall 
buildings. 

15 Mas Hiday E, C, L P, J All green spaces to be accessible to all. Privately owned open spaces are in private 
ownership and the Council does not have the 
authority to make these spaces public. 
Significant financial resources would be 
required in order to acquire the land, not to 
mention that the landowner should be willing to 
sell the land in the first place. The combination 
of these constraints makes the idea of 
acquiring private open spaces to make them 
public unfeasible. 

16 Moni Red P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Everything is fine as it is. We need Better 
roads and wider roads for cars 

Noted. 

17 Norland 
Conservation 

E P, J, C, L SECTION 2 - Policy GB16: Parks, Gardens 
and Open Spaces; and  
SECTION 2 - Policy GB17: Biodiversity:  

Noted. Saved policy CD12 (Existing Buildings 
– Extensions and Modifications) limits the 
scale of the proposed rear extensions and 
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Society (Martin 
Ingell) 

 
Neither Policy GB16 nor Policy GB17 makes 
mention of private gardens, which are one of 
the primary sources of biodiversity, SUDS and 
trees. There is nothing new in the Plan to 
protect rear gardens except the current 
permitted development which has resulted in 
a high percentage of garden space being 
developed for substantial studios, gyms, 
offices etc. 
Green-Blue Future makes much of the 
importance of green spaces, the importance 
of biodiversity, yet when it comes to policy 
there seems almost no direction at all as to 
what can and cannot be done with front and 
rear gardens, which are one of the largest 
contributors to green space on the Borough.  
Therefore, Policies GB16 and GB17 are not 
‘effective’. 

requires those to be in line with the general 
existing rear building line of any neighbouring 
extensions, thus protecting the rear gardens 
from overdevelopment.   
The provisions in Policy GB12 Sustainable 
Drainage promote the retention of permeable 
areas and green infrastructure as part of the 
required SuDS provision for development 
applications. These requirements apply to all 
relevant applications, including works requiring 
planning permission in the rear garden. 
 

18 Northcare 
(Scotland) Ltd (- -) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 See pdf for images 
Site Allocations 
Given the critical need for new care home 
accommodation in the Borough and the 
Council’s demonstrated failure to achieve its 
housing delivery generally (see HDT 2021 
results showing only 43% delivery) it is 
necessary and correct to review land 
allocations, so that scarce land that is 

The St Quintin and Woodlands Neighbourhood 
Plan (July 2018) Local Green space 
designation for the Nursery Lane site went 
through examination and the independent 
examiner concluded that the site was 
demonstrably special to the local community 
and should be designated as Local 
Greenspace. In his report dated 26 October 
2015 the Inspector found the site to be a 
tranquil green space where a significant 
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available for development within the Borough 
is not unreasonably constrained by the Local 
Plan. 
There are two parts to the representations 
concerning the land identified at Nursery Lane 
off Highlever Road.  
Firstly that the Local Green Space (LGS) 
designation adopted in the STQW 
Neighbourhood Plan is no longer sound and 
secondly that the site is well located to meet 
part of the need for care home 
accommodation in the Borough that has not 
been identified in any other site allocations put 
forward in the Plan. 
a) Local Green Space Designation in the 
context of policy GB16 
Planning Policy Background 

The National Planning Policy Framework 
provides for the designation of LGS and 
states the following:  
101. The designation of land as Local Green 
Space through local and neighbourhood plans 
allows communities to identify and protect 
green areas of particular importance to them. 
Designating land as Local Green Space 
should be consistent with the local planning of 
sustainable development and complement 
investment in sufficient homes, jobs and other 

number of households have a view of it. 
Reference was made to the consultation 
statement recording the wildlife and birds that 
had been seen on the site listing the species. It 
was also concluded by the examiner that it was 
an historical backspace that had been 
designed for this purpose.  
There is no justification for revisiting the 
Neighbourhood Plan designation as part of the 
Local Plan examination process and indeed 
the Neighbourhood Plan is part of the 
Development Plan for the borough. The site 
designation is not unsound and there is not a 
critical need for care home accommodation in 
the borough which dictates that a care home 
needs to go on this site. Paragraph 103 of the 
revised NPPF (2021) makes clear that a Local 
Greenspace designation carries significant 
weight stating, “Policies for managing 
development within a Local Greenspace 
should be consistent with those for Green 
Belts.”    
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essential services. Local Green Spaces 
should only be designated when a plan is 
prepared or updated, and be capable of 
enduring beyond the end of the plan period. 
102. The Local Green Space designation 
should only be used where the green space 
is: 
a) in reasonably close proximity to the 
community it serves; 
b) demonstrably special to a local community 
and holds a particular local significance, for 
example because of its beauty, historic 
significance, recreational value (including as a 
playing field), tranquillity or richness of its 
wildlife; and 
c) local in character and is not an extensive 
tract of land. 
103. Policies for managing development 
within a Local Green Space should be 
consistent with those for Green Belts.  
National Planning Practice Guidance sets out 
guidance on Local Green Space designations 
and states that “designating any Local Green 
Space will need to be consistent with local 
planning for sustainable development in the 
area” going on to state that “in particular, 
plans must identify sufficient land in suitable 
locations to meet identified development 
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needs and the Local Green Space 
designation should not be used in a way that 
undermines this aim of plan making”. The full 
guidance for LGS designation is available 
here: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/open-
space-sports-and-recreation-facilities-public-
rights-of-way-and-local-green-space.  
Background 
The site which is the subject of these 
comments is located on Nursery Lane, 
accessed via Highlever Road, located in the 
north of the Royal Borough of Kensington and 
Chelsea, and specifically within the Dalgarno 
ward.  
The site is broadly rectangular in shape and is 
relatively flat in topography. A brick wall 
bounds the site on all sides and delineates the 
site boundary. The site is currently in use as a 
landscape gardener’s base- a commercial 
use- which was verified as the lawful use of 
the land via a certificate of lawful existing 
development in July 2017 (LPA ref: 
CL/17/02322). 
The site is accessed via the existing vehicular 
and private pedestrian entrance and exit to 
the site via Nursery Lane. 
A series of photos of the existing site are 
shown below. These show that the site has a 
gated entrance which contains a red sign 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/open-space-sports-and-recreation-facilities-public-rights-of-way-and-local-green-space
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/open-space-sports-and-recreation-facilities-public-rights-of-way-and-local-green-space
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/open-space-sports-and-recreation-facilities-public-rights-of-way-and-local-green-space
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titled “private property- no access”. The area 
itself is covered in hard standing and 
accommodates parked vehicles (x15), 
palettes, and landscaping materials such as 
storage containers. The vast majority of the 
“greening” of the site is actually plants, shrubs 
and trees placed in containers on the 
hardstanding. 
The site is not a public park or public 
recreation ground and there are no public 
rights of access or rights of way. For the 
avoidance of doubt, the site is not publicly 
accessible. It is a privately owned site 
accommodating a business. 
The surrounding area is predominantly 
residential in character and the application site 
is enclosed by surrounding residential 
properties fronting Highlever Road to the east, 
Brewster Gardens to the west and Dalgarno 
Gardens to the north. To the south, an 
existing two-storey block of assisted living 
flats are located on the opposite side of 
Nursery Lane. A selection of commercial uses 
can be found to the south of the site on North 
Pole Road, part of which is designated as a 
Special Neighbourhood Shopping Centre 
Little Wormwood Scrubs is located to the 
north of the site, whilst Wormwood Scrubs is 
located to the west of the site. 



200 
 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

Assessment 
The key tests for the designation of LGS are 
set out in NPPF paragraph 102. This states 
that the LGS designation should only be used 
where the green space is: 
a) in reasonably close proximity to the 
community it serves; 
b) demonstrably special to a local community 
and holds a particular significance, for 
example because of its beauty, historic 
significance, recreational value (including as a 
playing field), tranquillity or richness of its 
wildlife; and 
c) local in character and not an extensive tract 
of land.  
Each of these matters is considered in turn 
below.  
a) In reasonably close proximity to the 
community it serves 
The Nursery Lane site is private land and is 
not publicly accessible by members of the 
local community. This is shown in images 
provided at figure 2 above. The site does not 
therefore serve any community and has not 
done so for a significant period of time. Whilst 
the St Quintin and Woodlands Neighbourhood 
Plan refers back the site’s communal use 
around the time of the second world war, it 
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notes that “in 1952 the land was offered to the 
Council by the owners as a public park, but 
the offer was declined”. The Plan then goes 
on to note that permission was granted for the 
use of the site for storage of plant and 
materials in connection with a garden 
contractors business for which is it has been 
used for since. The Independent Examiner of 
the plan noted that the horticultural use had 
recently ceased however “could continue with 
or without designation”. 
The site today serves no community purpose 
and the local community have no right of 
access over the land. The site does not 
therefore offer any form of open space for the 
community, and we note there are two very  
large areas of high quality green open spaces 
within the vicinity of the site. Little Wormwood 
Scrubs is located a 3 minute walk away and 
Wormwood Scrubs a 15 minute walk away 
from the site which will be enjoyed by the local 
residents as they cannot currently access the 
site at Nursery Lane. 
b) Demonstrably special to a local 
community and holds a particular 
significance, for example because of its 
beauty, historic significance, recreational 
value (including as a playing field), 
tranquillity or richness of its wildlife 
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The site, as shown in images provided at 
figure 2, is covered in hard standing and 
littered with parked vehicles (x15), palettes, 
landscaping materials and several storage 
containers and single storey buildings. The 
vast majority of the “greening” of the site is 
actually plants, shrubs and trees placed in 
containers on the hardstanding. There is little 
tranquillity as built form borders the entire site 
and there is no evidence of richness of 
wildlife. The Independent Examiner of the 
Neighbourhood Plan considered that “the site 
contains a number of substantial trees, 
including beech and weeping willows and 
dense boundary vegetation” which contributed  
to the sites “general impression of green 
space”. Our Client has however 
commissioned their own tree report which 
shows that these trees are of little significance 
with the majority of trees on site being 
Category C or Category U trees of poor 
quality. Several of the trees are damaged and 
in need of removal in accordance with proper 
arboricultural practice. 
The Neighbourhood Forum and Independent 
Examiner’s main reasoning for the sites 
significance was its nature as a backland site. 
The Examiner’s report states that “I find that 
backlands have historical significance and 
have been accepted as a feature of the 
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Conservation Area at least since the original 
publication of the Conservation Area 
Proposals Statement (1970’s), at the 1982 
planning appeal and by Historic England in 
their recent representations on the plan’s 
policies and proposals”. It should be noted 
however that since the Conservation Area 
Proposals Statement publication and the 1982 
planning appeal, planning policy in the 
borough has significantly evolved and the 
need to plan positively for growth to meet 
identified needs has recognised the role that 
backland sites can play. Indeed, the emerging 
Local Plan discusses backland sites within 
policy CD1 and notes that these should 
carefully consider how development of these 
sites are integrated into the existing urban 
structure. This policy is considered to 
adequately protect the type and form of 
development that would be permissible on this 
site. 
c) Local in character and not an extensive 
tract of land 
The site is local in character and not an 
extensive tract of land. It should be noted 
however that the site is not publicly accessible 
currently cordoned off and in a poor state of 
repair.  
Taking account of the above, regardless of 
the designation of the site within the 
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Neighbourhood Plan (which was adopted in 
2018 based on an examiner’s report from 
2015), it is not considered that the site meets 
the tests for designation when reviewed today.  
It is considered in light of the above it is 
correct and necessary for this Local Plan 
review process to re-consider the site’s LGS 
designation and that the site should be 
removed from the list of LGS designations. It 
should be noted that there is no requirement 
for neighbourhood plans to be reviewed on a 
regular basis and this plan has not been 
reviewed since its adoption, nor is one 
planned. 
Section 38(5) of the Planning and Compulsory 
Purchase Act 2004 states that if a policy 
contained in a development plan for an area 
conflicts with another policy in the 
development plan, the conflict must be 
resolved in favour of the policy which is 
contained in the last document to be adopted, 
approved or published. The removal of the 
designation in the Local Plan would therefore 
supersede the policies outlined within the 
Neighbourhood Plan.  
National Planning Practice Guidance: 
In addition to the NPPF, NPPG provides 
further guidance on the designation of LGS 
and states that “designating any Local Green 
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Space will need to be consistent with local 
planning for sustainable development in the 
area” going on to state that “plans must 
identify sufficient land in suitable locations to 
meet identified development needs and the 
Local Green Space designation should not be 
used in a way that undermines this aim of plan 
making”. 
As the Neighbourhood Plan must be prepared 
in accordance with the Local Plan and it is the 
Local Plan that serves to ensure sufficient 
land is available to meet identified need, the 
current LGS designation at Nursery Lane 
undermines the aim of plan making in the way 
that the NPPG specifically states should be 
avoided.  
As a result, the statement in paragraph 2.118 
of the Local plan which states: “The 
designation of LGSs will be considered in the 
Borough through neighbourhood plans or 
other development plan Documents” is not a 
sound approach as it has the ability to remove 
suitable sites that will meet an identified need 
and would undermine the aim of plan making 
at the Borough level. 
Figure 2.3 should be amended to remove the 
LGS designation shown for the site and the 
reasoned justification for this is set out above. 
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19 Notting Hill and 
North Kensington 
Liberal Democrats 
(Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

P, J, L E, C Point A should be amended to prevent the 
incursion to public rights of way and open 
access land in the borough, as it becomes 
more and more common for developers to 
open private space to the public without 
allowing them access by right. Where the 
council 'requires new high quality outdoor 
spaces to be provided', it should instead 
demand 'new high quality publicly outdoor 
spaces to be provided'. 
The same expectations regarding the 
protection of open space at Royal Hospital 
should be applied specifically to large 
developments the north of the borough, at 
Wornington Green and Trellick 
Tower/Edenham Way. 

Policy T6 (F) addresses the issue of public 
rights of way by seeking to ensure “that 
development does not reduce access to, or the 
attractiveness of, existing footways and 
footpaths used by the public, or land over 
which the public have a right of way.” 

In regard to provision of new parks and open 
spaces, Part E of the Policy GB16 specifically 
states that any new provision should be 
publicly accessible and suitable for a range of 
outdoor activities and users of all ages. 

20 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Start maintaining the parks again, forget 
"rewilding" it is just an excuse to save money 
and people from working, get back to work 
and maintain the park again. 

Noted. 

21 Port of London 
Authority (Michael 
Atkins) 

E P, J, C, L Part J of policy GB16 states that the borough 
will support the provision of a meanwhile open 
space at the safeguarded Cremorne Wharf 
until such a time as it is brought back into 
wharf use for waste management or 
waterborne freight handling purposes. 
Supporting paragraph 2.122 also refers to 

Noted.  
The Council is aware of Cremorne Wharf’s 
safeguarded status and GB19 C continues to 
safeguard it. In the event of permanent loss of 
Cremorne Wharf, any planning application for 
development or change of use would also 
need to comply with the adopted London Plan 
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associated London Plan policy SI15 (Water 
Transport) in the context of temporary uses. 
It must be made clear within paragraph 
2.122 of the supporting text that the key 
policy aim for this site is to reactivate the 
wharf for waterborne freight cargo 
handling, in line with its Ministerial 
safeguarded status which was recently 
confirmed in 2021. Whilst policy SI15 does 
refer to appropriate temporary uses being 
situated on vacant safeguarded wharves, the 
Local Plan must make clear that such 
temporary uses should only be allowed 
where they do not preclude the wharf 
being reused for waterborne freight-
handling uses, and that temporary uses 
should not be permitted where a 
permanent freight-handling use is 
available. The PLA would consider that 
following the completion of works to the 
Thames Tideway Tunnel, that the expedient 
reactivation of the site as an operational wharf 
should be explicitly supported and promoted 
as part of policy GB16 and supporting 
paragraph 2.122. It is therefore 
recommended that paragraph 2.122 is 
amended to the following:  
“Cremorne Wharf has been designated as a 
safeguarded wharf via 2021 Ministerial 
Safeguarding Direction is a safeguarded 

policies, in particular SI 15. The Council is not 
intending to replicate the London Plan policy. 
Any planning application would also be 
referrable to the Mayor.   
  
A main modification is suggested to 
paragraph 2.122 to include reference to the 
Ministerial Safeguarding Direction and 
reference to the London Plan. 
 
2.122 Cremorne Wharf is designated as a 
safeguarded Wharf under a Ministerial 
Safeguarding Direction (2021)footnote and is 
temporarily being used for the delivery of the 
Thames Tideway Tunnel. When works to the 
Thames Tideway Tunnel are complete in 2025 
Cremorne Wharf will have the potential to 
provide additional waste management capacity 
in the Borough and can be brought back into 
use for waterborne freight handling and waste 
uses. The London Plan97 supports temporary 
uses on vacant safeguarded wharves providing 
that any existing freight-handling infrastructure 
is maintained at to a specified standard and 
limited by a temporary permission with a 
specific end date. Any proposals will need to 
comply with Local Plan and relevant London 
Plan policies on safeguarded wharfs, water 
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Wharf and is temporarily being used for the 
delivery of the Thames Tideway Tunnel. 
When works to the Thames Tideway Tunnel 
are complete in 2025 Cremorne Wharf will 
have the potential to provide additional waste 
management capacity in the Borough and the 
council will support the expedient reactivation 
of the wharf for waterborne freight handling 
uses can be brought back into use. In 
addition, tThe London Plan supports 
temporary uses on vacant safeguarded 
wharves where they do not preclude the wharf 
being reused for waterborne freight-handling 
uses. providing that Any temporary uses must 
also maintain any existing freight-handling 
infrastructure is maintained at to a specified 
standard and limited by a temporary 
permission with a specific end date. The south 
of the Borough has a smaller number of 
publicly accessible open spaces and the 
creation of new temporary open space at 
Cremorne Wharf will be beneficial may be an 
appropriate temporary use. Therefore, the 
Council supports a temporary open space 
meanwhile use at the Cremorne Wharf 
provided this does not prevent the wharf being 
reused for waterborne freight-handling uses. 
until such time the wharf is brought back into 
use.” 

transport and waste. The south of the Borough 
has a smaller number of publicly accessible 
open spaces98 and the creation of new 
temporary open space at Cremorne Wharf will 
be beneficial. Therefore, the Council supports 
a temporary open space meanwhile use at the 
Cremorne Wharf until such time the wharf is 
brought back into use. The Council supports 
sports facilities supporting health and well-
being.  

 
Footnote https://www.london.gov.uk/programmes-
strategies/planning/planning-applications-and-
decisions/safeguarded-wharves-directions 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.london.gov.uk/programmes-strategies/planning/planning-applications-and-decisions/safeguarded-wharves-directions
https://www.london.gov.uk/programmes-strategies/planning/planning-applications-and-decisions/safeguarded-wharves-directions
https://www.london.gov.uk/programmes-strategies/planning/planning-applications-and-decisions/safeguarded-wharves-directions
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22 Princes Gate 
Mews RA (J 
Whewell) 

P, J, E, C  There is intense pressure on any open space 
in the borough by commercial interests 
seeking to use those spaces for commercial 
purposes to the detriment of the public. The 
proposals here will not prevent the annexation 
of green spaces and open ground by, 
overweening, commercial organisations, and 
thus the policy is ineffective and not justified, 
as it does not take account or provide 
sufficient powers to prevent repeated loss of 
pressure, spaces to temporary and permanent 
commercialisation. 

Noted. There is strong policy protection for 
designated open space. The Council is not 
aware of loss of such open space. 

23 RBKC Labour 
Group of 
Councillors (Emma 
Dent Coad) 

E P, J, C, L Again, one very poor example is the 
'replacement' park for Athlone Gardens in the 
Wornington Green development. Totally 
inadequate for doubled population, how is this 
allowed to happen when it is against policy? 

The Wornington Green SPD (2009) stated at 
paragraph 2.4.4 that “the Council will require 
as part of the final development, a new park 
that is at least the same size and better in 
quality that exists at present, with a presence 
onto Portobello Road”.  
Accordingly, planning permissions granted 
under PP/09/02786 in 2010 and as amended 
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by PP/13/04516 in 2013 for the redevelopment 
of the Wornington Green Estate included the 
provision of a new open space to replace the 
existing open space known as Athlone 
Gardens.  This is in-line with policy. 

24 Royal Avenue 
residents (Martin 
Flash) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Ditto Support noted. 

25 Silvera Williams   How will you protect the borough’s parks and 
green spaces?  
An example where “resist” is not strong 
enough and should be replaced with the 
stronger term “reject”, as this phrasing casts 
doubt on the statement under section A of this 
policy.  
Why would you only “resist” the loss of green 
space, especially when the green agenda in 
the vision of this very document has been 
pushed to the top? 
You should absolutely reject deleterious 
effects of development on parks and open 
spaces. 
Has there been any consideration to explicitly 
protect all parks and green spaces from 
development through a 'Fields in Trust' 
designation? 

Existing parks and open green spaces are 
protected from loss under the Policy GB16, 
parts B, C and D.  
By resisting loss protection of existing valuable 
open space is afforded with consideration for 
new open space required. 
All parks and open spaces as listed in Part B 
are protected under the policy GB16 and there 
is no need to seek an additional designation.  
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26 Sport England 
(Mark Furnish) 

  Policy GB16: Parks, Gardens and Open 
Spaces 
Parks and open spaces can also be playing 
fields as defined in The Town and Country 
Planning (Development Management 
Procedure) (England) Order 2015 (Statutory 
Instrument 2015 No. 595), for example 
Holland Park. Sport England therefore 
welcomes that Policy GB16 A appears to 
reflect Sport England’s Planning Objections of 
‘Protect’, ‘Enhance’ and ‘Provide’ provided 
that this is in line with strategically identified 
needs. It is, however, concerned that GB16 B, 
if interpreted strictly, could not allow for some 
loss of playing field/open space for ancillary 
facilities to support the wider and better use of 
a site if they are suitably located, for example 
provision of changing rooms or toilet blocks. 
Sport England encourages that the wording is 
reconsidered so that the parks and open 
spaces can be fully utilised by all. 

Support noted. The Plan should be read as a 
whole. Policy SI 1 protects sports facilities. 
 

27 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

 P, J, E, C StQW/SHRA continues to support strongly 
this policy and particularly the reference in 
GB16 4 to Local Green Spaces where these 
are designated in a neighbourhood plan or 
other development plan document and the 
related map at Figure 2.3. 

Support noted.  
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For clarity the term ‘adopted/made’ 
neighbourhood plan could be added to the 
above part of GB16 4. 

28 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and reasons given are very 
persuasive. 

Support noted. 

29 The Friends of 
Kensal Green 
Cemetery 
(JOHANNA 
HOLMES) 

J, E P, C, L The policy is insufficiently specific about what 
constitutes an "adverse effect": 
It asserts (item C) that the Council will “resist 
development that has an adverse effect upon 
the environmental and open character, 
appearance and function of Conservation 
Areas, Metropolitan Open Land or sites which 
are listed within the Register of Parks and 
Gardens of Special Historic Interest in 
England, or their setting”.  
There are no definitions or examples of 
“adverse effects”, however. An indication 
should be provided of how this void in advice 
is to be filled, and if in the current revision of 
the Council’s Parks Strategy (c.f. note 93, 
page 60) a commitment should be given to 
this effect, with a timeframe for completion 
and consultation. 
References to Biodiversity Action Plan 2010-
2015 are obsolete. 

In the context of the policy it would be difficult 
to define further what constitutes an ‘adverse 
effect’ upon environmental or open character. 
There is a danger that providing more of a 
definition could be counterproductive in so far 
as extensive scenarios may need to be 
mentioned and if not included it might be 
reasonably interpreted that there was no 
adverse effect. Justification would be required 
if there was a conclusion that development had 
caused an ‘adverse effect’ and this would need 
to be justified. Examples will be taken as the 
definition which is not considered helpful.   
 
The reference to the Council’s Park Strategy is 
unclear, as the last Parks Strategy 2016-2025 
is 23 pages long and doesn’t contain page 60) 
Paragraph 2.119: The Council will support 
minor modification to update the reference 

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/media/documents/Parks%20Strategy%202016-2025.pdf
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Paragraph 2.119, reference to the Council’s 
Biodiversity Action Plan and footnote: this 
should refer to the Biodiversity Action Plan 
2022-2027, not the now-obsolete BAP 2010-
2015. 

to a new Biodiversity Action Plan 2022-
2027.  

30 The Pembridge 
Association (Fiona 
Fleming-Brown) 

  Point A should be amended to prevent the 
incursion to public rights of way and open 
access land in the borough, as developers 
increasingly seek to privatise public space. 
When the council 'requires new high quality 
outdoor spaces to be provided' it should 
instead demand 'new high quality public 
outdoor spaces to be provided’. 

Policy T6 (F) seeks to ensure “that 
development does not reduce access to, or the 
attractiveness of, existing footways and 
footpaths used by the public, or land over 
which the public have a right of way.” 

In regard to provision of new parks and open 
spaces, Part E of the Policy GB16 specifically 
states that any new provision should be 
publicly accessible and suitable for a range of 
outdoor activities and users of all ages. 

31 Wornington Trees 
(Sam Dodgshon) 

  Point A should be amended to prevent the 
incursion to public rights of way and open 
access land in the borough, as developers 
more and more seek to privatise public space. 
When the council 'requires new high quality 
outdoor spaces to be provided' it should 
instead demand 'new high quality public 
outdoor spaces to be provided'. 
 
The same expectations regarding the 
protection of open space at Royal Hospital 
should be applied specifically to large 
developments in the north of the borough, at 

Policy T6 (F) seeks to ensure “that 
development does not reduce access to, or the 
attractiveness of, existing footways and 
footpaths used by the public, or land over 
which the public have a right of way.” 

In regard to provision of new parks and open 
spaces, Part E of the Policy GB16 specifically 
states that any new provision should be 
publicly accessible and suitable for a range of 
outdoor activities and users of all ages. 
A new open space to re-provide Athlone 
Gardens will be delivered in the final phase of 
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Wornington Green. It seems unfair to explicitly 
state one specific policy in the south of the 
borough and not match it elsewhere, where a 
real threat to green space is posed. 

the Wornington Green Estate redevelopment 
and is secured as a public open space through 
a legal agreement. It will have policy protection 
as a public open space as recognised in Part B 
of Policy GB16. 
 
 

32 Zakiya Amlak C  This policy is neither positively prepared, 
justified, nor effective because it does not go 
far enough with regards to specifically 
protecting the very limited provision of Parks, 
Gardens and Open Spaces in the North. It 
only mentions 2 places in the South.  
Little Wormwood Scrubs and Kensington 
Memorial Gardens must also be designated 
as are protected, and any loss must be 
resisted.  
The green spaces on the Edenham and 
Cheltenham Estate and Althorne Gardens 
must be designated as protected spaces. 
In GB16; C the term “resist” is should be 
substitutes with “will” to ensure that it is 
effective. As the majority of garden squares 
and communal gardens are not accessible 
and in most instance discriminate against leas 
affluent residents there needs to be 
consideration given to opening them up for 
the general public otherwise they have limited 

Comment noted.  
Little Wormwood Scrubs lies in Hammersmith 
and Fulham, Kensington Memorial Gardens 
can be added as a minor modification to 
paragraph 2.117.  
The Green spaces on Edenham and 
Cheltenham Estate are not designated. 
However, GB16 E and policies GB15, 17 and 
18 will ensure that open space, urban 
greening, biodiversity and trees and landscape 
requirements will apply. A new open space to 
re-provide Athlone Gardens will be delivered in 
the final phase of the Wornington Green Estate 
redevelopment and is secured as a public 
open space through a legal agreement. 
Private garden squares are in private 
ownership and the Council does not have the 
powers to make these spaces public. 
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value and should be turned in to co-use 
space, for example with very small council 
housing developments built on them. 
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1 Brent and 
Westminster Swifts 
Group (Talya 
Davies) 

E, C P, J, L Policy GB17 (D) is not effective, nor 
consistent with national policy, because 10% 
biodiversity net gain is the absolute minimum 
required under the Environment Act 2021 and 
does not consider national policy (NPPG 2019 
Natural Environment paragraph 023), London 
policy (London Plan 2021 policy G6 (B4)), nor 
London guidance (Mayor of London's Urban 
Greening for Biodiversity Net Gain: A Design 
Guide March 2021 page 20) relating to swift 
bricks or other bird nesting bricks. 
 
These bricks are essential for new habitats to 
be effective at providing nesting sites for 
urban cavity-nesting birds such as house 
sparrows and swifts, which are now both 
target species for K&C . 
 
The net gain metric does not include provision 
of nest sites, so it is very necessary to make 
provision for them elsewhere. 
The net gain metric also does not provide 
roosting sites for bats and routes for 
hedgehogs. 
 
Please add the following text from NPPG 
2019 Natural Environment paragraph 023 to 
Policy GB17 (D) or a later paragraph: 

Noted 
 
The Biodiversity Net Gain requirements will 
highlight the importance of the built 
environment, and simple measures like swift 
bricks and bat boxes could help developers 
reach BNG requirements for planning 
approval. They will be considered, along with 
other opportunities to support wildlife, 
particularly priority species, on a case-by-case 
basis. We have no plans to make swift bricks 
compulsory at this time but will keep the option 
under review. Action S4.5 in the RBKC 
Biodiversity Action Plan 2022-2027 will review 
opportunities to add nesting provision, 
including swift bricks. 
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"Incorporate ‘swift bricks’ and bat boxes in 
developments and provide safe routes for 
hedgehogs between different areas of 
habitat." 
 
(Swift bricks are a 'Universal brick' and can be 
used by most urban cavity-nesting birds.) 

2 DP9 Limited - for 
Welcome Trust 
(Zoe Smythe) 

  The Council’s policy focus on protecting 
biodiversity is welcomed, although as 
currently worded, Part D of the draft policy 
wording makes no provision for when a Site 
cannot feasibly deliver a 10% net gain on Site. 
It should be recognised that some smaller 
sites will struggle to achieve this policy 
objective. 
 
We would suggest that Part D of the policy is 
amended as follows: 
“Relevant development including major 
development must achieve a minimum on-site 
biodiversity net-gain of 10 per cent, where 
feasible, in accordance with the Environment 
Act 2021 and forthcoming Regulations.” 

Noted. Preference will be for onsite delivery of 
biodiversity net gains. However, offsite delivery 
may be acceptable on a case-by-case basis.  
A revision to the wording of paragraph 2.1 
(2.130) has been submitted to reflect this: 
 
Applicants will need to provide a minimum 10 
per cent net gain in each habitat type that are 
independent and cannot be offset by a greater 
gain within a different habitat type. Habitats 
must be secured for at least 30 years via a 
legal agreement. Sites that offer significant 
potential for achieving biodiversity net gain, 
e.g. currently characterised by very hard 
landscaping, will be most appropriate to deliver 
significantly above the 10 per cent minimum 
requirement. Where it is not entirely 
possible to deliver onsite net gains, there 
will be a requirement to deliver them as 
registered offsite biodiversity gains in 
accordance with the Environmental Act 
2021 and forthcoming Regulations. This will 
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help support the Council’s response to the 
climate emergency and biodiversity crisis, and 
secure long-term positive outcomes for both 
nature and communities. The Council will 
produce a new SPD on Biodiversity Net Gain 
to provide more guidance on how to achieve 
the mandatory components. 

 

3 Environment 
Agency (North 
London 
Sustainable 
Places) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

As communicated in our response to the 
Regulation 18 consultation, the following 
change will need to be made to make this 
policy consistent with Paragraph 174.a of 
the NPPF which states: 
‘Planning policies and decisions should 
contribute to and enhance the natural and 
local environment by protecting and 
enhancing valued landscapes, sites of 
biodiversity or geological value (…)’. 
 
To make Part A more consistent with the 
NPPF the following change should be made: 
‘The Council will protect the biodiversity in, 
and adjacent to, the Borough’s Sites of 
Importance for Nature Conservation (SINCs) 
and require the provision of 
significantly improved habitats to attract 
biodiversity in accordance with national, 
regional and local policy and biodiversity and 
ecosystem targets’. 
 

Noted. 
 
“and/or” will be replaced with “and” in Policy 
GB17 Part A. 
 
The following will be added to Policy GB17: “F. 
Development will be refused where an 
applicant is unable to demonstrate that 
significant harm to biodiversity resulting 
from a development cannot be avoided 
(through locating on an alternative site with 
less harmful impacts), adequately 
mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated 
for.” 
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As communicated in our response to the 
Regulation 18 consultation, the following 
change will need to be made to make this 
policy consistent with Paragraph 180.a of 
the NPPF which states: 
‘When determining planning applications, local 
planning authorities should apply the 
following principles: if significant harm to 
biodiversity resulting from a development 
cannot be avoided (through locating on an 
alternative site with less harmful impacts), 
adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, 
compensated for, then planning permission 
should be refused’. 
 
To make your local plan more consistent and 
to improve soundness we ask that an 
additional point is added to this policy which 
states that development will be refused 
where an applicant is unable to demonstrate 
that significant harm to biodiversity 
resulting from a development cannot be 
avoided (through locating on an alternative 
site with less harmful impacts), adequately 
mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated 
for. 
 
We are pleased to see the addition of 
paragraphs 2.1 and 2.2 that call for certain 
sites to provide over 10 percent net gain in 
each habitat type and an aquatic biodiversity 
net-gain strategy respectively. 
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4 Gayle Verdi  P, J, E, 
C, L 

 Noted 

5 Hillgate Village RA 
(Sam Dunkley) 

 P, J, E  Noted 

6 Home Builders 
Federation (James 
Stevens) 

E  Part D requires a minimum biodiversity net 
gain improvement of 10% to be provided 
onsite. This may not be feasible, and we 
would request, for flexibility, the option for 
applicants to contribute biodiversity net gain 
offsite, potentially elsewhere within the 
borough, or even elsewhere within the Greater 
London area. This may be necessary if 
applicant struggles to achieve the requisite 
10% net gain onsite. 
 
This proposed change would be in line with 
the PPG and Defra’s biodiversity metric. The 
Government’s guidance on biodiversity net 
gain does allow for the net gain to be provided 
across an area that is greater than a local 
area, or local authority area. As Paragraph: 
007 Reference ID: 8-007-20190721 of the 
Planning Practice Guidance states, in the 
section titled: How can a strategic approach 
be taken to green infrastructure? 
 
“Strategic policies can identify the location of 
existing and proposed green infrastructure 
networks and set out appropriate policies for 
their protection and enhancement. To inform 
these, and support their implementation, 

Noted. Preference will be for onsite delivery of 
biodiversity net gains. However, offsite delivery 
may be acceptable on a case-by-case basis.  
A revision to the wording of paragraph 2.1 
(2.130) has been submitted as a main 
modification to reflect this: 
 
Applicants will need to provide a minimum 10 
per cent net gain in each habitat type that are 
independent and cannot be offset by a greater 
gain within a different habitat type. Habitats 
must be secured for at least 30 years via a 
legal agreement. Sites that offer significant 
potential for achieving biodiversity net gain, 
e.g. currently characterised by very hard 
landscaping, will be most appropriate to deliver 
significantly above the 10 per cent minimum 
requirement. Where it is not entirely 
possible to deliver onsite net gains, there 
will be a requirement to deliver them as 
registered offsite biodiversity gains in 
accordance with the Environmental Act 
2021 and forthcoming Regulations. This will 
help support the Council’s response to the 
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green infrastructure frameworks or strategies 
prepared at a district-wide scale (or wider) can 
be a useful tool. These need to be evidence-
based and include assessments of the quality 
of current green infrastructure and any gaps in 
provision. Existing national and local 
strategies – for example on tree and 
woodland provision – can inform the approach 
to green infrastructure; and standards such as 
the Accessible Natural Greenspace Standard 
can be applied when assessing provision.” 
Also at Paragraph: 022 Reference ID: 8-022-
20190721, of the PPG it advises: 
 
What is biodiversity net gain? 
The National Planning Policy Framework 
encourages net gains for biodiversity to be 
sought through planning policies and 
decisions. Biodiversity net gain delivers 
measurable improvements for biodiversity by 
creating or enhancing habitats in association 
with development. Biodiversity net gain can be 
achieved on-site, off-site or through a 
combination of on-site and off-site measures. 
It may help local authorities to meet their duty 
under Section 40 of the Natural Environment 
and Rural Communities Act 2006. 
 
And later in the following section (Paragraph: 
023 Reference ID: 8-023-20190721): 
Benefits could be achieved entirely on-site or 
by using off-site gains where necessary. Off-

climate emergency and biodiversity crisis, and 
secure long-term positive outcomes for both 
nature and communities. The Council will 
produce a new SPD on Biodiversity Net Gain 
to provide more guidance on how to achieve 
the mandatory components. 
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site measures can sometimes be secured 
from ‘habitat banks’, which comprise areas of 
enhanced or created habitats which generate 
biodiversity unit ‘credits’. 
 
HBF considers that it would be helpful if the 
Council amended this policy to allow 
biodiversity net gain to be provided offsite 
including outside of the RBKC area, if 
necessary, by contributing to wider green 
infrastructure networks / local nature recovery 
strategies. 

7 Kensington & 
Chelsea Citizens 
Advice (Arantxa 
Gaba) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 The Council refers to 'engaging with owners of 
SINC sites not managed by the Council, 
providing advice and guidance...'. The health 
and wellbeing of residents and the 
Environment Crisis and our international 
obligations need to be at the heart of this plan 
regardless of who manages sites. 

Noted 

8 Kensington and 
Chelsea Social 
Council (Joe Batty) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 A more ambitious policy is needed in 
response to the Environment Act and UK 
international obligations to stop species 
decline by protecting 30% of land for nature 
by 2030. Areas of wilding are seen as derelict 
or unused yet they can be crucial for nature. 
As well as introducing rewilding projects, the 
wilding that exists needs to be recognised for 
what it is and protected. It is unsound to 
prepare the Biodiversity Audit after the policy 
has been written; modifications will be 

Noted 
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needed. The policy needs to refer to the need 
to follow the latest science. 

9 Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

E P, J 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). 

A recent map of SINC sites is available in the 
Biodiversity Action Plan 2022 
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/media/document/biodi
versity-action-plan  
 
The Green Corridors map will be submitted as 
evidence. 

10 Mas Hiday  P, J, E, 
C, L 

 Noted 

11 Moni Red P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Just worry about protecting the bees Noted 

12 Norland 
Conservation 
Society (Martin 
Ingell) 

E P, J, C, L See comments above which relate both to 
Policies GB16 and GB17, neither of which are 
‘effective’ 

Noted 

13 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Biodiversity, do you know what this actually 
means? 

Noted 

14 Port of London 
Authority (Michael 
Atkins) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

The PLA request to be consulted on the new 
SPD on Biodiversity Net Gain referenced in 
paragraph 2.1, particularly with regard to the 

Noted 

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/media/document/biodiversity-action-plan
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/media/document/biodiversity-action-plan
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reference in the Local Plan for the need for 
applicants submit an aquatic biodiversity net 
gain strategy where the River Thames is 
within the red line boundary. 

15 RBKC Labour 
Group of 
Councillors (Emma 
Dent Coad) 

E P, J, C, L See above. Athlone Gardens Noted 

16 Royal Avenue 
residents (Martin 
Flash) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Ditto Noted 

17 Savills on behalf of 
Commercial 
Estates Group 
(Kirsty Turner) 

  In Policy GB17, which sets out the Borough’s 
proposed approach to Biodiversity, Part (D) 
states that:  
‘Relevant development including major 
development must achieve a minimum on-site 
biodiversity net-gain of 10 per cent in 
accordance with the Environment Act 2021 
and forthcoming Regulations.’ 
 
While we support the requirement for 
development to achieve biodiversity net gain, 
we believe that the on-site requirement for this 
delivery is overly strenuous, and does not 
accord with the Environment Act 2021 and 
forthcoming regulations. In the Environment 
Act 2021, Section 90A states that the 
biodiversity value attributable to the 
development is formed of a total of post-
development on-site biodiversity value, any 
off-site biodiversity gain, and the biodiversity 

Preference will be for onsite delivery of 
biodiversity net gains. However, offsite delivery 
may be acceptable on a case-by-case basis.  
A revision to the wording of paragraph 2.1 
(2.130) has been submitted to reflect this: 
 
Applicants will need to provide a minimum 10 
per cent net gain in each habitat type that are 
independent and cannot be offset by a greater 
gain within a different habitat type. Habitats 
must be secured for at least 30 years via a 
legal agreement. Sites that offer significant 
potential for achieving biodiversity net gain, 
e.g. currently characterised by very hard 
landscaping, will be most appropriate to deliver 
significantly above the 10 per cent minimum 
requirement. Where it is not entirely 
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value of any credits purchased. As such, it is 
considered that requesting a 10% biodiversity 
net gain to be delivered on-site is unjustified 
and overly restrictive, and would not be in 
general conformity with National Policy. In 
addition, achieving a 10% net gain may not 
always be feasible on-site when a 
development is seeking to deliver various 
other public benefits. 
 
Taking the above into account, we suggest 
the following amendments are made to the 
current draft wording: 
‘Relevant development including major 
development must achieve a minimum 
biodiversity net-gain of 10 per cent in 
accordance with the Environment Act 2021 
and forthcoming Regulations.’ 
 
(See PDF for edits in colour) 

possible to deliver onsite net gains, there 
will be a requirement to deliver them as 
registered offsite biodiversity gains in 
accordance with the Environmental Act 
2021 and forthcoming Regulations. This will 
help support the Council’s response to the 
climate emergency and biodiversity crisis, and 
secure long-term positive outcomes for both 
nature and communities. The Council will 
produce a new SPD on Biodiversity Net Gain 
to provide more guidance on how to achieve 
the mandatory components. 

 

18 Silvera Williams   How is biodiversity uplift (which is a national 
policy) to be regularly measured, monitored, 
and protected following the completion of 
developments? 

Noted 
 
The processes for implementation, monitoring, 
maintenance and protection of BNG 
enhancements are under consultation and will 
be clarified in the forthcoming BNG SPD.  

19 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

No further comment Noted 
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20 Swifts Local 
Network: Swifts & 
Planning Group 
(Mike Priaulx) 

E, C P, J, L Policy GB17 (D) is neither effective, nor 
consistent with national policy, because the 
proposed 10% biodiversity net gain is the 
minimum required under the Environment Act 
2021 and does not consider important 
additional national policy (NPPG Natural 
Environment 2019 paragraph 023), and 
London policy (London Plan 2021 Policy G6 
Biodiversity & Access To Nature (B (4)), which 
relate to artificial nesting sites of relevance to 
the urban environment such as swift bricks. 
The DEFRA net gain methodology does not 
include provision of nesting sites for cavity-
nesting birds, which is the reason that these 
additional policies are essential for net gain to 
be effective and achieve full access to nature. 
 
Please add the following text based on the 
above national and London policy: 
"Incorporate artificial nesting sites of particular 
relevance and benefit in an urban context 
such as ‘swift bricks'." 

The Biodiversity Net Gain requirements will 
highlight the importance of the built 
environment, and simple measures like swift 
bricks and bat boxes could help developers 
reach BNG requirements for planning 
approval. They will be considered, along with 
other opportunities to support wildlife, 
particularly priority species, on a case-by-case 
basis. We have no plans to make swift bricks 
compulsory at this time but will keep the option 
under review. Action S4.5 in the RBKC 
Biodiversity Action Plan 2022-2027 will review 
opportunities to add nesting provision, 
including swift bricks. 
 

21 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and the reasons given are 
very persuasive. 

Noted 

22 TfL - Commercial 
Development 
(Brendan Hodges) 

  TTLP supports the aspiration to protect 
biodiversity in, and adjacent to SINCs. 
Historically TfL operational land, including 
railway sidings, has been designated as SINC 
by the Council. To protect the safe operation 
of the railways and wider transport system, it 

Noted 
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is very important that TfL has control over 
vegetation and other biodiversity on its own 
land. LUL and other parts of TfL often need to 
manage trees on operational and adjoining 
land to ensure the safe running of 
transportation and to ensure safe access for 
operational staff to carry out works. 

23 The Friends of 
Kensal Green 
Cemetery 
(JOHANNA 
HOLMES) 

J, E P, C, L References to Biodiversity Action Plan 2010-
2015 are obsolete. 
Paragraph 2.3 on page 64 (mis-numbered 
paragraphs), reference to the Council’s 
Biodiversity Action Plan and footnote: 
although the most recent version of the BAP is 
referred to in the main text, the footnote links 
to the now-obsolete BAP 2010-2015. 
 
Proposals for the application of BAP 2022-
2027, and of changes in the definition of 
Biodiversity Net Gain, to planning policies are 
insubstantial. 
Paragraph 2.1 on page 64 (mis-numbered 
paragraphs), relating to a new SPD on 
biodiversity net gain: a timeframe should be 
provided for drafting and consultation on this. 

Noted – a minor modification has been 
suggested to reflect the 2022-2027 Biodiversity 
Action Plan.  
 
Paragraph numbering to be addressed as a 
minor modification. 
 
The draft Biodiversity Net Gain SPD is 
expected to be published later in 2023, 
however a detailed timetable is yet to be 
established. 

24 TRA Travellers 
Site Stable Way 
(Patrick Joseph 
O'Donnell) 

  Last Bio-diversity audit was carried out in 
2014. 
 
It's mentioned the council are currently 
undertaking a new audit. What is the status on 
current audit?  
 

Noted 
 
A borough-wide habitat survey of all SINC 
sites, and open spaces over 0.25ha (excluding 
private garden squares) was completed in 
2022. Findings and recommendations from the 
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A new audit will obviously inform any new 
policy and must be revised before new 
policies are adopted. I refer specifically to new 
Sainsbury’s/Ballymore development along 
canal. 

report are guiding management strategies and 
planned future works.  
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1 375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

P, E J Trees are a vital part of the urban 
infrastructure, hence the Council should have 
a clear 'trees first' policy. Developments must 
be designed around existing trees and not the 
other way around. Developers should no more 
be allowed to destroy important trees than 
they would be allowed to destroy, say, a gas 
main. Trees are not decorative items, an 
inconvenience, or an afterthought, they are 
valuable and essential urban infrastructure, 
hence must take priority over all other 
considerations. Given the enormous 
environmental, health, social, economic, 
historic, and cultural value of trees, 
justification for removing every single tree 
must meet a very high bar indeed. All 
development must ultimately be for the benefit 
of the wider community (who, after all, pay the 
Council Tax), hence the community must be 
meaningfully involved in decisions about 
trees, green space, and the built environment. 
 
2.5 Whilst the London Environment Strategy 
calls for a 10% increase in canopy cover 
overall, it is also clear that canopy cover 
should be increased to a greater extent in 
areas high on the Index of Multiple 
Deprivation (i.e. North Kensington). It should 

Comments noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment noted.  
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also be noted that increased canopy cover 
correlates with and is causative of lower rates 
of crime and anti-social behaviour. (see, e.g.: 
https://www.forestresearch.gov.uk/documents/
2498/urgp_evidence_note_011_Social_intera
ction_inclusion_and_community_cohesion.pdf  
Troy, A.; Grove, J.M.; O’Neill-Dunne, J.; 2012. 
The relationship between tree canopy cover 
and crime rates across an urban-rural gradient 
in the greater Baltimore region. Landscape 
and Urban Planning, 106: 262-270. 
Weinstein, Netta & Balmford, Andrew & 
DeHaan, Cody & Gladwell, Valerie & 
Bradbury, Richard & Amano, Tatsuya. (2015). 
Seeing Community for the Trees: The Links 
among Contact with Natural Environments, 
Community Cohesion, and Crime. BioScience. 
65. 1141-1153.) 
 
There needs to be a mandated metric for 
calculating the existing value of trees (e.g.: 
CAVAT) but also for mitigating the damage 
caused by the loss of significant numbers of 
mature trees. Trees 50 years in the future do 
not equal trees now, and mature trees cannot 
be replaced on a one-for-one basis. 
Developers need to understand the true value 
of mature trees, and this can most simply be 
done by calculating their amenity value in 
monetary terms.  
 
Individual tree retention and planting needs to 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
There is a formula that is recognised that 
calculates the monetary value of a tree. 
However, there is no recognised formula for 
mitigating the damage caused by the loss of 
significant numbers of trees. 
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be planned in the wider context of the local 
environment, blue-green provision, increasing 
population, overall enhancement of 
biodiversity, air quality, traffic reduction, 
shared street use, CO2 reduction, green and 
blue ribbons, local economy enhancements, 
crime reduction and the London Urban Forest. 
Every development should contribute at 
minimum a 10% increase in local canopy 
cover. In areas where canopy cover is low and 
the Index of Multiple Deprivation high (these 
tend to go hand-in-hand), the canopy cover 
should be increased by significantly more than 
10%. 
 
2.7 Robust and meaningful sanctions need to 
be laid out and enforced for any damage to 
trees, failure to protect existing trees or to 
nurture new trees. 

 
Whilst the Council fully recognises the value of 
trees a policy requiring every development to 
contribute a 10% increase in canopy cover has 
not been tested and could be regarded as 
unreasonable in its approach. The Council is 
committed to plant more trees and indeed has 
an annual planting programme. However, there 
are few street sites left in the borough where 
this can be implemented. Every policy must be 
justified by robust evidence and be viability 
tested. Whilst linking canopy cover to the Index 
of Multiple Deprivation is noted it would be 
difficult to link the two as they are dealing with 
different issues. Policy G15 of the draft Local 
Plan deals with the Urban Greening Factor on 
major development sites. This includes all 
green infrastructure which can include trees, 
and this is considered an effective way of 
requiring green infrastructure. 
 
There are defined enforcement measures 
available for a tree which is the subject of a 
Tree Preservation Order (TPO) which has 
been wilfully damaged or felled. This is a 
summary offence which can involve Court 
action.  
           

2 Ballymore Group 
Limited and 
Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets 

P, J, E  This policy seeks to resist the loss of existing 
trees which hold amenity, historic or 
ecological value. Proposed landscape designs 
should be fit for purpose, be of a high quality 

Noted. 
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Limited (Ballymore 
Grou... 

and compatible with the surrounding 
landscape, clearly define public and private 
spaces, optimise the benefit to wildlife habitat 
and encourage tree planting. 
 
While Ballymore and Sainsburys do not object 
to the overall intentions of this policy, we do 
consider it to be too restrictive in its current 
wording as the only exceptions to this which 
are outlined in the draft policy relate to the 
health of the tree or surrounding trees and 
buildings. It is considered that an additional 
criterion should be added to Part (B) of the 
policy which allows existing trees to be 
removed where their locations are impacting 
on the successful redevelopment of a site. For 
example, where existing trees are located in 
positions which prevent a suitable road layout 
being provided. We therefore suggest the 
following wording is added to Part (B) of the 
policy: 
 
B. Exception to criterion A above will be 
where: 
“The removal of the tree would allow for an 
improved site layout or optimal redevelopment 
of a site” 
 
Later parts of the policy require the 
replacement of any mature trees which are 
removed, therefore the above addition would 
not result in the net loss of trees. 

 
 
 
 
 
The policy needs to be robust in its intention to 
prevent the loss of trees. As such it is not 
considered appropriate to provide caveats to 
accept the loss of trees in certain development 
scenarios. If existing trees were impacting on 
the successful development of a site, then the 
loss of trees would be weighed up against 
other policies in the Local Plan. On this basis a 
holistic view could be taken which is the 
normal Planning approach. Any trees that are 
lost through development would have to be 
replaced in any case.       
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3 Environment 
Agency (North 
London 
Sustainable 
Places) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

We welcome the inclusion of sub-clause I (5) 
to Policy GB18 which encourages tree 
plantation to mitigate the effects of climate 
change and flood risk. 

Noted.  

4 Gayle Verdi   See above. The trees on Hunt Close should 
be maintained by the same RBKC team as 
tend the trees on eg Walmer or Saint Anne’s 
Roads. 

Noted. 

5 Hillgate Village RA 
(Sam Dunkley) 

E P, J See Q16 Noted. 

6 Isis Amlak P, J, E, C  Although the policy acknowledges the 
immense environmental value of trees the 
ultimate carbon capture and storage 
machines. Like great carbon sinks, woods and 
forests absorb atmospheric carbon and lock it 
up for centuries through the process of 
photosynthesis. The policy fails to provide 
sufficient protection for trees. There needs to 
be significantly more context about the critical 
role that trees play in mitigating the impacts of 
the climate crisis and flooding, as well as 
protecting wildlife and enhancing biodiversity.  
 
The language in the paragraph F does not 
ensure that if trees are cut they will be 
replaced like for like, it must require that to 
happen. It is essential that there is appropriate 
replacement of a suitable size for any tree that 
is felled and that suitable safeguarding 
measures are implemented to ensure that the 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The trees on Wornington Estate are being 
removed to provide more social housing – the 
permission for these works was given over a 
decade ago and cannot be rescinded. The 
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tree has the best possible opportunity of 
reaching maturity; this is essential on the 
Wornington Estate where the trees are being 
unnecessarily destroyed. A specific policy on 
the preservation of trees in North Kensington. 
There is a serious problem regarding the 
destruction of trees on the Wornington estate 
which has not been sufficiently addressed. 
Trees are a long-term endeavour; the 
treescapes we create in the coming years will 
outlive us, and today’s decisions will 
profoundly impact the country our children 
inhabit. This action plan will help shape the 
kind of country future generations will want to 
live in, alive with the formidable power of 
healthy trees. 
The policy also fails to acknowledge the 
inequitable distribution of trees across the 
borough nor is there mention of protecting 
trees in North Kensington where there is some 
of the poorest air quality and lack of access to 
green space in the borough.  
 
The policy does not mention how residents 
can participate in decisions about trees, where 
they are planted, whether they should be cut 
or saved, in circumstances where they do not 
pose a danger. Such as community treeage or 
treewatch schemes. The policy is not 
positively prepared, justified, or effective or 
consistent with national policy.  

Housing Association is planning to replace the 
trees 
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I shall be relying on The England Trees Action 
Plan 2021-2024 

7 Kensington & 
Chelsea Citizens 
Advice (Arantxa 
Gaba) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Residents have complained about the felling 
of trees and the Council's inability to prevent 
this. The council needs to confirm how it will 
protect all trees regardless of who manages 
the land in order to comply with its obligations 
under environment laws and needs to 
empower residents who aim to protect their 
environment. 

The Council can only prevent removal of trees  
covered by Tree Preservation Orders (TPOs). 
The rules governing what trees are suitable for 
TPOs are robust but clear: 
 
Orders should be used to protect selected 
trees and woodlands if their removal would 
have a significant negative impact on the local 
environment and its enjoyment by the public. 
 
It is therefore not possible nor indeed desirable 
to prevent the felling of all trees. 
 

8 Kensington and 
Chelsea Social 
Council (Joe Batty) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 There is a hierarchy of which trees are valued 
and protected, and several of the criteria allow 
trees to be felled. There is no mention of the 
value of trees to the community, and how this 
can be assessed, nor the importance of tree 
cover and its impact on health and well being. 
A tree strategy is missing as is the 
understanding of trees as a corridor for 
nature. Once a tree is felled, this ecological 
corridor is disrupted even destroyed and 
cannot be replaced by the provision of a tree 
elsewhere. The protection of tree roots is 
important for nature or green corridors. All of 
these points should be included in the policy. 

As above the legislation does not allow us to 
prevent the removal of all trees and there is 
and should be a hierarchy of which trees are 
valued – not all trees have equal value and 
those which have greater value can be 
protected by Tree Preservation Orders (TPOs) 
where they can be made but this has to be in 
line with the legislation.  
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9 Lots Village 
Residents 
Association (Kerry 
Davis-Head) 

  Policy GB18: Trees and Landscape  
Policy should be added to consult residents 
regarding replacement trees, some trees are 
very worthy, but if they drop foul smelling 
sticky fruit in the summer (Ginko) then they 
are not popular with pedestrians, dog walkers, 
pushchair users, wheelchairs and so on. 

Noted. All the Ginkgo trees we now plant are 
male clones and will therefore not produce the 
bad smalling fruits they drop in late summer. 

10 Mas Hiday  P, J, E, 
C, L 

 Noted 

11 Moni Red   Stop chopping trees and branches off. What 
you the council did in my areas is horrid. The 
trees were so aggressively cut they struggled 
to bloom this year and there wasn’t enough 
shade as a consequence 

Trees in the north of the borough have to be 
robustly pruned to lessen their water demand 
to prevent subsidence damage to adjacent 
properties. 

12 Notting Hill and 
North Kensington 
Liberal Democrats 
(Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

P, C J, E, L This policy should be more specific, setting 
out a particular measure of a tree's value such 
as CAVAT for use in these cases. The local 
plan should resist the loss of any trees, not 
just those considered to be of particular value, 
and try to minimise subjectivity in this 
discussion which has often been exploited or 
led to confusion in the past. 
 
Replacement trees should always be offered 
within a set distance of the tree which was 
felled in point F, and the value of the felled 
trees as calculated by CAVAT or similar must 
be repaid in other planting. As well as taking 
into account size, maturity of felled trees must 
be considered and replaced like for like, as 
this has a direct impact on air quality. 

 
See point 8. It is not possible nor desirable to 
prevent the removal of all trees e.g some are 
planted in quite unsuitable positions and can 
cause considerable distress to residents and 
their properties. It is therefore necessary to 
have a mechanism to protect those of 
particular value and this is done by serving 
TPOs. 
 
As above there is no point in replanting trees in 
unsuitable locations. 
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Numerous other local authorities and groups 
are considering adopting measures in their 
local plans which place a monetary value on 
amenity trees, such as CAVAT. 

 
All our street trees have a CAVAT value and if 
for example a lorry knocks over the tree then 
the culprits are required to pay the Council the 
appropriate value which will then be used to 
plant and maintain trees.  

13 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Trim the trees, they are now hanging onto the 
ground in Hyde Park and stop "rewilding" 

Hyde Park is a Royal Park and not managed 
by RBKC. 

14 RBKC Labour 
Group of 
Councillors (Emma 
Dent Coad) 

  as above  

15 Royal Avenue 
residents (Martin 
Flash) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Ditto  

16 Silvera Williams   What assessment is used to determine 
whether trees are retained or felled? 

An assessment is made of the amenity value 
of the tree and if the loss of the tree will: 
 
have a significant negative impact on the local 
environment and its enjoyment by the public. 
 
the Council will serve a TPO 

17 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

 P, J, E, C NB ‘complements’ spelled incorrectly at G18 
G. 

Noted  
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18 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and the reasons given are 
very persuasive. 

Noted 

19 Tanya Thompson P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Trees are not protected in the north of the 
borough, look at Wornington green 

See point 6 – the trees are being removed to 
provide social housing. 

20 TfL - Commercial 
Development 
(Brendan Hodges) 

P, J, E, C  We note the Council’s response to our Reg 18 
comments and share the Council’s concerns 
regarding the climate crisis; the highest 
standards of sustainability are required within 
all TfL schemes. However, the Council’s 
approach does not appreciate that it may be 
necessary for tree/s to be removed and 
replaced in order to achieve more sustainable 
development on a site. Just one example 
might be optimal brownfield housing 
development which takes pressure off 
delivering housing on greenfield sites.  
 
We suggest paragraph B is reworded to 
enable planning and sustainability benefits to 
be weighed against the potential loss of 
tree/s. 
 
“B. Exception to criterion A above will be 
where: 
“1. The tree is dead, dying or dangerous. 
“2. The tree is demonstrated as causing 
significant damage to adjacent structures. 
“3. The tree has little or no amenity value. 
“4. Felling is for reasons of good arboricultural 
practice. 

 
Noted. There are some pragmatic suggestions 
worthy of consideration which in practice would 
constitute material considerations. However, 
they are not considered appropriate for revised 
policy wording as they would weaken the draft 
policy. 
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“5. The loss of the tree or trees is necessary 
to achieve other important sustainable 
development or planning benefit/s.” 
 
Taken together with the paragraph F 
requirement for replacement trees and other 
policies including GB15 which promote urban 
greening, this would provide flexibility to 
enable sustainable growth in the borough with 
a green future.  
 
We have also reinserted criteria No. 3 which 
provides for the loss of trees which  
have no amenity value; replacement of such 
tree/s in a more suitable location should be 
encouraged.  
 
With the suggested changes, the policy would 
be justified, effective and therefore positively 
prepared, and enable ‘good’, sustainable 
growth in line with the NPPF and London 
Plan. 

21 The Natural 
History Museum 
(N/A) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

The NHM is supportive of Policy GB18 as it 
aligns with the Museum’s commitment to 
protecting the natural environment and natural 
assets, as well as to retaining and expanding 
biodiversity within the Borough. The NHM is 
committed to this, and its approved Urban 
Nature Project development will present 
biodiversity net gain through the introduction 
of new species.  
 

Noted 
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The NHM believes Policy GB18 passes the 
test of “soundness”. This is due in part to its 
alignment with national planning policy; in the 
NPPF paragraph 131, it is stated that “trees 
make an important contribution to the 
character and quality of urban environments”, 
not least due to their assistance to “mitigate 
and adapt to climate change”. As such, 
“planning policies…should ensure…that 
existing trees are retained wherever possible”. 
Paragraph 180(c) sets out the importance of 
retaining “ancient or veteran trees”. 

22 Wornington Trees 
(Sam Dodgshon) 

P, J, C E, L The local plan should resist the loss of any 
trees, not just those considered to be of 
particular value which is a subjective 
comment, excluding the criteria laid out in B. 
The council should adopt the use of CAVAT to 
measure the value of all trees. This is being 
considered by more and more local authorities 
nationwide. 
 
In F, replacement trees should always be 
offered within a specific distance of the tree 
which was felled. Replacement trees should 
be of the same CAVAT rating or similar, taking 
into account maturity as well as size as this 
has a direct impact on air quality. 

See points 7 and 16. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Council already uses CAVAT to value its 
street trees. The use of CAVAT is not 
recommended for all trees e.g those in private 
gardens. 

23 Zakiya Amlak C  This policy is neither positively prepared, 
justified, nor effective because it does not go 
far enough to guarantee the protection of 
trees. The language in the paragraph below 

Clearly mature trees cannot be replaced on a 
‘like-for-like' basis i.e the same size. 
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does not ensure that last trees will be 
replaced like for like.  
F. Require where practicable an appropriate 
replacement of a suitable size for any tree that 
is felled and that safeguarding measures are 
implemented to ensure that the tree has the 
best possible opportunity of reaching maturity. 
It should read Require a like for like 
replacement…  
Urban parks and gardens play a critical role in 
cooling cities, and trees help filter out harmful 
air pollution. In an area like Kensington and 
Chelsea, which has the second highest 
carbon emissions of all London boroughs, 
these spaces are vital. 

The Council will ask or specify a suitably sized 
replacement tree, but it should be noted that it 
requires a lot of energy for a nursery to 
produce a large trees and in practice they 
actually establish less well than smaller trees. 
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1 Ballymore Group 
Limited and 
Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets 
Limited (Ballymore 
Grou... 

J, E  Draft Policy GB19 refers to waste 
management and makes reference to the 
KCOA. The Policy requires that on-site waste 
management facilities will be sought as part of 
development at the Kensal Canalside to 
handle waste arising from the new uses on 
the sites (this could include facilities such as 
recycling facilities, anaerobic digestion and 
other innovative waste management facilities 
which are fully endorsed). 
 
Whilst we support the requirement for waste 
management, it is not yet evidenced if the 
KCOA can support waste management 
facilities on-site. This will be part of future 
detailed design progression. As such, we 
request that the policy wording is amended to 
require on site waste management facilities 
‘unless it can be demonstrated that such 
facilities on site are not feasible’.  
 
The Draft Policy requires new developments 
to make use of the rail and the waterway 
network for the transportation of construction 
waste and other waste where suitable. 
Development proposals should also 
investigate how to maximise the use of 
sustainable modes of transport through the 

The Council is satisfied that the policy is 
justified and effective. The Opportunity Area 
will have an impact on the Borough’s 
population and this in turn will increase the 
amount of waste produced.  
 
The Site Allocation, SA1 Kensal Canalside 
Opportunity Area seeks for the site allocation 
to create a “A high-density development with a 
high environmental standard in terms of 
construction, building materials, waste 
management and energy usage/retention and 
low levels of car dependency and ownership.”  
 
GB19 Part F ensures the impact of the new 
development in respect of waste is minimised 
and that the site allocation delivers high 
environment standards. The policy provides 
flexibility for developer to design appropriate 
solutions into their schemes. Whilst 
suggestions on how this could achieve this are 
provided, it will be for developers to bring 
forward appropriate solutions, including 
innovative measures, to manage waste 
produced by the development.  
 
Supporting text 2.23 recognises and clarifies 
that “Where on-site waste management 
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supply chain as part of the construction and 
demolition stages of the development. This 
requirement aligns with the adopted 
requirements set out within the London Plan. 
Ballymore and SSL have no objection to this 
requirement. 
 
The Draft Policy also requires applicants for 
major developments to prepare and 
implement Circular Economy Statements as 
required by Policy GB2 and Site Waste 
Management Plans. This requirement aligns 
with the London Plan. Ballymore and SSL 
therefore raise no objection.  
 
Largely, Draft Policy GB19 is supported and in 
line with London Plan Policy, subject to the 
above comments. 

facilities are not feasible, detailed justification 
will be required including explanation of the 
options that were considered and the reasons 
they cannot be pursued.”  

2 Earls Court 
Development 
Company (Taylar 
Vernon) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

As part of the Regulation 18 consultation, 
ECDC confirmed its shared ambition for  
highly sustainable development, however, 
raised concerns in relation to the proposed 
requirement for on-site waste management 
facilities, to handle waste arising from the new 
uses on the site was a concern. It is noted that 
such facilities are now proposed to be sought, 
rather than being stipulated as a requirement, 
and that clarification is provided at Paragraph 
2.23 of the draft Regulation NLPR that in all 
cases on-site waste management facilities 
may not be feasible and under such 

Support noted. 
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circumstances should be justified, is noted 
and understood. 

3 Environment 
Agency (North 
London 
Sustainable 
Places) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Strategic Waste management 
As part of our response to the Regulation 18 
consultation, we recommended the 
addition of further information on how RBKC 
will be sharing apportionments with other 
Boroughs. We note that some information has 
been included within the supporting text. 
 
However, we recommend the addition of more 
information regarding this to ensure 
that the Local Plan sets out clearer ambitions 
and helps informs future plans regarding this. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Waste Management in New Development 
As discussed in our response to the 
Regulation 18 consultation, we recommend 
widening clause F of Policy Gb19 to 
encourage retrofitting existing sites that have 
known issues with air quality and odour. This 
will help achieve the ambitions of Policy 

Support noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A main modification can be made to 
provide additional information at Paragraph 
2.20 (changed to para 2.149). 
 
2.20 (changed to para 2.149). The Council has 
worked with London Borough of Hammersmith 
and Fulham, and the Old Oak and Park Royal 
Development Corporation who have agreed, 
through a statement of common ground, to 
share 32,400 tonnes of surplus capacity arising 
within their area to meet the Borough’s waste 
management needs. The Council will continue 
to work with WRWA Waste Planning 
Authorities, other London Borough’s and the 
GLA on cross-boundary waste issues.  
 
As per the Regulation 18 response, there are 
no existing licenced waste management 
facilities in the Borough where retrofitting could 
take place.  
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G19 E and Policy GB6: Air Quality. 
 
Waste and Recycling Storage 
We welcome the policy on waste and 
recycling storage. However, as discussed in 
our response to the Regulation 18 
consultation, we recommend adding text 
around the public realm, and outside space 
being designed to provide people with 
opportunities to move waste up the waste 
hierarchy e.g., more receptacles for different 
recycling streams, etc. 

 
Policy GB19 K.3. had been updated to include 
“..developments should provide enough 
receptacles for different recycling streams.”  
 
A new point J had also been included in the 
Regulation 19 policy. This requires 
development proposals to provide “one or 
more litter bins within the surrounding area, as 
appropriate to meet likely needs.”  
 
 

4 Gayle Verdi P, J, E, C, 
L 

 See above. While the principles set out for 
waste management are sound, the waste from 
Hunt Close is illogically collected by LBHF. If 
Hunt Close were taken in to RBKC this 
anomaly could be avoided. 

Your comment about the waste collection 
service relates to an operational issue which 
sits outside of the NLPR.  

5 GLA (Hassan 
Ahmed) 

  The Mayor welcomes RBKC’s intention to 
meet its waste apportionment target as set out 
in draft Plan Policy GB19 part B. It is noted 
that Table 2.2 of the draft Plan sets out clearly 
that RBKC will have a waste capacity gap of 
32,400 tonnes by 2041. 
 
Part B of the Policy also sets out that the 
London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham 
(LBHF) and the Old Oak and Park Royal 
Development Corporation (OPDC) will have 
surplus capacity to help meet RBKC’s waste 
apportionment needs. This is confirmed in a 
Statement of Common Ground3 which was 

Support noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Support noted.  
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agreed between all three parties in October 
2022 and is published on RBKC’s website.  
 
This collaboration is welcomed, but it is clear 
that the surplus waste capacity will only 
become available once waste use is 
intensified at the Powerday site within the 
OPDC area and it is not clear when that might 
happen. An indication of when that may be 
likely would be useful so that RBKC can plan 
more effectively for the management of its 
waste over the lifetime of the Plan. 
 
The Mayor welcomes the borough’s intention 
in part C of Policy GB19, to maximise 
Cremorne Wharf’s use for waste management 
and waterborne freight handling purposes. 
There are no operating licensed waste 
facilities in the borough and Cremorne Wharf 
is temporarily being used for the construction 
of the Thames Tideway Tunnel and part of the 
site will be permanently retained for ongoing 
maintenance access. Policy GB19 should 
note and make it clear that any  
planning application for development at 
Cremorne Wharf must be referred to the 
Mayor as set out in a direction from the 
Secretary of State that was made on 19 
February 20214. Paragraph 2.15 of the draft 
Plan makes it clear that when Thames 
Tideway Tunnel works are completed in 2025 
Cremorne Wharf will have the potential to 

 
 
 
The Council consider that the capacity will be 
optimised over the plan period. The capacity 
has been determined by LBHF and OPDC 
through their own evidence which as supported 
their adopted local plans. The OPDC adopted 
Local Plan (June 2022) safeguards the waste 
site and includes a commitment the “4.38 
OPDC will work closely with the site operator 
to explore ways it can be assisted to expand its 
markets in order to increase its use”.    
 
 
A main modification to supporting 
paragraph 2.16 (changed to para 2.145) can 
be made to include reference to referrable 
applications. 
 
2.16 (changed to para 2.145) The London Plan 
supports temporary uses on vacant 
safeguarded wharves providing that any 
existing freight-handling infrastructure is 
maintained at a specified standard and limited 
by a temporary permission with a specific end 
date. Policy GB16 supports a temporary open 
space meanwhile use at the wharf until such 
time the wharf is brought back into use. Any 
applications for development at Cremorne 
Wharf must be referred to the Mayor as set out 
in the Ministerial Direction (2021) 
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provide additional waste capacity and this will 
go towards helping the borough meet its 
waste apportionment target.  
 
RBKC is part of the Western Riverside Waste 
Authorities (WRWA) and as such has an 
agreement with Cory Environmental Ltd to 
dispose of its waste. The contract ends in 
2032 and therefore does not cover the whole 
of the Plan period which would take us up to 
2041. This agreement means that the 
borough has no control over the way in which, 
or where, its waste is managed. As set out in 
paragraph 2.13 it is clear that some of RBKC’s 
waste is managed at facilities outside of 
London but we do not know how much that is. 
It is the Mayor’s ambition that London should 
be self-sufficient in the management of its 
waste by 2026. This is set out in Policy SI 8 of 
the LP2021. Until we can monitor how much 
waste is being exported outside of London, 
RBKC’s approach presents a risk that London 
will not be able to meet the Mayor’s net self-
sufficiency target. However, the intention to 
manage waste at Cremorne Wharf  
and the Powerday site, in the OPDC area, 
once that becomes available during the Plan 
period is welcomed. 

 
 
 
In respect of the service management 
agreement with Cory Environmental Limited, 
the agreement will be reviewed by the 
Council’s Waste Contracts and Enforcement 
service, working with the other WRWA 
authorities, well in advance of it ending and 
during the plan period.  
 
As explained in the Waste Policy Formulation 
report, recyclables go to a Materials Recycling 
Facility at Smugglers Way in Wandsworth and 
residuals are barged down river to the 
Riverside Resource Recovery Limited 
(RRRL)’s facility at Belvedere, in the London 
Borough of Bexley where the waste is 
incinerated to generate electricity. Therefore, 
waste is deemed to be managed in London in 
line with the London Plan Supporting 
paragraph 9.8.4.  
 
The Council agree that the GLA need to make 
progress with monitoring waste exports to 
outside of London, at a London wide level. 
Alongside this, the GLA also has a 
fundamental role to play in helping constrained 
boroughs access surplus waste management 
capacity in other boroughs, this will greatly 
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assist all London boroughs help achieve the 
Mayor’s targets. Until such time that GLA is in 
a position to do so the Environment Agency 
Waste Data interrogator is the only source of 
information on waste movements.     
 
The RBKC exports outside of London primarily 
relate to Hazardous Waste and Construction 
Demolition & Excavation Waste. It should be 
noted that excavation waste is excluded from 
the London Plans net self sufficiency target.  
 
The Council notes that waste movements are 
subject to commercial, contractual and 
operational arrangements as well as 
geographical convenience, the market will 
direct waste to available and appropriate 
facilities. 
 
Hazardous waste is waste that poses 
substantial or potential threats to public health 
or the environment and requires specialist 
disposal facilities located across the country.  
 
Construction, demolition and excavation waste 
will be minimised through the application of the 
circular economy principles and a requirement 
in Policy GB19 for 95 per cent of construction 
and demolition waste should be reused, 
recycled or recovered and 95 per cent of 
excavation waste should be put to beneficial 
use. This is in line with the London Plan Policy.  
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6 Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

E P, J GB19K8: “considering” is toothless. Amend to 
“Demonstrate that on-site composting has 
been considered and adopted where 
possible”. 

The Council recognises that onsite composting 
will not be feasible in all developments and is 
satisfied that the policy wording allows 
developers to bring this forward if it is feasible. 

7 London Borough of 
Hammersmith and 
Fulham (David 
Woodward) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

LBHF continues to work with RBKC and 
OPDC to share surplus capacity at the 
Powerday waste site to help RBKC meet its 
London Plan apportionment target. LBHF will 
continue to work with Western Riverside 
Waste Authority group, the GLA, and other 
relevant waste management partners on 
cross-boundary waste issues.  
 
The Council is concerned by the possible loss 
of Cremorne Wharf when this has the 
potential to deliver additional waste 
management capacity following completion of 
the Thames Tideway Tunnel in 2025. Part D 
of the policy should make clear that no 
development or change of use will be 
permitted at Cremorne Wharf prior to the 
identification and successful operation of a 
new facility to compensate for the loss of 
waste management capacity. Given the 
inability of RBKC to meet its waste 
apportionment the loss of any waste 
management capacity should only take place 
in exceptional circumstances. 

The Council is aware of Cremorne Wharf’s 
safeguarded status and GB19 C continues to 
safeguard it. In the event of the permanent loss 
of Cremorne Wharf Part D includes a 
compensatory capacity requirement in line with 
the London Plan. 
 
 
 
Any planning application for development or 
change of use would be referrable to the 
Mayor of London (GLA) and it would be for the 
applicants to robustly demonstrate that 
compensatory capacity will be provided.  

8 Lots Village 
Residents 

P   No comment noted.  
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Association (Kerry 
Davis-Head) 

9 Mark Macleod P, J, E, C  Comment: Some terraces in the borough have 
under-pavement volumes which in a bygone 
era were used for the storage of coal. Since 
being converted from Victorian family homes 
into flats, these volumes are now used as a 
communal waste storage facility, furnished 
with covered bins for the benefit of all of a 
building's residents, not just for those residing 
in the basement flat. 
 
Having a shared amenity such as this avoids 
the dumping of any household refuse on the 
pavements, and are collected directly from the 
communal under-pavement bins by refuse 
collectors on appointed days. This has served 
and continues to serve the community well in 
preventing pavement littering. 
 
However, private basement conversions have 
been permitted not to provide a basement 
storage facility for communal use. The 
consequence of this is that neighbours in the 
flats above them would have no option but to 
avail themselves of a legal exception to the 
pavement dumping rule that allows them to 
litter the pavement in the 7 hour window 
between 00.00 and 7am. This exception is 
unsustainable in and of itself, but if 
conversions are not monitored to ensure 

The policy is applicable to new development 
proposals that come forward and it will be for 
applicants to demonstrate the most appropriate 
solution for the provision of waste and 
recycling storage facilities. This is applicable to 
both internal storage space (Policy GB19 K.2.) 
and external communal storage space (Policy 
GB19 K.3.).  
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waste storage provision, it will lead to even 
more pavement dumping. 
 
A proposed addition was published but not 
adopted in Regulation 18, Appx 7, Page 785, 
modified and proposed again here: 
 
Waste and Recycling Storage 
K. Require all new development, retrofits and 
conversions to provide internal and external 
well designed, functional and accessible 
waste and recycling (including food) storage 
space etc. 
 
9. Where there is space, for example in the 
under-pavement former coal storage areas of 
Victorian terraces whether currently being 
used or not, to provide functional and 
accessible waste and recycling (including 
food) storage space which allows for ease of 
collection, such a space must be reserved for 
this purpose to avoid pavement dumping. The 
Local Plan will resist the conversion of these 
areas to alternative uses. 

10 Mas Hiday E P, J, C, L No food waste recycling in Borough The Borough has recently expanded its food 
waste coverage, including to some schools 
and estates and plans will to double its 
coverage in early 2023. Work is also being 
undertaken to map out a boroughwide food 
waste service.  
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11 Moni Red P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Waste should be collected every other day Your comment about the waste collection 
service relates to an operational issue which 
sits outside of the NLPR.  

12 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, C, 
L 

 No comment No comment noted 

13 Port of London 
Authority (Michael 
Atkins) 

E P, J, C, L Consider that this policy must make clear that 
Cremorne Wharf is safeguarded for 
waterborne freight cargo handling, and that 
the borough will support and promote the 
reactivation of the site for this use within the 
plan period. 
 
To support this the supporting text must be 
expanded in paragraph 2.15 to clearly state 
that the wharf is safeguarded by Ministerial 
Direction, updated in 2021, and supported by 
London Plan policy SI15 (Water Transport). 
 
In addition, since the regulation 18 
consultation additional wording has been 
included in policy GB19 in part D which refers 
to the potential loss of Cremorne Wharf 
relating to Thames Tideway Tunnel 
Maintenance. This implies that there will also 
be a loss of safeguarded wharf space would 
be contrary to London Plan policy SI 15. It 
must be made clear within the Local Plan that 
the redevelopment of safeguarded wharves 
for other land uses should only be accepted if 
the wharf is no longer viable or capable of 
being made viable for waterborne freight-

The Council is aware of Cremorne Wharf’s 
safeguarded status under the Ministerial 
Safeguarding Direction and London Plan 
Policy SI 15. Policy GB19 C continues to 
safeguard it. In the event of permanent loss of 
Cremorne Wharf, any planning application for 
development or change of use would also 
need to comply with the adopted London Plan, 
in particular Policy SI 15. The Council is not 
intending to duplicate the London Plan policy. 
Any planning application would also be 
referrable to the Mayor.   
 
A main modification can be made to 
supporting paragraph 2.15 (changed to para 
2.144) to include reference to the Ministerial 
Safeguarding Direction and reference to the 
London Plan.  
 
2.15 (changed to para 2.144) There are no 
operating licenced waste facilities in the 
Borough. Cremorne Wharf is designated as a 
safeguarded Wharf under a Ministerial 
Safeguarding Direction (2021)footnote and is 
temporarily being used for the delivery of the 
Thames Tideway Tunnel. Following completion 
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handling and any proposals which introduce 
another land use must ensure that the water 
freight use is secured long-term and that the 
freight-handling capacity of the wharf is not 
reduced. This must be referenced in the 
policy, specifically that any requirement for 
Thames Tideway Tunnel maintenance will not 
negatively affect the sites safeguarded wharf 
status. 
 
Therefore the following amendment is 
required to part D of policy GB19 and 
supporting paragraph 2.15: 
 
GB19 part D: "The permanent loss of 
Cremorne Wharf relating to Thames Tideway 
Tunnel maintenance must ensure that the 
freight-handling capacity of the wharf is not 
reduced and will require compensatory waste 
management capacity in another appropriate 
location. This should in the first instance be 
within the Borough, if this is not possible then 
within the Western Riverside Waste Authority 
area, and if this is not possible within London. 
 
Paragraph 2.15: "There are no operating 
licenced waste facilities in the Borough. 
Cremorne Wharf is designated as a 
safeguarded wharf via 2021 Ministerial 
Safeguarding Direction and is temporarily 
being used for the delivery of the Thames 
Tideway Tunnel. Following completion of the 

of the Thames Tideway Tunnel, part of the site 
will need to be permanently retained for 
ongoing maintenance access to the Tideway 
Tunnel. When these works are complete in 
2025 Cremorne Wharf will have potential to 
provide additional waste management capacity 
in the Borough and can be brought back into 
use for waterborne freight handling and waste 
uses. Any proposals will need to comply with 
Local Plan and relevant London Plan on 
safeguarded wharfs, water transport and 
waste.  
 
Footnote https://www.london.gov.uk/programmes-
strategies/planning/planning-applications-and-
decisions/safeguarded-wharves-directions 
 
 

https://www.london.gov.uk/programmes-strategies/planning/planning-applications-and-decisions/safeguarded-wharves-directions
https://www.london.gov.uk/programmes-strategies/planning/planning-applications-and-decisions/safeguarded-wharves-directions
https://www.london.gov.uk/programmes-strategies/planning/planning-applications-and-decisions/safeguarded-wharves-directions
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Thames Tideway Tunnel, part of the site will 
need to be permanently retained for ongoing 
maintenance access to the Tideway Tunnel 
whilst ensuring that the freight-handling 
capacity of the wharf is not reduced. When 
these works are complete in 2025 Cremorne 
Wharf will have potential to provide additional 
waste management capacity in the Borough 
and will be brought back into use for 
waterborne freight cargo handling uses in line 
with its safeguarded status" 

14 Royal Avenue 
residents (Martin 
Flash) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Ditto Noted.  

15 Silvera Williams   How has the impact of increased population 
density been assessed with regards to 
reducing waste and waste management? 
 
How will you incentivise good behaviour by 
developers and residents? 

The boroughs waste apportionment target is 
set by the Mayor of London through the 
London Plan. The Mayor prepared evidence 
base to support the London Plan targets for 
each Borough.  
 
The Council has prepared its own Waste Data 
Study which addresses the Council’s ability to 
meet the London Plan waste apportionment 
target. 
 
Incentivising behaviour of residents sits outside 
of the local plan, the Council’s Waste and 
Contracts team promote waste reductions and 
recycling to residents and businesses in the 
borough.   
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Policy GB19K includes a requirement for new 
development to include appropriate signage on 
what can and cannot be recycled and advice 
on encouraging reuse of items.  

16 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and the reasons given are 
very persuasive. 

Support noted 
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Q21: Policy GB20: Contaminated Land 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Environment 
Agency (North 
London 
Sustainable 
Places) 

  As discussed in our response to the 
Regulation 18 consultation, the following 
points 
can be added to the policy to strengthen its 
soundness in terms of water quality and 
groundwater protection. Our recommended 
additional text highlighted in red: 
 
J. Source Protection Zones (SPZs) should be 
taken into account when 
considering the environmental impact of a 
development. (NEW TEXT TO END) In the 
interest of groundwater quality, certain types 
of development are not allowed within 
SPZ1, including petrol stations, the storage of 
hazardous substances, new 
landfills and cemeteries. Developers should 
avoid potential dewatering activities in the 
most sensitive locations for groundwater (such 
as SPZs). 
K. No infiltration based sustainable drainage 
systems (SuDS) should be constructed on 
land affected by contamination as 
contaminants can remobilise and cause 
groundwater pollution. 
 
Piling or any other foundation designs using 
penetrative methods should not cause 

J. The SPZ within the borough relates to the 
extraction of groundwater from the Major Chalk 
Aquifer at great depth. Therefore, while the 
SPZ is a necessary precaution, it is unlikely 
that the major aquifer will be significantly 
polluted from near surface activities within the 
borough. It is unlikely that any of the identified 
development types will be applied for in the 
southeast of the borough and even if they are, 
the EA would be consulted and so could 
provide its advice at this point. Dewatering 
activities are a necessary part of development 
and so would need to be considered as part of 
Policies A-E. Dewatering groundwater from the 
shallow Secondary A Aquifer, even within the 
area of a SPZ, is very unlikely to have an 
impact on the major aquifer at depth. We 
consider that the existing wording of policy J is 
sufficient in this borough. 
 
K. This is a suggested additional policy. While 
in principle this is a reasonable policy, it will be 
difficult to enforce in many instances. Given 
that the borough is urban, most land is 
potentially affected by contamination and so 
such a policy would need to refer to land 
affected by significant contamination. SuDS 
schemes are now required in a wide range of 
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preferential pathways for contaminants to 
migrate to groundwater and cause 
pollution. A Foundations Work Risk 
Assessment (FWRA) will be required for sites 
where piled foundations extend into deeper 
more sensitive aquifers to ensure all 
risks to groundwater are appropriately 
assessed, mitigated and managed. 

developments, including many minor 
developments. To enforce this policy, we 
would need to request a contamination 
assessment for any scheme including an 
infiltration based SuDS, which would in many 
instances be disproportionate. It is also worth 
noting that a wide range of developments are 
captured by policies A-E and so the potential 
impact of SuDS on land contamination and 
groundwater quality should be considered on a 
site-by-site basis during development. 
 
Piling: This is a suggested additional policy. 
Very few developments have piling which 
penetrates the London Clay Formation within 
the borough and so this issue may be 
satisfactorily addressed through policies A-D 
on a site-by-site basis. 
 
No changes are needed to policy J and the 
other proposed policies are not required within 
RBKC and can be addressed through other 
existing proposed policies. 

2 Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

E P, J 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 

Policy J is addressed as part of Policy I and so 
Policy J is not strictly needed. However, due to 
the importance of SPZ’s it was considered that 
they should be highlighted with a separate 
policy and the Environment Agency appear to 
support this.  
 
The referenced manual (dated March 2019) 
identifies how SPZs are identified by the 
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actually or potentially hazardous to people's 
health, or hazardous to the environment.” 

Environment Agency and so is not an 
appropriate source of guidance on how to 
address contaminated land and water pollution 
issues during development.  A reference (113) 
to source protection zone documentation is 
provided within Section 2.29. We note that this 
is now superseded and so we will 
recommend that an up-to-date reference is 
provided within the final Local Plan 
document. SPZ’s must also be considered as 
part of policies A-D and I, in line with best 
practice guidance such as the Environment 
Agency’s LCRM guidance. 
 
Based on the above discussion no change is 
needed to policy J. 

3 Mas Hiday  P, J, E, 
C, L 

 No user response text included. 

4 Moni Red P, J, E, C, 
L 

  No user response text included. 

5 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, C, 
L 

 stop new developments, we don't need any 
more luxury flats 

This is not a contaminated land issue.  

6 Royal Avenue 
residents (Martin 
Flash) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Ditto This is not a contaminated land issue. 

7 Silvera Williams   What assessments have been made 
regarding the current condition of land 
proposed for development? And what 
contingency measures are in place should 
issues arise? 

Each area of land to be developed needs to be 
considered on a site-by-site basis. Policies A-E 
set out the information and assessments that 
must be provided for the identified 
development types. It is common for applicants 
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(including the Council) to undertake some of 
this work prior to any planning application, 
however the level of information required will 
depend on site circumstances. Policy C 
requires the preparation of a remedial strategy, 
which must set out how any unexpected 
contamination will be addressed during 
development work in line with best practice 
guidance, such as the Environment Agency’s 
LCRM guidance. Contaminated land 
conditions, which are often applied to planning 
decision notices, also address unexpected 
contamination and set out how it should be 
reported to the Council and subsequently 
addressed by the developer. 
 
No change to an existing policy is required. 

8 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and the reasons given are 
very persuasive. 

Noted. 
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3. Homes 
Q22: Policy HO1: Delivery and protection of homes  

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent Name Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 
1 Ballymore Group Limited and 

Sainsbury’s Supermarkets 
Limited (Ballymore Grou... 

P, J, E 
 

Policy HO1 seeks to meet and exceed the 
London Plan housing target for the Borough to 
4,480 new homes over the next 10-year 
period. the Council has sought to secure a 
stepped trajectory of housing delivery, with a 
lower proportion of housing delivery within the 
first 5 years of the plan (1,500 homes) and a 
higher proportion in years 6-10 (2,980 
homes). The new draft Policy now clarifies 
that Kensal Canalside OA will not be 
delivering homes in the first five years of the 
Local Plan and Earl’s Court will only deliver 
100 homes in this period.  
 
This approach is supported, and the current 
planned housing delivery trajectory for the 
Ballymore and Sainsburys site generally 
aligns with the Council’s stepped trajectory: 
• Years 1-5 (from the date planning 
permission is granted) will not see the delivery 
of any new homes on the Ballymore and 
Sainsburys land given the substantial 
remediation and infrastructure delivery work 
which must be carried out.  
• Year 5 – the replacement Sainsburys store 
is due to open. 

The confirmation that the current 
planned housing delivery trajectory 
for the Ballymore and Sainsburys 
site generally aligns with the 
Council’s stepped trajectory is 
welcome.  
 
The Council does not consider the 
suggested amended text below 
necessary to make the policy 
sound. It is considered that this 
change will make the policy less 
effective. It is possible to take other 
material considerations into account 
at the planning application stage. 
 
“Resist schemes which 
predominantly comprise of very 
large homes by benchmarking 
floorspace against nationally 
described housing standards” 
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• Year 5 / 6 – the first block of housing will be 
delivered, with an anticipated circa 1,333 
market and affordable homes delivered on the 
Ballymore and Sainsburys site.  
• Years 7-11 – the remaining homes will be 
delivered (circa 1,230 on the Ballymore and 
Sainsburys land). 
 
A housing delivery trajectory for the Ballymore 
and Sainsburys site is included within our 
detailed representations on the KCOA site 
allocation for reference.  
 
Draft Policy HO1 also seeks to resist very 
large homes by benchmarking floorspace 
against nationally described housing 
standards. While we recognise the Council’s 
intention to ensure the optimum number of 
homes are delivered on every site and the 
provision of very large homes could restrict 
delivery on smaller sites, there should be 
greater flexibility applied to larger sites where 
the delivery of a variety of home sizes appeals 
to a wider market.  
 
To ensure the policy is effective and positively 
prepared, we therefore suggest the wording of 
part (A)(6) is amended to the following: 
 
“Resist schemes which predominantly 
comprise of very large homes by 
benchmarking floorspace against nationally 
described housing standards”. 
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2 Caitlin O’Hagan P, J, E, C, 

L 

 
According to the most recent Department for 
Levelling Up, Housing and Communities data 
(03 Oct 2022) there are 3,196 vacant 
dwellings in the borough, 1,564 of which are 
long-term vacant. However there is no 
mention of these empty dwellings in the local 
plan - indicating it is not positively prepared 
nor effective. Bringing vacant dwellings into 
use would greatly contribute to delivering 
homes in the borough whilst avoiding serious 
problems such as over-densification and 
disturbance to current residents. It is also a far 
more sustainable / net zero way of delivering 
homes as the buildings are already built and 
the carbon is embodied - the construction of 
and material used to construct new buildings 
is extremely carbon-intensive. 
 
What’s the point of building new homes in the 
borough when there are so many sitting 
empty? There is also no mention in the local 
plan of how new and currently occupied 
homes will be prevented from becoming 
vacant. There should be policy on empty 
property taxes and compulsory purchase 
orders in the local plan to address this.  
 
In addition to properties already classed as 
residential ‘dwellings’, there is also significant 
scope for homes to be delivered in the 
borough by converting properties currently 
classed as ‘non-residential’ into homes. 

Planning policies largely influence 
the creation of new homes rather 
than introduce controls over the 
occupancy of existing homes. 
 
Policy HO1 A (6) of the New Local 
Plan resists very large homes. 
Supporting paragraph 3.12 explains 
that one of the reasons for doing so 
is to tackle the issue of ‘buy to 
leave’ housing. These are the new 
homes that are normally left empty. 
 
However, outside of the planning 
system the Council is looking at the 
issue of empty homes through other 
controls. A report on the issue went 
to the Housing and Scrutiny 
Committee in May 2021 which can 
be found on this link. 
 
 

https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwjLytKXt7n3AhUUQEEAHZdYD38QFnoECBQQAQ&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.rbkc.gov.uk%2Fcommittees%2FDocument.ashx%3FczJKcaeAi5tUFL1DTL2UE4zNRBcoShgo%3Db2yYcFHbx8BtFM0DnM6RjAMYUs%252BNzENTdf4UKpMbApTN8EeXoj2k9Q%253D%253D%26rUzwRPf%252BZ3zd4E7Ikn8Lyw%253D%253D%3DpwRE6AGJFLDNlh225F5QMaQWCtPHwdhUfCZ%252FLUQzgA2uL5jNRG4jdQ%253D%253D%26mCTIbCubSFfXsDGW9IXnlg%253D%253D%3DhFflUdN3100%253D%26kCx1AnS9%252FpWZQ40DXFvdEw%253D%253D%3DhFflUdN3100%253D%26uJovDxwdjMPoYv%252BAJvYtyA%253D%253D%3DctNJFf55vVA%253D%26FgPlIEJYlotS%252BYGoBi5olA%253D%253D%3DNHdURQburHA%253D%26d9Qjj0ag1Pd993jsyOJqFvmyB7X0CSQK%3DctNJFf55vVA%253D%26WGewmoAfeNR9xqBux0r1Q8Za60lavYmz%3DctNJFf55vVA%253D%26WGewmoAfeNQ16B2MHuCpMRKZMwaG1PaO%3DctNJFf55vVA%253D&usg=AOvVaw2w7ggjl-gSfCB9FUBu_jYZ
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3 Chelsea Society (Paul Lever) 

  
The assertion in para 3.1 that “there is an 
overwhelming need for all types of homes in 
the Borough” is factually incorrect. RBKC is 
the most densely populated part of London 
and, at any rate in Chelsea, the majority of 
new homes which are currently built are luxury 
apartments often acquired by investors, many 
from overseas, as stores of value or second 
homes. There is no need whatever for further 
homes of this type. The second sentence of 
3.1(page 76) should be amended to read: 
 
“The population of the Borough is in decline, 
having decreased by around 10% over the 
last decade, following a similar decline over 
the previous one. Although housing is still 
required it is important that it is of the right 
type. Too many of the homes currently being 
built are luxury accommodation acquired by 
investors, often from overseas, as stores of 
value or second residences, rather than the 
social or affordable homes (we call these 
community homes) which is what the Borough 
really needs. Our housing policies need to 
promote the construction of such community 
homes and discourage the further proliferation 
of second homes or accommodation which is 
not used. But homes should only be built in 
areas capable of supporting them. Riverside 
ward, for example, is one of the Borough’s 
most densely populated wards, with at least 
twice the total percentage of affordable homes 
as the London average. It should not be 

The Council’s Local Housing Needs 
Assessment, January 2022 
supports that there is a need for all 
types of homes in the Borough.  
 
The Census 2021 does not form the 
basis of calculating the Borough’s 
housing need. The Government’s 
standard method uses 2014 based 
household projections. While the 
housing target for the Borough is set 
through the London Plan. 
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expected to absorb further housing to the 
detriment of Chelsea’s only Employment 
Zone, especially as the ward has an almost 
complete lack of public recreational games 
areas and other public amenities.” 

4 Cheyne Walk Trust (David 
Waddell) 

  
We note in particular the statement of 6 
December 2022 by The Rt Hon Michael Gove, 
Secretary of State for Levelling Up, Housing 
and Communities that housing targets and 
methodology must be reviewed in the light of 
prevailing local densities. 
 
There is considerable emphasis on increasing 
housing provision and attaining a target of 
4480 units in ten years to 2028/29. 
 
It is suggested substantial review of this target 
is required to take account of the as yet 
uncertain but emerging future pattern of 
housing need both in greater London as well 
as RBKC. The impact of Brexit with reduced 
immigration from Europe, and of COVID and 
the new pattern of much increased home-
working together with the emerging impact of 
Minister Gove’s review of national housing 
need in the context of ‘levelling-up’ may all 
serve to reduce the need for additional 
housing in RBKC. The quoted targets for the 
ten years to 2028/29 should be caveated by 
these factors that require specific and detailed 
consideration and study. 

The Council is aware of the 
Secretary of State’s Written 
Ministerial Statement of 6 
December 2022. Following this the 
Government is consulting on 
reforms to national planning policy 
setting out transitional 
arrangements. However, these 
changes are not in place as of now. 
 
If they come to fruition, the Council’s 
housing target will not change as a 
result. However, the Council will 
only need to demonstrate a 4 year 
rather than a 5 year housing land 
supply at examination. 
 
In its consultation the Government 
is not proposing to change the 
method of calculating an area’s 
housing need. This is based on 
2014 household projections but also 
factors in an affordability ratio which 
for the Borough is the highest in the 
country. 
 
The Government is proposing to 
“review the implications on the 

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/levelling-up-and-regeneration-bill-reforms-to-national-planning-policy/levelling-up-and-regeneration-bill-reforms-to-national-planning-policy
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standard method of new household 
projections data based on the 2021 
Census, which is due to be 
published in 2024.” 
 
 

5 DP9 for Native Land 
(Kensington Limited), TTLSouth 
Kensington Properties and ... 

P, J, E, C L We support the policy objective to meet and 
exceed the London Plan housing target 
through site allocations and windfall sites. 
However, given the pressing need for new 
homes and acknowledged constraints on 
delivery, we consider our clients site should 
be explicitly allocated for residential led mixed 
use development in order to support this 
policy. 

The site at South Kensington is 
subject to a Public Inquiry. 
Therefore, the quantum of 
development (including for housing) 
is to be determined very shortly 
through that process. It is not 
considered that an allocation in the 
NLPR will assist in bringing the site 
forward beyond the Public Inquiry 
process. 

6 DP9 Limited - for Welcome 
Trust (Zoe Smythe) 

  
Wellcome Trust support the upgrading of 
existing HMOs, and welcome the recognition 
within the policy wording where this ‘may 
result in a loss of rooms to meet the Council’s 
specific HMO standards’. Whilst protecting 
HMOs is important, the local plan should also 
recognise the need to respond to market 
demands and to allow for a loss of unviable 
HMOs (supported by evidence) which could 
free up much needed housing stock. 

Noted. 

7 Frank Knight on behalf of 
Frasco Investment Limited. 
(Becky Anderson ) 

J, C 
 

Policy HO1 provides the housing target for the 
Borough; 4,480 new homes over 10 years. 
Overall, we support Policy HO1 and the 
Council’s intention to “meet and exceed” the 
London Plan target through the delivery of 
new homes. 

The NLPR clearly acknowledges the 
importance of small sites and 
Chapter 10 categorises allocated 
sites by their size.  
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However, we consider Policy HO1 of the 
NLPR should provide a breakdown of their 
housing target against different Site sizes, 
opportunity areas and permissions etc, to 
ensure a sufficient amount and variety of land 
can come forward where it is needed, in 
accordance with Para.60 of the NPPF. 
 
Notably, Policy HO1 should set out the 
number of homes that have been identified on 
small Sites, in order to achieve the small Sites 
target set out in Table 4.1 of the London Plan 
(2021) – which is 1,290 new homes over 10 
years- and achieve the requirements of the 
NPPF to promote small to medium sized Sites 
(Para.69 of the NPPF). Whilst we 
acknowledge the Council’s Small Sites Policy 
(Policy HO2) does allocate specific small Sites 
(although these are contained generally in 
Chapter 10), the target number for small Sites 
should be reflected within the list contained in 
Policy HO1 in order to achieve the 
requirement of small Sites. This is an 
essential component of the overall housing 
targets and will ensure a range of Sites and 
sizes are delivered within the Plan Period. 
 
Secondly, Policy HO1 should recognise other 
housing products and the contribution they 
provide in achieving the delivery of new 
homes in the Borough. 
Specifically, Policy HO1 should provide a 

Paragraph 3.19 of the NLPR clearly 
acknowledges that the London Plan 
housing target includes 1,290 
homes over 10 years from small 
sites.   
 
Paragraph 4.2.3 of the London Plan 
clarifies that “the small sites are a 
component of, and not additional to, 
the overall targets.” As such the 
Council does not consider to 
necessary to specifically repeat the 
London Plan within its Local Plan 
policy. 
 
Other policies within Chapter 3 
specifically address a variety of 
specialist housing products and 
needs and they cannot all be 
repeated or listed within Policy HO1.  
 
The Council has considered the site 
at 136-142 Bramley Road. As noted 
in Appendix A of the Site 
Allocations Paper, October 2022 
that “If it is robustly justified that the 
current office use is no longer 
viable, the principle of the loss of 
office floorspace and change of use 
to the purpose built student 
accommodation may be considered. 
However, the suggestion to allocate 
the site for 250-300 PBSA units is 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149440101.1/PDF/-/10%20Site%20Allocations%20Paper%20Oct%202022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149440101.1/PDF/-/10%20Site%20Allocations%20Paper%20Oct%202022.pdf
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quantum of housing to be provided for each 
housing product to ensure needs are being 
met for different groups including students, in 
accordance with Paragraph 62 of the NPPF. 
 
136-142 Bramley Road is 0.22 hectares in 
size, therefore falling within the definition of a 
“small Site” within Policy H2 of the London 
Plan (2021) and has the opportunity to be 
comprehensively developed for PBSA. PBSA 
is confirmed as delivering towards the housing 
needs at a ratio of 2.5:1 (2.5 beds= 1 home), 
therefore the Site can assist the Council in 
meeting and exceeding the housing target of 
4,480 new homes over the next 10 years and 
ensures the best use of a small Site. A PBSA 
scheme of 200-250 PBSA bed spaces (as 
currently being proposed) on Site could 
contribute some 80-100 homes towards 
housing need. Also, whilst we acknowledge 
there is likely a greater need for market 
housing generally across the Borough, a need 
still exists for alternative forms of housing 
such as PBSA (as shown in our Student 
Needs Assessment provided at Enclosure 3), 
particularly where the typical Site 
characteristics do not suit for general housing, 
such as at 136-142 Bramley Road. It has 
been confirmed through pre-application 
discussions with the Council that the Site is 
not suitable for general housing and an 
alternative form of housing is more 
appropriate to ensure the most efficient use of 

not supported as it would require a 
significant increase in height and 
density in order to deliver such a 
high number of units on site. The 
NLPR does not identify this as a 
suitable location for tall buildings.” 
 
In terms of the overall changes 
sought as set out above –  

1. The Council does not 
consider to necessary to 
specifically repeat the 
London Plan within its Local 
Plan policy. 

2. Other policies within Chapter 
3 specifically address a 
variety of specialist housing 
products and needs and 
they cannot all be repeated 
or listed within Policy HO1. 
Given the limited land 
available for development in 
the Borough the Council 
does not agree breaking the 
target down further into 
different types of housing 
products will assist. 
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land. 
 
Policy HO1 Points 4 and 5 also place 
emphasis on new homes using a “design led 
approach”. We support these policy 
requirements and consider that Site 
optimisation should be supported where it is 
demonstrated that there would be no negative 
impacts on the surroundings. The existing use 
and previous consent for the Site established 
a level of intensity for use, servicing and 
impacts on neighbours and the surrounding 
area, including the conservation area. The 
proposals seeks to generate no greater 
daylight, servicing or noise impacts than the 
approved scheme, and in fact may be able to 
be less impactful in some of these aspects. 
The redevelopment of the Site can provide an 
exemplary design, ensuring a design-led 
approach. Also, the proposals present a mix 
of massing components of varied materiality 
and carefully reflects the characteristics of the 
conservation area with sustainability criteria in 
mind. 
 
Discussions are ongoing with the Council 
regarding the design of the Site and an 
allocation would help guide its future 
development through a plan-led approach, in 
accordance with national planning policy. 
 
Our Recommendations / Summary  
We consider NLPR Policy HO1 (Delivery and 
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Protection of Homes) is not sound as it is not 
justified and not consistent with national 
planning policy.  
We recommend that Policy HO1 includes a 
specific target for small Sites, to ensure 
accordance with London Plan (2021) Policy 
H2 and Para. 69 of the NPPF. 
We also recommend that Policy HO1 includes 
a specific target for other housing products 
such as PBSA, to ensure the needs of groups 
with specific housing requirements, such as 
students, are addressed. This ensures 
accordance with Para. 60 and 61 of the 
NPPF. 

8 Gayle Verdi 
  

Hunt Close should be included in RBKC’s 
housing stock not LBHF’s. 

The Council has not identified a list 
of its housing stock in the NLPR. 

9 GLA (Hassan Ahmed) 
  

RBKC’s housing target, as set out in Table 4.2 
of the LP2021 is for the delivery of 4,480 new 
homes from 2019 until 2029 and this is clearly 
reflected in Part A of Policy HO1 and is 
welcomed. The intention to meet and exceed 
that target by adopting a stepped housing 
target is supported in paragraph 4.1.10 of the 
LP2021 which states that targets can be 
achieved gradually and boroughs are 
encouraged to set out a realistic and, where 
appropriate, stepped housing delivery target 
over a ten year period. Figure 3.1 of the draft 
Plan illustrates the borough’s current housing 
trajectory. The London Plan ten-year target is 
for the period 2019/20 until 2028/29, whereas 
RBKC’s ten-year housing target period starts 

The Council notes the main 
comment to show housing land 
supply from 2019/20 rather than 
2021/22 in the NLPR. 
 
Start date of the housing 
trajectory 
The Council used the base date of 
2021/22 as the London Plan was 
published in March 2021. The 
policies before this date were not in 
use. The Government’s housing 
delivery test (HDT) was measuring 
performance against the previous 
target of 733 homes per annum for 
the years 2019/20 and 2020/21 
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in 2021. Figure 3.1 of the draft Plan 
establishes that the proposed stepped target 
would be able to deliver 3,875 new homes 
between 2021 and 2029 but the draft Plan 
should also account for the period 2019 to 
2021 to be consistent with the LP2021 which 
establishes the baseline year for monitoring 
as 2019/20. RBKC’s AMR February 2022 
illustrates that 511 net new homes were 
delivered in 2019/20 and 267 in 2020/21. A 
total of 778 new homes, which is short of the 
LP2021 target by 118 new homes. This 
shortfall in delivery should also be taken into 
account up to 2029. The draft Plan could also 
be clearer on what actions RBKC would take 
in the event of under delivery. 
 
We note that beyond 2029 the borough 
intends to roll forward its LP2021 housing 
target. Paragraph 4.1.11 of the LP2021 is 
clear that if a target is required beyond 2029 
boroughs should draw on the 2017 SHLAA 
findings and any local evidence of identified 
capacity, and should take into account any 
additional capacity that could be delivered as 
a result of any committed transport 
infrastructure improvements, and roll forward 
the housing capacity assumptions applied in 
the LP2021 for small sites which is for the 
delivery of 129 new homes a year. 
 
RBKC’s intention in Policy HO1 part B, to 
protect numbers of existing homes by limiting 

(with adjustments made to account 
for the house building slow down 
during the pandemic). 
 
The previous response from the 
GLA on the Regulation 18 
consultation did not clarify this point. 
However, the Council can adjust the 
housing trajectory to show delivery 
from 2019/20. 
 
The GLA’s response is referring to 
the Borough’s previous Monitoring 
Report. The latest AMR was 
published in December 2022. The 
figures being referenced in the 
GLA’s response are only for self-
contained (C3) homes. For the 
purposes of the HDT the 
Government also includes non self-
contained homes. This data is 
shown in Figure 6.5 of the AMR. It 
shows net housing completions of 
446 in 2019/20 and 312 in 2020/21 
adding to a total of 758 homes. This 
is a shortfall of 138 homes against 
the annualised London Plan target 
of 448 net homes over two years. 
 
The Council’s housing trajectory is 
spreading any undersupply over 10 
years and therefore for the first five 
years this results in an additional 

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/media/document/monitoring-report-2022
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the merging of two homes to form a single, 
larger one is noted and welcomed. The 
intended approach is consistent with 
paragraph 4.2.8 of the LP2021, which sets out 
that where the amalgamation of separate flats 
into larger homes is leading to the sustained 
loss of homes and is not meeting the identified 
requirements of large families, boroughs are 
encouraged to resist this process.  
 
The LP2021 sets out a small housing sites 
target for RBKC to deliver on average 129 
new homes a year and this is recognised in 
paragraph 3.19 and Policy HO2 of the draft 
Plan and is welcomed. 

shortfall of 69 homes. As shown in 
Publication Policies (Regulation 19) 
there was a surplus of 252 homes in 
the first five years. Therefore, this 
additional shortfall of 69 homes can 
be accommodated in a updated 
housing trajectory. [NLPR’s 
Appendix 1 shows a supply of 2,207 
homes in years 1 to 5. This is 
against a target of 1,955 net homes 
(391 X 5) (see paragraph 3.10 of 
the NLPR) in the first five years 
taking account of a 20% buffer and 
the shortfall for the year 2021/22. 
This is a surplus of 252 homes]  
 
The Council will propose a main 
modification to the Publication 
Plan during the examination to 
update the housing trajectory so 
that it starts from 2019/20. This 
update will also include 
completions for 2022/23 and 
show supply from 2023/24.  
 
Target beyond 2029 
The Council has drawn on the 2017 
SHLAA findings. This is noted in the 
paper RBKC Five Year Housing 
Land Supply and Stepped Housing 
Trajectory, October 2022 
paragraphs 4.14 to 4.16. The 
Council has rolled forward the 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149421157.1/PDF/-/03%2022-10%20RBKC%20Stepped%20Housing%20Trajectory%20Oct%20Update_CLEAN.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149421157.1/PDF/-/03%2022-10%20RBKC%20Stepped%20Housing%20Trajectory%20Oct%20Update_CLEAN.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149421157.1/PDF/-/03%2022-10%20RBKC%20Stepped%20Housing%20Trajectory%20Oct%20Update_CLEAN.pdf
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capacity assumptions for small sites 
of 129 as set out in Appendix 1 of 
the NLPR. 
 
Comments of support on the 
emerging policy to resist 
amalgamations and on refence to 
the small sites housing target are 
noted. 
  
 
 

10 Home Builders Federation 
(James Stevens) 

  
The expression of the housing requirement is 
sound as it seeks to meet, as a minimum, the 
London Plan requirement for 4,480 net 
additional homes in RB Kensington & Chelsea 
(RBKC) over the first ten years of the life of 
the plan. This accords with Table 4.1 of the 
London plan that complements London Plan 
Policy H1. However, we seek some 
clarifications.  
 
The London Plan has a ten-year plan period 
running from 2019/20 -2028/29. The RBKC 
Plan would appear to operate over a plan 
period starting in 2021/22 and ending in 
2036/37 – 15 years. The fifteen-year 
timeframe would accord with the requirement 
in national policy for local plans to operate 
over a 15-year timeframe. It is unclear, 
however, from the local plan what annual 
average housing figure will be used by RBKC 
for the years after 2028/29. Is it an annual 

Housing target beyond year 10 
Figure 3.1 shows an annualised 
figure of 448 homes in years 11 to 
15. This is clarified in paragraph 6.2 
and 6.3 of the paper RBKC Five 
Year Housing Land Supply and 
Stepped Housing Trajectory, 
October 2022, Table 6.1 in the 
paper also shows the stepped 
targets. Also see the response to 
GLA’s comment on this point above. 
 
Paragraph 3.10 
See response above to the GLA 
regarding the start date of the 
housing trajectory. The Council is 
able to accommodate the delivery 
shortfall of 138 homes for years 
2019/20 and 2020/21 over 10 years.  
 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149421157.1/PDF/-/03%2022-10%20RBKC%20Stepped%20Housing%20Trajectory%20Oct%20Update_CLEAN.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149421157.1/PDF/-/03%2022-10%20RBKC%20Stepped%20Housing%20Trajectory%20Oct%20Update_CLEAN.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149421157.1/PDF/-/03%2022-10%20RBKC%20Stepped%20Housing%20Trajectory%20Oct%20Update_CLEAN.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149421157.1/PDF/-/03%2022-10%20RBKC%20Stepped%20Housing%20Trajectory%20Oct%20Update_CLEAN.pdf
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average of 448 dwelling per annum for each 
of the 15 years, or just 448dpa for the first ten 
years, and an unspecified figure thereafter? 
This must be clarified. It would be unsound for 
the Plan not to clearly specify a target for the 
last five years. The London Plan sets a 
requirement for 4,480 homes for the ten-year 
period 2019/20-2028/29 and says for local 
plans for plan period longer than this, they 
should carry forward the small sites 
requirement and consider evidence of local 
need and the development pipeline.  
 
The Council should clarify what the annual 
average housing requirement figure is for 
each of the 15 years of the Plan. This is 
necessary to a) assess whether the full 4,480 
homes requirement will be delivered in full by 
2028/29; and b) what the annual average 
housing requirement will be for years 2029/30 
to 2036/37. 
 
In terms of the calculation of the five-year 
housing land supply and the Housing Delivery 
Test, the Plan should be clear what annual 
requirement figures it will be using.  
At the moment this is unclear. It is unclear 
what the annual requirement figure is for 
years 11-15. Paragraph 3.4 says that the 
requirement for the first five years – 2022/23- 
2026/27 would be 300dpa. For 2027/20-
2031/32 it would be 586dpa, but it is unclear 
what the figure would apply for the final five 

The Council will propose a main 
modification to the Publication 
Plan during the examination to 
update the housing trajectory so 
that it starts from 2019/20. This 
update will also include 
completions for 2022/23 and 
show supply from 2023/24.  
 
Stepped Trajectory 
The Council can demonstrate 
exceeding delivery of 4,480 homes 
in the period 2019/20 to 2028/29. 
 
The Regulation 19 document (Fig 
3.1 and Appendix 1) shows housing 
delivery of 3,874 homes in the 
period 2021/22 to 2028/29. In the 
previous two years 758 homes have 
been completed, so a total of 4,632 
homes between 2019/20 and 
2028/29. 
 
This is shown in the latest AMR was 
published in December 2022. Figure 
6.5 of the AMR shows net housing 
completions of 446 in 2019/20 and 
312 in 2020/21 adding to a total of 
758 homes. 
 
The use of a stepped trajectory is 
fully justified and is explained in 
more detail in Section 4: Stepped 

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/media/document/monitoring-report-2022


274 
 

Ref Respondent Name Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 
years of 2032/33-2036/37. Figure 3.1 
suggests that the annual average figure of 
448dpa would continue to be used for this 
period. The Plan should clarify this.  
It is the HBF’s view, that the 448pa figure 
should be adopted as the annual average 
requirement for each of the 15 years of the 
plan. This can be changed following the 
adoption of a new London Plan, although the 
timescale for the preparation of a new London 
Plan is uncertain.  
 
Paragraph 3.10  
Paragraph 3.10 states that the London Plan 
target applies from April 2021. The London 
Plan states that the ten-year target applies 
from 2019/20 -2028/29 (see Table 4.2). We 
recognise that there is no definitive approach 
laid-out by the London Plan to account for the 
timing of supporting local plan production, 
nevertheless, we would challenge this 
statement. However, so long as the full need 
for 4,480 homes is delivered over the next 10-
years we consider that to be satisfactory.  
There remains, however, the question about 
what the housing requirement is for years 11-
15. This needs to be resolved. 
 
Stepped trajectory  
In paragraph 3.4 the Plan states:  
We will deliver this target with 1,500 homes 
delivered in the first five years and then 

Housing Trajectory Rationale of the 
paper  RBKC Five Year Housing 
Land Supply and Stepped Housing 
Trajectory, October 2022. 
 
Five-year housing land supply  
Comments are noted and in 
particular the acknowledgement that 
(were the Council to meet the 
shortfall in the first five years rather 
than ten) that “The Council, 
consequently, appears to have an 
adequate housing land supply to 
make it possible to address the 
backlog accrued within the first five 
years, albeit there is not much by 
way of a margin.” 
 
Section 5 of the document RBKC 
Five Year Housing Land Supply and 
Stepped Housing Trajectory, 
October 2022 explains the rationale 
for spreading the shortfall over ten 
years. 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149421157.1/PDF/-/03%2022-10%20RBKC%20Stepped%20Housing%20Trajectory%20Oct%20Update_CLEAN.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149421157.1/PDF/-/03%2022-10%20RBKC%20Stepped%20Housing%20Trajectory%20Oct%20Update_CLEAN.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149421157.1/PDF/-/03%2022-10%20RBKC%20Stepped%20Housing%20Trajectory%20Oct%20Update_CLEAN.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149421157.1/PDF/-/03%2022-10%20RBKC%20Stepped%20Housing%20Trajectory%20Oct%20Update_CLEAN.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149421157.1/PDF/-/03%2022-10%20RBKC%20Stepped%20Housing%20Trajectory%20Oct%20Update_CLEAN.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149421157.1/PDF/-/03%2022-10%20RBKC%20Stepped%20Housing%20Trajectory%20Oct%20Update_CLEAN.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149421157.1/PDF/-/03%2022-10%20RBKC%20Stepped%20Housing%20Trajectory%20Oct%20Update_CLEAN.pdf
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stepping up to deliver the remaining 2,980 
homes in years six to ten.  
This implies that the London Plan requirement 
figure of 4,480 homes will be delivered over 
10 years, but not the ten required by the 
London Plan – i.e. by 2028/29. This is 
unsound. The full requirement must be 
delivered by 2028/29.  
The stepped trajectory means also that the 
annual requirement for the first five years is 
just 300dpa – much lower than the 484dpa 
figure which derives from the London Plan. In 
view of the acute affordability needs in the 
borough, it would be unsound to underdeliver 
against the London Plan annual average 
requirement to such an extent. We recognise 
that the London Plan is not prescriptive about 
how the requirement is delivered and does 
accept a managed approach to housing 
delivery could be considered, but in the case 
of RBKC – a Council with a history of under-
delivery against target - a stepped trajectory 
would postpone meeting housing needs, 
compounding hardship especially those in 
need of affordable housing. As the Council 
acknowledges, in paragraph 3.1, as of 31 July 
2022 there are about 3,090 households on the 
housing register with 2,133 in temporary 
accommodation.  
The trajectory in the Plan is reproduced 
below: 
 
[Fig 3.1 of the Reg 19 shown] 
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We note in paragraph 3.13 that the Council 
failed the Housing Delivery Test in January 
2022 to quite a marked degree – meeting just 
43% of its requirement in the last three years. 
In view of this under-performance against 
housing need the adoption of a stepped 
trajectory is unjustified.  
RBKC Council has generally under-performed 
– often by a large degree - against its London 
Plan apportioned housing requirement. Ever 
since the first London Plan, the Council has 
only met and exceeded its London Plan 
requirement on three occasions. See the table 
below. This is based on DLUHC Live Table 
122: housing supply; net additional dwellings 
by district and the London Plan apportioned 
housing requirements set by the last four 
London Plans (since 2004). 
 
While we accept that land supply is difficult to 
manage and predict in this heavily constrained 
borough, we understand that these 
constraints were considered by the GLA when 
setting the apportioned housing requirements 
for each of the boroughs as part of the 
exercise for preparing the new London Plan. 
The effect of stepping in combination with 
under-delivery would be delay housing 
delivery and this would represent a dis-service 
to those residents of the borough in desperate 
housing need such as those living in 
temporary accommodation. AS the Council 
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observes in para.3.25 of the Plan, its own 
Local Housing Needs Assessment has 
identified a net annual need for affordable 
housing of 1,018 homes per annum which is 
more than double RBKC’s housing target.  
 
The stepped trajectory is unsound. The 
council should adopt instead a flat trajectory to 
ensure housing needs are addressed as soon 
as possible. 
 
Five-year housing land supply  
The annual average need is 448 (derived from 
the total London Plan target for ten years of 
4,480 homes).  
RBKC in paragraph 3.4 that it will aim to 
deliver 1,500 homes in the first five years. 
This equates to 300 a year. This is explained 
in para. 3.10. The lower requirement reflects 
the Council’s judgement about capacity and 
phasing of delivery. We contest the use of a 
stepped trajectory in RBKC on the basis that 
the Council has a long history of under-
delivery and phasing is often a justification to 
defer provision.  
Para. 3.10 explains that there has been one 
year of delivery against the annual average 
requirement of 448 homes. In 2021-22 191 
net additional homes were secured resulting 
in an under-delivery of 257 homes. The 
Council aims to provide for this deficit over the 
first ten years of the plan rather than in the 
first five years. In conjunction with a 20% 
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buffer (required by the Housing Delivery Test) 
this would require 391 homes per year in the 
first five year.  
We consider this is unsound. The deficit 
accrued in year 1 should be made-good within 
the first five years. This would generate a 
different annual requirement which we 
calculate as follows:  
Stepped trajectory = 300dpa  
257 home deficit if addressed within next five 
years = 51 homes per year  
300 + 51 = 351 homes per year  
Add 20% buffer = 70 homes  
351 + 70 = 421  
Total = 421 homes a year average.  
421 x 5 = 2,105  
We have considered Appendix 1. This shows 
a potential housing land supply for 2,207 
homes in the first five years (bottom of page 
293). The Council, consequently, appears to 
have an adequate housing land supply to 
make it possible to address the backlog 
accrued within the first five years, albeit there 
is not much by way of a margin. However, we 
should not lose sight of one of the primary 
objectives of the planning system, which is to 
meet the needs of the people, rather than 
making people conform to meet the needs of 
the planning system. 
 
We contend that the Council, in view of past 
under-delivery, should address the deficit as 
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quickly as possible, and within the next five 
years. 

11 Hillgate Village RA (Sam 
Dunkley) 

J, E P RBKC is already overdeveloped. The 
proposals for 30 storeys (Kensal OA) and 20 
storieys at Earls Court will overstress the 
existing infrastructure, which is already 
creaking 

Noted. 

12 Isis Amlak P, J, E, C, 
L 

 
The policy acknowledges that it will fail to 
meet its new homes target and that the target 
is under 300; there are over 3,000 unhoused 
people, including a number of survivors of the 
Grenfell fire. The plan to build only 600 new 
homes per year from 2024/25 and over 800 
new homes per year in 2029/ 30 onwards is 
not acceptable.  
Research by Shelter's Housing Commission in 
the aftermath of Grenfell found that "we need 
to deliver 3.1 million more social homes over 
20 years (an average of 155,000 a year) to 
meet defined needs". This would have a 
positive financial impact. 
• The Local Government Association’s (LGA) 
June 2020 report Delivery of council housing: 
Developing a stimulus package post-
pandemic calculated that investment in a new 
generation of social housing could return £320 
billion to the nation over 50 years, and that the 
arguments for investment in social housing as 
an economic stimulus will grow stronger in a 
post Covid-19 world. 
This would reduce negative externalities, both 
financially and socially. 

The Council acknowledges the 
Borough’s pressing housing need 
and planning policies are formulated 
to assist in meeting that need. 
 
The numbers of homes that can be 
delivered in the Borough are 
constrained by land availability. 
 
A number of comments raised are 
outside of the planning system such 
as the Empty Dwelling Management 
Order (EDMO). While EDMOs are 
not something we can address 
through planning, they have been 
actively considered by the Council. 
A report on the issue went to the 
Housing and Scrutiny Committee in 
May 2021 which can be found on 
this link. 

https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwjLytKXt7n3AhUUQEEAHZdYD38QFnoECBQQAQ&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.rbkc.gov.uk%2Fcommittees%2FDocument.ashx%3FczJKcaeAi5tUFL1DTL2UE4zNRBcoShgo%3Db2yYcFHbx8BtFM0DnM6RjAMYUs%252BNzENTdf4UKpMbApTN8EeXoj2k9Q%253D%253D%26rUzwRPf%252BZ3zd4E7Ikn8Lyw%253D%253D%3DpwRE6AGJFLDNlh225F5QMaQWCtPHwdhUfCZ%252FLUQzgA2uL5jNRG4jdQ%253D%253D%26mCTIbCubSFfXsDGW9IXnlg%253D%253D%3DhFflUdN3100%253D%26kCx1AnS9%252FpWZQ40DXFvdEw%253D%253D%3DhFflUdN3100%253D%26uJovDxwdjMPoYv%252BAJvYtyA%253D%253D%3DctNJFf55vVA%253D%26FgPlIEJYlotS%252BYGoBi5olA%253D%253D%3DNHdURQburHA%253D%26d9Qjj0ag1Pd993jsyOJqFvmyB7X0CSQK%3DctNJFf55vVA%253D%26WGewmoAfeNR9xqBux0r1Q8Za60lavYmz%3DctNJFf55vVA%253D%26WGewmoAfeNQ16B2MHuCpMRKZMwaG1PaO%3DctNJFf55vVA%253D&usg=AOvVaw2w7ggjl-gSfCB9FUBu_jYZ
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Although the Council does acknowledge the 
extraordinarily high prices the Office for 
National Statistics (ONS) reporting that the 
median price paid for homes at the end of 
September 2020 was c £1.3 million in the 
Borough. This is also by far the highest 
anywhere in the country if not globally the 
policy does not contain sufficient community-
led solutions. There is an absence of any 
strategic and coordinated activity that the 
Councils could take with their partners, and 
agencies such as housing associations, 
building preservation trusts and private 
companies as well as legal experts and 
regulatory bodies. Some examples: 
• Using empty properties 
• Compulsory Purchase  
 
Chapter 2 of Part 4 of the Housing Act 2004 
made provision for local authorities to take 
over management of certain residential 
premises that had been empty for at least six 
months by seeking an Empty Dwelling 
Management Order (EDMO). Yet, the council 
do not use these orders in spite of the large 
number of empty private properties (approx. 
6,000). The council must include a policy and 
a commitment to bring empty private sector 
property back into use for those in need 
(approx. 3,000 unhoused people) rather than 
housing RBKC residents out of the borough. 
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Financial viability assessments should not be 
used to avoid social housing targets. 
Research by Shelter found from 2009 – 2016 
the borough has lost out on at least 831 
affordable homes that its own planning 
policies say should have been built, due to 
financial viability assessments. The policy is 
not positively prepared, justified, effective, 
consistent with national policy, or legally 
compliant. 

13 Kensington & Chelsea Citizens 
Advice (Arantxa Gaba) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 
Given the scale of private development and 
levels of investment in property in the 
Borough, it is suggested that more can be 
done in conjunction with the private sector to 
ensure that more community housing is 
provided. 
 
Further, there is scope to increase the 
understanding of the relationship between 
RBKC and private developers. It may increase 
the level of independence if there is a team 
representing the needs of the residents 
between the developer and the planning 
department.  
 
Citizens Advice believes that more needs to 
be done to deal with empty homes and that 
residents and the community have not been 
sufficiently consulted. 
We ask the Council to consider what can be 
done to prevent RBKC properties, both 
existing and proposed, from being used as 
wealth-holding vehicles, whether for UK or 

While useful suggestions are made, 
these are not comments that can be 
taken forward in planning policy.  
 
For instance, EDMOs are not 
something we can address through 
planning, they have been actively 
considered by the Council. A report 
on the issue went to the Housing 
and Scrutiny Committee in May 
2021 which can be found on this 
link. 

https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwjLytKXt7n3AhUUQEEAHZdYD38QFnoECBQQAQ&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.rbkc.gov.uk%2Fcommittees%2FDocument.ashx%3FczJKcaeAi5tUFL1DTL2UE4zNRBcoShgo%3Db2yYcFHbx8BtFM0DnM6RjAMYUs%252BNzENTdf4UKpMbApTN8EeXoj2k9Q%253D%253D%26rUzwRPf%252BZ3zd4E7Ikn8Lyw%253D%253D%3DpwRE6AGJFLDNlh225F5QMaQWCtPHwdhUfCZ%252FLUQzgA2uL5jNRG4jdQ%253D%253D%26mCTIbCubSFfXsDGW9IXnlg%253D%253D%3DhFflUdN3100%253D%26kCx1AnS9%252FpWZQ40DXFvdEw%253D%253D%3DhFflUdN3100%253D%26uJovDxwdjMPoYv%252BAJvYtyA%253D%253D%3DctNJFf55vVA%253D%26FgPlIEJYlotS%252BYGoBi5olA%253D%253D%3DNHdURQburHA%253D%26d9Qjj0ag1Pd993jsyOJqFvmyB7X0CSQK%3DctNJFf55vVA%253D%26WGewmoAfeNR9xqBux0r1Q8Za60lavYmz%3DctNJFf55vVA%253D%26WGewmoAfeNQ16B2MHuCpMRKZMwaG1PaO%3DctNJFf55vVA%253D&usg=AOvVaw2w7ggjl-gSfCB9FUBu_jYZ
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foreign investors.  
We also ask the Council to consider using the 
Housing Act 2004 which made provision for 
local authorities to take over management of 
residential premises that had been empty for 
at least six months by seeking an Empty 
Dwelling Management Order (EDMO). This 
can apply where all a) all attempts to contact 
the owner or negotiations to bring the property 
back into use have failed b) there is no 
prospect of the dwelling becoming occupied in 
the near future c) there is a reasonable 
prospect that the dwelling will become 
occupied if an EDMO is made. 

14 Kensington and Chelsea Social 
Council (Joe Batty) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 
The housing target for the Borough should be 
considered more flexibly and respond to local 
circumstances (this would be consistent with 
the direction of Government policy). Some of 
the housing need can be met by an empty 
homes strategy. There needs to be a change 
of priorities away from producing new build for 
overseas investment and towards valuing 
development which provides schools, health 
facilities, play space and food growing space 
integrated with housing. 

The Council’s policy in resisting very 
large homes as well as policies 
reflecting the evidence in the Local 
Housing Needs Assessment, 
January 2022 are designed to meet 
local needs. Other policies in the 
plan support holistic place making 
as described. 

15 Kensington Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

E P, J 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 

The addition of the target being a 
‘net’ figure in each instance can 
be added as a minor 
modification. 
 
The Council is clear that HMOs are 
not the same a short term lets. The 
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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 on short term lets is Policy 
TC8: Hotels Part D and supporting 
text 5.74. 
 
However, a minor modification 
could be made to the supporting 
text of Policy HO1 to 
acknowledge HMOs are a form of 
permanent residential 
accommodation. 
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16 Leufroy Ltd (Macsen Lake-

Edwards) 

  
The standard of accommodation: The stated 
aim of the Local Plan (at paragraph 1.1) “is to 
achieve good accessible placemaking that 
protects and improves residents’ health and 
well-being, provides good quality homes, 
enhancing the economy and the environment 
.” 
Whilst paragraph 3.78 identifies that “…[t]he 
Council has committed to a major seven year 
programme of investment in its homes, 
including upgrading the housing stock…” in 
line with the stated aim of the local plan to 
provide good quality homes, as currently 
drafted, Policy HO1 would serve to prevent 
the poorest quality and smallest 
accommodation in the private sector from 
being improved to a suitable standard for 
modern self-contained accommodation. 
It is important to recognise that HMOs in the 
borough provide permanent living 
accommodation, typically let on Assured 
Shorthold Tenancies (ASTs) for 6 months, for 
people of all ages, usually as their only place 
or residence. Leufroy manages 
accommodation for residents aged 21-65 
generally, with a number of older persons 
having lived within bedsit accommodation for 
15+ years. 
RBKC’s HMO standards allow for a bedsit 
room for one person to measure 9.5 sqm with 
kitchen, personal washing and toilet facilities 
to be shared with other residents in separate 
bedsits. The HMO standards also allow 

The Council is clear that HMOs are 
not the same as short term lets. The 
policy on short term lets is Policy 
TC8: Hotels Part D and supporting 
text 5.74. 
 
However, a minor modification 
could be made to the supporting 
text of Policy HO1 to 
acknowledge HMOs are a form of 
permanent residential 
accommodation. 
 
The policy is clearly justified at 
paragraphs 3.13 to 3.18 of the New 
Local Plan. This includes that HMOs 
cater to keyworkers. This is 
acknowledged in the response itself 
that keyworkers of necessity have to 
locate near their workplace.  
 
Given the property values in the 
Borough, self-contained homes are 
not accessible to those at lower 
incomes. 
 
Within the mix of homes in the 
Borough, it is clear that HMOs have 
an important role and this is set out 
in the Council’s Local Housing 
Needs Assessment. 
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landlords to let out shared bedsit rooms of just 
12 sqm for two (potentially unrelated) persons, 
with kitchen, personal washing and toilet 
facilities also outside of the room and shared 
with others. By comparison the Nationally 
Described Space Standards (NDSS) for self-
contained housing (adopted by RBKC) define 
the minimum size for: 
 
● 1-bedroom/1-person units to be 37sqm (3.9 
times larger than a 9.5 sqm 1-person bedsit); 
and 
● 1-bedroom/2-person units to be 50sqm 
(4.17 times larger than a 12 sqm 2-person 
bedsit) 
 
RBKC’s adopted Local Plan (2019) 
recognises (at paragraph 23.3.67) that HMOs 
“provide a less than ideal form of habitation” 
and considers that the approach to allow for 
conversions of HMO bedsit accommodation to 
studios means that “A balance has therefore 
been struck between the need to cater for the 
lower end of the private rented market and the 
need to provide a dwelling of an appropriate 
standard for the twenty-first century.” 
 
Given the stated aim of the local Plan to 
protect and improve residents’ health and 
well-being, and provide good quality homes it 
is surprising, that RBKC now intend to be 
apply less weight to “the need to provide a 
dwelling of an appropriate standard for the 

Contrary to the assertion that the 
policy will promote substandard 
living, the policy supports bringing 
HMOs up to standards including 
where necessary there may be a 
loss of rooms in the process. 
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twenty-first century” in seeking to prevent 
HMOs from being converted to studio flats. 
 
In a borough with huge inequality in the 
quality of housing, it is considered to be a 
backward step for RBKC’s planning policies to 
be amended so as to prevent the poorest 
quality non-self-contained accommodation in 
the borough from being upgraded to provide 
self-contained accommodation of suitable 
size. 
 
From a social perspective, the 157 sui generis 
HMOs in the borough that would be protected 
by draft Policy HO1 effectively comprise 
concentrations of “poorer quality housing” . 
Thus the proposed change in policy would 
serve to maintain “poor doors” symptomatic of 
the disparity in the standard living for the 
poorer members of the community (including 
key workers) when compared to the rest of the 
population. This is considered to be in conflict 
with the Borough’s newly adopted NLPR 
values of “putting communities first, respecting 
others, acting with integrity and working 
together” defined at Paragraph 1.2 of the 
publication policies document. 
 
Affordability considerations: The NLPR 
considers (at paragraph 3.14) that “HMOs 
play a role in the private rented sector in 
providing low cost accommodation”, noting 
that “These can be accessed by a range of 
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key workers as well as by professionals on 
middle income earnings but not sufficient to 
enter home ownership.” 
 
It is clear that bedsit accommodation should 
be cheaper than self-contained 
accommodation because it provides poorer 
living standards than self-contained housing – 
with personal space limited to as little as 
9.5sqm and the need to queue for the use of 
toilets, bathrooms and/or kitchens together 
with strangers in the same building. 
 
Whilst the NLPR acknowledges that HMOs 
play an important role in housing Key Workers 
in the borough – it does not seek to explain 
why this is the case. 
 
Key workers – such as staff at the Royal 
Brompton and Chelsea and Westminster 
hospitals - typically need to be located close 
to their place of work, due to shift patterns and 
the need for some to be on call or able to 
attend work at relatively short notice. 
 
It is not the case that key workers prefer to 
live in HMOs accommodation. It is rather that 
their need to live close to work leads them to 
HMO accommodation due to a mismatch 
between demand and supply for housing in 
the borough, combined with the limited 
availability of both small self-contained private 
let flats and affordable/key worker housing. 
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Whilst existing and proposed Local Plan policy 
seeks to resist amalgamations to try to 
prevent the further loss of smaller more 
affordable flats, preventing bedsits from being 
converted to studios (as sought by draft Policy 
HO1) restricts one source of additional studio 
flats to serve the lower end of the rental 
market. 
 
In terms of affordability, the lack of good 
quality small self-contained flats in the 
borough effectively means that bedsits are 
able to command similar rental levels to small 
flats - due to the lack of alternative options for 
residents (including key workers). 
 
Whereas RBKC do not provide any publicly-
available evidence to support their suggestion 
that bedsit accommodation is significantly 
cheaper than self-contained studio flats, our 
own evidence is that within Leufroy’s portfolio 
there is only a limited difference in average 
rental levels achieved, as shown below. [SEE 
PDF FOR TABLE] 
 
Whilst it is accepted that rental levels are 
typically slightly higher for self-contained 
studio units, the difference is clearly not 
substantial. 
 
Indeed, it is certainly pertinent to note that for 
the recently modernised accommodation at 5a 
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Kenway Road - one of the bedsit units 
commands a higher rent (£1500) than two of 
the studio units within the samE property 
(£1300 each). 
 
Management and safety: From an owner’s / 
developer’s perspective, conversion of HMO 
accommodation to studios is not driven by an 
uplift in rental levels, because the change for 
individual units is limited and the requirement 
for room and unit sizes to comply with the 
NDSS means that conversion results in fewer 
units being provided. 
 
It is instead the case that self-contained 
accommodation is more flexible, safer and 
easier to manage and maintain than 
accommodation where a number of unrelated 
individuals live-cheek-by-jowl and need to 
share communal facilities. 
 
Self-contained accommodation is 
fundamentally far safer for women and 
vulnerable persons than non-self-contained 
accommodation and less likely to give rise to 
potential conflict, noise and disturbance than 
even very well managed HMOs to the benefit 
of occupants and local residents. 
 
Accordingly, introducing a policy that prevent 
bedsits from being converted to self-contained 
s elf-contained accommodation is considered 
to be in conflict with the aim of the NLPR to 
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“protect and improve residents’ health and 
well-being.” 
 
The loss of housing: The conversion of 228 
rooms in HMOs to since April 2019 is 
presented (at para 3.15) as a reason for 
justifying a new policy approach to stop HMO 
conversions, but this is clearly flawed in that 
this headline figure provides no breakdown of 
how many new (better quality) self-contained 
studios have replaced these bedsit rooms. It 
also is not based on any evidence of what the 
loss of units is (instead relying on broad 
national level assumptions on relative 
densities rather than factual data to suggest 
an unsubstantiated figure of 127 units lost). 
 
Furthermore, given the NLPR itself concedes 
(at paragraph 3.14) that there are only 157 
licenced HMOs of the scale that require 
planning permission to change to residential 
use out of 8244 HMOs overall(!), it would 
appear that the draft policy would be unable to 
prevent the vast majority of HMO to residential 
conversions in any event, due to the permitted 
development right that allows for Class C4 
HMOs (for up to 6 persons) to be converted 
into single dwellinghouses without the need 
for planning permission. 
Summary: The proposed change in policy 
approach to seek to prevent HMOs from being 
upgraded into studio flats fit for 21st century 
living is not adequately justified or based on 
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robust evidence and would serve to 
perpetuate the significant disparity in the 
quality in living accommodation in the 
borough. 
 
Whilst draft Policy HO1 would not affect vast 
majority of HMO accommodation in RBKC 
(which are capable of being converted to 
single dwellings under permitted development 
rights), it is considered that the proposed 
protection of larger HMOs would perpetuate 
the borough’s inequality in living standards by 
maintaining outdated non-self-contained living 
accommodation and in turn discouraging 
investment to improve poorest quality 
accommodation in the borough. The policy 
would also limit the potential creation of 
smaller and more affordable self-contained 
studio flats to serve the lower end of the 
private market. 
This change in approach is considered 
contrary to the approach to provide “decent 
homes”, from National Government down to 
the London Plan and the stated aim of the 
NLPR to protect and improve residents’ health 
and well-being and provide good quality 
homes. 
 
Change sought: it is requested that Part E of 
Policy HO1 be d replaced with new text as 
follows: E houses in multiple occupation 
except where a proposal concerns conversion 
into self contained studio flats, and require 
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any such proposal to be subject to a s106 
agreement to ensure the flats remain as 
studios in perpetuity. 
 
 
 
 

17 Lots Village Residents 
Association (Kerry Davis-Head) 

P 
 

 Noted. 

18 Mas Hiday P, E J, C, L  Noted. 

19 Moni Red P, J, E, C 
 

There are already too many people living in 
KC. We don’t need more housing ! 

Noted. 

20 Moyra Samuels P, J, E, C, 
L 

 
Justified: The council's approach runs 
contrary to the evidence of need in the 
borough sited in 3.2- Key facts - By contrast 
as of 31 July 2022 there are about 3,090 
households on the housing register with 2,133 
in temporary accommodation 
Effective: How is this achievable given the 
loss of potential dwellings relative to the need 
as indicated in Appendix 1: Sites within the 
housing trajectory 
The plan is not consistent with the London 
Plan or achievable within the timescales given 
that the council failed the housing delivery test 
2021 
1.10 The more general and obvious 
consequence of a failure to build in 
Kensington and Chelsea is fewer homes are 
built to meet demand and need, which 
exacerbates the unaffordability of homes. 

The planning policies as written 
support good growth and new 
homes in the Borough. As set out in 
paragraph 3.8 the Borough is 
uniquely constrained and has a 
limited supply of sites. The NLPR is 
seeking to optimise all sites and is 
positively allocating land supporting 
delivery of high-quality, well-
designed homes. 
 
The Mayor of London (GLA) has 
confirmed that the Publication 
Policies are in general conformity 
with the London Plan. The housing 
trajectory shows how the housing 
targets will be met during the plan 
period. 
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Fewer new market homes also mean fewer 
new community homes. This is because 
building new market housing funds the 
construction of community homes for those on 
lower and middle incomes. (Housing delivery 
test Action plan- August 2022) 
The Council needs to include in the plan the 
right to Compulsory Purchase (As part of the 
Compulsory Purchase Act , 2004)and to 
address Climate change, if it is to meet it's 
delivery targets for community housing. This 
will make it legally compliant with regards to 
Public sector Equality Duty. 

The NLPR includes policies 
designed to help mitigate climate 
change particularly in Chapter 2. 
 
Legislation regarding Compulsory 
Purchase operates of its own right 
outside of the Local Plan process. 

21 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, C, 
L 

 
No comment Noted. 

22 RBKC Labour Group of 
Councillors (Emma Dent Coad) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 
The Council has effectively 'hidden' plots of 
land and potential development sites for many 
years, most of which have recently been 
developed for private residential use. Stating 
now that there is 'nowhere to build social 
housing' is disingenuous. The Lots Road 
development should be given over to 100% 
social housing. The Council Leadership will 
not allow this as the ward is politically 
marginal. 

The Council’s New Homes 
programme will deliver 50% of 
homes at social rent. It is a policy 
requirement to deliver 50% 
affordable housing on public sector 
land. 

23 Savills on behalf of Commercial 
Estates Group (Kirsty Turner) 

  
CEG wish to continue to work with the Council 
to bring forward sites across the Borough and 
deliver new homes. Therefore, we support the 
aspiration to meet and exceed the housing 
targets set for the Borough, as set out in HO1 
below:  
 

Noted. 
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Meet and exceed the London Plan target, 
which is currently 4,480 new homes over 10 
years in the Borough by:  
1. Delivering 1,500 homes in the first five 
years of the Local Plan with an annual target 
of 300 homes.  
2. Delivering 2,980 homes in years six to ten 
of the Local Plan.  
3. Supporting the delivery of homes on site 
allocations.  
4. Optimising the homes delivered on all sites 
using a design led approach and 
benchmarking against the nationally 
described housing standards.  
5. Using a design led approach on small sites.  
6. Resist very large homes by benchmarking 
floorspace against nationally described 
housing standards.’ 

24 Silvera Williams 
  

How have you determined that you can 
exceed the London Plan housing targets? 
Does this take into consideration the broad 
range of new home tenure and floorspace? 
Have these parameters been fixed across the 
borough? 
 
How do you define a “design led” approach? 
When would design NOT be a lead? 
 
Why are space standards only to the minimum 
required? 
 
The delivery of new homes is already lagging 
the housing targets, and this shortfall has 

The Council’s housing trajectory 
showing how homes will be 
delivered and targets met and 
exceeded in the longer term are set 
out in Chapter 3 and Appendix 1. 
 
The term “design-led approach” 
stems from the London Plan. 
Previously the London Plan 
included a density matrix which was 
a crude tool to calculate the number 
of homes a site could accommodate 
with no consideration of design 
based on site constraints. 
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been added to you ten year plan. Are you 
confident that this increased target can be 
met, especially in the current economic 
conditions? What happens if you do not meet 
this target? 

Minimum standards ensure homes 
are built to deliver at least a 
minimum quality/size. Maximum 
standards would not achieve that as 
there would be no minimum bar. 
 
As stated above Appendix 1 sets 
out delivery by identified sites. If the 
target is not met the consequences 
are set out in the national planning 
policy framework (NPPF). 
 

25 Stephen Duckworth J, E, C 
 

Since this document was prepared the 
Government has changed its policy on 
housing targets and these will no longer be 
mandatory on local authorities. I assume this 
will apply to the London Plan as to elsewhere 
in the country.. The stress on targets in this 
policy under Delivery of New Homes is 
therefore neither justified nor consistent with 
national policy, and needs full reconsideration. 
 
The policy is not effective in the case of the 
major development proposed at Kensal 
Canalside. It is proposed to build some 3,900 
homes over a lengthy period. This will cause 
very high densities on the available land (and 
consequent use of very tall buildings) for very 
little benefit in terms of community housing 
(see my answer to HO3 for further on this). 
Only bus transport is available as public 
transport to service the site, and this along 
crowded roads, in particular Ladbroke Grove. 

Housing targets 
The Government is consulting on 
reforms to national planning policy 
setting out transitional 
arrangements. However, these 
changes are not in place as of now. 
 
 
In its consultation the Government 
is not proposing to change the 
method of calculating an area’s 
housing need. This is based on 
2014 household projections but also 
factors in an affordability ratio which 
for the Borough is the highest in the 
country. 
 
The Government is proposing to 
“review the implications on the 
standard method of new household 
projections data based on the 2021 

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/levelling-up-and-regeneration-bill-reforms-to-national-planning-policy/levelling-up-and-regeneration-bill-reforms-to-national-planning-policy
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This will encourage a high level of car usage. 
 
There is no mention that I can see in the 
policies of the issue and potential of empty 
homes. The RBKC website recognise these 
as a wasted resource. Action for Empty 
Homes (previously the Empty Homes Agency) 
records that in 2022 9,056 homes out of a 
total of 89,715 are either empty or second 
homes in the Borough - one in ten homes. 
Why is RBKC not applying considerable 
pressure to change this situation given the 
housing need and targets, and when use of 
existing properties for permanent housing 
would be far more economical in 
build/refurbishment cost, and in carbon 
emissions, and in relatively speedy outcomes. 
Why is the CPO power not being used in the 
public interest to achieve more homes in this 
way ? 

Census, which is due to be 
published in 2024.” 
 
Kensal Canalside 
The Local Plan affordable housing 
policy will require 35% affordable 
across the site. High densities do 
not necessarily mean unsuitable 
affordable housing will be provided 
but careful attention will be required 
scrutinising the design of new 
development as it comes forward. 
The residential parts of the site will 
be car free. Regarding accessibility 
appropriate infrastructure will be 
required to ensure that the site is 
accessible both in terms of internal 
circulation but access in and out. 
Careful attention will be paid to 
phasing and when appropriate 
infrastructure needs to come 
forward.     
 
 
Empty Homes  
Policy HO1 A (6) of the New Local 
Plan resists very large homes. 
Supporting paragraph 3.12 explains 
that one of the reasons for doing so 
is to tackle the issue of ‘buy to 
leave’ housing. These are the new 
homes that are normally left empty. 
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However, outside of the planning 
system the Council is looking at the 
issue of empty homes through other 
controls. A report on the issue went 
to the Housing and Scrutiny 
Committee in May 2021 which can 
be found on this link. 
 

26 St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

E P, J, C As set out in our response to the Regulation 
18 Draft Local Plan we consider that a new 
Local Plan for RBKC needs a specific policy 
on Housing Density. As we stated previously: 
This policy should 
• Provide more clarity and guidance to 
developers and landowners at a very early 
stage as to the likely acceptability of 
proposals. 
• Help to avoid situations in which developer 
expectations continue through the stage of 
extensive pre-application advice and PPAs, 
only for the outcome to arouse such strong 
opposition from local residents that schemes 
are refused by the Council’s Planning 
Committee. 
• Help the public to understand, from looking 
at the Local Plan, what sort of building 
typology and building heights are likely to 
emerge in different parts of the Borough. 
 
It is difficult at this time to predict the direction 
of national policy and we accept that this new 
Local Plan is likely to be examined against the 
current version of the NPPF. But there are 

Density 
Section 3.2 of the Policy 
Formulation Report (PFR) on Policy 
HO1 provides a detailed explanation 
of why setting a density range is not 
considered suitable. 
 
Short-term lets 
The Council is clear that HMOs are 
not the same a short term lets. The 
policy on short term lets is Policy 
TC8: Hotels Part D and supporting 
text 5.74. 
 
However, a minor modification 
could be made to the supporting 
text of Policy HO1 to 
acknowledge HMOs are a form of 
permanent residential 
accommodation. 
 
Empty Homes  
Policy HO1 A (6) of the New Local 
Plan resists very large homes. 
Supporting paragraph 3.12 explains 

https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwjLytKXt7n3AhUUQEEAHZdYD38QFnoECBQQAQ&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.rbkc.gov.uk%2Fcommittees%2FDocument.ashx%3FczJKcaeAi5tUFL1DTL2UE4zNRBcoShgo%3Db2yYcFHbx8BtFM0DnM6RjAMYUs%252BNzENTdf4UKpMbApTN8EeXoj2k9Q%253D%253D%26rUzwRPf%252BZ3zd4E7Ikn8Lyw%253D%253D%3DpwRE6AGJFLDNlh225F5QMaQWCtPHwdhUfCZ%252FLUQzgA2uL5jNRG4jdQ%253D%253D%26mCTIbCubSFfXsDGW9IXnlg%253D%253D%3DhFflUdN3100%253D%26kCx1AnS9%252FpWZQ40DXFvdEw%253D%253D%3DhFflUdN3100%253D%26uJovDxwdjMPoYv%252BAJvYtyA%253D%253D%3DctNJFf55vVA%253D%26FgPlIEJYlotS%252BYGoBi5olA%253D%253D%3DNHdURQburHA%253D%26d9Qjj0ag1Pd993jsyOJqFvmyB7X0CSQK%3DctNJFf55vVA%253D%26WGewmoAfeNR9xqBux0r1Q8Za60lavYmz%3DctNJFf55vVA%253D%26WGewmoAfeNQ16B2MHuCpMRKZMwaG1PaO%3DctNJFf55vVA%253D&usg=AOvVaw2w7ggjl-gSfCB9FUBu_jYZ
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447333.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO1%20-%20HO2%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447333.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO1%20-%20HO2%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447333.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO1%20-%20HO2%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
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Ref Respondent Name Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 
clear signals that the concept of ‘gentle 
density’ will feature in an updated NPPF. 
 
On short-lets, the StQW neighbourhood 
suffers from this problem. On HO1 E there is a 
need to add after HO1E by adding after 
“HMOs” in line 1: “, as permanent residential 
accommodation,” along with “and will resist 
their loss to short-lets and tourist 
accommodation” 
 
We think that this part of the Local Plan 
should address the issue of the estimated 
9,000 empty homes in the Borough. In 
previous decades RBKC as a planning and 
housing authority has had a more robust 
policy approach to homes treated purely as 
investments and left unused. This included 
threatened use of CPO powers. 

that one of the reasons for doing so 
is to tackle the issue of ‘buy to 
leave’ housing. These are the new 
homes that are normally left empty. 
 
However, outside of the planning 
system the Council is looking at the 
issue of empty homes through other 
controls. A report on the issue went 
to the Housing and Scrutiny 
Committee in May 2021 which can 
be found on this link. 
 
 

27 Sydney St. & District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 
P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and the reasons given are 
very persuasive. 

Noted. 

28 Tanya Thompson P, J, E, C, 
L 

 
New homes are only in north of the borough 
and appear to have far to many homes in too 
small spaces with no thought to the existing 
infrastructure. Local consultations don’t listen 
to local people 

Figure 3.2 of the NLPR shows 
where sites are being allocated. 
 
The land allocations are based on 
where land is suitable and available 
rather than any other consideration. 

29 TfL - Commercial Development 
(Brendan Hodges) 

P, J, E,  
 

Part A of the policy is unchanged since the 
Reg 18 consultation version of the NLPR and 
we therefore reiterate that to achieve the 
Council’s ambition to exceed the London Plan 
target of delivering 4,480 net new homes over 

The wording in Policy HO1 A is to 
“meet and exceed” the London Plan 
target. The addition to the word 
minimum would be superfluous 
given the stated objective. 

https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwjLytKXt7n3AhUUQEEAHZdYD38QFnoECBQQAQ&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.rbkc.gov.uk%2Fcommittees%2FDocument.ashx%3FczJKcaeAi5tUFL1DTL2UE4zNRBcoShgo%3Db2yYcFHbx8BtFM0DnM6RjAMYUs%252BNzENTdf4UKpMbApTN8EeXoj2k9Q%253D%253D%26rUzwRPf%252BZ3zd4E7Ikn8Lyw%253D%253D%3DpwRE6AGJFLDNlh225F5QMaQWCtPHwdhUfCZ%252FLUQzgA2uL5jNRG4jdQ%253D%253D%26mCTIbCubSFfXsDGW9IXnlg%253D%253D%3DhFflUdN3100%253D%26kCx1AnS9%252FpWZQ40DXFvdEw%253D%253D%3DhFflUdN3100%253D%26uJovDxwdjMPoYv%252BAJvYtyA%253D%253D%3DctNJFf55vVA%253D%26FgPlIEJYlotS%252BYGoBi5olA%253D%253D%3DNHdURQburHA%253D%26d9Qjj0ag1Pd993jsyOJqFvmyB7X0CSQK%3DctNJFf55vVA%253D%26WGewmoAfeNR9xqBux0r1Q8Za60lavYmz%3DctNJFf55vVA%253D%26WGewmoAfeNQ16B2MHuCpMRKZMwaG1PaO%3DctNJFf55vVA%253D&usg=AOvVaw2w7ggjl-gSfCB9FUBu_jYZ


299 
 

Ref Respondent Name Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 
10 years, the housing delivery figures set out 
in paragraphs 1 and 2 should be expressed 
as minimum numbers, to be exceeded. This 
would ensure that the NLPR is justified and 
effective in increasing housing supply and 
therefore positively prepared. 

30 The Natural History Museum 
(N/A) 

C P, J, E, 
L 

The NHM is supportive of the 
acknowledgement in Policy HO1 of the need 
for affordable housing as well as the wider 
housing need across the Borough. The NHM 
would urge the Council, however, to consider 
allowing the provision of homes for key 
workers or employees on surplus land where 
workers need support. The NHM therefore 
suggests the following additional point is 
added to part A of Policy HO1:  
 
“7. Encouraging the provision of homes for 
key workers or employees on surplus land 
where workers need support.” 
 
At present, the NHM believes that Policy HO1 
fails the test of soundness as it is not 
consistent with national planning policy due to 
its failure to recognise the need to provide key 
worker homes and the ability of surplus land 
to accommodate additional housing.  
 
In order for Policy HO1 to be consistent with 
national policy and apply a presumption in 
favour of sustainable development, Paragraph 
11 of the NPPF states that, in the plan-making 
process, sustainable development requires 

Housing for key workers is not 
considered a specific housing 
product in planning policy. However, 
the NLPR does support housing for 
key workers. This is set out in 
paragraph 3.45 (supporting text to 
Policy HO2: Community Housing). It 
states “The Council supports 
housing for key workers as defined 
in the Council’s Key Worker and 
Intermediate Housing Policy 2022. 
Key worker housing is considered to 
be a subset of intermediate housing 
and the Council’s Key Worker and 
Intermediate Housing Policy 2022 
will be used to allocate intermediate 
homes to key workers by the 
housing authority.” 
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Ref Respondent Name Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 
that strategic policies at a minimum provide 
for “objectively assessed needs for housing”.  
 
In order for Policy HO1 to pass the test of 
“soundness” as set out in the NPPF, 
paragraph 35 (a) of the NPPF prescribes that 
policy must seek to meet the area’s 
objectively assessed needs to be consistent 
with achieving sustainable development.  
 
In Chapter 5 ‘Delivering a sufficient supply of 
homes’ of the NPPF, paragraph 60 states that 
“to support the Government’s objective of 
significantly boosting the supply of homes, it is 
important that…the needs of groups with 
specific housing requirements are addressed”. 
Paragraph 62 makes clear that these 
“different groups” which require housing are 
not limited to those listed in the NPPF. 
Therefore, this could include key workers 
where need is objectively identified.  
Furthermore, Chapter 11 ‘Making effective 
use of land’ at paragraph 119 states that, in 
creating planning policies, local authorities 
“should promote an effective use of land in 
meeting the need for homes and other uses”, 
which specifically in paragraph 120(d) is 
stated to include policies which “promote and 
support the development of under-utilised 
land and buildings, especially if this would 
help to meet identified needs for housing 
where land supply is constrained and 
available sites could be used more 
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Ref Respondent Name Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 
effectively”.  
 
The NHM considers that, in the current 
climate, not least in light of the implications of 
the COVID-19 pandemic, the cost of living 
crisis, and the stress this places on public 
resources, the need to provide homes for key 
workers is a pressing cause. The NHM 
recognises the contributions of public sector 
and other key workers to society, as well as 
their need for housing in places such as 
RBKC where they provide these services.  
 
RBKC has objectively identified key workers’ 
housing need in several documents.  
One of RBKC’s six key priorities in the 
Housing Strategy 2019-2022 is to increase 
the supply of genuinely affordable housing. 
RBKC also published its Key Worker and 
Intermediate Housing Policy in April of 2022. 
This policy gives key workers priority access 
to certain forms of affordable housing. 
Furthermore, the Local Housing Needs 
Assessment for RBKC Final Report, published 
in September 2022, recognises key workers’ 
housing need and their reliance on affordable 
housing. It also addresses the negative impact 
which reduction in the number of affordable 
units has had on meeting this need.  
 
Policy HO1 does not currently address key 
worker’s needs. As such, the NHM believes 
Policy HO1 fails the test of soundness on 



302 
 

Ref Respondent Name Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 
grounds of failure to be consistent with 
national policy by omitting to mention its 
support of provision of key worker homes and 
the potential utilisation of surplus land for this 
purpose. This is consistent with the above 
NPPF policies which support development of 
under-utilised land for housing and state that 
sustainable development involves supplying 
homes for specific groups in need. The NHM 
therefore recommends that the following 
phrase be added to Part A of Policy HO1 in 
order to bring it in compliance with national 
policy: 
 
“7. Encouraging the provision of homes for 
key workers or employees on surplus land 
where workers need support.” 

31 TRA Travellers Site Stable Way 
(Patrick Joseph O'Donnell) 

  
Is it realistic to build 4,480 new homes over 10 
years in an already overcrowded borough? 
Especially if it’s deemed land values are too 
high in the south of borough to build 
community homes putting the pressure on 
amenities and local infrastructure in the north 
of the borough. 
 
The new homes strategy must be delivered in 
a more equitable ways – there may well be a 
legal clash between policies proposing 
delivering new homes and efforts to meet 
climate change targets. I refer again to the 
development at Acklam Road where 32 units 
are being built but where the council failed to 
carry out air quality assessment for PM2.5. 

Chapter 3 and Appendix 1 
demonstrate how the target of 4,480 
homes will be met over 10 years.  
 
Requisite planning requirement for 
specific developments are not part 
of the remit of this consultation. 
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32 Turley for Ian Oliver 316-324 

Kensal Road (Laurence 
Brooker) 

  
Policy HO1 Delivery and protection of homes 
is strongly supported, given recent under-
delivery of housing in the borough, as is the 
approach to optimise housing delivery on all 
sites using a design led approach.  
 
Part C of the policy supports the potential loss 
of market residential homes and floorspace to 
a business use in employment zones. It is 
considered that this is very unlikely to happen 
in the case of the Kensal Employment Zone 
and that in fact the policy should support the 
provision of residential accommodation as 
part of mixed-use developments in 
Employment Zones to deliver the viable 
redevelopment of sites.  
 
As set out above, there is significant 
available/vacant commercial space in the 
Employment Zone at present including in 
newly completed developments, and there is a 
very significant pipeline of office/commercial 
floorspace coming through in 
consented/implemented and submitted 
schemes. As such, a more balanced approach 
that seeks to protect and promote residential 
use in Employment Zones  
alongside an appropriate quantum of high 
quality commercial floorspace should be 
considered. 
 
This is also considered to be appropriate in 
the context of the wide extent of heritage and 

Policy HO1 does recognise the 
particular role that the borough’s 
Employment Zones can have in 
providing for employment 
floorspace, and there will be some 
circumstances where the loss of 
market homes to employment 
floorspace may be supported.  This 
policy must be read alongside the 
BC1 which is explicit in supporting 
commercial/ residential mixed use 
development within an employment 
zone as long as the new 
development includes a significant 
uplift in the quality and quantity of 
business floorspace on that site.   
 
This function is also noted in 
chapter 9, “optimising employment 
areas”, which recognises that 
residential uses can unlock 
enhancements to the viability of 
wider employment zone, bring wider 
place making benefits and 
contribute to met housing need.   
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conservation designations that exist across 
the borough, including Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas, and given the protection 
of other uses (and removal of permitted 
development rights) affecting potential 
housing delivery, and which limit the 
availability of sites for development (and 
housing delivery by association), meaning that 
opportunities to address and maximise 
housing delivery across less constrained parts 
of the borough should be explored. 

33 Turley on behalf of Warrior 
Property Group and Portobello 
Group (Alice Hawkins) 

  
This draft policy is generally supported as well 
as the key principles set out under Part A in 
relation to maximising housing delivery and 
the active encouragement of the provision of 
new housing across the Borough. It is 
considered that this part of the draft policy 
could be further strengthened through an 
additional point that specifically recognises 
housing as a “priority use” in the Borough 
given the recent shortfall in delivery. 
 
The principle of protecting existing residential 
accommodation and not allowing loss of 
residential accommodation as set out in Part 
B of the draft Policy is also supported, aside 
from occasions where land use swaps may 
occur (assuming no loss in residential floor 
space or units). 
 
However, it is considered that Part B should 
include greater flexibility to ensure that 
housing delivery can be optimised across the 

The Council notes that the change 
being sought essentially is – “As 
such, it is suggested that if the 
Council seek to remove the blanket 
threshold of 170sqm for 
amalgamation to reduce loss of 
housing, some flexibility for planning 
judgement on individual sites should 
still be allowed for within the policy 
wording. We would suggest the 
addition of “unless the loss of a unit 
can be robustly justified within the 
context of the proposed 
development and demonstrate 
planning benefits in accordance with 
Part A of this policy and other 
policies within the Development 
Plan”.” 
 
It is considered that the change 
being sought is implicit in the way 
the planning system operates i.e. 
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Borough and not compromise other uses that 
might be more appropriate in some 
circumstances. Part B protects existing 
residential floorspace through not allowing 
any amalgamations of existing residential 
units. It is noted that there may be site-specific 
circumstances where the amalgamation of two 
units as part of a wider development scheme 
and proposal could result in significant 
planning benefits associated with the delivery 
of the scheme or to meet a specific local 
housing need.  
 
Furthermore, it is still considered that in some 
circumstances, particularly when considered 
as part of a wider development proposal 
resulting in the revitalisation of an existing 
asset, or a portfolio approach whereby a 
residential unit could be re-provided or 
balanced against provision elsewhere in the 
Borough, there are site specific circumstances 
in which amalgamation may be appropriate 
and would not result in a significant loss of 
housing across the Borough.  
 
There are also circumstances where heritage 
benefits can be delivered through 
amalgamation proposals through the re-
instatement of previously sub-divided family 
sized homes, including into accommodation 
which does not meet current space standards. 
It should also be noted that larger units are an 
established feature of the historic 

other material considerations can be 
taken into account where necessary 
on a case by case basis. 
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development of the borough, and the 
provision of larger units can in some cases 
underpin the delivery or viability of 
development proposals. 
 
The evidence noted in the supporting text at 
paragraph 3.13 for the removal of this policy 
ability to amalgamate two residential units 
states: 
“the Council failed the Government’s 2021 
Housing Delivery test published in January 
2022, with only 43 per cent homes completed 
against our housing targets over the last three 
years. Since September 2019 we have 
allowed two homes to be merged together to 
form a bigger single home as long as the new 
home is no more than 170 sq m. Even with 
these limits, there has been a sustained loss 
of homes to amalgamations as evident in 
planning permissions resulting in the loss of 
25 homes since the policy was adopted. 
Given only 51 new homes were delivered in 
2018/19, this is still a significant number”.  
 
This last sentence is considered to be a 
slightly misleading representation of the 
evidence base and the overall impact that 
homes lost to amalgamation have on housing 
delivery numbers. Although only 51 new 
homes were delivered in 2018/19, the 
Housing Delivery Test shows that 
subsequently 446 new homes were delivered 
in 2019/20 and 312 in 2020/21, a significant 
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increase. As such, 2018/19 is not considered 
to be an average representative year of the 
number of homes that the borough delivers 
annually. Furthermore, this figure is from 
2018/19 and therefore does not significantly 
overlap with the period since the policy 
allowing amalgamation took effect in 
September 2019.  
 
Furthermore, it is considered that with the 
introduction of a new policy, a spike in 
applications for amalgamations are to be 
expected, however, this is unlikely to be 
sustained over a longer period of time due to 
the number of existing properties in the 
housing stock whose owners might wish to 
benefit from this and have not already applied 
to do so. In this context of housing delivery 
and timescales of the policy, a loss of only 25 
homes overall since the policy was 
introduced, compared to delivery of at least 
778 new homes since the introduction of the 
policy in 2019, it is considered that the 
evidence base does not justify the removal of 
the ability to amalgamate homes. 
 
The further clarification at paragraph 3.13 
noting that amalgamations of two homes 
might still be possible if these are evidenced 
to be substandard, however is welcomed. 
 
As such, it is suggested that if the Council 
seek to remove the blanket threshold of 
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170sqm for amalgamation to reduce loss of 
housing, some flexibility for planning 
judgement on individual sites should still be 
allowed for within the policy wording. We 
would suggest the addition of “unless the loss 
of a unit can be robustly justified within the 
context of the proposed development and 
demonstrate planning benefits in accordance 
with Part A of this policy and other policies 
within the Development Plan”. 

34 Molly Dineen P, J, E, C  This policy is not effective because it seems to 
be about density and numbers and not  
taking liveabilty into account. Most important 
would be to rate social value and not just 
financial value, therefore not prioritising 
international investment in real estate. 
 

Noted. The NLPR as a whole 
supports good growth and a design 
led approach to development. 
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Q23: Policy HO2: Small Sites  
This policy is concerned with how the Council will support the delivery of new homes on small sites. 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Backdoor 
Housing Co-
operative Ltd 
(Joanna 
Whelan) 

P, E  I do not consider this policy to be sound 
because it is not positively prepared or 
effective. Since the Co-op signed up to “Small 
Sites, Small Builders” only 1 site has been 
listed in the borough, referred to as ‘the land 
between Portobello and Ladbroke Grove’. The 
council needs to work proactively with 
community led housing groups to develop 
brownfield sites and make available more small 
sites for development in a transparent and 
accessible way. Backdoor Housing Co-
operative of which I am a member, joined the 
councils self-build register to express interest in 
available sites. In the last consultation it was 
reported only 34 of those on the register were 
actually resident in the borough, and this was 
deemed sufficient evidence to downplay the 
demand for self build sites. As a community 
housing advisor I would recommend any CLH 
group join the register.  
London Plan Policy H2 Small sites 

A Boroughs should pro-actively support well-
designed new homes on small sites (below 
0.25 hectares in size) through both planning 
decisions and plan-making in order to: 

Policy HO2 A. does support development of 
homes on small sites. 
The Borough is uniquely constrained and 
there are very limited sites available for 
development as set out in paragraph 3.8 of 
the Publication Policies. 
Paragraph 3.46 also supports community-led 
housing development.  
 
Setting up housing co-operatives or working 
with them are matters outside of the Local 
Plan policy process. 
 
In January 2023 the Council introduced a 
new two part self-build register.  As well as 
the national eligibility criteria the Council 
introduced both a financial solvency and a 
local connection test.  To be entered on part 
one of the register on has to pass both the 
local connection test and demonstrate that 
one has access to the funds necessary to 
buy the plot of land need.  A local connection 
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1) significantly increase the contribution of 
small sites to meeting London’s housing 
needs 
2) diversify the sources, locations, type and 
mix of housing supply 
3) support small and medium-sized 
housebuilders 
4) support those wishing to bring forward 
custom, self-build and community- 
led housing. 

I will be happy to expand upon this at the 
examination. 

test is not required to be entered onto part 2 
of the register only.    
The Council must count entries on part 1 of 
the register towards the number of suitable 
serviced plots that we must grant 
development permission for.  Entries on part 
2 only do not count towards demand for the 
purpose of the 2015 Act.  However, we will 
have regard to entries on part 2 when 
carrying our planning functions. 
The Council would encourage any eligible 
individuals/ associations to apply to be join 
the register if they consider it appropriate to 
do so.  To date there are no individuals or 
associations on either part of the register.  
 

2 Caitlin 
O’Hagan 

P, J, E, 
C, L 

 The London Plan says: 
Policy H2 Small sites 
A 4) support those wishing to bring forward 
custom, self-build and community led housing  
4.2.11 Small sites can be particularly suitable 
for well-designed community-led housing 
projects. Boroughs should support such 
projects where these developments are 
integrated with existing neighbourhoods and 
support mixed and inclusive communities. 
In order to be consistent with national policy, 
the RBKC local plan should include specific 
policy to support community-led housing 
projects at small sites.  
This can be achieved with the help of a number 
funding of opportunities (e.g. from the mayor of 

Policy HO2 A. does support development of 
homes on small sites. 
The Borough is uniquely constrained and 
there are very limited sites available for 
development as set out in paragraph 3.8 of 
the Publication Policies. 
Paragraph 3.46 also supports community-led 
housing development.  
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London’s Community Led Housing initiative, 
loanstock from existing housing co-operatives) 
but community groups need the council’s 
support, such as in finding and acquiring small 
sites, obtaining the planning permission to build 
or convert into homes. 

3 Frank Knight 
on behalf of 
Frasco 
Investment 
Limited. (Becky 
Anderson ) 

E, C  We support in principle Policy HO2 and the 
importance for optimising small Sites in 
the Borough; however, consider 136-142 
Bramley Road should be considered as a 
small Site as part of Policy HO2 of the NLPR. 
The Site is 0.22 ha therefore falls under the 
definition of “small Site” and has the potential to 
provide a mixed-use development within a 
sustainable location, on an underutilised 
brownfield Site. As we set out in our comments 
to Chapter 3 of the Draft Policies Document, 
marketing evidence demonstrates there is 
strong justification for the comprehensive 
redevelopment of the Site for an alternative use 
(further information provided at Enclosure 4).  
Furthermore, detailed pre-application 
discussions have confirmed that the Council 
agree that there is not a sufficient demand for 
existing offices on Site due to the location, 
layout and poor condition of the building. It has 
been established that the Site is not successful 
as an office location and its potential is not 
being released. 
As such, the small Site at 136-142 Bramley 
Road should be optimised fully to help meet 
and exceed the small-Sites housing target as 

The Council’s pre-application advice referred 
to accepted that it was sufficiently 
demonstrated that there is not sufficient 
demand for the existing offices. A 
subsequent pre-app welcomed provision of a 
community/office use on the lower levels. It 
noted that it has not been sufficiently justified 
why a tall building would be acceptable in 
this location. Overall the proposals were not 
supported at the time. 
The Council has considered the site at 136-
142 Bramley Road as set out in the Site 
Allocations Paper, October 2022. 
 
As noted in Appendix A of the Site 
Allocations Paper, October 2022 that “If it 
is robustly justified that the current office use 
is no longer viable, the principle of the loss 
of office floorspace and change of use to the 
purpose built student accommodation may 
be considered. However, the suggestion to 
allocate the site for 250-300 PBSA units is 
not supported as it would require a 
significant increase in height and density in 
order to deliver such a high number of units 
on site. The NLPR does not identify this as a 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149440101.1/PDF/-/10%20Site%20Allocations%20Paper%20Oct%202022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149440101.1/PDF/-/10%20Site%20Allocations%20Paper%20Oct%202022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149440101.1/PDF/-/10%20Site%20Allocations%20Paper%20Oct%202022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149440101.1/PDF/-/10%20Site%20Allocations%20Paper%20Oct%202022.pdf
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Policy HO2 suggests, in line with the 
requirements of the NPPF. 
In this instance, it is considered that the delivery 
of PBSA is the most effective and efficient use 
of land. Optimising the Site for this use and 
applying a ratio of 2.5:1 would provide a greater 
contribution towards the Borough’s housing 
targets than seeking a traditional residential 
development of the Site. 
Also, whilst we acknowledge there is likely a 
greater need for market housing generally 
across the Borough, our Student Needs 
Assessment (provided at Enclosure 3) 
demonstrates that a need still exists for 
alternative forms of housing such as PBSA, 
particularly where the typical Site 
characteristics do not suit for general housing, 
such as at 136-142 Bramley Road. This has 
been confirmed at pre-application discussion 
with the Council that the Site is not suitable for 
general housing and an alternative form of 
housing, such as PBSA, is more appropriate to 
ensure the most efficient use of land on a small 
Site. 
Recognising the importance placed on the 
delivery of small Sites, alongside the emphasis 
on ensuring brownfield Sites are considered in 
the first instance, 136-142 Bramley Road 
should be prioritised and allocated for 
development as part of the NLPR. 
Our Recommendations / Summary 
Whilst we support NLPR Policy HO2 (Small 
Sites) in principle, we consider the Policy is not 

suitable location for tall buildings.” There is 
no change in this position.  
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sound in its current form as its not effective or in 
accordance with national planning policy. 
We recommend that all small sites that are 
demonstrated to be deliverable are allocated or 
generally supported in principle within the Local 
Plan. As such, 136-142 Bramley Road should 
be allocated as a small Site within the NLPR. 

4 Hillgate Village 
RA (Sam 
Dunkley) 

E P, J 
 

Noted. 

5 Isis Amlak P, J, E  The mention of A design-led approach that is 
currently in a draft form in relation to small sites 
is unclear and unhelpful because it is not 
possible to comment on the viability of what is 
being proposed. 
The policy fails to adequately address potential 
issue of density issues on infill sites such as at 
Silchester where the planned development is 
too close to existing properties. The site 
opposite Al Maneer, under the Westway is 
another example of where the proposed 
development will create a density problem for 
the surrounding residents. Infill sites must not 
be used as a cheap means of cramming social 
housing into the areas where there is already 
social housing with minimal, if any, green open 
spaces.  
The policy must also include a statement on 
cooperatives. As it is it fails to take into 
consideration the needs of people who want to 
set up a housing cooperative and seek access 
grants to help purchase/access land to build on. 

Noted. The term “design-led approach” 
stems from the London Plan. Previously the 
London Plan included a density matrix which 
was a crude tool to calculate the number of 
homes a site could accommodate with no 
consideration of design based on site 
constraints. 
Section 3.2 of the Policy Formulation Report 
(PFR) on Policy HO1 provides a detailed 
explanation of why setting a density range is 
not considered suitable. 
 
Paragraph 3.46 of the NLPR supports 
community-led housing development. 
 
 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447333.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO1%20-%20HO2%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447333.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO1%20-%20HO2%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
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The policy is not positively prepared, justified or 
effective. 

6 Kensington & 
Chelsea 
Citizens Advice 
(Arantxa Gaba) 

P, J, E, 
C, L 

 The Council must ensure that the maximum 
amount of social housing at social rents is 
included in all proposed developments. No infill 
sites should be identified without full 
consultation with residents and co-production 
and co-design and the Charter for Public 
Participation central to any decisions. 

Noted. Policy HO3 sets out the trigger point 
for requiring community housing. 

7 Kensington 
and Chelsea 
Social Council 
(Joe Batty) 

P, J, E, 
C, L 

 The use of infill to meet the small sites target is 
creating a densification problem on the social 
housing estates in North Kensington, cramming 
more housing into an area already depleted of 
green space. The policy for supporting 
community led housing is not effective, as no 
land is being identified. 
The Local Plan needs a specific policy on 
housing density, with zoning for high, medium 
and low densities. Policy support is needed for 
all types of community led housing, including 
housing co-operatives and short life housing co-
operatives, with assistance so that the 
purchase of and access to land can be realised. 
The policy is unsound as it fails to give priority 
to the need for family housing, even though this 
is evidenced in the housing needs assessment 
and in the supporting text. This is much needed 
in North Kensington, where there is 
overcrowding on the social housing estates that 
is disproportionately experienced by Black and 
minoritised communities. Too much of what is 

The Council’s New Homes Programme sites 
are subject to separate consultation. Land 
that has policy protection as designated 
green space is not available for 
development. 
Setting up housing co-operatives or working 
with them are matters outside of the Local 
Plan policy process. 
The bedroom size mix referred to in 
paragraphs 3.50 to 3.52 of the NLPR reflects 
the Local Housing Needs Assessment, 
January 2022. For community housing the 
greater need for family accommodation is 
reflected in the mix and has been 
established in consultation with the Local 
Housing Authority and the housing waiting 
list. As noted in paragraph 3.52 “It should be 
noted that the need based on the Council’s 
housing register and waiting list is for the two 
bedroom homes to be for four persons so 
they can also cater for families.” 
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being delivered is studio and 1 bed flats, with 
poor space standards. 

8 Kensington 
Society 
(Amanda 
Frame) 

E,  P, J,  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 
 

The suggested text is too detailed for the 
policy and may overlap with building 
regulations. 
Paragraph 3.19 – use of net target 
throughout the Plan could be added as a 
minor modification. 

9 Lots Village 
Residents 
Association 
(Kerry Davis-
Head) 

P  
 

Noted. 

10 Mas Hiday E P, J, C, 
L 

 
Noted. 

11 Moni Red P, J, E, 
C, L 

 
 

Noted. 

12 Moyra 
Samuels 

P, J, E, 
C, L 

 In filling removes green spaces for the 
community and runs contrary to that proposed 
in GB 16- Chapter 2 Green- Blue future 
It impacts most on families in social housing 
and an appropriate Equality Impact assessment 
must be included where plans to in fill are 
included. 

The Council’s New Homes Programme sites 
are subject to separate consultation. Land 
that has policy protection as designated 
green space is not available for 
development. 
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13 Penelope 
Horlick 

P, J, E, 
C, L 

 Doubt this will happen Noted. 

14 RBKC Labour 
Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

E P, J, L See above. Noted. 

15 Silvera 
Williams 

  How do you define the term “optimising”? 
How are the "local views and gaps" identified? 
How do you determine “harm” to “identified 
local views and gaps”? 
Potential typo - the design policies are set out in 
Chapter 4 not Chapter 6 as stated in the text. 

The policy is written to ‘optimise’ rather than 
‘maximise’ development on sites. It is to 
signal appropriate development for a given 
site taking into account its surrounding built 
environment and other constraints. 
Local views and gaps have been identified 
over many years through conservation area 
appraisals. 
Typo in paragraph 3.19 is noted and will 
be corrected as a minor modification to 
the Plan. 
 

16 South 
Kensington 
Estates 
(Robert 
Couchman) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

The policy is considered sound and the 
promotion of the delivery of additional  
homes on small sites through upward 
extensions and infills in appropriate  
circumstances is particularly supported. 

Noted. 

17 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

E P, J, C HO2 B provides for Well-designed upward 
extensions creating new homes that respond 
sensitively to the surrounding context. While an 
extra section of supporting text has been added 
at 3.20 this refers to allowing upwards 
extensions in and out of conservation areas. 

Saved Policy CL5 which will be Policy CD8 
covers living conditions of existing occupiers. 
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Our experience is that niche developers are 
pursuing ‘airspace development’ in the Borough 
and that RBKC Policy CD 11 (referred to at 
3.20) has proved insufficient to address the 
impact of ‘rooftop’ developments on existing 
occupiers within small blocks of flats. This could 
be addressed with a minor modification to HO2 
B stating ‘and which do not have harmful 
impacts on the occupants of existing dwellings’. 

18 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. 
(R. Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and the reasons given are very 
persuasive. 

Noted. 

19 Tanya 
Thompson 

P, J, E, 
C, L 

 Small spaces are again having too many units 
built on them against local wishes. This is 
massing and is not being addressed in the 
policy. This is due central government financial 
support per unit. 

The term optimise is used deliberately rather 
than maximise. It is to signal appropriate 
development for a given site taking into 
account its surrounding built environment 
and other constraints. 
 

20 TfL - 
Commercial 
Development 
(Brendan 
Hodges) 

 P, J, E, 
C 

We maintain our support for the optimisation of 
development potential on small sites in the 
borough. 

Noted. 

21 The Natural 
History 
Museum (N/A) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

The NHM is supportive of this policy, 
recognising the capacity for small site 
developments to help meet the growing need 
for housing in the Borough, and how good 
design is at the heart of ensuring there is good 
quality of life for prospective occupiers. The 
NHM itself occupies a Grade I -Listed structure, 
the Waterhouse Building, and so recognises 
and supports the role that “well-designed” 

Noted.  
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developments that “respond sensitively to the 
surrounding context”, as mentioned in Policy 
HO2(A)(2), will have in the future of homes 
being brought forward.  
The NHM believes Policy HO2 passes the test 
of “soundness”, and is compliant with national 
planning policy. Chapter 2 of the NPPF, which 
defines ‘sustainable development’ and places 
this feature at the heart of national planning 
policy, states that key to achieving the “social 
objective” of sustainable development is “to 
support strong, vibrant and healthy 
communities, by ensuring that a sufficient 
number…of homes can be provided to meet the 
needs of present and future generations…by 
fostering well-designed…places”. Chapter 5 
specifically addressing this aim to deliver a 
sufficient supply of homes, and at paragraph 69 
states that “small…sized sites can make an 
important contribution to meeting the housing 
requirement of an area”. 
Furthermore, paragraph 126 of the NPPF 
recognises that “good design is a key aspect of 
sustainable development”, which paragraph 
130 states planning policies can encourage by 
ensuring developments “are sympathetic to 
local character and history”.  
In light of the national planning policy context, 
the NHM believes Policy HO2 is “sound” due to 
its support of well-designed small sites that can 
contribute towards housing need. The NHM 
supports this policy aim as it is part of achieving 
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sustainable development in the Borough 
moving forward. 

22 Turley on 
behalf of 
Warrior 
Property Group 
and Portobello 
Group (Alice 
Hawkins) 

  The principle of this policy and the 
encouragement for optimisation of small sites, 
extensions and infill is fully supported, and has 
the potential to contribute significantly to 
housing delivery in the Borough. It is also 
considered to be in accordance with the London 
Plan. 

Noted. 

23 Molly Dineen P, J, E, L  The policy would benefit from taking into 
account the wider needs of community and 
environment. Individuals ambitions should be 
secondary to any negative impact on noise, 
pollution etc. 

Other policies in the Plan cover the issues 
related to noise and pollution. 
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Q24: 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. 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Backdoor 
Housing Co-
operative Ltd 
(Joanna 
Whelan) 

P, E  I do not consider this policy to be sound 
because it is not positively prepared or 
effective. The NLPR mentions support for 
community led housing in paragraph 3.46 In 
addition to these products, the Council 
supports community led housing development 
where a local community group or 
organisation owns, manages or stewards their 
homes. There are many different types of 
community led housing but generally in such 
schemes the housing development must be of 
true benefit for the local community or a 
specific group of people. Such benefits should 
be legally protected in perpetuity’.  
The plan makes vague reference to the ‘many 
different types of community led housing’. 
Without proper guidance for both community 
groups and council on the myriad possibilities 
for schemes, the council has no means to 
develop a mechanism for developing effective 
partnerships with viable outcomes. The most 
common forms of community housing groups 
in the borough are TMO’s and housing co-ops. 
Of the two, Co-ops are the least recognised 

The Council fully supports community led 
housing as articulated in paragraph 3.46 
referred to in the comment. 
However, a Local Plan is not considered the 
correct vehicle to provide guidance as 
requested on the myriad possibilities of 
schemes. Where a community group comes 
forward with a scheme it will be welcome and 
supported. Policies in the Local Plan that 
support housing and community housing will 
apply as they do regardless of land 
ownership. 
The comments made are better addressed 
through direct liaison with the Council’s 
housing and property teams. 
While build to rent schemes are generally not 
supported due to the reasons spelled out in 
paragraph 3.69 that “The private rented sector 
(PRS) houses 44 per cent of residents 133, 
and is the largest single sector in the 
Borough. There are some indications that the 
PRS has now plateaued. The LHNA 
concludes that Build to Rent is unlikely to 



321 
 

despite many organisations providing housing 
to resident members for 30+ years. As the 
housing crisis deepens community groups are 
looking to creative housing solutions such as 
self build programmes to deliver social 
(affordable) rented housing that will remain in 
the community. RBKC’s ‘City Living, Local 
Lives’ scheme is not fit to support community 
led housing groups through the development 
and build stages of a scheme, though the 
seed funding available may help towards initial 
planning costs. In Policy HO6 the council 
rejects build to rent schemes, however co-
operatives using private financing to build 
community housing would fall into this 
category. Not all co-ops are registered 
providers or rely on public funding. Co-
operatives value social responsibility and seek 
to support the communities of which they are 
part. The local plan needs to make provision 
for community housing groups, with clear 
policy on the category they fall under. In the 
London Plan paragraph 8.22 the Mayor wants 
community-led housing organisations, such as 
Community Land Trusts and cooperatives to 
play a much more significant role in 
developing and managing London’s new 
homes. 

contribute to meeting the housing needs of 
key workers and others requiring affordable 
housing.” 
A community led housing scheme would be 
different as it will be catering to the groups for 
which there is lack of support for build to rent. 
The policy does not resist build to rent 
schemes and sets out the expectations where 
such a scheme does come forward. 

2 Ballymore 
Group Limited 
and 
Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets 
Limited 

P, E, C  Draft Policy HO3 refers to affordable housing 
and sets an affordable housing threshold of 
35% which aligns with the London Plan Fast 
Track threshold and is therefore supported in 
this regard. 

Noted. 
Floorspace threshold 
The Mayor has issued a letter confirming 
general conformity with the London Plan and 
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(Ballymore 
Grou... 

Notwithstanding the above, the draft Local 
Plan bases this threshold on floorspace rather 
than habitable rooms, which conflicts with the 
London Plan approach. The Draft Policy is not 
consistent with strategic policy or justified to 
use alternative measures. We contend that the 
Local Plan should adopt a habitable room 
calculation for the viability threshold approach 
to align with the London Plan and ensure 
clarity and consistency across how planning 
applications are considered. 
Part (G) of the Draft Policy requires an open 
book financial viability assessment for 
redevelopment involving any existing 
affordable homes, off-site provision of 
community homes or payment in lieu of 
community housing. It is not clear within the 
Policy whether a Financial Viability Appraisal 
(FVA) would be required for the entire site if 
any existing affordable housing is included 
within an application boundary. Further, we 
recommend the policy wording of Part G is 
amended to state that there is a requirement 
for an open book financial viability assessment 
for redevelopment involving any existing 
affordable homes, off-site provision of 
community homes or payment in lieu of 
community housing ‘unless re-provided on a 
like for like basis.’ 
Part (K) of the Draft Policy seeks to amend the 
Council’s target tenure split from 50/50 (as set 
out in the 2019 Local Plan) to a preferred 
70/30 tenure split. It requires affordable 
housing to be provided as 70% social rent or 

has not raised the issue of basing the policy 
on floorspace rather than habitable rooms. 
We also do not agree habitable rooms to be a 
good measure in our local context. Local 
research of schemes has found that using 
habitable rooms reduces the proportion of 
affordable housing provided within a scheme. 
Many areas of the Borough are within prime 
or super prime residential markets and there 
is a tendency to get proposals for very large 
homes with few bedrooms. This can result in 
reducing the affordable housing we can seek. 
The test in legislation is for our Local Plan to 
be in “general conformity” with the London 
Plan and not to be duplicating each policy of 
the London Plan. 
Part G and S of Policy HO3 
Part G of Policy HO3 will not be amended as 
stated as the intention is in-line with the 
London Plan Policy H8 E which states that, 
“All development proposals that include the 
demolition and replacement of affordable 
housing are required to follow the Viability 
Tested Route and should seek to provide an 
uplift in affordable housing in addition to the 
replacement affordable housing floorspace.” 

In a residential led development it is the whole 
site’s viability that is considered if any existing 
affordable housing is included. Other policies 
in the Plan preclude piecemeal developments 
that would circumvent this approach. 
Part K of Policy HO3 
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London Affordable Rent and 30% intermediate 
(including London Living Rent at the lowest 
ward level in the Borough or other 
intermediate products including home 
ownership products as long as they cater to a 
variety of income levels). In North Kensington 
(where the KCOA is located), the 30% 
intermediate homes should be 25% First 
Homes and 5% London Living Rent.  
We do raise concerns regarding the preferred 
tenures outlined within the draft policy as this 
has the potential to significantly impact the 
viability and deliverability of the Kensal 
Canalside Opportunity Area (as well as other 
major developments across the Borough). It is 
not considered appropriate to apply the 
London Living Rent level of the lowest ward to 
the entire Borough as this does not reflect 
local need or circumstances (which is the 
purpose of defining LLR at Ward level rather 
than Borough level). 
In our view, the policy should also allow for 
relaxation of the preferred tenures or tenure 
split if this allows for a greater provision of 
affordable housing to be secured and this can 
be demonstrated through viability evidence. 
Part (S) of the Draft Policy requires all 
schemes involving demolition and 
replacement of affordable housing to be 
required to follow the viability tested route and 
should seek to provide an uplift in affordable 
housing in addition to the replacement of 
affordable housing floorspace in accordance 
with the London Plan. As above in response to 

The tenure mix in the policy reflect the 
evidence in the Local Housing Needs 
Assessment, January 2022 as set out in 
paragraph 3.40. The evidence is very clear 
that the Borough needs genuinely affordable 
homes. This was the basis of the Community 
Housing SPD and therefore the preferred 
tenures are as set out. Due to the extremely 
high income levels in the Borough the LLR is 
skewed to the top of the income levels in most 
of the Borough and therefore it is important 
that it is set at a rate that meets the greatest 
need. In any case the LLRs for Notting Dale 
and Dalgarno are similar. The latest published 
figures for a two bedroom home in Notting 
Dale is £1,052.83 and for Dalgarno it is 
£1,095.40.  
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Part (G) of the draft policy, we contend that 
Part (S) of the policy should be amended as 
follows: 
“All schemes involving demolition and 
replacement of affordable housing will be 
required to follow the viability tested route 
unless any existing affordable housing is re-
provided on a like for like basis.” 

3 DP9 on behalf 
of St William 
(LLP) 

  St William has a track-record in delivering 
affordable housing across its site in London 
and supports the provision of delivering 
community housing (Note that this is otherwise 
referred to as Affordable Housing in the 
London Plan) in RBKC. As part of this long-
standing commitment, St William is committed 
to maximising delivery at Kensal Gas Works 
including a minimum of 35% community 
housing subject to further viability testing as 
part of its emerging proposals.  
 
Part D of draft Policy HO3 sets out a strategic 
target of 50% community housing for Sites on 
public land based on floorspace. In order to 
benefit from the Fast-Track Route, Part E of 
the draft policy sets out that developments 
must provide community housing in 
accordance with the requirements under Part 
D as well as all other policy requirements.  
 
Whilst we support this strategic target, the 
methodology for calculating community 
housing remains inconsistent with the 
methodology as set out in the London Plan, 
which calculates affordable housing by 

Proposals will need to show community 
housing by habitable rooms, floorspace and 
units. The current policy operates in the same 
way. 
The Mayor of London (GLA) has issued a 
letter confirming general conformity with the 
London Plan and has not raised the issue of 
basing the policy on floorspace rather than 
habitable rooms. 
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habitable room. As such, there remains 
ambiguity over how proposals will be 
assessed when seeking to meet the 
requirements under the Fast Track Route.  
 
On this basis we request that further guidance 
is provided on how the community housing is 
calculated when also considering the 
requirements under the London Plan. This is 
made more complex when seeking to 
accommodate the target tenure and unit mixes 
as set out in Part K of draft Policy HO3 and in 
Tables 3.1 and 3.2 alongside the tenure split 
based on habitable rooms in the London Plan. 

4 Caitlin 
O’Hagan 

P, J, E, 
C, L 

 The supporting text for this policy mentions 
council support for community-led housing but 
there is no direct policy or detail on what this 
support will entail. 
“3.46 In addition to these products, the Council 
supports community led housing development 
where a local community group or 
organisation owns, manages or stewards their 
homes. There are many different types of 
community led housing but generally in such 
schemes the housing development must be of 
true benefit for the local community or a 
specific group of people. Such benefits should 
be legally protected in perpetuity.” 

I would propose that the local plan is modified 
to specify mechanisms through which 
community-led housing projects will be 
supported, as well as how this will be 

The Council fully supports community led 
housing as articulated in paragraph 3.46 
referred to in the comment. 
However, a Local Plan is not considered the 
correct vehicle to provide guidance as 
requested on the myriad possibilities of 
schemes. Where a community group comes 
forward with a scheme it will be welcome and 
supported. Policies in the Local Plan that 
support housing and community housing will 
apply as they do regardless of land 
ownership. 
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monitored, e.g. through key performance 
indicators. 
There are a number of community groups 
active in the borough who are well-placed and 
eager to realise community-led housing 
projects. This includes St Mark’s and 
Backdoor ‘short-life’ housing co-operatives, 
who live in properties in the borough that 
would be otherwise vacant (such as those in 
the process of redevelopment). These housing 
co-operatives provide actually affordable 
housing to people whilst reducing number of 
empty dwellings, ensuring up-keep properties 
that would otherwise decline, and those living 
in them becoming involved and valued in the 
community. The fact these co-ops have been 
thriving in the borough for decades 
demonstrates their capability and suitability to 
develop community-led housing projects now.  
A key benefit to the local plan supporting 
community-led housing projects is that it will 
provide 100% ‘community housing’ (legally 
protected to serve that purpose), in 
comparison to developer-led housing projects 
which seek to reduce the amount of 
‘community housing’ relative to private/market 
housing as much as possible in order to 
maximise private profit. 

5 DP9 for Native 
Land 
(Kensington 
Limited), 
TTLSouth 

P, J, E, C L We support the objectives of this Policy and 
welcome the clarification in paragraph D that 
the requirement for at least 50% community 
housing on public land only applies where 
there is no portfolio agreement with the Mayor. 

The Council can through the Local Plan set 
policies that are in its own local context. Given 
the Borough’s housing need the Council does 
not support a portfolio approach which may 
mean TfL (or other public body) owned land is 
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Kensington 
Properties and 
... 

However, we object to the final sentence of 
Paragraph 3.31 which requires all sites relied 
on to meet the 50% target within the portfolio 
to be in the Borough. This is inconsistent with 
the portfolio approach. 

developed with 35% community housing with 
the rest located elsewhere in London. 

6 DP9 Limited - 
for Welcome 
Trust (Zoe 
Smythe) 

  As set out within our previous representations, 
we welcome the incorporation of floorspace 
triggers for community housing. However, it 
should be made clearer in the wording that 
this needs to be based on the uplift of 
residential floorspace rather than applying this 
to gross residential floorspace. As currently 
worded, this penalises existing/retained 
floorspace and will deter investment and 
development of new homes coming forward. 

The policy applies to new residential 
floorspace. Paragraph 3.29 was amended 
following the Regulation 18 consultation to aid 
clarity. 

7 Earls Court 
Development 
Company 
(Taylar 
Vernon) 

P, J, E  It is important that the NLPR provides for 
flexibility to deliver a wide range of housing  
products, including affordable housing 
tenures. ECDC have previously raised 
concern that a rigid 70:30 tenure split 
requirement would likely restrict overall 
affordable housing delivery at Earl’s Court and 
would also fail to recognise the importance of 
providing a range of affordable housing 
tenures. ECDC encourage the Council to build 
flexibility into the policy, to enable site specific 
circumstances, including viability, if necessary, 
to be considered when concluding an 
acceptable tenure split. In response, RBKC 
have stated “Comments noted. The Council 
has a pressing need for more social housing 
and would expect Earl’s Court to meet the 
tenure mix. The policy does allow site specific 

In summary the comment requests a bespoke 
policy for the Earl’s Court site. This is not 
possible as the policies are written to reflect 
local housing needs as required by national 
policy. It is also asserted that some elements 
do not conform with the London Plan. The 
Council has received a letter from the Mayor 
confirming the Publication Plan is in general 
conformity with the London Plan. 
Tenure Mix 
It is correct that the policy uses the word 
‘must’. The policy intention is that all schemes 
provide the mix to reflect local housing needs. 
However, the planning system allows for other 
material considerations to be taken into 
account when determining planning 
applications.  
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considerations to be taken into account at the 
planning application stage.” Given the wording 
“must” within parts (K) and (L) of the policy, it 
is not clear how this is the case. 
The alignment of policy HO3 to the GLA’s Fast 
Track approach is supported. However, the 
current policy adopts floorspace as the 
affordable housing measure, in contrast to the 
GLA’s approach of habitable rooms. It is 
understood that the floorspace measure is 
helpful to maximise affordable housing where 
some very large (super prime) homes are 
delivered within RBKC, but this is not likely to 
be the case at Earls Court. 
On the basis of the above, it is considered that 
the proposed policy is not currently  
sufficiently justified, nor effective. It therefore 
follows that it could be more positively  
prepared to ensure that development suitably 
meets local needs. 
As set out within the attached note prepared 
by Quod, current advice indicates that dwelling 
sizes of 0-10% above national space 
standards are appropriate to the Earls  
Court scheme. In this instance the floorspace 
measure therefore reduces the flexibility to 
deliver a range of affordable housing types 
aligned to current and future need, whilst 
failing to secure any benefit (as over-sized 
homes are not present) and  
conflicting with the London Plan. Use of a 
habitable room measure as adopted by GLA 
would resolve these issues. 

The Council expects the site at Earl’s Court to 
provide a policy compliant mix and does not 
believe that providing this mix would restrict 
delivery or provision of a range of affordable 
housing tenures. The Borough is uniquely 
constrained and would rely on the largest 
sites to deliver the mix of homes to meet local 
needs. 
Floorspace threshold 
The Mayor of London (GLA) has issued a 
letter confirming general conformity with the 
London Plan and has not raised the issue of 
basing the policy on floorspace rather than 
habitable rooms. 
We also do not agree habitable rooms to be a 
good measure in our local context. Local 
research of schemes has found that using 
habitable rooms reduces the % of affordable 
housing provided within a scheme. Many 
areas of the Borough are within prime or 
super prime residential markets and there is a 
tendency to get proposals for very large 
homes with few bedrooms. This can result in 
reducing the affordable housing we can seek. 
The test in legislation is for our Local Plan to 
be in “general conformity” with the London 
Plan and not to be duplicating each policy of 
the London Plan. 
Portfolio approach on public land 
The Mayor of London (GLA) has not raised 
this as a general conformity issue. 
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Supporting text to Policy HO3 (draft Local Plan 
para. 3.31) notes that, whilst the GLA  
Portfolio Approach to public land is 
acceptable, all sites used to reach 50% 
affordable homes must be within RBKC. While 
not necessarily directly relevant to the 
development at Earl’s Court within RBKC, it is 
in any case noted that this requirement is in 
conflict with the London Plan and is not 
supported by any evidence. Adoption of the 
Portfolio Approach within the London Plan 
followed a process of consultation and 
engagement with public sector landowners, 
testing the effectiveness and viability of the 
increased 50% threshold level for public land.  
Removal of a key component of flexibility 
threatens deliverability of the increased  
threshold and therefore risks a key priority of 
the London Plan; to increase affordable  
housing delivery on public land via the Fast 
Track route. For the 50% threshold to be 
viable and supported by evidence it must 
include the London Plan Portfolio Agreement 
flexibilities. 
The policy should acknowledge the GLA 
habitable room Fast Track measure and  
provide flexibility to adopt this where market 
homes are within a 10% tolerance  
above the minimum space standards. The 
supporting text requiring all Portfolio  
Agreement sites to be within RBKC should be 
deleted. 
On the basis of the above, it is considered that 
the proposed policy is not currently  

The Council can through the Local Plan set 
policies that are in its own local context. Given 
the Borough’s housing need the Council does 
not support a portfolio approach which may 
mean TfL (or other public body) owned land is 
developed with 35% community housing with 
the rest located elsewhere in London. 
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sufficiently justified, nor effective. It therefore 
follows that it could be more positively  
prepared to ensure that development suitably 
meets local needs. 

8 Gerald Eve - 
for Notting Hill 
Gate KCS ltd 
(Beth Hawkins) 

P, J, E, C  BAM and AG raise concern with Part R and S 
of this policy, along with the  
associated supporting policy wording which 
states that “the Council will resist the  
net loss of any form of affordable housing both 
in floorspace and units across the  
Borough”.  
The policy as currently worded requires both 
floorspace and units to be re-provided, this 
goes a step further than part D of the London 
Plan Policy H8 “loss of existing housing and 
estate redevelopment”.  
This states that “demolition of affordable 
housing, including where it is part of an estate 
redevelopment programme, should not be 
permitted unless it is replaced by an 
equivalent amount of affordable housing 
floorspace”. The policy as currently drafted 
fails to acknowledge existing affordable 
housing in terms of its age, whether it is 
habitable and/or vacant, alongside the fact 
that it may not meet current space standards 
and building/fire regulations. Whilst we 
appreciate that the policy requires additionality 
to be provided beyond the existing floorspace, 
which accords with the London Plan policy, 
the majority of existing affordable housing 
stock was constructed sometime ago and the 
layout and units themselves are unlikely to 

Policy HO3 G requires such schemes to 
submit a Financial Viability Assessment. Other 
policies on design and local context will all 
inform a scheme. Therefore, if both units and 
floorspace cannot be re- provided or 
increased it can be assessed at the 
application stage and an exception made. 
The policy as articulated in HO3 P. has been 
effective over a number of years. Current 
Policy CH1 f. states “resist the net loss of 
affordable housing floorspace and units 
throughout the Borough.” 
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meet modern day standards in the current 
format. Therefore, to either refurbish or 
redevelop a site to deliver the same number of 
units that exist on a site, could actually deliver 
a lower number of units due to the current 
requirements to meet space standards, fire 
and building control regulations but actually 
provide at least or if not more floorspace.  
Therefore, the current supporting policy 
wording should be amended to either remove 
unit numbers or enable flexibility to have 
consideration to the existing stock. This 
enables an element of flexibility to this 
position, whilst according with the London 
Plan position. 

9 GLA (Hassan 
Ahmed) 

  The Mayor is pleased that RBKC’s community 
housing typology (affordable housing) shares 
his preference for affordable housing in the 
form of social rent/London affordable rent, and 
London Living Rent as set out in paragraph 
4.6.3 of the LP2021.  
RBKC’s current requirement for affordable 
housing is triggered by residential proposals 
that exceed a threshold of 650sqm. It is noted 
that this approach was recently tested through 
RBKC’s Local Plan examination and 
supported by appropriate evidence. The 
Mayor has no objection to this approach which 
will help to maximise affordable housing 
provided that RBKC can continue to justify it 
based on up-to-date evidence.  
The Mayor has set a strategic target that 50% 
of all new homes across London are to be 

Noted. 
The draft plan should reflect the approach 
set out in Policy H5 part C4 of the LP2021 
The Council does not agree as the London 
Plan is also the Council’s development plan. 
Unnecessary duplication is deliberately 
avoided by the Council in writing the 
Publication Policies.  
Reflect that the threshold is 50% for non-
designated industrial sites 
The Council has avoided duplication of 
policies in the London Plan. In addition, the 
Council does not have non designated 
industrial sites. 
Portfolio approach on public land 
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genuinely affordable and this is now reflected 
in the draft Plan at paragraph 3.30 and is in 
accordance with LP2021 Policy H4. To take 
account of the Mayor’s 50% strategic target for 
affordable housing, the draft plan should 
reflect the approach set out in Policy H5 part 
C4 of the LP2021, which makes it clear that 
planning applications must demonstrate that 
they have sought grant to increase the level of 
affordable housing. 
The draft Plan is clear of its intention to follow 
the Mayor’s threshold approach to affordable 
housing in Policy HO3 and this is very 
welcome. The policy correctly reflects the 
thresholds that are set out in Policy H5 of the 
LP2021 for 35% affordable housing on 
privately owned land and 50% on publicly 
owned land where there is no portfolio 
agreement with the Mayor. However, the 
policy should also reflect that the threshold is 
50% for non-designated industrial sites where 
a scheme would result in a net loss of 
industrial capacity. 
It is recognised and noted that the current 
Local Plan tenure split is set at 70/30 in favour 
of social/London Affordable Rent which meets 
the requirements of Policy H6 of the LP2021 
and is welcome. 
The draft Plan recognises the Mayor’s portfolio 
approach in paragraph 3.31 which is 
welcomed. However, paragraph 4.5.6 of the 
LP2021 makes it clear that the Mayor is 
committed to delivering at least 50% 
affordable housing across the entire portfolio 

We note that the approach to provide the 50% 
portfolio within the Borough is not considered 
consistent. However, overall the Publication 
Policies are in general conformity as stated in 
the letter from the GLA. 
The Council can through the Local Plan set 
policies that are in its own local context. Given 
the Borough’s housing need the Council does 
not support a portfolio approach which may 
mean TfL (or other public body) owned land is 
developed with 35% community housing with 
the rest located elsewhere in London. 
Use of terminology ‘maximum reasonable 
level’ 
Policy H5 F (1) of the London Plan states “the 
borough, and where relevant the Mayor, 
should scrutinise the viability information to 
ascertain the maximum level of affordable 
housing using…”. The Council considers the 
purpose of the financial viability assessment is 
to ensure that the development provides the 
maximum possible affordable/community 
housing. While it is appreciated that the 
default should be to provide on-site policy 
compliant mix use of the terminology which is 
also in the London Plan is not seen as an 
issue. 
First Homes 
As set out in draft policy HO3. First Homes are 
only workable in North Kensington. The Local Plan 
must be in conformity with national policy which 
requires First Homes to be delivered where 
possible and the local plan viability study clearly 



333 
 

of sites. The portfolio extends across London 
as a whole and not just within the borough. 
Within the borough, a threshold of 35% should 
apply to individual sites, which means that the 
draft Plan’s proposed requirement that such 
sites deliver 50% affordable housing across 
the borough is not consistent with the LP2021 
and should be amended accordingly. 
Policy HO7 of the draft Plan sets out the 
requirements for estate renewal in the 
borough. Part C of the Policy makes it clear 
that the maximum deliverable amount of 
affordable housing must be provided in such 
circumstances and that all schemes must be 
accompanied by viability assessments. This is 
consistent with Policy H8E of the LP2021 
which makes it clear that all development 
proposals that include the demolition and 
replacement of affordable housing are 
required to follow the Viability Tested Route 
and should seek to provide an uplift in 
affordable housing in addition to the 
replacement affordable housing floorspace. 
Paragraph 3.26 of the draft Plan uses the term 
‘maximum reasonable amount’ in relation to 
the provision of affordable homes. It is the 
Mayor’s intention to move away from the more 
traditional ‘maximum reasonable’ approach to 
affordable housing by replacing it with the 
threshold approach. In light of this, we would 
advise RBKC to amend the terminology to 
avoid any future confusion. 
First Homes 

establishes that First Homes are deliverable in 
North Kensington.  

Policy HO3 M is also worded to ensure that First 
Homes are only delivered when they can within the 
Government’s price cap. 
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The Mayor raised concerns about RBKC’s 
intended approach to First Homes in his 
earlier response to your Regulation 18 
consultation and these still remain valid. In 
that response we said that although the 25% 
allocation for First Homes is within the 30% 
intermediate homes limit of Policy H6 LP2021, 
the Mayor considers that intermediate 
products must meet the definition of genuinely 
affordable housing and priority must be given 
to London Living Rent and London Shared 
ownership in accordance with LP2021 Policy 
H6 Part 2. RBKC’s own Viability Study shows 
that First Homes would only be viable in North 
Kensington to those at the very top of the 
£90,000 income limit. The Mayor is concerned 
that First Homes cannot deliver genuinely 
affordable homes to a range of household 
incomes up to this cap.  
Moreover, the deliverability of the First Homes 
product must not affect the viability of 
providing low-cost rented homes in 
accordance with LP2021 Policy H6 Part A (as 
either London Affordable Rent or Social Rent).  
The intended approach should be supported 
by evidence which demonstrates that First 
Homes are attainable to RBKC households in 
need of intermediate homes on a range of 
incomes, or that they would be more 
affordable than other intermediate products 
(without making Social Rent or London 
Affordable Rent unviable). This would help to 
demonstrate and establish that the issues set 
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out in the GLA’s First Homes Practice Note 
(July 2021) have been fully explored. 

10 Hillgate Village 
RA (Sam 
Dunkley) 

E P, J The borough has fallen far behind on 
affordable housing, and housing targets more 
generally. 

Noted. 

11 Home Builders 
Federation 
(James 
Stevens) 

C  We note that ‘community housing’ is the 
Council’s preferred term for affordable 
housing. This is confusing to potential 
applicants and the general public who would 
be more likely to try and search for the 
Council’s affordable housing policy based on 
familiar and understood language. It would be 
helpful if the Council referred to ‘affordable 
housing’. 
Part A of the policy is unsound because it 
conflicts with national policy. 
Part A states that the Council will require 
contributions from all residential development 
creating new residential floorspace of 650 sq. 
m GIA or more. GIA is not explained, but we 
assume it means ‘gross internal area’. The 
Council should amend the plan to spell this 
out. 
Based on the nationally described space 
standard, 650sq m equates to roughly seven 
or eight dwellings, assuming that the 
construction of flats will be the typical build 
type. It could be greater than this if more one 
bed flats are involved (assuming each would 
be 58 sq. m). This is lower than the threshold 
for affordable housing advised by Government 
which advises against seeking affordable 

Following the Grenfell Tower tragedy the 
Council uses the term ‘community housing’ to 
signal genuinely affordable housing. This was 
introduced in its Community Housing 
Supplementary Planning Document in June 
2020. 
 
Part A of the policy is unsound because it 
conflicts with national policy. 
The Council’s existing policy trigger is 650 sq 
m and this policy was examined against the 
national policy referred to.  
The local plan viability study concludes that 
the 650 sq. m threshold is viable across the 
borough and will not negatively impact 
development deliverability. In fact, even 
smaller schemes of 500 sq m could viability 
contribute towards affordable housing. 
Further details are set out in paragraphs 2.3.1 
to 2.3.3, 2.3.24 – 2.3.25 and 2.4.6 of the 
Policy Formulation Report HO3-HO7 
(Community housing, housing size and 
standards, specialist housing, other housing 
products and estate renewal) 

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/community-housing-supplementary-planning-document-spd
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/community-housing-supplementary-planning-document-spd
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/community-housing-supplementary-planning-document-spd
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
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housing contributions from minor 
developments (ten units or fewer) as set-out in 
national policy (NPPF, para. 64) except in 
rural areas. 
There is a balance to be struck between 
optimising affordable housing supply and 
encouraging greater rates of delivery on 
smaller sites. The borough has an acute 
affordable housing need (as described in 
paragraph 3.25) but that is a consequence of 
poor levels of delivery in the borough over the 
past two decades where the Council has 
frequently under-delivered against its plan 
targets. We have illustrated this above. The 
problem of undersupply in the borough is 
compounded by the poor levels of housing 
delivery across London more generally since 
London is a single housing market area. 
London has failed to achieve its housing 
requirement in the last three years (and even 
this, we should remember, is a capacity 
constrained target, reflecting an unmet need of 
14,000 homes a year). 
As referred to above, increasing the supply of 
homes on small sites is a strategic priority for 
the London Plan. The Mayor wishes for 
boroughs to identify and encourage more 
delivery from small sites. Setting the threshold 
for affordable housing at 650 sq. m GIA would 
tend to militate against this objective. This is 
not primarily a matter of viability, but the 
struggle applicants face in resolving and 
securing agreements on S106 affordable 
housing with local authorities. 

As acknowledged in the response the 
Borough has the highest land values 
anywhere in the country. Where a scheme is 
not able to provide a policy compliant level of 
community housing, a financial viability 
assessment can be submitted. 
First Homes 
The Council has made provision for First 
Homes in the policy. As acknowledged in the 
response – “this is the most expensive and 
exclusive local authority in the UK.” Therefore, 
in some parts of the Borough discounts of 
90% from market value will be needed for a 
property to be within the First Home cap of 
£420,000. This is not the intention of the 
Government policy or feasible.  
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We appreciate what the Council is trying to 
achieve – to ensure that high value luxury 
developments do not evade making 
contributions - but we recommend that the 
Council raises the threshold to allow for more 
small schemes to come forward. As the 
Council has failed to identify land to meet its 
small sites requirement based on national 
policy, we consider this to be justified. 
Conversely, the Council could amend the plan 
to say that contributions towards affordable 
housing will not be required from minor 
schemes (ten units or fewer) involving one or 
two bed homes that do not exceed the gross 
internal floor area specified by the nationally 
described space standard by more than 10%. 
This would enable more lower-cost housing 
schemes to be delivered, while ensuring that 
high value / luxury schemes of flats still 
contribute to affordable housing. 
First Homes 
We note the discussion in paragraph 3.43 of 
the Plan. The Council concludes that there is 
no overwhelming need for First Homes based 
on its assessment. However, this ignores the 
fact that London is a single housing market 
area, and there is likely to be demand for First 
Homes products from people outside of the 
borough. Moreover, while the Council’s 
assessment of need might lead it to conclude 
that the majority of those in need require three 
or more bedroom homes some 14% of 
households in housing still want one or two 
bed homes for home ownership and these 
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households could acquire these within the 
price cap. We note that 27% of those in need 
have an income to be able to afford First 
Homes within the price cap of £420,000 for 
London. 
Allowing First Homes to be provided is 
important as this is the most expensive and 
exclusive local authority in the UK – RBKC is 
very much a test case for the effectiveness of 
First Homes as a government policy. 
Therefore, the Council should make provision 
for this as part of its affordable housing policy. 

12 Iceni Projects 
Limited For 
Imperial 
College 
London 
(William 
Clutton) 

P, J, E, 
C, L 

 Within previous representations, Imperial has 
recognised and supported RBKC’s targets for 
housing delivery over the Plan period, with the 
provision of good quality homes at affordable 
rents and a mixture of housing products being 
vital in ensuring that people who work and 
study in the borough also have the opportunity 
to live locally.  
In order to promote the requirements for 
comprehensive and ambitious housing 
policies, representations have previously been 
made in respect of Community Housing as 
well as the proposed approach to other 
housing products such as Build to Rent, Co-
Living and Purpose-Built Student 
Accommodation (‘PBSA’). Upon review of the 
revised draft Local Plan, Imperial would like to 
raise the following observations.  
Draft Policy HO3 -Community Housing 

The Council’s existing policy trigger is 650 sq 
m and this policy was examined against the 
national policy referred to.  
The local plan viability study concludes that 
the 650 sq. m threshold is viable across the 
borough and will not negatively impact 
development deliverability. In fact, even 
smaller schemes of 500 sq m could viability 
contribute towards affordable housing. 
Further details are set out in paragraphs 2.3.1 
to 2.3.3, 2.3.24 – 2.3.25 and 2.4.6 of the 
Policy Formulation Report HO3-HO7 
(Community housing, housing size and 
standards, specialist housing, other housing 
products and estate renewal) 
The Borough has the highest land values 
anywhere in the country which enables 
community housing to be viable in smaller 
development. Where a scheme is not able to 
provide a policy compliant level of community 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
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In the previous representations, Imperial 
suggested that the floorspace threshold 
should be revised upwards to enable a enable 
a greater quantum of normal open market 
housing to be built before affordable housing 
is delivered and that this should be in the 
region of 1000m². It is noted that the threshold 
has been maintained at 650m² within this draft 
and Imperial would reiterate their concerns on 
the impact that this could have on delivery of 
housing within the Borough. Imperial also 
have concerns that calling Affordable Housing 
‘Community Housing’ could cause confusion 
and is not in compliance with the London Plan 
and therefore there are issues of soundness in 
the wording and structure of the policy. 

housing, a financial viability assessment can 
be submitted. 
 
Following the Grenfell Tower tragedy the 
Council uses the term ‘community housing’ to 
signal genuinely affordable housing. This was 
introduced in its Community Housing 
Supplementary Planning Document in June 
2020. 
 

13 Isis Amlak P  There is an urgent need for community 
housing to be built in North Kensington, there 
is an excess of private housing and far too 
many are unoccupied. There is an urgent 
need to set a specific goal of new social 
homes. In March 2022 there were 3,110 
people on the housing register with over 2,731 
in temporary accommodation in March 2022. 
The policy need to offer more protection to 
existing social/council/community/affordable 
housing there should be a more express 
commitment not to demolish. Older 
social/council/community/affordable housing 
generally had greater amount of floor space so 
alternatives such as retrofitting and 
refurbishments should always be priorities 
over demolition. The policy is not positively 
prepared. 

Part P of Policy HO3, “resists the net loss of 
affordable housing floorspace and units 
throughout the Borough.” Therefore, it is 
considered the policy already addresses the 
points raised. Other policies in the Local Plan 
support circular economy. 

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/community-housing-supplementary-planning-document-spd
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/community-housing-supplementary-planning-document-spd
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/community-housing-supplementary-planning-document-spd
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14 Kensington & 
Chelsea 
Citizens Advice 
(Arantxa Gaba) 

P, J, E, 
C, L 

 Ensure that all 'community' housing falls into 
the social rent tenure as the private rented 
sector is not a viable alternative.  
Ensure that all 'community' housing falls into 
the social rent tenure as the private rented 
sector is not a viable alternative. Additionally, 
Local Housing Allowance is not adequate for 
the levels of rent in RBKC.  
The urgent need for social rented housing is 
not addressed sufficiently in the policy and 
therefore any new homes must be socially 
rented homes.  
We would like to see what the stringent 
exceptional circumstances will be that allow 
for payment in lieu from developers and insist 
that this is not permitted without full 
consultation. Consultation needs to consider 
the trauma that has affected the North 
Kensington community and steps must be 
taken to ensure that residents have the 
opportunity to understand and respond to 
issues which affect their housing needs.  
Greater transparency over what stage of 
planning community housing would have to be 
factored in by developers.  
Greater regulations regarding the primary use 
of properties within RBKC. 
Reduction in the required residential 
floorspace from 650 meters^2 to trigger a 
developer to build community housing. We 
understand that 500 m^2 is a more 
appropriate level. 

Tenure Mix 
The proposed tenure mix of 70% social rent is 
the maximum that can be introduced in the 
Local Plan in accordance with London Plan 
Policy H6 which states in Part B that, “a 
minimum of 30% intermediate products” 
should be applied to residential development. 
The proposed tenure mix will also assist in 
creating mixed and balanced communities. 
Payment in lieu 
Paragraph 3.37 of the NLPR sets out the 
exceptional circumstances where a payment 
in lieu will be accepted and these are “where it 
is physically impracticable to provide the 
community housing on-site or it is 
inappropriate in terms of the numbers that can 
be provided on-site.” Such circumstances 
would be when the site is too small and the 
number of homes that can be provided are so 
small that no RP would be willing to manage 
them or the financial viability assessment 
shows that less than one home may be 
provided so a contribution will be more 
appropriate. 
Transparency 
The planning policies and process are clear. 
Community housing has to be factored in from 
the start for all schemes that meet the 
floorspace threshold specified in Policy HO3. 
Floorspace Threshold 
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Increase on the 35% requirement on private 
developers to attempt to obtain the LHNA 
number for community housing and the net 
loss of affordable housing floorspace and units 
throughout the Borough.  
Given the high land values in RBKC, the 
Council should not support the First Homes 
initiative in North Kensington.  
The policy on housing cooperatives needs 
land to be identified and to be designed with 
the community. There may be scope for RBKC 
to look at other boroughs nationwide to seek 
alternatives that can increase the supply of 
social housing. 
There are no details for plans to ensure that 
multiple staircases must be mandatory in all 
new high-rise residential buildings over 18 
metres or seven storeys high. In the event of a 
fire, having a correctly designed second 
staircase removes the risk of a single point of 
failure. A recent article in Inside Housing 
(14/12/22), written by Gavin Tomlinson of the 
National Fire Chiefs Council #UKhousing, it is 
essential that all people can evacuate a 
building in the event of a fire. 
There are no mitigation plans for existing 
buildings with a height above 18 metres and 
with only one staircase, to undergo the 
retrofitting of sprinklers. Additional lifts should 
also be installed or replaced in the event of an 
evacuation for all existing buildings with a 
height above 18 metres and with only one 
staircase. 

The option of setting the trigger floorspace 
threshold at 500 sq m was considered at the 
Issues and Options Stage. This was 
considered a reasonable alternative and is set 
out in the document PFR HO3-HO7 
(Community housing, housing size and 
standards, specialist housing, other housing 
products and estate renewal). The PFR 
explains it was not taken forward because 
“We continue to maximise community housing 
from all developments possible. However, this 
may start to impact on very small scale 
development which may not be in-line with the 
national policy.” Paragraph 64 of the NPPF 
states that “Provision of affordable housing 
should not be sought for residential 
developments that are not major 
developments.” Therefore, while the Council 
is proposing setting a threshold below the 
national policy, setting the threshold too low 
may not align with the intention of the national 
policy. 
 
Increase 35% requirement for private 
development 
The 35% is a minimum and is designed as a 
fast-track approach which has been proving 
effective in securing more on-site community 
housing. The strategic target is 50 per cent as 
noted in paragraph 3.30 of the NLPR. 
 
Not support First Homes in North 
Kensington 
The Council’s viability study indicates that 
First Homes may be deliverable with a 30% 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
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discount from market values and within the 
Government price cap of £420,000 in North 
Kensington. As this is a national policy, the 
NLPR Policy HO3 makes provision for it. 
 
Policy on housing co-operatives 
The Council fully supports community led 
housing as articulated in paragraph 3.46 
referred to in the comment.  
However, a Local Plan is not considered the 
correct vehicle to provide guidance as 
requested on the myriad possibilities of 
schemes. It is for a community group to come 
forward with a scheme which will be welcome 
and supported by the Council. 
Mandatory staircase for buildings of 18m + 
Planning policy must not duplicate other 
legislation and the issue is being looked at in 
Building Regulations. The Government is 
currently consulting on a change to Building 
Regulations on this aspect. 

Publication Policy CD15 requires the highest 
standards in fire safety. Any changes to 
building regulations or to the London Plan in 
connection with the requirement for two 
staircases would automatically apply to 
relevant developments in the Borough. 
 

15 Kensington 
and Chelsea 

P, J, E, 
C, L 

 The policy does not meet the urgent need for 
social rented housing. First Homes are 

Tenure Mix 
The proposed tenure mix of 70% social rent is 
the maximum that can be introduced in the 

https://cas5-0-urlprotect.trendmicro.com/wis/clicktime/v1/query?url=https%3a%2f%2fwww.gov.uk%2fgovernment%2fconsultations%2fsprinklers%2din%2dcare%2dhomes%2dremoval%2dof%2dnational%2dclasses%2dand%2dstaircases%2din%2dresidential%2dbuildings%2fsprinklers%2din%2dcare%2dhomes%2dremoval%2dof%2dnational%2dclasses%2dand%2dstaircases%2din%2dresidential%2dbuildings%23paragraph%2d106%2dand%2d107%2d%2dcall%2dfor%2devidence&umid=edcc430a-8c1a-11ed-8159-00224884ba0d&auth=f23bd3b3794c7a5914053bd0a99b1b4837b89b14-6f9fb5b16b1f42f98429122de29ead78130f565d
https://cas5-0-urlprotect.trendmicro.com/wis/clicktime/v1/query?url=https%3a%2f%2fwww.gov.uk%2fgovernment%2fconsultations%2fsprinklers%2din%2dcare%2dhomes%2dremoval%2dof%2dnational%2dclasses%2dand%2dstaircases%2din%2dresidential%2dbuildings%2fsprinklers%2din%2dcare%2dhomes%2dremoval%2dof%2dnational%2dclasses%2dand%2dstaircases%2din%2dresidential%2dbuildings%23paragraph%2d106%2dand%2d107%2d%2dcall%2dfor%2devidence&umid=edcc430a-8c1a-11ed-8159-00224884ba0d&auth=f23bd3b3794c7a5914053bd0a99b1b4837b89b14-6f9fb5b16b1f42f98429122de29ead78130f565d
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Social Council 
(Joe Batty) 

included even though the evidence shows this 
is not a viable option. 
All new housing in North Kensington must be 
100% community housing, with a strong 
commitment to social rent (not just 
“preferred”). First Homes should be removed 
from the policy. 

Local Plan in accordance with London Plan 
Policy H6 which states in Part B that “a 
minimum of 30% intermediate products” 
should be applied to residential development. 
The proposed tenure mix will also assist in 
creating mixed and balanced communities. 
First Homes  
The Council’s viability study indicates that 
First Homes may be deliverable with a 30% 
discount from market values and within the 
Government price cap of £420,000 in North 
Kensington. As this is a national policy, the 
NLPR Policy HO3 makes provision for it.  

16 Mas Hiday E P, J, C, 
L 

 
Noted. 

17 Mizzi Studio 
Ltd (Tania 
Martin) 

C  RBKC Threshold for affordable housing was 
800 sqm till 2019 - this was reduced to 650 
sqm in 2019 - which makes it very 
difficult/unattractive for small sites to be viable 
for development. Particularly with recent rising 
labour and material costs. 
London Plan 2011 states that 10 or more 
residential units will trigger affordable housing. 
However, 650 sqm will only allow for 7 or 8 
units (less core).  
This policy needs to be looked at if there is a 
desire for small sites to get developed. 

The Council’s existing policy trigger is 650 sq 
m and this policy was examined against the 
national policy referred to.  
The local plan viability study concludes that 
the 650 sq. m threshold is viable across the 
borough and will not negatively impact 
development deliverability. In fact, even 
smaller schemes of 500 sq m could viability 
contribute towards affordable housing. 
Further details are set out in paragraphs 2.3.1 
to 2.3.3, 2.3.24 – 2.3.25 and 2.4.6 of the 
Policy Formulation Report HO3-HO7 
(Community housing, housing size and 
standards, specialist housing, other housing 
products and estate renewal) 
The Borough has the highest land values 
anywhere in the country which enables 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
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community housing to be viable in smaller 
development. Where a scheme is not able to 
provide a policy compliant level of community 
housing, a financial viability assessment can 
be submitted. 
 

18 Moni Red P, J, E, 
C, L 

 In the end is never affordable for the majority Noted. 

19 Moyra 
Samuels 

P, J, E, 
C, L 

 This below seems to invalidate the council's 
commitment to 70% community housing 
To calculate payment in lieu of community 
housing, two financial viability assessments 
comparing the residual land value must be 
undertaken. First reflecting the maximum 
reasonable amount of community housing 
provision on-site and the second assuming 
100 per cent market housing. The difference 
between the two financial viability 
assessments should be the payment. 

Payment in lieu 
Paragraph 3.37 of the NLPR sets out the 
exceptional circumstances where a payment 
in lieu will be accepted and these are “where it 
is physically impracticable to provide the 
community housing on-site or it is 
inappropriate in terms of the numbers that can 
be provided on-site.” Such circumstances 
would be when the site is too small and the 
number of homes that can be provided are so 
small that no RP would be willing to manage 
them or the financial viability assessment 
shows that less than one home may be 
provided so a contribution will be more 
appropriate. 
Therefore, in some cases a payment in lieu 
will be the only option. The requirement for 
the two financial viability assessments is to 
ensure that it is cost neutral to the developer 
to provide the payment or on-site housing so 
there is no financial incentive for them to 
prefer a payment. 

20 Notting Hill and 
North 

P, J, C, L E The different policy applied to North 
Kensington from the rest of the borough (point 

Not support First Homes in North 
Kensington 
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Kensington 
Liberal 
Democrats 
(Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

M) is unjust, potentially illegal, and will 
certainly further social divides in Notting Hill. 
Rates set for sale homes and rentals should 
be even across the borough, and to not do so 
will encourage first homes only in North 
Kensington and further push the gentrification 
of the area. Buyers from the rest of the 
borough will come to North Kensington for 
subsidies property, and the existing 
community of renters who already live here 
will be further and further pushed out as more 
of the homes which would've been social rent 
are put up for sale. The conditions laid out in L 
should be applied across the whole borough. 
Percentage of community housing as laid out 
in D should be increased for both private and 
public land developments, given the desperate 
need for more social/council/social rent 
housing in the borough as demonstrated by 
our longstanding waiting list. 

The Council’s viability study indicates that 
First Homes may be deliverable with a 30% 
discount from market values and within the 
Government price cap of £420,000 in North 
Kensington. As this is a national policy, the 
NLPR Policy HO3 makes provision for it. 
 
Increase 35% requirement for private 
development 
The 35% is a minimum and is designed as a 
fast-track approach which has been proving 
effective in securing more on-site community 
housing. The strategic target is 50 per cent as 
noted in paragraph 3.30 of the NLPR.  

21 Wornington 
Trees (Sam 
Dodgshon) 

P, J, E, 
C, L 

 Percentage of community housing as laid out 
in D should be increased for both private and 
public land developments, given the desperate 
need for more social/council/social rent 
housing in the borough as demonstrated by 
our longstanding waiting list. 
Discrepancies laid out between North 
Kensington and the rest of the borough as in 
M are unfair and will cause further social 
divides within the borough, and rates should 
be even across the borough. Encouraging first 
homes only in North Kensington will result in a 
further gentrification of the area with buyers 

As above. 
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from elsewhere buying up first homes which 
will still be out of reach for much of the existing 
community of renters. The conditions laid out 
in L should be applied across the whole 
borough, this is a just and fair application of 
policy. 

22 Penelope 
Horlick 

P, J, E, 
C, L 

 This is a mess and looks like nothing has been 
resolved. 

Noted. 

23 RBKC Labour 
Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

E P, J, C, 
L 

Check the failed development plans for the 
'Edenham site' in front of Trellick Tower - four 
or five to date I believe. 
The site should be given over to all social 
housing and NOT so-called cost neutral, with 
a plan for £1m profit a year on market rented 
homes. 

Noted.  

24 Savills on 
behalf of 
Commercial 
Estates Group 
(Kirsty Turner) 

  Policy HO3 sets out the Council’s approach to 
the provision of community housing in the 
Borough, seeking to maximise the provision of 
genuinely affordable housing in the Borough, 
subject to an open book Financial Viability 
Assessment. CEG generally support the 
weight being given to the development's 
economics and financial viability, as set out in 
Part (F) of the policy. This approach is 
consistent with London Plan Policy H5, which 
requires a financial viability assessment to 
ascertain the maximum level of affordable 
housing deliverable on a scheme. 
Part (K) of the policy sets out the requirements 
for the tenure mix of community housing, 
stating that: 

The Council does not agree that viability 
should determine the tenure mix required by 
policy or that this should be explicitly 
acknowledged in policy.  
Paragraph 58 of the NPPF states that “Where 
up-to-date policies have set out the 
contributions expected from development, 
planning applications that comply with them 
should be assumed to be viable. It is up to the 
applicant to demonstrate whether particular 
circumstances justify the need for a viability 
assessment at the application stage. The 
weight to be given to a viability assessment is 
a matter for the decision maker, having regard 
to all the circumstances in the case, including 
whether the plan and the viability evidence 
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‘Community housing must be provided as 70 
per cent social rent (preferred) or London 
Affordable Rent in some limited circumstances 
such as where grant funding is available to 
deliver additional homes.’ 

As previously mentioned, CEG seek to help 
maximise the delivery of affordable housing on 
their sites in the Borough. Nevertheless, it is 
considered that the proposed tenure split is 
highly inflexible and overly onerous on 
development, with no acknowledgement of 
viability. The result of the Council’s proposed 
approach may limit the delivery of housing and 
affordable housing and undermine the 
objectives of the policy. Consequently, CEG 
believe a viability case should be capable of 
being advanced with the Council on sites 
where a policy compliant tenure split is not 
deliverable. 
As such, we suggest that the wording of Policy 
H03 is amended as follows: 
‘Community housing must should be provided 
as 70 per cent social rent (preferred) or 
London Affordable Rent in some limited 
circumstances such as where grant funding is 
available to deliver additional homes. Where 
this requirement cannot be met, development 
will subject to an open book financial viability 
assessment.' 

underpinning it is up to date, and any change 
in site circumstances since the plan was 
brought into force. All viability assessments, 
including any undertaken at the plan-making 
stage, should reflect the recommended 
approach in national planning guidance, 
including standardised inputs, and should be 
made publicly available.” 

25 Stephen 
Duckworth 

P, J, E  The highly important policies on 'Community 
Housing' are not positively prepared, because 
the key policies on the percentage of, in 
particular, social housing to be created in new 

Policy HO3 is clear on the strategic 
requirements for all relevant sites. 
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developments, and the need for this to be 
onsite, are buried in policies D, H and K 
amongst a total of some 19 policies. 
These policies are not likely to be justified or 
effective. The document acknowledges in 
para.325 'There is a pressing need for more 
community homes in the Borough, as of 31 
July 2022 there were 3,089 households on the 
Council’s housing register and 2,133 
households in temporary accommodation' and 
'Our LHNA has identified a net annual need for 
community housing of 1,018 homes per 
annum. This is more than double our housing 
target.'. 

In the light of this and although the borough 
has made some good recent efforts on small 
sites to introduce social rented housing or 
other affordable variants, the present and 
future situations as proposed in this plan are 
barely going to dent the expressed level of 
need. 
The clear opportunities to provide more 
'community housing' and in particular social 
housing for rent are the two large sites 
identified for housing, Earls Court and Kensal 
Canalside. I have no direct knowledge of the 
former, but at the larger Kensal site I have 
attended a public meeting held in the past 
year with the two proposed developers 
Ballymore/Sainsbury and St William. From the 
figures I noted at the meeting given by the 
developers as their then best estimates for 
social housing, Ballymore with 2,540 proposed 
homes in total claimed only 22% would be 

The points made with regard to the two 
Opportunity Area sites are to be considered at 
the planning application stage. The Local Plan 
expects these sites to deliver a policy 
compliant percentage of community housing 
with the tenure mix of 70% social rent as 
outlined in Policy HO3. 
The Council acknowledges the challenge of 
meeting housing needs in a very constrained 
borough with limited sites providing the 
opportunity. 
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affordable, of which 70% would be social 
housing for rent. St William with 650 homes, 
proposed 35% affordable, but only half of 
those social housing for rent. My calculation of 
the social rented homes produced from these 
figures is that only 506 social rented homes 
will be produced (over more than ten years) 
less than half one year's net need for 
community housing. 
How can this be considered remotely 
effective? Social rented housing can be 
expensive to finance but much further 
consideration should be given to how these 
two large sites, probably the only remaining 
ones in the borough, can be used to multiply 
the social and community housing outcomes. 
This could well mean not giving the whole of 
the sites to developers but retaining a material 
proportion specifically for community and 
chiefly social housing for rent. 

26 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

J, E, C  P,  In our Regulation 18 response, we questioned 
whether the 650 sq m threshold in HO3 A has 
had the effect of slowing some small potential 
development sites coming forward for housing. 
We think that Latimer Road, with a 75 new 
home target is an example (see site allocation 
SA9 below). Only one of 14 light industrial 
units has been redeveloped in the street, in 
the period since 2016 when the StQW 
Neighbourhood Plan introduced the potential 
for mixed use. 
A suggested minor modification of HO3 A 
would be:  

The policy allows for financial viability 
assessments already and the suggested 
wording will make the policy less effective in 
meeting its objective of increasing the 
provision of community housing in the 
Borough. 
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“Require community housing from 
development (including extensions) creating 
new residential floorspace of 650 sq. m GIA or 
more, except at locations where viability 
evidence demonstrates that development 
would not otherwise come forward.” 

27 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. 
(R. Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and the reasons given are 
very persuasive. 

Noted. 

28 Tanya 
Thompson 

P, J, E, 
C, L 

 Inadequate delivery of appropriate homes. Noted.  

29 TfL - 
Commercial 
Development 
(Brendan 
Hodges) 

P, J, E, C  TTLP supports the changes made to Policy 
HO3, paragraph D to acknowledge the 
portfolio approach to affordable housing 
provision set out in the London Plan. The 
portfolio approach is essential to TTLP’s 
housing delivery programme in the borough 
and across London. 
However, this approach appears to be 
contradicted by following paragraph 3.31  
which states: 
“To help meet our community housing needs 
the Council will require all sites being relied 
upon to meet the 50 per cent target within the 
portfolio to be in the Borough.” 

It is unclear exactly what this sentence means; 
however, we interpret the possible meaning as 
a requirement that there should be a separate 
portfolio within the borough which must 
balance at 50%. This is not in conformity with 

Conformity with the London 
The Publication Plan is in general conformity 
with the London Plan as confirmed in the 
letter from the Mayor of London (GLA) dated 
22 December which states “It is the Mayor’s 
opinion that as currently written, the draft 
Local Plan is in general conformity with the 
LP2021.” 

Portfolio approach on public land 
We note that the approach to provide the 50% 
portfolio within the Borough is not considered 
consistent. However, overall, the Publication 
Policies are in general conformity as stated in 
the letter from the GLA. 
The Council can through the Local Plan set 
policies that are in its own local context. Given 
the Borough’s housing need the Council does 
not support a portfolio approach which may 
mean TfL (or other public body) owned land is 
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the London Plan and the sentence must be 
deleted from the NLPR.  
London Plan paragraphs 4.4.7 and 4.5.6 are 
clear in their requirement for at least 50% 
affordable housing to be provided across 
agreed public sector land portfolios. TfL has 
such a portfolio agreement with the Mayor.  
Within a portfolio, between 35% and 100% 
affordable housing may be provided on 
individual sites, as long as the portfolio 
balances at 50%. It is clear from the London 
Plan that the portfolio extends across 
London as a whole and not just within a 
borough. The portfolio approach is crucial to 
optimising the delivery of affordable housing 
and to meeting the 50% strategic requirement 
across London. Therefore, in conformity with 
the London Plan, a threshold minimum of 35% 
should apply to individual sites within the 
borough, as it does across the whole of 
London. To reiterate, the last sentence pf 
paragraph 3.31 must be deleted as it is not in 
conformity with the London Plan. 
We also maintain our view that the flexibility 
provided by the London Plan in respect of low-
cost rented homes should be reflected in the 
NLPR ie. Policy H6 (Affordable housing 
tenure) sets out that affordable housing should 
be provided as: 
• Low-cost rented homes, as either London 
Affordable Rent or Social Rent; and 
• Intermediate products which meet the 
definition of genuinely affordable housing, 

developed with 35% community housing with 
the rest located elsewhere in London. 
Flexibility for low cost rent homes 
Part K – M of draft policy HO3 clearly that the 
tenure mix requirements are 70% social 
rent/LAR and 30% intermediate at LLR. This 
reflects the Borough’s local needs and is in 
line with the London Plan Policy H6.  
Paragraph N could have the (presumably) 
unintended consequence of promoting 
monotonous design 
The Council maintains its previous response 
that “Our design policies ensure that high 
quality development with variety reflecting our 
local character is delivered. There are many 
examples of this throughout the Borough and 
we do not think having different appearance 
for market and affordable housing will assist 
with this rather it will run contrary to the aims 
of the policy.” 

The Council does not require the same 
building design if that is the concern and it is 
about the quality and materials of the 
development. 



352 
 

including London Living Rent and London 
Shared ownership. 
The actual tenure mix delivered by a scheme 
will be influenced by a range of issues 
including local needs, demography and 
character, and viability. The Plan should be 
flexible enough to enable this. 
We also maintain our concern expressed at 
the Reg 18 consultation that paragraph N 
could have the (presumably) unintended 
consequence of promoting monotonous 
design. In our view, within a development 
where there are several multi-tenanted 
buildings it is likely to be appropriate for there 
to be variations between them in terms of 
appearance. As currently drafted, the policy 
would require the buildings to have the same 
appearance. We suggest more flexible 
wording that would maintain similar design 
quality between buildings and tenures without 
them all having to have the same appearance. 
We would suggest that it is redrafted:  

N. Community Housing and market housing 
should be integrated in any development 
and have the same standards of external 
design and build quality appearance.  

The suggested changes are necessary for the 
NLPR to be in conformity with the London 
Plan and to be justified, effective and 
positively prepared. 

30 TRA Travellers 
Site Stable 

P, J, E, 
C, L 

 The council must deliver on signed 
agreements to deliver the pre-agreed numbers 

Noted. 
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Way (Patrick 
Joseph 
O'Donnell) 

of community/social rent homes irrespective of 
any increased building costs often cited by 
developers for not being able to deliver on the 
numbers agreed. 

31 Turley on 
behalf of 
Warrior 
Property Group 
and Portobello 
Group (Alice 
Hawkins) 

  Floorspace Threshold: 
The floorspace threshold of 650sqm (including 
extensions) to triggering community housing is 
not supported, unless re-worded to apply to 
net additional floorspace (and therefore 
removal of Part B of the policy). It is 
considered that the Council would need to 
make an exceptional case to lower this trigger 
so far below national policy (which requires 
affordable housing where development 
creates 10 or more homes or the site is 0.5 
hectares or more). It is not considered that this 
evidence and justification has been provided. 
As such, the policy is not considered to be 
justified (As per the NPPF’s tests for 
soundness) and is also not compliant with 
national policy- the NPPF states at paragraph 
64 that provision of affordable housing should 
not be sought for residential developments 
that are not major developments other than in 
designated rural areas.  
It is considered that the requirement for 
affordable homes also needs to be balanced 
against the need for housing delivery. Housing 
delivery is a key planning benefit in its own 
right and paragraph 120 of the NPPF notes in 
relation to making effective use of land that 
planning policies should “give substantial 
weight to the value of using suitable brownfield 

Floorspace threshold 
The Council did make an exceptional case for 
the existing policy.  
The Council’s existing policy trigger is 650 sq 
m and this policy was examined against the 
national policy referred to.  
The local plan viability study concludes that 
the 650 sq. m threshold is viable across the 
borough and will not negatively impact 
development deliverability. In fact, even 
smaller schemes of 500 sq m could viability 
contribute towards affordable housing. 
Further details are set out in paragraphs 2.3.1 
to 2.3.3, 2.3.24 – 2.3.25 and 2.4.6 of the 
Policy Formulation Report HO3-HO7 
(Community housing, housing size and 
standards, specialist housing, other housing 
products and estate renewal) 
The Borough has the highest land values 
anywhere in the country which enables 
community housing to be viable in smaller 
development. Where a scheme is not able to 
provide a policy compliant level of community 
housing, a financial viability assessment can 
be submitted. 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
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land for homes”. This is particularly pertinent 
in the context of RBKC’s recent Housing 
Delivery Test results in 2021 of only 43% 
delivery. It is considered that the lower 
threshold approach could feasibly 
disincentivise delivery of housing on small 
sites, thereby further exacerbating the 
Borough’s existing housing delivery issues.  
This would directly contradict the aims of draft 
policy HO2 which aims to encourage housing 
delivery on small sites, and also has the 
potential to render a number of smaller 
schemes unviable, thereby resulting in a 
reduction in housing delivery. We consider 
that it is in the Borough’s interest to simplify 
and incentivise the planning process for 
smaller scale housing delivery to significantly 
increase housing delivery, while providing 
more viable schemes to underpin the delivery 
of affordable homes.  
Supporting text in the paragraphs 3.27-3.29 
justify this 650sqm threshold based on the 
Local Plan’s Viability Study (September 2022) 
demonstrating that these requirements can be 
viably applied to small sites of 500sqm or 
more, and the fact that the Council has been 
operating a similar policy threshold of 650sqm 
since September 2019.  
In relation to the latter point, it is not 
considered appropriate justification to rely on 
an existing policy position without examining 
its effectiveness. The Council’s approach to 
the 2019 policy on the amalgamation of units 
has been re-assessed as part of this draft New 

Comment on the Council’s Viability Study 
regarding conversions (modest uplift in 
floorspace) 
The policy applies to ‘new’ development, and 
this is explained in paragraph 3.29 of the 
Publication Plan which states that “New 
residential floorspace in Policy HO3 will 
generally be in addition to existing residential 
floorspace.” Therefore, it doesn’t apply where 
the uplift is modest. 
Percentage of community housing and on-
site delivery: 
The Council does not agree that references to 
on-site provision of community housing should 
be deleted. This would significantly reduce the 
effectiveness of the policy. 
Payment in lieu 
Paragraph 3.37 of the NLPR sets out the 
exceptional circumstances where a payment 
in lieu will be accepted and these are “where it 
is physically impracticable to provide the 
community housing on-site or it is 
inappropriate in terms of the numbers that can 
be provided on-site.” Such circumstances 
would be when the site is too small and the 
number of homes that can be provided are so 
small that no RP would be willing to manage 
them or the financial viability assessment 
shows that less than one home may be 
provided so a contribution will be more 
appropriate. Therefore, the policy allows for 
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Local Plan, as shown in the supporting text to 
draft policy HO1, based on the resulting 
application of the policy and the Council’s 
Housing Delivery Test results. As such, the 
policy is not considered to be justified on the 
basis of previous policy and we request that 
assessment of the application of this 2019 
policy is considered and evidenced in 
subsequent stages of the New Local Plan 
preparation. 
In relation to this first point which justifies the 
threshold based on viability, we have reviewed 
the Viability Study prepared by BNP Paribas 
for the Borough. Whilst this indicates that the 
policy requirement could in principle be 
applied to sites of 500sqm, it also notes on 
page 4 that conversions involving net uplifts in 
floorspace of up to 650 square metres are 
“unlikely to be viable as the extent of added 
value above existing use value is generally too 
low to provide the necessary cross-subsidy to 
trade value generating floorspace for 
affordable housing. However, the extent of 
uplift in floorspace will clearly vary from 
scheme to scheme and there will inevitably be 
some schemes that provide a higher uplift 
relative to existing space. The Council could 
therefore apply the policy to conversions, 
providing there is an ability for applicants to 
demonstrate scheme-specific viability 
circumstances where there is only a modest 
uplift in floorspace.” This clearly demonstrates 
that at these lower floorspace levels, viability 
will likely vary from scheme to scheme.  

small sites to make a contribution rather than 
provide community housing on-site. 
The requirement for the two financial viability 
assessments is to ensure that it is cost neutral 
to the developer to provide the payment or on-
site housing so there is no financial incentive 
for them to prefer a payment. Given the 
extremely high land values in the Borough it is 
not an onerous requirement. 
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However, there is no acknowledgement within 
the draft policy of this or provision for an 
applicant to make a case. Applying viability 
assessments to schemes where there is only 
a modest uplift in floorspace or floorspace 
provision at low levels of 650sqm is not 
considered appropriate.  
As such, we suggest that the trigger for 
affordable housing is raised to major 
development as per national policy, based on 
a ‘net additional’ approach – i.e. seek 
affordable housing when either 10 or more 
new homes are delivered on a site, or where 
over 1000 sqm (GIA) of new residential floor 
space is created. A threshold trigger of 
1,000sqm is considered to still deliver on the 
requirements of the Borough to provide 
community housing whilst also ensuring that 
housing delivery, a key priority for the 
Borough, is not unduly compromised. 
Percentage of community housing and on-
site delivery: 
The approach of Part D and E which sets out 
the Fast Track threshold approach to the 
percentage of community housing is 
supported as being in line with the London 
Plan approach. 
However, it is considered that the specification 
of ‘on-site’ should be removed from Parts H 
and I and Part G should be amended only to 
refer to a viability assessment requirement for 
redevelopment involving existing affordable 
homes, and remove reference to those that 
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provide for an off-site provision or a payment-
in-lieu.  
Given the low threshold for requiring 
community housing, set out in Part A of the 
draft policy, it is not considered feasible that 
such small schemes would all be capable of 
providing community housing directly on site 
due to spatial and management requirements. 
Furthermore, offsite provision might often 
provide more beneficial results, particularly 
where a developer owns additional land within 
the Borough and can provide more 
appropriate community housing an amenities 
on another site within their portfolio.  
The approach set out to calculating a 
payment-in-lieu in Part J of the draft policy is 
also considered too onerous and prescriptive. 
As outlined above, a number of the sites that 
might struggle to provide community housing 
on site are smaller schemes which have 
triggered the affordable requirement under 
Part A but are unable to fulfil the logistical and 
site requirements for on-site delivery within a 
constrained site. In this context, it is 
considered overly onerous and prescriptive to 
then require smaller minor schemes to 
undergo two financial viability assessments. 
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Q25: 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. 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Ballymore 
Group Limited 
and 
Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets 
Limited 
(Ballymore 
Grou... 

P, E  The supporting text of draft Policy HO4 sets out 
current housing needs for market and affordable 
housing (Table 5.4 and 5.5). It is not clear 
whether the Council will seek to apply these mix 
breakdowns to all forthcoming planning 
applications, or whether they are included as 
guidance only.  
In our view, reference to the preferred market 
mix (Table 5.4) should be deleted as a 
minimum, with a general note added indicating 
that the Council will expect planning 
applications to demonstrate how the proposed 
housing mix will address housing need within 
the Borough and London as a whole.  
We support the requirement to provide 10% of 
homes as M4(3) standard, and support the 
clarification in the Policy, confirming that the 
M4(3)(b) standard should only be applied to 
dwellings where the local authority is 
responsible for allocating or nominating a 
person to live in that dwelling (i.e. the social rent 
element) otherwise, they should be adaptable. 

Policy HO4 A is clear that the mix of homes 
can take into account characteristics of a site 
and the current evidence in relation to 
housing need. The current evidence is as set 
out in Tables 5.4 and 5.5. The Council will 
expect that this mix is provided at Kensal 
Canalside. However, the details and 
justification for a different mix can be 
considered at the planning application stage. 
It is a requirement to review Local Plan 
every five years and therefore the evidence 
may be updated as the development 
progresses through its various phases over 
a number of years. 
Paragraph 62 of the NPPF requires that 
“….the size, type and tenure of housing 
needed for different groups in the community 
should be assessed and reflected in 
planning policies….” 
The rationale and evidence behind the 
housing size mix is set out in the PFR HO3-
HO7 (Community housing, housing size 
and standards, specialist housing, other 
housing products and estate renewal).  

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
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2 Earls Court 
Development 
Company 
(Taylar 
Vernon) 

P, J, E  ECDC welcomes the objective of the policy to 
deliver a mix of unit types and sizes but queries 
the target for larger (3+ bedroom) market 
housing units, which are shown  
in Table 3.1 to be 25% of the market housing 
provision.  
While it is noted that Criterion A of the Policy 
states that the site characteristics should be 
taken into account, the NLPR should be clear 
that the policy doesn’t seek to apply a 
prescriptive mix as part of all new market 
housing developments.  
Specifically, ECDC wishes to highlight that 
whilst it intends to deliver a genuine mix  
of units, including family housing, it is unlikely 
that such a high proportion of large units will to 
be able to be provided as part of the Earls Court 
redevelopment, while maintaining a viable 
scheme, given the limited demand for larger 
family units and associate absorption 
considerations. It is also noted that the 
appropriateness, and ability to deliver, larger 
units will vary across phases of the 
development as the suitability of each plot for 
family housing will be guided by a design-led 
approach. 
Whilst it is noted that the current draft NLPR 
does not support Build to Rent (BtR) residential 
development (Policy HO6 - to which ECDC has 
responded separately), the unique market 
dynamic of this form of housing is such that 
demand for 3+ bedroom units will be particularly 
low. The policy should make reference to this. 

Policy HO4 A is clear that the mix of homes 
can take into account characteristics of a site 
and the current evidence in relation to 
housing need. The current evidence is as set 
out in Tables 5.4 and 5.5. The Council will 
expect that this mix is provided at Earl’s 
Court. 
The requirement is over the entire site and 
not for each block. Therefore, the comment 
regarding build to rent homes having a 
different mix does not need to be embedded 
in policy. This can be justified at the planning 
application stage. 
Paragraph 3.51 reference to 2 bedroom four 
person homes is in the supporting text and 
therefore will be flexibly applied in each 
case. Clearly, a 2 bedroom 4 person home 
has more flexibility to cater to a young family 
with two small children as opposed to a 2 
bedroom 3 person home.  
Paragraph 62 of the NPPF requires that 
“….the size, type and tenure of housing 
needed for different groups in the community 
should be assessed and reflected in 
planning policies….” 
 

The rationale and evidence behind the 
housing size mix is set out in the PFR HO3-
HO7 (Community housing, housing size 
and standards, specialist housing, other 
housing products and estate renewal). 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
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With specific reference to Earls Court, it will be 
particularly challenging to achieve the market 
housing mix on a phase-by-phase basis. 
With reference to the Community Housing 
breakdown, ECDC notes that there is no  
differentiation between low-cost rent and 
intermediate unit sizes. This was previously 
raised by ECDC as part of the Regulation 18 
consultation, to which RBKC has responded 
that the Community Housing mix applies to all 
three tenures together and is not expected to be 
provided for each tenure. On the basis that 
providing any genuinely affordable 3+ bedroom 
intermediate homes at Earls Court will be 
challenging, this flexibility is supported. 
It is noted that within Paragraph 3.51 of the 
supporting text it states that two-bedroom 
homes should be provided for four persons, to 
allow flexibility to accommodate young families. 
ECDC has significant concerns that this is being 
applied to market housing, where the market 
would likely dictate that 2-bedroom units of a 
range of sizes should be provided to meet 
varying needs and affordability. It is also not 
clear why a three-person unit for any housing 
tenure should not be able to accommodate a 
young family. It is suggested that this reference 
should be removed from the supporting text or 
made in reference to community housing 
provision only.  
On the basis of the above, it is considered that 
the proposed policy is not currently justified, nor 
effective. It therefore follows that it could be 
more positively prepared to ensure that 
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development is able to come forward which 
meets local needs. 

3 Hillgate Village 
RA (Sam 
Dunkley) 

 P, J, E 
 

Noted. 

4 Isis Amlak P, J, E  The policy fails to acknowledge that the greatest 
demand for housing is for 3 and 4 bedroom 
properties for families who are overcrowded in 1 
and 2 bedroom properties.  
A two bedroomed property is unsuitable for a 
family of four beyond primary school age, 
regardless of gender. The NSPCC recommends 
that it's recommended that children over the age 
of 10 should have their own bedrooms – even if 
they're siblings or step-siblings. A child having 
their own room has beneficial social, 
psychological and education outcomes. The 
policy fails to acknowledge the disadvantage of 
children having to continue to share a room into 
adolescence and the potential harm.  
Many of the racialised communities in the 
borough, particularly in the North need 
properties to suit their larger families. The 
council must acknowledge race and ethnicity as 
a determinant factor in the build process. It fails 
to implement a plan to build large family 
appropriate properties. The policy is not 
positively prepared, justified or effective. 

The policy refers to developments providing 
for the current evidence of housing need. 
The needs are identified in the Local 
Housing Needs Assessment, September 
2022 (Full Report) and reflected in Tables 
5.4 and 5.5. 
 
For community housing the evidence is 
showing a need for 50% of the homes to be 
3 bedrooms or more. In addition, supporting 
text at paragraph 3.52 states that, “It should 
be noted that the need based on the 
Council’s housing register and waiting list is 
for the two bedroom homes to be for four 
persons so they can also cater for families.” 
Therefore, 84% of the homes will be capable 
of catering to families. 
 
The Council as a housing authority also 
deals with changing needs via movement 
within the current housing stock which is 
separate to the Local Plan policies that apply 
to new development. 

5 Kensington & 
Chelsea 

P, J, E, 
C, L 

 There is a lack of provision of 3- and 4-bedroom 
homes that are required in the borough. We 
understand that RBKC plan to deal with this 

The policy refers to developments providing 
for the current evidence of housing need. 
The needs are identified in the Local 
Housing Needs Assessment, September 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149422021.1/PDF/-/03%20Local%20Housing%20Needs%20Assessment%20Update%20Full%20Report%20Sep%2022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149422021.1/PDF/-/03%20Local%20Housing%20Needs%20Assessment%20Update%20Full%20Report%20Sep%2022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149422021.1/PDF/-/03%20Local%20Housing%20Needs%20Assessment%20Update%20Full%20Report%20Sep%2022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149422021.1/PDF/-/03%20Local%20Housing%20Needs%20Assessment%20Update%20Full%20Report%20Sep%2022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149422021.1/PDF/-/03%20Local%20Housing%20Needs%20Assessment%20Update%20Full%20Report%20Sep%2022.pdf
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Citizens Advice 
(Arantxa Gaba) 

need through measures to counter under 
occupation, however this will not address the 
needs of those in temporary accommodation 
and out of borough and there are still many 
families affected and displaced by Grenfell who 
are forced to split their households due to the 
lack of family sized homes in the borough. The 
Council must consult and implement a plan to 
deal with this need. 

2022 (Full Report) and reflected in Tables 
5.4 and 5.5. 
 
For community housing the evidence is 
showing a need for 50% of the homes to be 
3 bedrooms or more. In addition, supporting 
text at paragraph 3.52 states that, “It should 
be noted that the need based on the 
Council’s housing register and waiting list is 
for the two bedroom homes to be for four 
persons so they can also cater for families.” 
Therefore, 84% of the homes will be capable 
of catering to families. 
 
The Council as a housing authority also 
deals with changing needs via movement 
within the current housing stock which is 
separate to the Local Plan policies that apply 
to new development. 

6 Kensington 
and Chelsea 
Social Council 
(Joe Batty) 

P, J, E, 
C, L 

 The policy is unsound as it fails to give priority 
to the need for family housing, even though this 
is evidenced in the housing needs assessment 
and in the supporting text. This is much needed 
in North Kensington, where there is 
overcrowding on the social housing estates that 
is disproportionately experienced by Black and 
minoritised communities. Too much of what is 
being delivered is studio and 1 bed flats, with 
poor space standards. 
Policy support is needed for 3 bed + housing 
and for higher space standards. 

The policy refers to developments providing 
for the current evidence of housing need. 
The needs are identified in the Local 
Housing Needs Assessment, September 
2022 (Full Report) and reflected in Tables 
5.4 and 5.5. 
 
For community housing the evidence is 
showing a need for 50% of the homes to be 
3 bedrooms or more. In addition, supporting 
text at paragraph 3.52 states that, “It should 
be noted that the need based on the 
Council’s housing register and waiting list is 
for the two bedroom homes to be for four 
persons so they can also cater for families.” 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149422021.1/PDF/-/03%20Local%20Housing%20Needs%20Assessment%20Update%20Full%20Report%20Sep%2022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149422021.1/PDF/-/03%20Local%20Housing%20Needs%20Assessment%20Update%20Full%20Report%20Sep%2022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149422021.1/PDF/-/03%20Local%20Housing%20Needs%20Assessment%20Update%20Full%20Report%20Sep%2022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149422021.1/PDF/-/03%20Local%20Housing%20Needs%20Assessment%20Update%20Full%20Report%20Sep%2022.pdf
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Therefore, 84% of the homes will be capable 
of catering to families. 
The Council as a housing authority also 
deals with changing needs via movement 
within the current housing stock which is 
separate to the Local Plan policies that apply 
to new development. 
Current policies do require a mix of homes 
and not studios and 1 bed flats. Planning 
policies require meeting minimum space 
standards and this is followed in all planning 
applications. 

7 Kensington 
Society 
(Amanda 
Frame) 

E P, J 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. 

The NPPG on Optional Technical Standards 
states that “Where a local planning authority 
(or qualifying body) wishes to require an 
internal space standard, they should only do 
so by reference in their Local Plan to 
the nationally described space standard.”. 
Therefore, reference is to the Nationally 
Described Space Standards rather than the 
London Plan which applies in any case. 
 

8 Mas Hiday  P, J, E, 
C, L 

 
Noted. 

9 Moni Red P, J, E, 
C, L 

 
 

Noted. 

10 Penelope 
Horlick 

P, J, E, 
C, L 

 no comment Noted. 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-optional-technical-standards
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/technical-housing-standards-nationally-described-space-standard
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11 RBKC Labour 
Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

E  I cannot see that there has been any 
engagement with the new Census releases. Our 
population is changing, there is a cohort of older 
residents, and younger residents most likely to 
move out of the borough as there is nowhere for 
them to rent or buy that is affordable.  
These two cohorts should have our full focus, 
with an emphasis on in-borough facilities for an 
ageing group, plus family sized homes that are 
affordable. Without this emphasis we will 
continue to be a dumping ground for dirty 
money and more empty homes, with the long-
term effect on retail and hospitality that are 
focussing more and more on catering for visitors 
while ignoring the needs of residents. 

The Local Housing Needs Assessment, 
September 2022 (Full Report) includes an 
addendum to consider the initial outputs 
from Census 2021. It finds that the bed size 
mix is unlikely to be impacted by the Census 
results as they align relatively closely with 
the GLA/ONS population projections used in 
the report. 

12 Savills on 
behalf of 
Commercial 
Estates Group 
(Kirsty Turner) 

  Draft Policy HO4 sets out the requirement for 
developments to provide a mix of different type 
and sized homes:  
‘New residential developments must include a 
mix of types and sizes of homes to reflect the 
varying local needs of the Borough, taking into 
account the characteristics of the site, and 
current evidence in relation to housing need.’ 

Furthermore, Figure 3.1 sets out the bedroom 
size requirement, which has been informed by 
the LHNA (January 2022). This report 
concludes that the Borough has a growing need 
for smaller homes, with an expected decrease 
in the number of households with children by 
7% as follows: 
‘1 Bedroom = 35 per cent 
2 Bedroom = 40 per cent 

The suggested changes are not considered 
necessary and would make the policy less 
effective. 
Paragraph 62 of the NPPF requires that 
“….the size, type and tenure of housing 
needed for different groups in the community 
should be assessed and reflected in 
planning policies….” 
Policy HO4 A is clear that the mix of homes 
can take into account characteristics of a site 
and the current evidence in relation to 
housing need. The current evidence is as set 
out in Tables 5.4 and 5.5. The Council will 
expect that this mix is provided at Kensal 
Canalside. However, the details and 
justification for a different mix can be 
considered at the planning application stage.  

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149422021.1/PDF/-/03%20Local%20Housing%20Needs%20Assessment%20Update%20Full%20Report%20Sep%2022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149422021.1/PDF/-/03%20Local%20Housing%20Needs%20Assessment%20Update%20Full%20Report%20Sep%2022.pdf
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3 Bedroom = 20 per cent 
4+ Bedroom = 5 per cent’ 

We consider that these percentages may not 
always be achievable across all sites due to site 
constraints. In some instances it may also be 
necessary to deviate from the above prescribed 
dwelling mix in order to facilitate the delivery of 
other benefits associated with development that 
may not otherwise be deliverable for viability 
reasons (for example). 
The supporting text in Paragraph 3.50 appears 
to allow some flexibility, stating ‘Residential 
developments should provide a mix of homes of 
an appropriate size to cater to the identified 
local need. The LHNA, January 2022 identifies 
a different bedroom size mix for market and 
community housing. The interpretation of this 
policy will need to be informed by and reflect the 
latest LHNA.’ 

We therefore suggest the same flexibility is 
included in the Policy wording as follows:  
‘New residential developments must should 
include a mix of types and sizes of homes to 
reflect the varying local needs of the Borough, 
taking into account the characteristics of the 
site, and current evidence in relation to housing 
need, and be subject to a viability exercise.’ 

The rationale and evidence behind the 
housing size mix is set out in the PFR HO3-
HO7 (Community housing, housing size 
and standards, specialist housing, other 
housing products and estate renewal). 

13 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

 P, J, E, 
C  

No additional comment. Noted. 
 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
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14 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. 
(R. Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and the reasons given are very 
persuasive. 

Noted. 
 

15 Tanya 
Thompson 

P, J, E, 
C, L 

 Standard spaces are too small. Noted. They are minimum standards. 
 

16 TfL - 
Commercial 
Development 
(Brendan 
Hodges) 

  No comments. Noted. 
 

17 Molly Dineen P, J, E, C  The policy should support 3 bed homes with 
appropriate living space for a family as opposed 
to small studio flats, 1 beds and galley kitchens 
not appropriate for many families. 

The policy does not consider studios and 1 
bed homes suitable for families. 
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Q26: 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. 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 DP9 Limited - 
for Welcome 
Trust (Zoe 
Smythe) 

  As per our previous representations, we 
suggested that the requirement for affordable 
older person homes should reflect development 
viability. Homes for older people and 
specialised care are much more expensive to 
deliver than a standard C3 residential home, 
therefore, this should be recognised within the 
new draft policy. 

The viability of extra care schemes has been 
tested in the Local Plan Viability Study, 
September 2022. 
Paragraph 6.24 comments “Extra care 
schemes tend to achieve premium values 
over prevailing market values for general 
purpose residential units but developments 
of extra care also incur additional costs 
which can offset these premium values.” 
Paragraph 6.25 states “Tables 6.3.1 to 6.3.7 
and 6.4.1 to 6.4.7 incorporate the results of 
testing of four extra care development 
typologies (typologies 24 to 27), which show 
varying results, depending on area and 
relationship between existing and proposed 
floorspace. Although the viability of extra 
care schemes is sometimes challenging, the 
appraisals show that there are many 
scenarios in which 35% affordable housing 
could be delivered. This has been tested 
using the same tenures as applied to other 
schemes (i.e. 70% London Affordable Rent 
and 30% London Living Rent).” 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149420645.1/PDF/-/00%20RBKC%20Local%20Plan%20Viability%20Assessment%20Update%20Sep%202022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149420645.1/PDF/-/00%20RBKC%20Local%20Plan%20Viability%20Assessment%20Update%20Sep%202022.pdf
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The policy allows for financial viability testing 
where the minimum percentage of 
community housing is not deliverable. 

2 GLA (Hassan 
Ahmed) 

  Specialist Older Persons Housing 
The draft Plan at paragraph 3.58 reflects the 
borough’s annual benchmark for specialist 
older persons housing for 83 dwellings per 
year. This figure is taken from Table 4.3 of the 
LP2021 and as the draft Plan correctly notes, is 
an indicative figure. RBKC have recently 
conducted a Local Housing Needs Assessment 
(September 2022)2 which goes into detail about 
older persons housing need in the borough and 
concludes that by 2040 RBKC is projected to 
need an additional 2,291 units of private, 
leasehold sheltered accommodation and 549 of 
social rented, affordable sheltered 
accommodation and this could be more clearly 
reflected in the draft Plan. 
The intention set out in Policy HO5 to protect 
existing older people’s housing is noted but the 
draft Plan could be more proactive and RBKC 
is advised to work positively and collaboratively 
with providers to identify sites which may be 
suitable for more specialist older persons 
housing as set out in Policy H13A of the 
LP2021. 

Noted. The policy supports all forms of older 
people’s housing and as such it is not 
considered necessary to refer to all the 
figures in the LHNA in the supporting text. 
The policy will remain the same regardless. 
The Council has undertaken several ‘call for 
sites’ during the NLPR process and no 
specialist providers have come forward with 
sites other than the ones that are already in 
train/built in recent years. 
The Council has allocated land for extra care 
homes on Council owned land at Lots Road 
South. 

3 Home Builders 
Federation 
(James 
Stevens) 

L  Part of the Policy is unsound because it is not 
in general conformity with the London Plan. 
Although para. 3.58 refers to the London Plan 
benchmark figure for specialist older persons 
housing set out in table 4.3 of the London Plan 

Part of the Policy is unsound because it 
is not in general conformity with the 
London Plan. 
The Publication Plan is in general conformity 
with the London Plan as confirmed in the 



369 
 

which supports London Plan Policy H13 – a 
figure of 85 units per year – this is not referred 
to directly in the local plan. Improving the 
supply of specialist older persons housing is a 
strategic priority for London (see London Plan 
para. 4.13.1). the local plan acknowledges the 
increase in the number of residents aged 65 or 
more by 2040 – a 54% increase. 
To assist and ensure that the plan will respond 
positively to applications of older persons 
housing policy HO5 should be amended to 
refer directly to this benchmark monitoring 
figure. 
Second, the London Plan H13 is directed at 
supporting specialist older persons housing, 
but not homes that have the attributes of care 
home accommodation – see London Plan para. 
4.13.4. This is an important distinction. To 
generalise, there is specialist retirement 
housing and there is care home type 
accommodation (although there are gradations 
within each category). The London Plan 
benchmark figure and the requirements of 
policy H13 relates to homes that do not provide 
an element of care but is specifically designed 
and managed for older people (minimum age of 
55 years) – see para. 4.13.5 of the London 
Plan. Providing adequate new care home 
accommodation is important, but it is not 
covered by London Plan policy H13. 
Policy HO5 should be amended to reflect this 
distinction. This is necessary to ensure that 
there is an adequate supply of retirement 
housing (i.e. accommodation typically without 

letter from the Mayor dated 22 December 
which states “It is the Mayor’s opinion that as 
currently written, the draft Local Plan is in 
general conformity with the LP2021.” 

The Local Plan policies do not need to 
repeat the London Plan. The figure is 
referenced in the supporting text at 
paragraph 3.48 and this is acknowledged in 
the GLA’s response to be appropriate. This 
makes the policy more flexible in case the 
figure changes following an update to the 
London Plan evidence. 
The Council considers that Policy HO5 
adequately reflects the national policy and 
the London Plan. 
Paragraph 3.60 of the Publication Policies 
states that, “Government guidance on 
housing for older and disabled people 131 
(paragraph 10) specifies the types of 
specialist older people’s housing. This 
includes retirement living or sheltered 
housing, extra care housing or housing with 
care and residential care homes including 
homes suitable for people with dementia and 
nursing homes.” 

Part C of the policy precludes care homes 
from providing affordable housing. This is 
further elaborated in paragraph 3.62, which 
also states “The characteristics of a care 
home are set out in some detail in the 
London Plan and we will use those criteria to 
determine if a development is a care home.” 
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care) and an adequate supply of care homes 
(where care is provided). 
We note that part A of the policy would appear 
to preclude the type of accommodation that 
London Plan policy H13 was conceived to 
support. This may not be what the Council 
intends but it could be read that way. 

Part A of Policy HO5 does not preclude 
specialist older people’s accommodation 
envisaged in Policy H13 of the London Plan. 
 

4 Kensington 
Society 
(Amanda 
Frame) 

E P, J 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 

The Sheppard Trust case was unique in that 
the building reverted to a ‘nil’ use as it was a 
personal permission. 
Adding the suggested words will not offer 
more protection to existing older people’s 
housing than what the policy already 
provides.  
Reference to the Mayor’s guidance could be 
added as a mor modification although the 
Council does use all relevant Mayor’s 
planning guidance where relevant regardless 
of references within the Local Plan. 
HO5 B: Protection of existing older 
people’s housing: 
Care Homes 
The Council supports adding care homes 
back into the definition of social and 
community uses in the supporting text of 
Policy SI1: Social Infrastructure as a main 
modification. 
Both cases referred to are unique and not 
ones that could be written into policy – 
Sheppard Trust as mentioned above was a 
personal permission where the building 
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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.” 

reverted to a ‘nil’ use on the exit of the 
Sheppard Trust. The protection of existing 
care home at St Wilfrid is yet to be 
considered via the application process. If the 
established use is a care home, it will have 
current and future policy protection. 
The definition of specialist older people’s 
housing is set out in paragraph 3.60 of the 
Publication Policies states that, “Government 
guidance on housing for older and disabled 
people (paragraph 10) specifies the types of 
specialist older people’s housing. This 
includes retirement living or sheltered 
housing, extra care housing or housing with 
care and residential care homes including 
homes suitable for people with dementia and 
nursing homes.” This can be added to the 
glossary. 
As the definition already includes care 
homes it is not considered that the additional 
wording suggested in HO5B is necessary. 
HO5 G – Affordable housing cannot be 
acquired and changed to market homes 
unless the concerns being cited are from the 
unique cases listed above. Policy HO3 of the 
NLPR affords robust protection to affordable 
housing floorspace and units. Policy HO1 
protects loss of units adequately for all types 
of housing and Policy HO4 requires 
minimum space standards. The additional 
wording is not necessary as this is covered 
in other policies. 
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Add a definition of “older people’s housing” in 
the glossary which explicitly includes care 
homes. 
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 space 
standards in the London Plan.” 

5 Lots Village 
Residents 
Association 
(Kerry Davis-
Head) 

P  Emphasis is on social specialist housing, ie 
social rent, and does not take account of 
homeowners in the borough. There is very little 
specialist housing to buy in the borough that is 
suitable for older or disabled residents, 
therefore there is an exodus of such people. 
RBKC is generally very good for transport yet 
they are banished to the outer edges of London 
or the suburbs due to the lack of housing. 
There are level living apartments but these 
inevitably on the luxury end developments with 
incredibly high service charges. 

Noted. The policy supports all types of 
specialist older people’s housing and the 
affordable element is a proportion of the 
overall scheme. It does not stop private 
housing to come forward. 

6 Maria Bonet   As a private resident living in the North 
Kensington area for the last 30 years my main 
concern having seen first hand, is how some of 
our elderly residents live. Especially in charity 
run housing associations. There are some very 
poorly designed and run accommodations here 
in the borough. 

Noted. 
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The Elderly in our community: 
- the elderly, are a key part of the borough. 
They need opportunities to be included. Not 
excluded. 
- To live with dignity, in safety and cleanliness. 
- I have seen an absolutely superb example of 
how I think the elderly should be living in our 
borough. Yes, it is a private care home in 
Notting Hill, but it is run brilliantly. This is run for 
a community of Sisters. 
As a Catholic, I think Faith also plays a big 
party in our Society and borough. After all, 
Jesus said, “take in the poor, feed the hungry, 
comfort the lonely”. It is a very basic and 
human need for these things especially as what 
is perceived as a wealthy borough. We should 
offer the elderly the best care possible. 

7 Moni Red  P, J 
 

Noted. 

8 Northcare 
(Scotland) Ltd 
(- -) 

P, J, E, 
C, L 

 Emerging policy H05 relates to specialist 
housing, a sub-section of which relates to 
Housing for Older People.  
This outlines the following:  

A. Support the provision of older people’s 
housing including new extra care, sheltered 
housing and care homes to meet identified 
local needs. 

B. Protect existing older people’s housing 
unless the loss is to improve substandard 
accommodation or increase the existing 
provision on the site. 

The Local Housing Needs Assessment, 
October 2022 adequately considers housing 
for older people as required by the NPPG on 
Housing for Older and Disabled People. 
Paragraph 4 of the NPPG sets out sets out 
the evidence plan-makers consider when 
identifying the housing needs of older 
people. “The age profile of the population 
can be drawn from Census data and 
projections of population and households by 
age groups can also be used. Future need 
for specialist accommodation for older 
people broken down by tenure and type can 
be assessed and obtained from several 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-for-older-and-disabled-people
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-for-older-and-disabled-people
https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/census/2011/ks102ew
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C. With the exception of care homes, extra 
care, sheltered housing and any other 
specialist form of older people’s housing, 
development must provide on-site 
community (affordable) housing as per the 
requirements set out in Policy HO3. 

D. The community housing will be required 
for occupation by older people in the same 
form as the specialist housing scheme i.e. 
community extra care or community 
sheltered housing at price bands to be 
agreed with the Council. 

E. Older people’s accommodation should 
be of the highest design quality including 
accessibility, dementia friendly, quality of 
care to be provided and adequate storage 
for mobility scooters. 

The supporting text for the policy goes onto 
discuss the Local Housing Needs Assessment 
dated January 2022 and states that the number 
of residents aged 65 or more is projected to 
increase by 13,911 by 2040 (a 54% increase). 
The LHNA itself is unclear of what 
accommodation is being suggested as being 
required across the sector and the document 
fails to distinguish between senior living and 
care/nursing homes in terms of the data. As a 
result, this document does not identify clear 
targets which can reliably be delivered across 
the plan period. Indeed, some of the data used 
to calculate need has been done so using EAC 
data who do not keep up to date care home 
records and prefer to focus on 
retirement/senior living data. Laing Buisson is 

online toolkits such as SHOP@ (Strategic 
Housing for Older People Analysis Tool). 
Joint Strategic Needs Assessments 
prepared by Health and Wellbeing Boards 
can also be used. Finally, the assessment of 
need can also set out level of need for 
residential care homes.” (emphasis added) 

The LHNA uses the SHOP toolkit to estimate 
the need for sheltered and extra care and 
bases the care home need on the GLA’s 
research as stated. The Council’s Adult 
Social Care team has also had input into the 
LHNA and have not articulated the level of 
need stated in the representation. 
While the respondent’s evidence may be 
showing an extremely high need for care 
home bedrooms, ultimately to make a site 
allocation for this purpose land has to be 
suitable, available and deliverable. 
The site at nursery lane is designated as a 
local green space in the St Quintin and 
Woodland Neighbourhood Plan. The NLPR 
supports good growth which as set out in 
paragraph 1.18 of the NLPR is “growth that 
is socially and economically inclusive and 
environmentally sustainable. It means that 
we need to build new homes and 
workspaces and provide the services 
needed by a growing population, but 
development will not be allowed at any cost.” 
 

https://www.housinglin.org.uk/Topics/browse/HousingExtraCare/ExtraCareStrategy/SHOP/SHOPAT/
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the more reliable data set in respect of care 
homes.  
The only reference to care home needs is in 
paragraph 4.31 of the LHNA: 

“4.31. As far as we are aware there is no 
RBKC-specific research undertaken on 
future care / nursing home requirements. 
So, based on the proportion of over 75’s 
that reside in RBKC compared to other 
London authorities (1.9%) we can suggest 
that RBKCs contribution to this future 
requirement should be 16 additional places 
per annum until 2029 at least.” 

This is based on old research dated 2017 by 
the GLA and demonstrates a lack of accurate 
data to determine the need for care home 
provision in the Borough. 
Our Client has commissioned their own 
analysis in respect of need in the Borough (by 
BNP Paribas Health Care and Senior Living 
Team) and this has been provided to the 
Council previously. A copy can be supplied 
again if required. This report shows that based 
on the national likelihood by age of those 
requiring some form of care, either in a care 
homes or hospital (Laing Buisson, 2020) there 
is a current statistical need for circa 2,952 long-
term care places for older people within the 
Catchment Area. Therefore, in straightforward 
terms, based on the 1,928 beds recorded in the 
A-Z Care Homes Guide database, there is 
currently an under supply of around 1,024 
registered beds or 1,048 bedrooms. However, 
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assuming demand remains constant and no 
new bedrooms are registered between 2019 
and 2037, taking into account the projected 
growth in the number of older people, by 2037 
demand will have increased to an estimated 
5,113 long term care places resulting in a 
potential net need for an additional 3,209 
bedrooms. 
There is therefore a serious need to provide 
suitable housing for the elderly, as outlined in 
the NPPG which states “the need to provide 
housing for older people is critical. People are 
living longer lives and the proportion of older 
people in the population is increasing. In mid-
2016 there were 1.6 million people aged 85 
and over; by mid-2041 this is projected to 
double to 3.2 million”. It is considered that the 
Local Plan has not correctly calculated the 
needs for this sector of housing and there are 
no clear targets which can be delivered across 
the plan period. 
Despite the significant need, the new Local 
Plan allocates just 65 gross affordable extra 
care units within their draft site allocations 
(Allocation SA6: Lots Road South) for older 
persons housing. No care home beds are 
allocated at all. It is considered that this lack of 
allocation for such use could lead to further 
shortfall in delivery against the number of beds 
which are demonstrably required, as identified 
within the research. It is therefore considered 
that additional site allocations for such uses are 
clearly required.  
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Conclusion on soundness of policy H05 
As a result of the above, the policy and lack of 
associated site allocations, cannot be found 
sound.  
The policy is not positively prepared because 
the LHNA (2022) relies on unclear data sets, 
does not rely on Laing Buisson data and 
therefore fails to accurately understand the 
need for care home provision within the 
Borough. It fails to therefore adequately identify 
the need for care home provision against an 
identified significant increase in the elderly 
population across the plan period. 
It also fails to provide the policy framework to 
enable new build care accommodation to meet 
an identified need and fails to provide any site 
allocations for care home needs in the plan. 
Site allocations are critical to the delivery of 
effective care home accommodation and they 
primarily need to be purpose built. 
The policy and associated lack of site 
allocations therefore fails the four tests of 
soundness. 

9 Penelope 
Horlick 

P, J, E, 
C, L 

 Older people need help, please do this. Noted. 

10 RBKC Labour 
Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

E P, J, C, 
L 

The Council has sold off ALL their residential 
care homes. Where this is needed, it should be 
in borough. We cannot continue to export our 
elderly while importing young rich single 
people, which seems to be our aim. 

Noted. 



378 
 

11 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

 P, J, E, 
C 

No additional comment. Noted. 

12 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. 
(R. Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and the reasons given are 
very persuasive. 

Noted. 

13 Tanya 
Thompson 

P, J, E, 
C, L 

 There don’t seem to be enough homes. Noted. 

 
  



379 
 

Q27: 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.  

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Ballymore 
Group Limited 
and 
Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets 
Limited 
(Ballymore 
Grou... 

P, J, E, C,  Draft Policy HO6 states that Build to Rent 
schemes are not supported in the borough. 
However, if such a scheme comes forward, 
the Council will seek community housing as 
London Affordable Rents and London Living 
Rents as per Policy HO3. This Policy 
conflicts with the adopted London Plan 
(Policy H11) which supports the provision of 
Build to Rent schemes subject to a number 
of criteria (such as the housing being under 
unified management, minimum tenancy 
lengths and affordable housing). The policy 
as currently drafted is therefore not sound, 
as it does not comply with relevant strategic 
policies (London Plan Policy H11 in this 
case) which provides direct support for Build 
to Rent schemes across London and 
recognises the benefits they provide in 
contributing towards housing delivery. 
We suggest that draft Policy HO6 is 
amended to support the provision of Build to 
Rent housing where this forms an element 
of a wider housing offer and complies with 
the relevant criteria set out in London Plan 

The Publication Plan is in general conformity 
with the London Plan as confirmed in the 
letter from the Mayor of London (GLA) dated 
22 December which states “It is the Mayor’s 
opinion that as currently written, the draft 
Local Plan is in general conformity with the 
LP2021.” 

The Council uses the criteria in the London 
Plan in assessing build to rent schemes. 
Due to the reasons set out in paragraph 3.69 
of the Publication Policies the Local Plan does 
not support build to rent schemes. However, 
the policy does not preclude them. The 
suggested text is not considered necessary as 
this can be demonstrated at the planning 
application stage. 
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Policy H11. As such, in order to ensure this 
policy is positively prepared, justified and 
compliant with the adopted London Plan, we 
suggest that Part (A) is amended as follows: 

“A. Build to Rent schemes are generally 
not supported in the Borough, except 
where Build to Rent housing is proposed 
as part of a wider housing offer as part 
of the redevelopment of large sites (such 
as Opportunity Areas), especially where 
it can be demonstrated that this helps to 
improve the viability and deliverability of 
a scheme. If such a scheme comes 
forward, the Council will seek community 
housing as London Affordable Rents 
and London Living Rents as per Policy 
HO3.” 

2 Caitlin 
O’Hagan 

J  
 

Noted. 

3 DP9 Limited - 
for Welcome 
Trust (Zoe 
Smythe) 

  Wellcome Trust note that the draft policy 
(Part C) seeks to introduce a new policy 
protecting existing student housing 
accommodation. The supporting policy text 
(para 3.75 and 3.76) does not identify a 
need for additional purpose-built student 
accommodation as a priority local need. It is 
clear that there is a much larger, identified 
need for general housing within the 
Borough. Therefore, we suggest that this 
policy protecting existing student 
accommodation is removed, particularly as 
the existing need for PBSA is being met 
within the White City expansion of Imperial 

There is a need to protect existing student 
accommodation as evident from the response 
from Imperial College.  
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College London. Furthermore, allowing the 
loss of student accommodation (based on 
demand/needs assessments) will free up 
existing housing stock to deliver other 
housing products with an identified need 
within the Borough. 
We are of the view that the existing adopted 
policy should be carried into the new Local 
Plan, given there is no notable change in 
the existing and projected need of student 
accommodation within the Borough. 

4 Earls Court 
Development 
Company 
(Taylar 
Vernon) 

P, J, E  It is noted that Build to Rent (BtR) and Co-
living development will not be supported.  
The policy also states that student 
accommodation “must not compromise the 
need for general housing”. ECDC has 
concerns that restricting a range of housing 
products could limit the ability of the Earls 
Court redevelopment to address a diverse 
range of housing needs and to adapt to 
market demands through the development 
timespan. ECDC has previously raised 
concerns with this proposed policy as part 
of the Regulation 18 consultation, which 
continue to remain valid at Regulation 19 
stage. 
BtR proposals should be considered on 
their own merits for how they contribute to 
the overall housing offer, particularly in 
accessible locations like Earls Court, in line 
with the London Plan. The Earls Court and 
West Kensington Opportunity Area was  
considered an acceptable location for BtR 

Due to the reasons set out in paragraph 3.69 
of the Publication Policies the Local Plan does 
not support build to rent schemes. However, 
the policy does not preclude them. The site-
specific considerations raised in the 
representation can be demonstrated at the 
application stage. Clearly on a very large 
scheme a mix of homes can be provided. The 
policy is concerned with avoiding a large-
scale mono tenure build to rent scheme 
particularly given the limited land availability in 
the Borough and the preponderance of the 
rental sector. 
Policy HO6: Part E 
The London Plan Policy H15A 4. states “the 
maximum level of accommodation is secured 
as affordable student accommodation as 
defined through the London Plan and 
associated guidance.” It then refers to the fast 
track/threshold approach. This is all set out in 
Policy HO3 hence the cross reference in 
Policy HO6. It is simply stating that to follow 
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development as recently as October 2021, 
when the redevelopment of land at 344-350 
Old Brompton Road was granted planning 
permission for BtR residential use. For sites 
such as Earls Court, professionally 
managed BtR homes could be suitable as 
part of a mixed-use masterplan 
development and would help provide a 
range of housing products to create a mixed 
and inclusive community. BtR can make a 
significant contribution towards establishing 
longevity of tenure and stable communities 
and should not necessarily be viewed only 
as a form of transitional housing.  
BtR provides several benefits in helping 
meet housing needs and has been provided 
successfully in other Opportunity Areas, 
such as the Olympic Legacy Opportunity 
Area in Stratford (East Village by Get Living 
for which Delancey is a founding partner  
and is seen as a market leader that has 
revolutionised BtR in the UK), where BtR 
helps provide a diverse housing offer 
alongside more standards forms of market 
housing and student housing. 
Not only do BtR developments help meet 
housing need, but they are often of a scale 
that means the benefits go beyond the front 
doors of the properties. BtR operators have 
a vested interest in the creation of new and 
successful communities/ neighbourhoods – 
investing in public realm/open space; 
residential  
amenity; help curate complementary uses at 

the threshold approach a minimum of 35 per 
cent should be affordable student 
accommodation on private land as per Policy 
HO3. 
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ground floor notwithstanding a highly 
managed product. Key benefits of BtR 
include (but are not limited to) 
- providing homes at different price points in 
the market 
- a choice of housing types from one-
bedroom accommodation to family homes; 
- large scale developments delivered at 
pace, given that this tenure can be delivered 
in parallel with for sale homes; 
- stability and certainty for residents; 
- professional management; 
- social integration; 
- place-making and stewardship in the local 
area; 
- quality homes for people who want to 
share; and 
- acting as a catalyst for regeneration. 
With regard to housing for key workers, BtR 
has the ability to play a pivotal role in 
meeting the need for affordable rental 
accommodation to meets the needs of this 
group within the Borough through providing 
Discounted Market Rent at a range of 
discounts. 
In respect of purpose-built student 
accommodation (PBSA), Part E of the policy 
states that “Policy HO3 will be applied” to 
“secure the affordable element”. The  
relationship between these policies is 
unclear and this text should be deleted as it 
is unnecessary, or its purpose should be 
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clarified, and wording amended prior to the 
Plan being adopted.  
On the basis of the above, it is considered 
that the proposed policy is not currently 
justified, nor effective. It therefore follows 
that the policy could be more positively 
prepared, to facilitate development which 
meets local needs. 

5 Frank Knight 
on behalf of 
Frasco 
Investment 
Limited. (Becky 
Anderson) 

E, C   Whilst we support Policy HO6 (Other 
Housing Products) in principle, we consider 
the Policy fails to plan positively for 
alternative models of housing, including for 
PBSA. 
Points C, D and E of Policy HO6 focus 
specifically on PBSA, and whilst we 
generally support these points of the Policy, 
the Policy does explicitly support the 
delivery of PBSA schemes, nor does it 
allocate any sites for PBSA. This is contrary 
to national policy (Para. 62 of the NPPF) in 
ensuring that the needs for different groups 
in the community, including students, are 
reflected in planning policies.  
Paragraph 3.75 of the Local Plan Review 
also states the following:  

“There is a much larger need for self-
contained homes in the Borough and the 
LHNA does not identify additional 
purpose-built student accommodation 
(PBSA) as a priority local housing need”. 

We do not agree with this conclusion within 
the Local Plan Review, and also consider 

Para 62 of the NPPF states that, “Within this 
context, the size, type and tenure of housing 
needed for different groups in the community 
should be assessed and reflected in planning 
policies (including, but not limited to, those 
who require affordable housing, families with 
children, older people, students, people with 
disabilities, service families, travellers, people 
who rent their homes and people wishing to 
commission or build their own homes).” The 
policy and the evidence in the Local Housing 
Needs Assessment, September 2022 (Full 
Report) is in compliance with the NPPF 
requirement. 
As mentioned in the representations the 
specific site of interest and the evidence has 
been considered as part of a pre-applications. 
It is stated “The above findings were 
discussed with the Council through pre-
application meetings, and it was confirmed 
that whilst these findings were contradictory to 
the Council’s own evidence base, it would be 
essential for the PBSA to be linked to a 
Higher Education Institution. Since the last 
representations were submitted, discussions 
have evolved with potential providers and the 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149422021.1/PDF/-/03%20Local%20Housing%20Needs%20Assessment%20Update%20Full%20Report%20Sep%2022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149422021.1/PDF/-/03%20Local%20Housing%20Needs%20Assessment%20Update%20Full%20Report%20Sep%2022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149422021.1/PDF/-/03%20Local%20Housing%20Needs%20Assessment%20Update%20Full%20Report%20Sep%2022.pdf
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this is contradictory to the evidence 
provided within the Local Housing Needs 
Assessment (September 2022) which states 
some limited demand for PBSA may arise. 
Furthermore, the LHNA states that 
according to Imperial College staff, much of 
the existing PBSA in RBKC is old, small, 
difficult to maintain and there are limited en-
suite facilities. It also states that not all 
blocks are in use because of the expense of 
bringing them up to standard and Imperial 
are trying to divest themselves of some of 
their older PBSA (Para. 5.63 of the LHNA). 
This suggests that the existing stock is 
outdated, of poor quality, difficult to maintain 
and not fit for purpose. As such, it follows 
that there is a need for high quality PBSA to 
be delivered within the Plan Period, to 
Improve the existing stock and meet 
existing and future needs. 
Policy HO6 should therefore be proactively 
planning for new PBSA in the Borough and 
identifying Sites capable of providing high-
quality PBSA within the Plan period.  
As such, 136-142 Bramley Road should be 
allocated for such development. We also 
consider both conclusions are inaccurate in 
any eventuality, and there is a strong 
demand for PBSA within RBKC, and the 
wider area of West London. 
Our conclusion is supported by a Student 
Needs Assessment (provided at Enclosure 
3) prepared in relation to 136 – 142 Bramley 
Road, which identifies student needs within 

landowner is committed to ensuring the 
proposals are linked with a university provider 
to demonstrate a need.” 

The main changes being sought are as 
follows: 
Reflecting the evidence submitted around 
PBSA need, we recommend Policy HO6 
should at least identify sites and actively 
encourage the delivery of PBSA in the 
Borough. 

• The policy protects PBSA although it is 
acknowledged that it does not actively 
encourage PBSA given other housing 
needs and limited land supply in the 
Borough. Site allocations are included 
in Chapter 10 rather than within 
strategic policies. No site other than 
this site at Bramley Road was put 
forward for PBSA. 

We also recommend Policy HO6 should 
identify a minimum number of PBSA beds to 
be delivered across the Plan period to ensure 
housing needs can be met (and exceeded) for 
all groups. 

• The Council has a limited land supply 
with one of the most expensive 
property values in the country and will 
not be setting an individual target for 
student accommodation.   

We also recommend that suitable Sites such 
as 136-142 Bramley Road should be allocated 
for PBSA to ensure local housing needs can 
be met in full. 
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a defined catchment area of the Site. Based 
on thorough research conducted by Knight 
Frank, our findings state the following: 

• There are 34 HEI within the catchment 
area with some 159,000 full-time 
students attending higher education 
courses; 
• The number of full-time students living 
within the catchment of the Site has 
increased by 9.4% over the period 
2015/16 – 2019/20 which the Student 
Needs Assessment considers is going to 
increase with time; 
 • Over 150,000 applications were made 
to universities within of the catchment of 
the Site for the 2020/21 academic cycle, 
of which 25,464 were received for 
Imperial College London (the HEI 
nearest to the Site), an increase of 9.7% 
on the volume of applications in 2019. In 
2020, there were 7.4 applications for 
every accepted place at Imperial 
College, with this ratio fluctuating over 
the recent years. However, the number 
of both applications and acceptances to 
Imperial College has increased 
substantially over the past five years; 
41% and 31% respectively; and  
• Across London applications reached 
466,780 in 2020; an increase of 4.1% on 
the previous year. Comparatively, 
acceptances across London 
experienced growth of 10% from 2019 to 

• The Council has considered the site at 
136-142 Bramley Road as set out in 
the Site Allocations Paper, October 
2022. 

 
• As noted in Appendix A of the Site 

Allocations Paper, October 2022 that 
“If it is robustly justified that the current 
office use is no longer viable, the 
principle of the loss of office floorspace 
and change of use to the purpose built 
student accommodation may be 
considered. However, the suggestion 
to allocate the site for 250-300 PBSA 
units is not supported as it would 
require a significant increase in height 
and density in order to deliver such a 
high number of units on site. The 
NLPR does not identify this as a 
suitable location for tall buildings.” 
There is no change in this position. 

 
 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149440101.1/PDF/-/10%20Site%20Allocations%20Paper%20Oct%202022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149440101.1/PDF/-/10%20Site%20Allocations%20Paper%20Oct%202022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149440101.1/PDF/-/10%20Site%20Allocations%20Paper%20Oct%202022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149440101.1/PDF/-/10%20Site%20Allocations%20Paper%20Oct%202022.pdf
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2020.  Acceptances within the HEI’s 
located within the catchment of the Site 
have increased by 27%.  

The above statistics clearly demonstrate a 
significant and sustained increase of 
students within the Borough and within the 
catchment area of the Site, which will 
subsequently lead to an increase need for 
PBSA which we consider has not been 
recognised within the evidence base 
documents, nor within the NLPR and 
evidence base.  
Whilst the Council’s LHNA mentions 
emerging PBSA at White City and Acton, 
our Assessment considers wider pipeline 
development with a 45 minute travel time of 
Bramley Road, which is an appropriate 
catchment area to consider for PBSA and 
robust position of current supply and 
demand across RBKC and other London 
boroughs. Based on an assessment of 
PBSA schemes in planning and those 
consented (either under construction or 
awaiting construction) we consider that the 
current PBSA pipeline is 6,311 beds. If this 
pipeline (6,311 bed spaces) is included as 
part of the currently supply (47,702 bed 
spaces), we consider that the number of full 
time students living in in non-PBSA 
accommodation/HMO stock within the 
private rented sector will still increase by 
approximately 4,800 to 42,283 students by 
2024/25. As such, it is clear that there is a 
need for further PBSA bed spaces in the 
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pipeline to not only meet current and future 
demand but to also address the existing 
shortfall, which is and will force significant 
numbers of students into the private rented 
sector, meaning that less housing is 
available to meet wider general housing 
needs. 
On this basis, our conclusion is that there is 
a clear supply/demand imbalance both 
across London and within the catchment 
areas, and this indicates demonstrable need 
for PBSA within the Borough and the wider 
surrounding area. The above findings were 
discussed with the Council through pre-
application meetings, and it was confirmed 
that whilst these findings were contradictory 
to the Council’s own evidence base, it would 
be essential for the PBSA to be linked to a 
Higher Education Institution. Since the last 
representations were submitted, 
discussions have evolved with potential 
providers and the landowner is committed to 
ensuring the proposals are linked with a 
university provider to demonstrate a need.  
We also consider the NLPR also needs to 
consider the importance of PBSA in 
diverting students (and future students) 
away from smaller, private rented 
properties, to release this form of housing to 
the open market for smaller families and 
low-income families. Our evidence suggests 
that c.147,946 private rented sector (PRS) 
properties explicitly marketed at students 
came up for rent within of the catchment of 
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the Site in 2020/21. Most of these rentals 
were studio, one and two bedroom 
flats/apartments, accounting for 89% of 
PRS supply. Whilst this is recognised to 
some extent within the LHNA, we consider 
this is a key benefit of providing PBSA 
within RBKC in that appropriate homes can 
become available for those who need them 
the most, and this key benefit should be 
acknowledged 
explicitly within the policy. 
Notwithstanding the above, and the 
conclusion within the Local Plan Review, 
the London Plan also establishes a strategic 
requirement for 3,500 PBSA bed spaces to 
be delivered annually across London, with 
all Borough’s required to play a role in 
meeting this need. Policy H15 of the London 
Plan also states: “Borough’s should seek to 
ensure that local and strategic need for 
purpose-built student accommodation is 
addressed”. 

Whilst we still consider there is a local need 
(as set out above), the Council, as a 
minimum, should aim to provide PBSA 
accommodation to contribute to the 
strategic need within London. Every 
Borough has a part to play in meeting 
London housing targets, and the Site at 
136-142 Bramley Road could contribute to 
meeting this need.  
Our Recommendations / Summary 
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Whilst we support NLPR Policy HO6 (Other 
Housing Products) in principle, we consider 
the Policy is not sound in its current form as 
its not effective or in accordance with 
national planning policy. 
Reflecting the evidence submitted around 
PBSA need, we recommend Policy HO6 
should at least identify sites and actively 
encourage the delivery of PBSA in the 
Borough. 
We also recommend Policy HO6 should 
identify a minimum number of PBSA beds to 
be delivered across the Plan period to 
ensure housing needs can be met (and 
exceeded) for all groups. 
We also recommend that suitable Sites 
such as 136-142 Bramley Road should be 
allocated for PBSA to ensure local housing 
needs can be met in full. 

6 GLA (Hassan 
Ahmed) 

  Build to Rent housing 
Policy HO6 of the draft Plan is clear that 
Build to Rent (BtR) schemes are not 
supported in the borough. This is in contrast 
to the support given to BtR schemes by 
LP2021 Policy H11 and paragraph 4.11.1 
which are clear that boroughs should take a 
more positive approach to the BtR sector, 
recognising the positive contribution it can 
have in terms of increasing housing supply. 
For example, BtR schemes can provide 
better management standards and better-
quality homes than much of the mainstream 

Build to Rent 
The Council notes the comments from GLA 
but does not support Build to Rent in the 
Borough as explained in the supporting text at 
paragraph 3.69. Further details are also set 
out in the PFR HO3-HO7 (Community 
housing, housing size and standards, 
specialist housing, other housing products 
and estate renewal). 
 
The viability of the policy requirement for the 
low cost rent element has been tested in the 
Local Plan Viability Study, September 2022 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149420645.1/PDF/-/00%20RBKC%20Local%20Plan%20Viability%20Assessment%20Update%20Sep%202022.pdf
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private rented sector and it can accelerate 
delivery on individual sites as they are less 
prone to ‘absorption constraints’ on build-
out rates.  
We note that paragraph 3.70 of the draft 
Plan would allow for BtR schemes to come 
forward where they can provide 35% DMR 
housing not exceeding London Affordable 
Rents and London Living Rents. Whilst 
paragraph 4.11.10 of the LP2021 does 
allow for a proportion of BtR affordable 
housing as low-cost rent (social rent or 
London Affordable Rent) where this is 
justified, it must be provided by an 
Registered Provider and would contribute 
towards the relevant threshold required to 
meet the fast track route. There is concern 
that RBKC’s stance will preclude BtR 
schemes from coming forward. Moreover, it 
does not align with the London Plan 
expectation that allows BtR schemes to fast 
track (see Policy H5) where 30% of the 
affordable housing offer on BtR schemes is 
provided as LLR equivalent rents and the 
remainder as genuinely affordable homes 
below market rents for a range of incomes.  
RBKC should take a more positive 
approach to this type of housing product 
and be clearer about how they might ensure 
rental homes are delivered across the 
borough with a DMR offer that is justified 
and supported by viability evidence. 
Co-living 

which finds that (see paragraph 7.4) the 
viability of Build to Rent schemes is more 
challenging in Kensington and Chelsea than 
build for sale schemes. Nevertheless, the 
Local Plan Viability Study indicates that in 
most parts of the Borough, schemes should 
be able to viably provide 35% discounted 
market rent housing, let at rents not 
exceeding London Affordable Rents and 
London Living Rents. The rental split of the 
discounted market rent units could mirror the 
Borough’s wider tenure split of 70% London 
Affordable Rent and 30% London Living Rent. 
Co-living 
Noted. 
Correction to refer to Policy D6 rather than 
H16 can be made to paragraph 3.74 as a  
minor modification. 
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The Mayor’s Regulation 18 response raised 
concerns in relation to co-living 
developments which have now been 
addressed in this version of the draft Plan 
and are welcomed. We stated that where 
the intention is to provide affordable housing 
as part of co-living development proposals 
those dwellings should meet the design 
standards set out in Policy D6 of the 
LP2021. The draft Plan, at paragraph 3.74, 
incorrectly references Policy H16 instead of 
the correct Policy D6, regarding the design 
quality of the affordable units. The reference 
should be amended accordingly to avoid 
confusion. 

7 Iceni Projects 
Limited For 
Imperial 
College 
London 
(William 
Clutton) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Draft Policy HO6 – Other Housing Products 
It is noted that RBKC have retained one 
draft policy (HO6) to cover all alternative 
housing products, including Build to Rent, 
Co-Living and PBSA. Whilst acknowledging 
the constrained nature of the borough and 
the need to prioritise certain housing 
typologies, as outlined within our recent 
meeting, Imperial is disappointed that 
concerns raised regarding the lack of 
support for alternative housing models have 
been overlooked. Further commentary on 
this is provided below: 
Build to Rent  
It is noted that no further consideration has 
been given to Build to Rent, with this model 
still stated within part A of the draft policy to 
be ‘not supported in the borough’. This is 

While the policy does not support build to rent 
schemes, it does not preclude them. The 
reasons are as set out in the supporting text 
at paragraph 3.69. Further details are also set 
out in the PFR HO3-HO7 (Community 
housing, housing size and standards, 
specialist housing, other housing products 
and estate renewal) (see para 5.4.1 to 5.4.8). 
The policy is concerned with avoiding a large 
scale mono tenure build to rent scheme 
particularly given the limited land availability in 
the Borough and the preponderance of the 
rental sector. 
However, if a proposal came forward with a 
mix of housing and providing build to rent for 
key workers as referred to it would have local 
benefits which can be considered as part of a 
planning application – “Elsewhere in London, 
Imperial owns and operates Key Worker 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
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justified again on the basis that such 
accommodation would not be affordable for 
key workers. Again, whereas criteria are 
proposed for schemes which do come 
forward, we understand from discussions in 
our recent meeting that there would be firm 
opposition to this housing model in practice 
and any applications would not be viewed 
favourably. 
The benefit of greater diversity in housing 
products, as outlined previously, is to offer 
different types of housing for borough 
residents with different lifestyle 
Requirements. The approach proposed 
would, in practice, limit the future housing 
offer in RBKC to market housing and 
community housing with no middle ground. 
Imperial’s staff have long experienced a 
shortage in affordable accommodation 
within the Borough and the Build to Rent 
model would offer a vital housing option for 
employees who would not be able to access 
community housing yet would otherwise be 
priced out of the local housing market by the 
high levels of market rent, or the price of for-
sale housing. As a wider point, homes for 
rent are in high demand across London, 
with rents increasing due to high demand 
and low supply. This is indicative of the 
need for Build to Rent and its presence as a 
growing sector. This is at odds with RBKC’s 
approach. 
There are other additional benefits to 
offering a more open approach to delivery of 

accommodation for Imperial and Imperial NHS 
Trust staff delivered through Build to Rent 
developments, including in White City and 
North Acton.”  

The Mayor of London (GLA) has confirmed 
that the Publication Policies are in conformity 
with the London Plan. However, see response 
to the GLA above regarding build to rent. 
Co-living 
Paragraph 3.72 of the Publication Policies 
explains that the rents for a co-living scheme 
would be more than what most keyworkers 
would be able to afford. Further details are 
also set out in the PFR HO3-HO7 (Community 
housing, housing size and standards, 
specialist housing, other housing products 
and estate renewal) (see para 5.4.9 to 
5.4.17). 
The GLA have not raised any issue with the 
Council’s policy on co-living schemes (see 
response above). 
Student Accommodation 
The Council notes - The University has a 
defined need of 1,500 Purpose Built Student 
Accommodation beds within the next 10-year 
period and it can be confirmed that no 
undergraduate student accommodation has 
been delivered or met in White City. South 
Kensington remains Imperial’s main campus 
for undergraduates, and this will continue, as 
set out in their most recent Estate Strategy. 
Therefore, it is false to say that Imperial’s 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
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Build to Rent accommodation too. Such 
residential accommodation is usually of 
good quality and delivered by institutional 
landlords who provide better health and 
safety, holistic care and better commercial 
practices in tenant care. Build To Rent also 
provides amenity space within the existing 
sites, taking pressure off some local 
services. Furthermore, it is usually of a 
secure tenure, enshrined within the 
associated Section 106 Legal Agreements. 
The other key benefit of Build To Rent is 
that it would free up homes within the 
Private Rented Sector (PRS), with the 
secondary family housing stock found within 
this sector being particularly ill-suited to the 
needs of individual renters, who 
nevertheless occupy this stock, depleting 
the supply for families in need of such 
housing. 
Imperial would like to see, included within 
the policy and supporting text, further 
information on how the needs of borough 
residents would be met who are not defined 
as key workers and would not benefit from 
affordable or intermediate housing, yet still 
would struggle with exorbitant rents in the 
private rental sector. This applies in 
Particular to Imperial and the existing 
difficulties it faces in attracting and retaining 
talent, which it requires to maintain its top 
10 global position, through staff being 
forced to move away from the area to find a 
choice of housing which is more affordable. 

needs have been met in White City. We would 
therefore call into question the soundness of 
the evidence base if this demand is not 
identified within the Council’s Local Housing 
Needs Assessment and note that this is likely 
to have a direct impact on housing supply in 
future years, with lack of PBSA forcing 
students to occupy traditional market housing. 

• It is unclear if Imperial is looking to 
accommodate the need for 1,500 
homes within the Borough or a larger 
area including White City and 
Westminster (where a larger 
proportion of the Imperial Campus is 
located).  

• The wording in the Publication Policies 
paragraph 3.75 is “Given the 
expansion of Imperial College into 
White City, much of their student 
accommodation needs may have 
already been met and any existing 
student accommodation must be 
protected.” (emphasis added). The 
Council can support a minor 
amendment to clarify this sentence, 
but it does not categorically say all of 
Imperial’s needs have been met as 
suggested. 

There is also a significant flaw within the 
suggestion that there is sufficient existing 
stock and this should be protected. A 
significant quantum of accommodation 
associated with Imperial in the borough is 
older and of a quality which does not meet 
contemporary requirements or expectations. 



395 
 

Elsewhere in London, Imperial owns and 
operates Key Worker accommodation for 
Imperial and Imperial NHS Trust staff 
delivered through Build to Rent 
developments, including in White City and 
North Acton. These developments include 
94 homes at Discounted Market Rent. This 
accommodation is highly successful and 
fully let, with a lengthy waitlist. The 
remaining privately rented units are fully let 
and popular with tenants from all 
demographics. This aligns with the aims of 
the National Planning Policy framework 
(NPPF), which specifies in 63(b) that a key 
aim of planning policy and decisions should 
be to create ‘mixed and balanced 
communities’. As such, the Council should 
justify robustly why there is no support given 
to Build to Rent to deliver such outcomes in 
the Borough, given the success in 
neighbouring parts of the City. 
Indeed, there is an issue of conformity with 
policy making at London Plan level. 
Paragraph 4.11.1, in support of London 
Plan policy H11 ‘Build to Rent’ within the 
London Plan states that “Boroughs should 
take a positive approach to the Build to Rent 
sector to enable it to better contribute to the 
delivery of new homes. Build to Rent 
developments can make a positive 
contribution to increasing housing supply 
and are beneficial in a number of ways”. 
This aligns with the Built to Rent PPG 
(2018) which states that “authorities should 
include a plan policy setting out their 

Therefore, the existing supply cannot be relied 
upon to meet existing and future requirements 
and there is a need for good quality PBSA to 
come forward. 

• It is unclear where the Council has 
stated that there is sufficient existing 
stock. 

• However, given the stated need, it 
would be counter intuitive to allow loss 
of student accommodation. In their 
previous response Imperial stated that 
they have c700 existing student 
bedrooms. While this may be in older 
stock, given the need and scarcity of 
land in the Borough there is no reason 
why this stock cannot be upgraded to 
modern standards.  

• The Council’s previous response was - 
Given the scarcity of sites in the 
Borough, we would urge Imperial to 
retain and improve the substantial 
amount of student housing they 
already own in the Borough, The 
response itself notes c 700 bedrooms. 

• The wording in the Publication Policies 
paragraph 3.75 is “Given the 
expansion of Imperial College into 
White City, much of their student 
accommodation needs may have 
already been met and any existing 
student accommodation must be 
protected.” (emphasis added). 

The Local Housing Needs Assessment, 
September 2022 (Full Report) addendum 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149422021.1/PDF/-/03%20Local%20Housing%20Needs%20Assessment%20Update%20Full%20Report%20Sep%2022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149422021.1/PDF/-/03%20Local%20Housing%20Needs%20Assessment%20Update%20Full%20Report%20Sep%2022.pdf
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approach to promoting and accommodating 
build to rent”. The blanket approach to not 
supporting Build to Rent is considered not to 
be in conformity with the London Plan and is 
therefore considered unsound. 
Co-Living  
Part B of this draft policy retains a similarly 
strong opposition to Co-Living schemes. As 
with the approach to Build to Rent, the 
Council’s stance demonstrates an 
underlying assumption that the only 
appropriate housing models would be 
community housing and market rent 
housing and these two options would best 
meet projected requirements. As outlined, 
the requirements of new graduates and 
young professionals associated with 
Imperial and other local institutions are 
testament to the fact that this is not the 
case. This lack of flexibility towards newer, 
alternative housing models will diminish the 
attractiveness of working and living in 
RBKC, to the detriment both of the 
University and the dynamism and economic 
productivity of the borough at large. 
Furthermore, many of the benefits which 
apply to Build to Rent Developments – good 
quality accommodation, secured tenures, 
good quality amenity space on Site and 
developments which free up existing market 
housing for families – would also apply to 
Co-Living Schemes. Such accommodation 

should be referred to for a more detailed 
response to the previous comments. 
Allocating land for PBSA – Earl’s Court 
The Council notes many references to an 
informal meeting with policy officers. This was 
not a pre-app meeting where a definitive view 
on support for a particular scheme could be 
given for the record. 
It was suggested that Imperial directly liaise 
with the Earl’s Court developers ECDC to 
establish if any of their specific need could be 
accommodated as part of the mix of homes 
on that site rather than the Council 
undertaking to allocate land for PBSA. It was 
also suggested that being a large landowner 
perhaps Imperial could look at some of their 
own land to accommodate this need. 
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would also greatly help Imperial to attract 
and retain talent in the future. 
Officers have previously advised that the 
Council’s evidence base indicates that 44% 
of the Borough’s housing stock was already 
in the PRS and this was a further 
justification for the emerging move to limit 
other PRS models. However, without any 
further mechanisms within emerging policy 
to prevent market housing being acquired 
and rented out, further exacerbating these 
issues, there is no sound justification for this 
blanket opposition to alternative housing 
models.  
Additionally, there does not appear to have 
been any further clarification on the issues 
of unsoundness as a result of lack of 
conformity between the draft Local Plan and 
London Plan, as well as the GLA’s ‘Large 
Scale Purpose-Built Co-Living SPG’ in 
which, through policy H16 on ‘large-scale 
purpose-built shared living’, sui generis 
non-self-contained market housing is 
promoted as an appropriate model for 
London, one which “provides a housing 
option for single person households who 
cannot or choose not to live in self-
contained homes or HMOs”. Imperial would 
suggest clarification within the supporting 
text to the Policy as to how this approach 
does not conflict with the Local Plan and 
subsequently be considered sound. 
In summary, Imperial is disappointed with 
the generally dismissive approach of RBKC 
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to Build to Rent and Co-Living and would 
request that further evidence should be 
provided to demonstrate the soundness of 
this approach, particularly in light of the 
approach set out in the London Plan and 
National Planning Policy Guidance on Build 
to Rent Development. 
Student Accommodation 
Imperial is also disappointed to note that 
Part C of this draft policy maintains the 
position that there is a no future need for 
new PBSA in the borough. The supporting 
text, in paragraph 3.75, has been reworded 
following Imperial’s previous 
representations, to read: 
“Given the expansion of Imperial College 
into White City, much of their student 
accommodation needs may have already 
been met and any existing student 
accommodation must be protected”. 

As outlined within the meeting, Imperial is 
keen to emphasise that this statement is 
both vague and not accurate and therefore 
should not be considered a sound basis for 
this policy position. The University has a 
defined need of 1,500 Purpose Built Student 
Accommodation beds within the next 10-
year period and it can be confirmed that no 
undergraduate student accommodation has 
been delivered or met in White City. South 
Kensington remains Imperial’s main campus 
for undergraduates, and this will continue, 
as set out in their most recent Estate 



399 
 

Strategy. Therefore, it is false to say that 
Imperial’s needs have been met in White 
City. We would therefore call into question 
the soundness of the evidence base if this 
demand is not identified within the Council’s 
Local Housing Needs Assessment and note 
that this is likely to have a direct impact on 
housing supply in future years, with lack of 
PBSA forcing students to occupy traditional 
market housing. 
There is also a significant flaw within the 
suggestion that there is sufficient existing 
stock and this should be protected. A 
significant quantum of accommodation 
associated with Imperial in the borough is 
older and of a quality which does not meet 
contemporary requirements or expectations. 
Therefore, the existing supply cannot be 
relied upon to meet existing and future 
requirements and there is a need for good 
quality PBSA to come forward. 
After all, PBSA is specifically designed and 
managed to meet the requirements of 
students. Imperial’s modern PBSA halls 
provide high quality rooms in cluster 
apartments at a large scale. The halls 
comprise specifically designed amenity 
provisions including study spaces, common 
rooms, music rooms and event space. The 
halls also have been designed to 
accommodate on-site live-in Wardens who 
provide all year-round holistic support to 
Imperial’s students. The specialist design of 
PBSA allows for Imperial to support 
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socialisation and community building and 
protect students regarding welfare which 
ultimately improves the student experience, 
a key factor in maintaining and growing a 
global top 10 education institution. This is 
unachievable with the existing stock and 
within the PRS market.  
Previous discussions with the Council had 
suggested that Earls Court would be an 
optimal location for new PBSA facilities, 
although this was not ultimately progressed 
in the site allocations within the document 
such as SA2 ‘Earls Court Exhibition Centre’, 
which does not include provision for such 
development. Whereas the rationale for this 
and the lack of provision of land for PBSA 
within other site allocations was set out by 
Officers in our recent meeting and is 
understood, this nevertheless remains a 
concern. However, it was reassuring to 
understand that such a development might 
be supported in principle should it come 
forward. 
Furthermore, Imperial would like to reiterate 
that it strongly supports Part D of this policy, 
which requires PBSA developments to be 
subject to a Nomination Agreement to a 
particular institution. Whereas this is 
enshrined in the London plan, through 
Policy H15(a)(3), this is frequently not 
adhered to throughout London, yet is vital in 
ensuring that Imperial will not be out 
competed by private student developers 
going forward. 
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Overall, Imperial would be keen to see 
further provision in terms of allocated sites 
for new PBSA accommodation to meet 
future needs, as well as greater clarity on 
how existing substandard accommodation 
could be repurposed. Imperial would also 
suggest that a more robust evidence base is 
needed to demonstrate the soundness of 
the policy position in respect of future 
demand for PBSA and demonstrate that the 
lack of provision of further PBSA would not 
place greater pressures on the Borough’s 
efforts to meet their housing targets, 
particularly in terms of family housing. 
Keyworker Accommodation 
The GLA’s ‘Allocating Intermediate Homes 
to London’s Key Workers: Housing Policy 
Practice Note’ (December 2021) and 
RBKC’s ‘Keyworker and Intermediate 
Housing Policy (March 2022) both provide 
guidance on how intermediate housing 
should be prioritised to keyworkers. The 
scope of professionals which constitute a 
‘key worker’ within Appendix 1 of the GLA 
Document is broader and includes higher 
education professionals and research and 
development, which does not apply in the 
case of RBKC. Whereas this is 
disappointing, it is nevertheless 
acknowledged there is a lower quantum of 
such accommodation likely to become 
available and as such it would need to be 
targeted. Consequently, Imperial would 
want further reassurances as to how the 
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needs of young professionals and those 
who do not qualify for such accommodation 
should be met. 
Furthermore, whereas Key Worker Housing 
is referenced within paragraph 3.45 of the 
supporting text, it is not clear how the 
Council’s 2022 policy interlinks with draft 
policy and greater clarification should be 
offered to ensure soundness. It was 
suggested in our previous representations 
that this should be included within Policy 
HO3 and this should be reiterated again 
here.  
Conclusions 
Imperial acknowledges that there are limited 
development sites within the borough and 
that there is a need to prioritise which 
residential typologies should come forward. 
However, it strongly objects to the lack of 
meaningful support given to alternative 
models such as Build to Rent and Co-
Living, as well as new PBSA developments, 
and would reiterate that this is likely to have 
a significant impact on the ability of 
graduates and young professionals who do 
not meet RBKC’s definition of ‘key workers’ 
to work and/or study and then stay within 
the borough after graduation. Furthermore, 
unless market housing can be protected to 
prevent it being acquired and rented out, 
this approach is unlikely to be effective and 
the soundness of this policy basis is 
contested. There is also a significant 
misunderstanding of the University’s student 
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accommodation requirements, which stand 
to critically undermine the Borough’s 
housing needs studies and, by extension, 
the soundness of the draft Local Plan. This 
should be addressed further prior to 
Submission. 

8 Kensington & 
Chelsea 
Citizens Advice 
(Arantxa Gaba) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 The council states that it will not support 
Build to Rent and Co-living schemes, these 
do not meet social housing need and should 
be opposed. 

Noted. 

9 Kensington 
and Chelsea 
Social Council 
(Joe Batty) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 The evidence shows that Build to rent and 
co-living schemes do not meet housing 
need. The policy should be to oppose these 
developments, rather than showing 
flexibility. 

Noted. 

10 Moni Red P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Built to rent is Damaging. No one likes to 
throw money away in rents. It should be 
built for owning. Owning a house is still 
everyone inspiration. 

Noted. 

11 Penelope 
Horlick 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 No comment. Noted. 

12 Savills on 
behalf of 
Commercial 
Estates Group 
(Kirsty Turner) 

  Policy HO6 sets out the Council’s position 
on various housing products such as Build 
to Rent, Co-Living and student housing. 
Part A states the following: 

‘Build to Rent schemes are not 
supported in the Borough. However, if 
such a scheme comes forward, the 
Council will seek community housing as 

Noted. 
While the policy does not support build to rent 
schemes, it does not preclude them. The 
reasons are as set out in the supporting text 
at paragraph 3.69. Further details are also set 
out in the PFR HO3-HO7 (Community 
housing, housing size and standards, 
specialist housing, other housing products 
and estate renewal) (see para 5.4.1 to 5.4.8). 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
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London Affordable Rents and London 
Living Rents as per Policy HO3.’ 

We do not support the notion against BTR 
developments in the Borough as set out in 
Policy HO6, and find it to be inconsistent 
with the supporting text. The supporting text 
notes that the reason for the Council’s 
position against BTR in the Borough is due 
to indications that the Private Rental Sector 
has plateaued, and as such, BTR is ‘unlikely 
to contribute to meeting the housing needs 
of key workers and others requiring 
affordable housing.’ While we accept that 
this is the general position across the 
Bourgh at present, this is not to say that this 
will be the case in all locations throughout 
the entire plan period. We consider that 
Build To Rent (BTR) housing should be 
acknowledged in the Draft Plan as a 
desirable housing model for major 
developments, offering a lifestyle option for 
people who wish to rent in RBKC. The 
potential benefits of BTR schemes to both 
residents and the wider community are 
considered to be significant and can 
promote the regeneration of urban locations 
and economic benefits, as well as deliver 
affordable housing, environmental and 
sustainability benefits, and community 
facilities.  
As per London Plan Policy H11, the nature 
of any affordable element should be 
consistent with the requirements of Policy 
H11 around the management regime for the 

The policy is concerned with avoiding a large 
scale mono tenure build to rent scheme 
particularly given the limited land availability in 
the Borough and the preponderance of the 
rental sector. 
However, if a proposal came forward with a 
mix of housing and providing build to rent with 
local benefits it can be considered as part of a 
planning application. 
The Mayor of London (GLA) has confirmed 
that the Publication Policies are in conformity 
with the London Plan. 
Paragraph 4.11.10 of the LP2021 does allow 
for a proportion of BtR affordable housing as 
low-cost rent (social rent or London Affordable 
Rent) where this is justified. 
The viability of the policy requirement for the 
low cost rent element has been tested in the 
Local Plan Viability Study, September 2022 
which finds that (see paragraph 7.4) the 
viability of Build to Rent schemes is more 
challenging in Kensington and Chelsea than 
build for sale schemes. Nevertheless, the 
Local Plan Viability Study indicates that in 
most parts of the Borough, schemes should 
be able to viably provide 35% discounted 
market rent housing, let at rents not 
exceeding London Affordable Rents and 
London Living Rents. The rental split of the 
discounted market rent units could mirror the 
Borough’s wider tenure split of 70% London 
Affordable Rent and 30% London Living Rent.  

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149420645.1/PDF/-/00%20RBKC%20Local%20Plan%20Viability%20Assessment%20Update%20Sep%202022.pdf
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subsidised element of housing. Tenures 
dependent on the appointments of a 
Registered Social Landlord [RSL] should 
not be a part of this mix, but rather a 
discount to market rent. Instead, the Local 
Authority should seek an assessment of 
need that will enable developers to 
understand the appropriate level of discount 
to be applied to market rent within the DMR 
offer, subject to viability. 
Taking the above into account, we suggest 
that Part A of the policy is amended to state 
the following: 

‘Build to Rent schemes are not 
supported in the Borough. Proposals for 
Build to Rent schemes will only be 
supported subject to the demonstration 
of a market needs assessment. The 
subsidised component of the housing 
offer should provide discounts to market 
rent that meet Borough need, subject to 
viability.’ 

13 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

 P, J, E, 
C 

As per our response to the Regulation 18 
Draft Local Plan, we support Policy H06 and 
its resistance to the Build to Rent model. On 
co-living schemes, we think that there can 
be a place for this model (including inter-
generational co-living) but that this requires 
some rethinking of the recent wave of 
developments in the light of the poor 
experience of occupants in pandemic 
lockdown. 

Noted. 
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14 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. 
(R. Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and the reasons given are 
very persuasive. 

Noted. 

15 Tanya 
Thompson 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 
 

Noted. 

16 TfL - 
Commercial 
Development 
(Brendan 
Hodges) 

P, J, E, C  Paragraph A, relating to ‘Build to Rent’ (BtR) 
remains unchanged since the Reg 18 
consultation and TTLP maintains its view 
that it is not in general conformity with the 
London Plan which encourages Build to 
Rent (BtR) (Policy H11) and requires 
(paragraph 4.11.1): 

“Boroughs should take a positive 
approach to the Build to Rent sector to 
enable it to better contribute to the 
delivery of new homes. Build to Rent 
developments can make a positive 
contribution to increasing housing supply 
and are beneficial in a number of ways. 
They can: 

• “attract investment into London’s 
housing market that otherwise would not 
exist 

• “accelerate delivery on individual sites as 
they are less prone to ‘absorption 
constraints’ on build-out rates 

• “deliver more readily across the housing 
market cycle as they are less impacted by 
house price downturns 

The Publication Plan is in general conformity 
with the London Plan as confirmed in the 
letter from the Mayor dated 22 December 
which states “It is the Mayor’s opinion that as 
currently written, the draft Local Plan is in 
general conformity with the LP2021.” 

Due to the reasons set out in paragraph 3.69 
of the Publication Policies the Local Plan does 
not support build to rent schemes. However, 
the policy does not preclude them. The site 
specific considerations raised in the 
representation can be demonstrated at the 
application stage. Clearly on a very large 
scheme such as Earl’s Court a mix of tenure 
of homes can be provided. The policy is 
concerned with avoiding a large scale mono 
tenure build to rent scheme particularly given 
the limited land availability in the Borough and 
the preponderance of the rental sector. 
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• “provide a more consistent and at-scale 
demand for off-site manufacture 

• “offer longer-term tenancies and more 
certainty over long-term availability 

• “ensure a commitment to, and 
investment in, place-making through 
single ownership 

• “provide better management standards 
and better quality homes than much of the 
mainstream private rented sector.” 

We can conceive of no policy justification for 
not supporting BtR within the borough as 
part of a range of housing tenures and 
products. The conclusion in paragraph 3.69 
that “Build to Rent is unlikely to contribute to 
meeting the housing needs of key workers 
and others requiring affordable housing” is 
fundamentally flawed. By the same logic, 
the Council would also be seeking to 
prohibit private, market ‘for sale’ homes on 
the basis that they do not meet the needs of 
key workers and others requiring affordable 
housing. In addition, it does not account for 
affordable housing provision in BtR 
schemes, flat-sharing and other means by 
which key workers and others requiring 
discounted housing can access the BtR 
sector. 
In our view, in a borough with a very strong 
rental sector (generally dominated by non-
purpose built and lower quality homes) 
there is an important role for high quality 
BtR dwellings that are let at the right rental 
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levels to provide suitable, good-quality 
homes for longer term tenants who 
otherwise could not afford other forms of 
home ownership in the borough.  
BtR is attractive and in high-demand as an 
alternative to the established rental  
sector because it provides a generally 
higher standard of managed 
accommodation; a range of dwelling sizes 
at different price points in the market; a 
choice of housing types and sizes that 
enable flexibility to respond to lifecycle and 
lifestyle changes; quality homes for people 
who want to share; and stability and 
certainty for residents that is not readily 
available in the wider private rental market.  
BtR has been successful in other OAs, 
including the Olympic Legacy Opportunity 
Area in Stratford (eg. East Village by Get 
Living for which Delancey is a founding 
partner) and has benefits which go way 
beyond the front doors.  
BtR operators have a vested interest in the 
creation of new and successful communities 
/ neighbourhoods – investing in public realm 
/ open space and amenity areas, promoting 
new ways of living and working; and helping 
to curate complementary, active uses on the 
ground floor and elsewhere.  
As such BtR should be encouraged in the 
borough, not least in Opportunity Areas 
where BtR can form part of a wider multi-
tenure development, be delivered at pace 
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and where the long term management of 
the homes enables stewardship of the 
surrounding area. At Earls Court, restricting 
the range of housing products in the way 
the Council is currently intending could limit 
the ability of the site to address a diverse 
range of housing needs and impact on the 
pace of delivery. 
The Council must include a policy on BtR 
which is in broad conformity with the 
adopted London Plan and policy H11. 
Without doing so, the NLPR is not justified, 
effective in increasing housing supply and 
different tenures to meet a range of housing 
needs, or positively prepared. 

17 Turley on 
behalf of 
Warrior 
Property Group 
and Portobello 
Group (Alice 
Hawkins) 

  Build to rent and co-living are becoming 
increasingly seen types of development 
across London – as reflected in the London 
Plan and many local plans. These products 
provide further housing choice while still 
contributing a relevant affordable housing 
product. As such they should be supported 
in principal, in conformity with the London 
Plan.  
The current draft Policy HO6 explicitly does 
not support such schemes in the Borough 
which is considered to be contrary to the in-
principle support, subject to conditions and 
circumstances set out in the London Plan.  
The Local Housing Needs Assessment 
(LHNA), September 2022, demonstrates 
clearly that the PRS sector houses 44% of 
residents in the Borough and that this has 

Noted. 
While the policy does not support build to rent 
schemes, it does not preclude them. The 
reasons are as set out in the supporting text 
at paragraph 3.69. Further details are also set 
out in the PFR HO3-HO7 (Community 
housing, housing size and standards, 
specialist housing, other housing products 
and estate renewal) (see para 5.4.1 to 5.4.8). 
The policy is concerned with avoiding a large 
scale mono tenure build to rent scheme 
particularly given the limited land availability in 
the Borough and the preponderance of the 
rental sector. 
However, if a proposal came forward with a 
mix of housing and providing build to rent with 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447461.1/PDF/-/03%20Homes%20-%20HO3%20-%20HO7%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf
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steadily increased since the 2011 and 2015 
Census results. Although it notes that there 
is some evidence that PRS has now 
plateaued and this is used as justification for 
the policy in paragraph 3.69 of the 
supporting text. However, the LHNA does 
go on to note that despite a recent drop in 
rent levels, “Whether these are short term 
blips, or indicators of a new normality 
remains to be seen” (paragraph 2.31 of the 
LHNA September 2022). Given the many 
market distortions that have accompanied 
the Covid-19 pandemic as well as other  
world events, it is considered that this is not 
a strong enough evidence base to justify a 
policy that does not support a residential 
product type in principal for the next 5 years 
of the Plan period. This is also considered 
particularly pertinent in the context of HO1 
and the need to deliver increased housing in 
the Borough. In addition to being unjustified, 
this is also not considered to be positively 
prepared or effective in accordance with the 
requirements of the NPPF.  
The policy and supporting wording then 
goes on to state circumstances where such 
products may be supported – subject to the 
inclusion of relevant affordable housing, 
which seems contrary to the lack of support 
shown to the products in the policy wording. 

local benefits it can be considered as part of a 
planning application. 
The Mayor of London (GLA) has confirmed 
that the Publication Policies are in conformity 
with the London Plan. 
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Q28: 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. 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Caitlin O’Hagan P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Estate regeneration plans to include 
opportunity for community-led housing to 
be provided for those that have been living 
on the estate in ‘short-life’ housing co-ops, 
given these are often far from being 
temporary and those living there become 
part of the community. 

The Council supports community led housing 
as set out in Publication Policies paragraph 
3.46. However, as per paragraph 3.78 the 
Council made a commitment to end estate 
regeneration on Council owned estates 
following the Grenfell Tower tragedy. This 
commitment was made outside of the Local 
Plan process and remains in place. 

2 Gayle Verdi   Injuries have been sustained by people 
tripping on the uneven paving of the 
footpath traversing Henry Dickens Estate. 
The RBKC commitment not to carry out 
regeneration in this estate means further 
injuries are likely to occur which is 
unsatisfactory. 

Noted. This is a housing 
management/maintenance issue. 

3 GLA (Hassan 
Ahmed) 

  Policy HO7 of the draft Plan has been 
amended and now follows the Mayor’s 
approach to estate redevelopment that is 
set out clearly in Policy H8 of the LP2021 
and this change is welcomed. This is also 
reflected in paragraph 3.80 which makes it 
clear that all proposals involving the 

Noted. 
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demolition and replacement of affordable 
housing must be viability tested.  
Paragraph 3.82 of the draft Plan also 
makes reference to the Mayor’s Good 
Practice Guide to Estate Regeneration and 
this too is welcome. 

4 Kensington & 
Chelsea 
Citizens Advice 
(Arantxa Gaba) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 The Council rightly puts co-designing at 
the heart of engagement with residents.  
The Council needs to ensure that 
registered providers use the same 
principles on estates under their 
ownership. The Council made a 
commitment following the fire in Grenfell 
tower to end estate regeneration but this 
continues on housing association estates 
which sit on public land and the Council 
needs to prevent this and support 
residents who complain about the 
behaviour of registered providers.  
We would like further clarification on what 
exceptional circumstances would be 
adequate for payment in lieu from 
developers. We also seek further 
clarification over what stage of planning 
community housing would have to be 
factored in by developers. There should be 
a resident panel to liaise between 
developers and planners.  
The Council is aware of the level of empty 
homes within the borough in addition to 
proportion of accommodation being used 
for Airbnb purposes and needs to 

Noted. The estates under registered providers 
(RPs) will need to follow Publication Policy 
HO7 in any estate renewal proposals. The 
Council cannot commit to end estate 
regeneration on estates outside its ownership. 
Paragraph 3.81 of the NLPR does state “The 
Council puts co-designing at the heart of 
engagement with residents. It would like 
registered providers to use the same 
principles on estates under their ownership.” 

Policy HO7 is written to ensure where such 
development takes place it delivers benefits 
for the local community. 
Exceptional circumstances – payment in 
lieu 
Estate renewal schemes under Policy HO7 
will need to provide on-site delivery. 
As explained in the response to Policy HO3, 
paragraph 3.37 of the NLPR sets out the 
exceptional circumstances where a payment 
in lieu will be accepted and these are “where it 
is physically impracticable to provide the 
community housing on-site or it is 
inappropriate in terms of the numbers that can 
be provided on-site.” Such circumstances 
would be when the site is too small and the 
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collaborate with residents to deal with this 
as a significant tool to obtain more homes. 

number of homes that can be provided are so 
small that no RP would be willing to manage 
them or the financial viability assessment 
shows that less than one home may be 
provided so a contribution will be more 
appropriate. Estate renewal schemes will not 
fall under these criteria. 
Stage of planning community housing is 
triggered 
As explained in the response to Policy HO3 - 
The planning policies and process are clear. 
Community housing has to be factored in from 
the start for all schemes that meet the 
floorspace threshold specified in Policy HO3. 
Empty Homes  
This point has been responded to under 
Policy HO1 as follows: 
Planning policies largely influence the creation 
of new homes rather than introduce controls 
over the occupancy of existing homes. 
 
Policy HO1 A (6) of the New Local Plan 
resists very large homes. Supporting 
paragraph 3.12 explains that one of the 
reasons for doing so is to tackle the issue of 
‘buy to leave’ housing. These are the new 
homes that are normally left empty. 
 
However, outside of the planning system the 
Council is looking at the issue of empty 
homes through other controls. A report on the 
issue went to the Housing and Scrutiny 
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Committee in May 2021 which can be found 
on this link. 
 
 

5 Kensington and 
Chelsea Social 
Council (Joe 
Batty) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 The lessons from Grenfell are not being 
learnt, as the policy is a continuation of the 
demolition and densification of social 
housing estates, pursuing the breaking up 
and displacement of existing communities 
and building on surrounding areas of 
grass, recreation and vehicle access. For 
example at Wornington Green. This 
approach is environmentally destructive 
(taking away the generous landscaping of 
social housing estates) as well as 
damaging the health and well being of 
communities. 
The policy needs to be changed to be 
consistent with the London Plan and the 
Mayor’s estate regeneration guidance, by 
making estate demolition of all social 
housing (including Housing Association 
estates) an absolute last resort and 
producing estate plans collaboratively with 
residents. 

Noted. 
Paragraph 3.78 of the Publication Policies 
reiterates the Council’s commitment to end 
estate regeneration on Council owned estates 
following the Grenfell Tower tragedy. 
Part A of Policy HO7 states “For estate 
renewal proposals, retaining existing buildings 
and improving them in-line with Circular 
Economy principles must be considered first 
before proposals for any redevelopment.” 
Wornington Green – This is an RP owned 
estate. The outline planning permission for its 
redevelopment was granted in 2010. 
Paragraph 3.82 of the Publication Plan makes 
reference to the Mayor’s Good Practice Guide 
to Estate Regeneration. 

6 Moni Red  J No comment. Noted. 

7 Natasha 
Langridge (self) 
and obo other 
Wornington 
Green 

  Under no circumstances should any 
demolition of any estates be considered. 
Demolition is destructive for people and 
devastating for the environment. The only 
people it benefits are the developers i.e 
the housing provider. No residents want 

Noted. 
Part A of Policy HO7 states “For estate 
renewal proposals, retaining existing buildings 
and improving them in-line with Circular 

https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwjLytKXt7n3AhUUQEEAHZdYD38QFnoECBQQAQ&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.rbkc.gov.uk%2Fcommittees%2FDocument.ashx%3FczJKcaeAi5tUFL1DTL2UE4zNRBcoShgo%3Db2yYcFHbx8BtFM0DnM6RjAMYUs%252BNzENTdf4UKpMbApTN8EeXoj2k9Q%253D%253D%26rUzwRPf%252BZ3zd4E7Ikn8Lyw%253D%253D%3DpwRE6AGJFLDNlh225F5QMaQWCtPHwdhUfCZ%252FLUQzgA2uL5jNRG4jdQ%253D%253D%26mCTIbCubSFfXsDGW9IXnlg%253D%253D%3DhFflUdN3100%253D%26kCx1AnS9%252FpWZQ40DXFvdEw%253D%253D%3DhFflUdN3100%253D%26uJovDxwdjMPoYv%252BAJvYtyA%253D%253D%3DctNJFf55vVA%253D%26FgPlIEJYlotS%252BYGoBi5olA%253D%253D%3DNHdURQburHA%253D%26d9Qjj0ag1Pd993jsyOJqFvmyB7X0CSQK%3DctNJFf55vVA%253D%26WGewmoAfeNR9xqBux0r1Q8Za60lavYmz%3DctNJFf55vVA%253D%26WGewmoAfeNQ16B2MHuCpMRKZMwaG1PaO%3DctNJFf55vVA%253D&usg=AOvVaw2w7ggjl-gSfCB9FUBu_jYZ
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residents 
(Natasha La... 

their homes knocked down or to be 
displaced to other areas or to have their 
community broken up or be forced to move 
into smaller and badly made flats. These 
are just a few of the results of ‘estate 
renewal.’  
Estates might need some sensitive 
refurbishment. A good refurb will pay for 
itself in the long term because tenants pay 
rent for years to come. And if tenants are 
properly involved in the decision making it 
can lead to happy outcomes. But any 
refurb has to be well managed- by 
residents and professionals. Look what 
happened to Grenfell Tower when it was 
done for profit. 

Economy principles must be considered first 
before proposals for any redevelopment.” 
The outline planning permission for 
Wornington Green was granted in 2010. 

8 Notting Hill and 
North 
Kensington 
Liberal 
Democrats 
(Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

P, J E, C, L Instead of just applying to social estates, B 
should be a policy affecting all large-scale 
residential units. In RBKC too many 
private developers throw away buildings 
before their lifespan is complete, and the 
environmental damage stretches from 
neighbours to the whole world. ‘Long term 
benefits’ should be changed to ‘long term 
benefits to residents and the community’ to 
exclude the notion that this decision can 
be predicated only on potential financial 
benefits to the developer. These must 
outweigh the ‘considerable uncertainty, 
disruption, and energy and environmental 
cost such projects will cause’ - forcing 
developers to consider the embodied 
energy wasted in redeveloping buildings 
before the end of their intended lifespan. 

Noted. 
Policy GB2: Circular Economy does apply in 
the same way as Part A (or B in terms of 
considering retention over demolition) of 
Policy HO7 to all developments. Paragraph 
2.16 of the NLPR states “For buildings, this 
means creating a regenerative built 
environment that prioritises retention and 
refurbishment over demolition and rebuilding.” 
The reference to long term benefit in HO7 B is 
to the local area and community and not to 
the developer. The vision for the Plan is for 
the Borough to be Green, Inclusive and 
Liveable and this is the basis of all policies in 
the Plan. 
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This appears to be a particular problem in 
RBKC, where buildings are considered to 
be 'throwaway', and we should strive to 
reduce this attitude in the face of a climate 
crisis. 
D should be more specific about the 
definition of co-design, as RBKC has 
previously claimed that there are different 
meanings of the word... We suggest that 
the definition: ‘a process where the 
community leads the design choices which 
are made’. 

Co-design – this is set out in paragraph 3.81 
in the context of Policy HO7 and with 
reference to ballots as set out in the Mayor’s 
Good Practice Guide to Estate Regeneration. 

9 Penelope 
Horlick 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 They badly need to be renewed. Noted. 

10 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

 P, J, E, C We repeat our Regulation 19 comment 
that it is important that the wording of the 
policy and the supporting text does not 
give the impression that the Council has 
given up on all forms of investment in its 
estates, in terms of their refurbishment, 
maintenance, and improvement in the 
quality of the homes, and retrofitting for 
climate change. 

Following the previous comments, the Council 
amended paragraph 3.78 to state, “The 
Council has committed to a major seven year 
programme of investment in its homes, 
including upgrading the housing stock to 
improve energy performance and other 
environmental improvements. This includes 
the Notting Dale District Heating Network 
referred to in Chapter 9.” 

11 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, C, 
L 

Well considered and the reasons given are 
very persuasive. 

Noted. 

12 Tanya 
Thompson 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 The renewal of estates is woefully 
inadequate and I simply don’t trust the 
council to deliver on an issue the haven’t 
delivered so far. 

Noted. 
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13 The Pembridge 
Association 
(Fiona Fleming-
Brown) 

  HO7 (circular design principles and 
renovating instead of rebuilding) 
B should apply to any large-scale 
residential units to stem the f “throwaway” 
mentality of too many private developers 
who have caused so much disruption in 
the borough. The point as a whole should 
be made stronger, with ‘long term benefits’ 
being changed to ‘long term benefits to 
residents and the community’ to 
distinguish this from financial benefits for 
the developer. These must outweigh the 
‘considerable uncertainty, disruption, and 
energy and environmental cost such 
projects will cause’ - forcing developers to 
consider the embodied energy wasted in 
redeveloping buildings before the end of 
their intended lifespan. 

Policy GB2: Circular Economy does apply in 
the same way as Part A(or B in terms of 
considering retention over demolition) of 
Policy HO7 to all developments. Paragraph 
2.16 of the NLPR states “For buildings, this 
means creating a regenerative built 
environment that prioritises retention and 
refurbishment over demolition and rebuilding.” 
The reference to long term benefit in HO7 B is 
to the local area and community and not to 
the developer. The vision for the Plan is for 
the Borough to be Green, Inclusive and 
Liveable and this is the basis of all policies in 
the Plan. 
 

14 TRA Travellers 
Site Stable 
Way (Patrick 
Joseph 
O'Donnell) 

  Throughout the borough leaseholders are 
facing extortionate bills for estate renewal. 
In effect they are baring the cost of 
decades of neglect from the council. 
Recently a spokesperson for the 
Department for Levelling Up said:  
“Leaseholders should not be faced with 
such extortionate sums for repairs and we 
would expect fair repayment plans to be 
offered in such cases.” 

Noted. This is a housing management issue. 

15 Wornington 
Trees (Sam 
Dodgshon) 

P, J, C, L E B should apply to any large-scale 
residential units to stem the tide of 
throwaway private developers who have 
caused so much disruption in the borough. 

Noted. 
Policy GB2: Circular Economy does apply in 
the same way as Part A (or B in terms of 
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The point as a whole should be made 
stronger, with ‘long term benefits’ being 
changed to ‘long term benefits to residents 
and the community’ as opposed to 
financial benefits to the developer. These 
must outweigh the ‘considerable 
uncertainty, disruption, and energy and 
environmental cost such projects will 
cause’ - forcing developers to consider the 
embodied energy wasted in redeveloping 
buildings before the end of their intended 
lifespan. 
D should make specific reference to the 
type of co-design which you mean, as this 
council has previously claimed that there 
are different meanings of the word despite 
national guidance and other local authority 
precedents. We suggest that the definition 
used is ‘a process where the community 
leads the design choices which are made’. 

considering retention over demolition) of 
Policy HO7 to all developments. Paragraph 
2.16 of the NLPR states “For buildings, this 
means creating a regenerative built 
environment that prioritises retention and 
refurbishment over demolition and rebuilding.” 
The reference to long term benefit in HO7 B is 
to the local area and community and not to 
the developer. The vision for the Plan is for 
the Borough to be Green, Inclusive and 
Liveable and this is the basis of all policies in 
the Plan. 
Co-design – this is set out in paragraph 3.81 
in the context of Policy HO7 and with 
reference to ballots as set out in the Mayor’s 
Good Practice Guide to Estate Regeneration. 

16 Molly Dineen P, J, E, C, 
L 

 One of the reasons of the scale of the 
tragedy at Grenfell Tower was the inability 
to access the block due to infilling. The 
policy should include refurbishment of 
existing blocks (Lancaster West/ 
Silchester) rather than demolition and 
rebuild. The policy should recognise and 
celebrate the low-build generously 
landscaped, thoughtful council housing of 
the 60s/70s which we are fortunate to 
have. 

Noted. Policies in the Green-Blue Chapter 
cover retrofitting of existing buildings. The 
specific Place section for Lancaster West 
Estate and Notting Dale also addresses the 
point made. 
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Q29: Policy HO8: Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation  

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Kensington & 
Chelsea 
Citizens Advice 
(Arantxa Gaba) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 The Joint Gypsy and Traveller 
Accommodation Needs Assessment needs to 
be updated and the need for additional sites 
should have been identified since the 
assessment that identified the need in 2016. 
The updated policy must be prepared through 
proper engagement with the Gypsy and 
Traveller community. 

Needs assessment 
The Joint Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
Needs Assessment was updated and 
published alongside the Regulation 19 
consultation: 
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457
218/149421893.1/PDF/-
/03%20Joint%20Gypsy%20and%20Traveller%
20Needs%20Assessment%20Oct%202022.pdf  
 
The updated needs assessment concludes 
there is no additional need for pitches in the 
Borough. In accordance with the Planning 
Policy for Traveller Sites, criteria has been 
included in Policy HO8 to provide the basis for 
decisions should any planning applications for 
travellers sites/pitches come forward. 
 
Paragraphs 3.86 and 3.87 will be updated 
through a main modification to reflect the 
completion of the update.  
 
3.86 The Joint Gypsy and Traveller 
Accommodation Needs Assessment 
(20162022) concluded that there will be a 
requirement for three additional pitches 
between 2015 and 2020, and nine in total 
across RBKC and LBHF between 2015 and 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149421893.1/PDF/-/03%20Joint%20Gypsy%20and%20Traveller%20Needs%20Assessment%20Oct%202022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149421893.1/PDF/-/03%20Joint%20Gypsy%20and%20Traveller%20Needs%20Assessment%20Oct%202022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149421893.1/PDF/-/03%20Joint%20Gypsy%20and%20Traveller%20Needs%20Assessment%20Oct%202022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149421893.1/PDF/-/03%20Joint%20Gypsy%20and%20Traveller%20Needs%20Assessment%20Oct%202022.pdf
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

2030. established a gypsy and traveller self-
identified need of three pitches between 2022 
and 2037. Applying the PPTS planning 
definition the assessment concludes that there 
is no additional pitch requirement.  
 
3.87 We will need to do further work together 
with London Borough of Hammersmith and 
Fulham on establishing and meeting the need 
of our Gypsy and Traveller community living in 
Stable Way. An update of the Gypsy and 
Traveller Accommodation Needs is underway, 
following the completion of this, the two 
Council’s will actively explore options  
 
The Council has engaged with the traveller 
community through the Stable Way Site 
Manager.   

2 Kensington and 
Chelsea Social 
Council (Joe 
Batty) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 The policy is not justified as a new needs 
assessment has not been undertaken, nor 
has there been the required consultation with 
Travellers on the Stable Way site. The 
previous assessment in 2016 identified the 
need for an additional Travellers site, but the 
Local Plan makes no allocation. This is 
despite the Gypsies and Travellers Tenants 
and Residents Association identifying small 
sites. The Stable Way site has not been well 
looked after in recent years. 
 
The policy needs to be produced through 
engagement with the Gypsies and Travellers 

Needs assessment 
The Joint Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
Needs Assessment was updated and 
published alongside the Regulation 19 
consultation: 
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457
218/149421893.1/PDF/-
/03%20Joint%20Gypsy%20and%20Traveller%
20Needs%20Assessment%20Oct%202022.pdf  
 
The updated needs assessment concludes 
there is no additional need for pitches in the 
Borough. In accordance with the Planning 
Policy for Traveller Sites, criteria has been 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149421893.1/PDF/-/03%20Joint%20Gypsy%20and%20Traveller%20Needs%20Assessment%20Oct%202022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149421893.1/PDF/-/03%20Joint%20Gypsy%20and%20Traveller%20Needs%20Assessment%20Oct%202022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149421893.1/PDF/-/03%20Joint%20Gypsy%20and%20Traveller%20Needs%20Assessment%20Oct%202022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149421893.1/PDF/-/03%20Joint%20Gypsy%20and%20Traveller%20Needs%20Assessment%20Oct%202022.pdf
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

Tenants and Residents Association and with 
the co-operation of Transport for London (who 
own the land) and Westway Trust (who hold 
the lease) together with the 2 Boroughs. 

included in Policy HO8 to provide the basis for 
decisions should any planning applications for 
travellers sites/pitches come forward. 
 
Paragraphs 3.86 and 3.87 will be updated 
through a main modification to reflect the 
completion of the update.  
 
3.86 The Joint Gypsy and Traveller 
Accommodation Needs Assessment 
(20162022) concluded that there will be a 
requirement for three additional pitches 
between 2015 and 2020, and nine in total 
across RBKC and LBHF between 2015 and 
2030. established a gypsy and traveller self-
identified need of three pitches between 2022 
and 2037. Applying the PPTS planning 
definition the assessment concludes that there 
is no additional pitch requirement.  
 
3.87 We will need to do further work together 
with London Borough of Hammersmith and 
Fulham on establishing and meeting the need 
of our Gypsy and Traveller community living in 
Stable Way. An update of the Gypsy and 
Traveller Accommodation Needs is underway, 
following the completion of this, the two 
Council’s will actively explore options  
 
The Council has engaged with the traveller 
community through the Stable Way Site 
Manager.   
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

3 Knightsbridge 
Association 
(Carol 
Seymour-
Newton) 

  We disagree: Alternative solutions should be 
found/ integration should be fostered. 

Your comment is noted. The Council is 
required to assess the needs of the traveller 
community within the Borough.  
 
The updated needs assessment concludes 
there is no additional need for pitches in the 
Borough. In accordance with the Planning 
Policy for Traveller Sites, criteria has been 
included in Policy HO8 to provide the basis for 
decisions should any planning applications for 
traveller’s sites/pitches come forward.  
 
 

4 London 
Borough of 
Hammersmith 
and Fulham 
(David 
Woodward) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

LBHF are pleased that our suggestions as 
part of this policy have been incorporated into 
the new policy. The policy is supported. 

Noted. 

5 Moni Red P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Are you serious ? The existing one are more 
than enough. There should not be anymore 
areas for them in KC 

The Council is required to assess the needs of 
the traveller community within the Borough. 
The updated needs assessment concludes 
there is no additional need for pitches in the 
Borough. In accordance with the Planning 
Policy for Traveller Sites, criteria has been 
included in Policy HO8 to provide the basis for 
decisions should any planning applications for 
traveller’s sites/pitches come forward.  
 

6 Penelope 
Horlick 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 This should not be increased, there is simply 
not enough space 

The Council is required to assess the needs of 
the traveller community within the Borough. 
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

The updated needs assessment concludes 
there is no additional need for pitches in the 
Borough. Policy HO8 provides a criterion 
based policy in line with the Government’s 
Planning Policy for Traveller Sites should any 
planning applications for permanent or 
temporary sites come forward. 

7 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

 P, J, E, C As per our Regulation 19 response, we 
support the policy but see no sign of 
identification of an alternative site being 
identified to that beneath the Westway. 

The Council undertook an assessment of 
locations for potential new sites suggested in 
the Borough in 2017. There was one site that 
had the potential to provide two pitches, 
however complicated landowner arrangements 
and due to the pandemic have delayed this 
coming forward.  

As part of the 2022 GTANA survey the Council 
sought to identify any other possible land for 
consideration known to the Traveller 
community. No new sites were put forward.  

The Council has also undertaken a Call for 
Sites as part of the New Local Plan Review 
consultations, no sites came forward for gypsy 
and traveller use.  
  
The updated needs assessment concludes 
there is no additional need for pitches in the 
Borough. In accordance with the Planning 
Policy for Traveller Sites, criteria has been 
included in Policy HO8 to provide the basis for 
decisions should any planning applications for 
traveller’s sites/pitches come forward.  
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

 

8 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and the reasons given are 
very persuasive. 

Noted. 
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4. Conservation and Design 
Q30: Policy CD1: Context and character 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comment Response 

1 Anthony Hunter P, J, E, 
C and L 

 Further development of Cluny Mews would 
unacceptably compromise the context and 
character both of Cluny mews and of the 
immediately adjoining Philbeach Gardens 
conservation area 

The development site at Cluny Mews is part 
of the wider Earl’s Court Opportunity Area – 
it is anticipated the existing building will be 
replaced as part of the wider site’s 
redevelopment. Proposals will be assessed 
against this policy and others to ensure the 
context and character around them are not 
compromised.  

2 Directors of the Board of 
Charles II Place 
Management (1991) 
Limited  

 P, J, E, 
C and L 

The policy requirement that development 
proposals should heed their local context; 
analysing and responding to context to 
achieve good design, and that the design of 
a development must take into account the 
character and scale of the area, the need to 
foster good design and the Council’s and 
community’s aspirations for the site and 
area, is supported. 

Noted  

3 Hillgate Village RA (Sam 
Dunkley) 

E P and J Our planning committee creditably rejected 
the absurd Brockton proposals at Newcombe 
house and it is hoped that the new owners 
plans to be submitted in 2023 will show much 
greater sensitivity to the surrounding 
conservation areas. 

Noted.  
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comment Response 

4 Kensington Society 
(Amanda Frame) 

E P and J 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”. 
 

Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
The setting of buildings and the public realm 
will already refer to green open spaces. 
Moreover, there is a specific reference to 
greenery and planting in the policy itself. 
 
 
A reference to Policy GB16 is included in the 
supporting text to CD1. 
 
‘Beautiful’ has been used as it is in line with 
national policy. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The setting of buildings, ie. their environment 
is considered within B. 
 
‘Beautiful’ has been used as it is in line with 
national policy. 
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comment Response 

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. 

The wording on para. 4.10 is considered 
appropriate. 
 
 
Regarding co-design, this is noted, and it 
could be explored. However, the Local Plan 
does not need to set out the process.   

5 Lots Village Residents 
Association (Kerry Davis-
Head) 

P  More needs to be done to protect existing 
Conservation Areas from harm, including 
over development on the perimeter areas of 
Conservation Areas 

Noted. This is relevant to policy CD3 and is 
more of an implementation issue. 

6 Mark Macleod P, J, E, 
C and L 

 Comment: Reference to the borough’s 
notable contemporary 21st century 
architecture is conspicuous by its absence. A 
quality example is High Street Kensington’s 
considered conversion of the former 
Commonwealth Institute into the Design 
Museum and the public realm it shares with 
the new Holland Green apartment block, a 
scheme which despite market force tensions 
succeeded in retaining inklings of a 
reconciliation between exclusive luxury 
residences and inclusive public realm. 
 
Suggested additions in red: 
4.2 and there are also twentieth and 21st 
century buildings which continue the legacy 
of high quality design. 
 
4.10 The extent of the relevant context and 
response to it depends on the development. 

Noted. Reference to 21st Century 
architecture to be included. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As above. 
 
 
 
 
Although these are sensible suggestions, 
they do not change the essence of the 
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comment Response 

4.11 Wherever possible, the Council will 
enable co-design with the community to 
guide development. 
 
Comment: Co-design processes can and 
must be designed to enable this useful and 
positive form of public engagement. 
 
Proposed additions: 
CD1 J. For strategic development sites, such 
as the Borough’s Opportunity Areas, require 
development to relate positively to existing 
context, even where development is at a 
scale and typology that it can set a new 
character in itself. 
 
Comment: Opportunity Areas present a 
unique condition to deliver pieces of the 
London of the future that will outperform any 
of our borough’s legacy built environment, no 
matter the level of retrofitting it could receive. 
If enabled through policy to thrive and 
become the exemplars of Green, Inclusive 
and Liveable as intended, they could 
compensate for some of the functional 
limitations inherent in our borough’s historic 
architecture. The character will be different 
by the very nature of the context they are 
being born into. They will be products of our 
time, as much as the Crystal Palace was a 
product of the Victorians’, and expected to be 
contemporary marvels. 

current text – given the status of the plan, the 
current wording will be retained. 
 
 
 
Noted. Co-design will be utilised where 
relevant. 
 
 
 
 
It is not considered necessary to refer to 
building typology in this instance 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. In the case of Opportunity Areas, 
further detail is included within the 
corresponding site allocation, which include 
the requirements for environmental 
sustainability and overall quality. 
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comment Response 

 
Specific Conditions addition: 
4.18 Opportunity Areas are on the frontline of 
the borough’s response to the Climate 
Emergency and overall ambitions to set the 
bar of Green, Inclusive and Liveable. They 
will be given greater allowance to set their 
own character and form. 

7 Moni Red P, J, E, 
C and L 

 Maintain the existing and almost 
disappearing gas lights lampposts 

Noted. This is not relevant to this policy, 
however. 

8 Norland Conservation 
Society (Martin Ingell) 

E P, J, C 
and L 

SECTION 4 - Policy CD1: Context and 
Character: 
 
A.1-2 and B.1-4: These sections of the Policy 
are very wide ranging and subjective. There 
is a lack of definition and clarity. For 
example, what are “historic characteristics” 
or “historic fabric” and there is no mention of 
“architectural significance”, a phrase used 
often in planning application consultations. 
The Policies require more precision and 
definition. 
 
Therefore, Policy CD1 is not ‘effective’. 

 
 
 
The terms are widely used in national and 
local planning policy and guidance, and well 
understood. References to these are 
included throughout the plan, in particular 
within the vision.  
 
Nevertheless, ‘historic fabric’ can be 
added to the glossary included in the 
draft plan. 
 
 
  

9 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, 
C and L 

 Really? whatever happened to the Odeon 
Cinema where we were promised it would be 
keeping the facade? more luxury flats? This 
is all hot air 

Noted.  
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10 St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson) 

J and C P and E Policy CD1 C reads Require the density of 
development to be optimised using a design-
led approach in a manner sensitive to 
context. 
 
Supporting text at 4.11 reads The density of 
the development should be the outcome of 
this design process, rather than the starting 
point, using the design-led approach as set 
out in Policy HO1 A (4). Where appropriate, 
the Council will consider utilising co-design 
processes to guide development. 
Policy Ho1 A (4) reads Optimising the homes 
delivered on all sites using a design led 
approach and benchmarking against the 
nationally described housing standards. 
We do not consider that this combination of 
policies gives adequate guidance on density 
to developers of major schemes in the 
Borough, given the lack of any overall policy 
on Housing Density in the Local Plan (see 
above). 
 
As a minimum we suggest an addition to 
CD1 C to read ‘in a manner sensitive to 
context and benchmarked against typologies 
and densities for street forms and urban 
buildings in the National Model Design 
Code’. 
 
Given the importance of development in 
Opportunity Areas in the 5 year life of the 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The approach is that density should be the 
outcome of a design process (the design led 
approach) – given the Borough’s existing 
density and land values, the emphasis is on 
ensuring development is sensitive to its 
context – whilst the National Model Design 
Code is helpful, it will not replace a 
comprehensive site analysis. 
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new Local Plan, we repeat our previous view 
that the wording of Policy CD1 J is not clear 
– particularly the last part. Current wording is 
For strategic development sites, such as the 
Borough’s Opportunity Areas, require 
development to relate positively to existing 
context, even where development is at a 
scale that it can set a new character in itself 
(our emphasis). This last part of the sentence 
is not clearly expressed, or suggests a 
‘developer-led’ approach in OAs. 
 
Through its Local Plan and related SPDs and 
other material, we think that the Council in 
conjunction with local people should be 
setting the ‘new character’ for OAs, rather 
than leaving this to developers. 
 
We suggest that the last part of J should be 
deleted and replaced with ‘require 
development to relate to the aspirations of 
the National Model Design Code and Local 
Plan material in for the form of SPDs and 
placemaking frameworks’. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Similarly, the emphasis of J is to ensure 
development responds to context, which is 
particularly important given the scale of the 
development opportunity. The reference to 
the National Model Design Code (NMDC) is 
not considered relevant as part of this policy. 
Please note that references to the NMDC are 
included in the plan’s Vision in section 1.  
Moreover, the Council has produced 
supplementary documents for the two 
Opportunity Areas. There is an adopted SPD 
for Kensal Canalside, and the Earl’s Court 
Placemaking Framework has been consulted 
on at the same plan as this version of the 
Local Plan. These give further detail to the 
Council’s vision for the character of these 
sites.  
  

11 Sydney St. & District R.A. 
(R. Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C and L 

Well considered and the reasons given are 
very persuasive. 

Noted 

12 Tanya Thompson P, J, E, 
C and L 

 New building design is not good enough now Noted 
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13 TfL - Commercial 
Development (Brendan 
Hodges) 

P and E  We welcome addition of a reference to ‘good 
design’ in paragraph C. However, we still 
consider that the policy should be brought 
into broad conformity with London Plan 
policy D3 (Optimising site capacity through 
the design led approach). We suggest that 
paragraph C is redrafted: 
 
“C. Require the density of development to be 
optimised using a design-led approach in a 
manner sensitive to context. Higher density 
developments should generally be promoted 
in locations that are well connected to jobs, 
services, infrastructure and amenities by 
public transport, walking and cycling.” 
 
Such an approach would accord with the 
London Plan requirement to optimise higher 
density development in locations at or near 
transport interchanges and other well 
connected places, whilst also conforming 
with other parts of draft policy CD1 including 
the requirement to respect exiting context, 
character and appearance. Such a change 
would ensure that the NLPR is effective and 
positively prepared in respect of increasing 
housing supply in sustainable locations, key 
requirements of both national and London 
Plan policies. 

Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Given this is already included in the London 
Plan and part of national policy, it is not 
necessary to repeat it. References to 
optimising density through the design led 
approach are included in the plan’s Vision in 
section 1. 

14 The Natural History 
Museum (N/A) 

 P, J, E, 
C and L 

The NHM is supportive of Policy CD1 as it 
aligns with the Museum’s commitment to 
high-quality, well-designed new development 

Noted 
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which respects the existing character of 
RBKC. As a Grade I listed building, the NHM 
is committed to the retention of the 
Borough’s heritage and the importance of 
new development respecting this character.  
 
The NHM considers Policy CD1 to pass the 
test of “soundness”, and recognises that it 
complies with national planning policy on this 
topic. Chapter 12 of the NPPF relates to 
‘achieving well-designed places’, and 
emphasises at paragraphs 126 and 127 that 
sustainable development entails the creation 
of “high quality, beautiful” buildings which 
“are grounded in an understanding…of each 
area’s defining characteristics”. To achieve 
this, planning policies are urged in paragraph 
130 to encourage development which will 
“add to the overall quality of the area…are 
visually attractive as a result of good 
architecture [and] layout…are sympathetic to 
local character and history” and which are 
“inclusive”. 

15 Turley on behalf of 
Warrior Property Group 
and Portobello Group 
(Alice Hawkins) 

  This policy is supported, particularly Part C 
which requires the density of development to 
be optimised in a manner sensitive to 
context. It is noted that since the Regulation 
18 version of the policy, the policy wording 
has been revised to require that development 
is also required to be ‘beautiful’. This is 
considered to be in accordance with the 
updated NPPF 2021. 

Noted. 
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Q31: Policy CD2: Design quality, character and growth. 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comments Response 

1 Anthony Hunter P, J, E, 
C and L 

 Further development of Cluny Mews would 
unacceptably compromise the design quality 
and character both of Cluny mews and of the 
immediately adjoining Philbeach gardens 
conservation area. 

The development site at Cluny Mews is part of 
the wider Earl’s Court Opportunity Area – it is 
anticipated the existing building will be 
replaced as part of the wider site’s 
redevelopment. Proposals will be assessed 
against this policy and others to ensure the 
context and character around them are not 
compromised. 

2 Directors of the Board of 
Charles II Place 
Management (1991) 
Limited (Directo... 

 P, J, E, 
C and L 

The policy requirement for an appropriate 
architectural response on a site by site 
basis, to account for (1) the context of the 
site, including in terms of scale, height, mass 
and bulk and (2) The building’s proposed 
design, form and use, is supported. 

Noted 

3 Hillgate Village RA (Sam 
Dunkley) 

E P and J See Q 30 above Noted. 

4 Home Builders Federation 
(James Stevens) 

E  Part A is unsound because it is ineffective. 
 
Part A requires all development to meet the 
highest standards of urban design and 
architectural quality. Unfortunately, it is 
unclear what might constitute the ‘highest 
standards’. Ideally, the Council would have a 
design code that provided those standards 
so an applicant would know how to meet the 

 
 
The policy is supported by references to 
national policy and guidance, including a 
reference to further work to follow that of the 
Character Study which will provide local 
design guidance.  
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standards expected by the Council. We note 
the reference to the Borough’s Character 
Study in paragraph 4.23. Helpfully, the 
Council could refer to this in the policy as the 
basis for judging whether a scheme will meet 
the Council’s design requirements. 

5 Kensington Society 
(Amanda Frame) 

E P and J 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).” 

 
 
Noted, however, this would repeat Policy 
CD1.  
 
 
 
 
 
These are helpful suggestions; however, they 
are not considered essential – sustainable 
design includes green and sustainable 
solutions, and considering the whole life cycle 
of a building is the principle of the circular 
economy.  

6 Lots Village Residents 
Association (Kerry Davis-
Head) 

E  Little emphasis is given on the quality of 
design and materials. Improvements must 
be made for longevity of housing and 
maintenance costs. As an example the 
Council were evidently very proud of a 
certain development on the Kings Road. It 
has been swathed in scaffolding for much of 
its young life. The white stone soon became 
tatty and a target for graffiti, yet it looks very 

Noted. Indent B3 refers to the robustness 
required – is includes material quality and 
design. 
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sparkly and fresh when new. Buildings need 
to be designed to age gracefully. 

7 Mark Macleod P, J, E, 
C and L 

 Comment: There is paradigm shift in what 
contemporary architecture and the cityscape 
is being asked to perform and the Local Plan 
must acknowledge this. The emotional and 
inspirational component of historic 
architecture is recognised, but this 
component also exists in the more 
contemporary architecture in our borough. 
They can be characterful on their own terms 
and just as inspiring, even if they look 
different, but more importantly are able to 
function in a way that much of our historic 
architecture was not designed to. 
 
In the same way that previous generations 
embraced new architecture, for example the 
international Art Deco of Barkers on High 
Street Kensington, our Local Plan must be 
open to taking cues from emerging types of 
contemporary architecture from elsewhere in 
London and around the world. Relying 
almost exclusively on local context and 
historical precedent for design cues and 
typologies is to deny a world of possibilities 
and options. 
 
This worldly approach is particularly suited to 
our Opportunity Areas and these sites must 
be enabled to fulfil that level of ambition. To 
this end, and given the constraints inherent 

Noted. The plan recognises the quality of 
design of all ages. 
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in these sites, the Council should support 
and allow some exceptions so that nostalgia, 
whose importance is nonetheless 
acknowledged, will not prevent the possibility 
of achieving a better future. 
Suggested additions in red: 
 
A. Require all development to meet the 
highest global standards of urban design 
and architectural quality, taking opportunities 
to improve the local area, its character, and 
the way it functions and inspires those who 
reside in and visit. 
 
B 6. Sustainable - incorporating principles for 
sustainable design from the outset, 
considering its main functions and 
associated uses, the use of resources, 
including energy, as well as the whole life 
cycle of the building(s) and its overall 
contribution towards addressing the Climate 
Emergency 
 
Suggested additions: 
D. Our Opportunity Areas offer unique and 
exceptional opportunities to offset the 
functional limitations inherent in our 
conservation areas while being sensitive to 
and integrating with them. 
 
1.They will be required to meet all the criteria 
of A, B and C above. 

 
 
 
 
The suggestions are sensible; however, these 
are not considered necessary to the 
soundness of the plan. Note that the Council 
has produced supplementary documents for 
the two Opportunity Areas. There is an 
adopted SPD for Kensal Canalside, and the 
Earl’s Court Placemaking Framework has 
been consulted on at the same plan as this 
version of the Local Plan. These give further 
detail to the Council’s vision for the character 
of these sites. This also includes the vision for 
sustainability and quality – both documents 
have included community engagement 
processes in their preparation.  
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2. Their context is not only local, but also 
global. 
 
3. Our ambition for them to perform beyond 
the capabilities of our legacy cityscape to 
tackle the Climate Emergency, exemplify the 
core values of Green, Inclusive and Liveable 
and include a fourth value of Inspirational. 
 
4. Robust and ongoing processes of 
community engagement and co-design will 
help shape the architectural response on 
these sites and explore all options. 
 
5. The Council will support the realisation of 
these ambitions. Furthermore, appropriate 
and suitable exceptions will be applied to 
optimise the outcome. 
 
6. Opposition to the realisation of these 
ambitions must be proportionate and 
justified. 

8 Moni Red P, J, E, 
C and L 

 I think that only Victorian and Edwardian 
architecture style of building would be 
suitable for our borough 

Noted. However, the plan cannot dictate 
architectural style – the focus is on ensuring 
development is responsive to context.  

9 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, 
C and L 

 Really? I don't believe this happens Noted.  

10 St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson) 

C P, J 
and E. 

Suggested addition to CD2 C1. The context 
of the site, including in terms of scale, 

A reference to the NMDC will be included in 
the policy’s justification, para. 4.23 
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height, mass and bulk and guidance set out 
in the National Model Design Code. 

11 Sydney St. & District R.A. 
(R. Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C and L 

Well considered and the reasons given are 
very persuasive. 

Noted. 

12 Tanya Thompson P, J, E, 
C and L 

 Existing evidence of new builds in the 
borough is not good enough and the policy 
doesn’t go far enough to ensure better 
building practices 

Noted. The Council will produce further design 
guidance, as stated 

13 TfL - Commercial 
Development (Brendan 
Hodges) 

  As per our Reg 18 comments, paragraph C 
still appears to be incomplete. Is the word 
“explain” missing from the first sentence? 

Noted. There should be an appropriate 
architectural response to all of the items listed 
under C. This may indeed be explained within 
a Design and Access Statement as the 
comment suggests.  

14 The Natural History 
Museum (N/A) 

 P, J, E, 
C and L 

The NHM supports Policy CD2, as it aligns 
closely with Policy CD1, of which it is also in 
support. This policy is aligned with the 
NHM’s support of development which 
respects the context and character of the 
local area, taking opportunities to improve 
this through sensitive proposals of high-
quality design value, and which are 
considerate of heritage assets.  
 
The NHM believes Policy CD2 is sound as it 
reflects the requirement in Chapter 12 of the 
NPPF for local authorities to produce 
planning policies which encourage high-
quality schemes which are of high 
architectural design value, respect 
surrounding heritage, are of appropriate size 

Noted.  
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and massing considering the character of 
the area, optimise the potential of a site to 
accommodate sustainable development, and 
creative inclusive spaces. For these 
reasons, the NHM is supportive of Policy 
CD2 and considers it to be “sound”. 

15 TRA Travellers Site Stable 
Way (Patrick Joseph 
O'Donnell) 

P, J and 
E 

 The council needs to rethink how it appoints 
it's architects and builders. There seem to a 
few 'go to' architects they council appoints 
who employ the same building design and 
build practice on new developments. 
 
There are award winning examples of new 
developments by other local authorities that 
deliver community homes. The council 
should explore these in more depth when 
planning new developments. 

Noted. The Council adheres to statutory 
guidance and regulation for procuring 
consultants, which are in place to safeguard 
quality, this applies to architects and 
consultants working on community homes.  
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Q32: Policy CD3: Heritage Assets – Conservation Area 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comments Response 

1 Anthony Hunter  P, J, E, 
C and L 

Further development of Cluny Mews would 
unacceptably compromise the character of 
the immediately adjoining  
Philbeach Gardens conservation area 

The development site at Cluny Mews is part 
of the wider Earl’s Court Opportunity Area – 
it is anticipated the existing building will be 
replaced as part of the wider site’s 
redevelopment. Proposals will be assessed 
against this policy and others to ensure the 
context and character of areas, including 
conservation areas, around them are not 
compromised. 

2 DP9 Limited - for 
Welcome Trust (Zoe 
Smythe) 

  Wellcome Trust supports this policy in 
protecting heritage assets and conservation 
areas within the Borough. We also provided 
representations on the RBKC Character 
Study in June 2021. 

Noted.  

3 Hillgate Village RA (Sam 
Dunkley) 

J and E P See q 30 above; NHG remains blighted by 
two “eyesores” and it is regrettable that the 
council has not managed to repair the 
damage done by approvals granted in the 
1960s 

Noted.  This is an implementation issue or 
one of more detailed guidance rather than 
policy. 

4 Kensington Society 
(Amanda Frame) 

E P and J 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 thus become 
unlettable. This is not easy to deal with, but 

Viability is a factor to be considered in 
decision making and is acknowledged as 
such in the NPPR and national Planning 
Practice Guidance.  In the former it is also 
made clear that deliberate neglect is not to 
be taken into account in any decision.   This 
part of Policy CD3 is therefore in line with 
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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.” 
 
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. 
 
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 

these.   While unpacking the concept a little 
further, the proposed wording is not 
necessary for the effective operation of this 
policy.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This point is addressed in para. 4.29. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This point is addressed in para. 4.29. 
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reinstatement of original features of interest.” 
This is an elaboration of CD3A.  

5 Lots Village Residents 
Association (Kerry Davis-
Head) 

P  Consider more Article IV Directives to 
prevent the wide scale use of replacement 
UPVC glazing in conservation areas. 
 
Fully glazed facades are uncharacteristic of 
the Borough and are unlikely to deliver on 
the quality and character Policy CD2 is 
seeking.  
 
The horse has bolted, we already have fully 
glazed facades, high rise at that. 
 
Then why propose to demolish heritage 
buildings, such as those on Lots Road, for 
the Lots Road South development? Surely 
these can be preserved, or at least the 
facades and the roof line so carefully pointed 
out in Council documents. 

Noted.  These are points relating to 
implementation rather than policy 
formulation. 

6 Moni Red P, J, E, 
C and L 

 Leave things as they are Noted. 

7 Notting Hill and North 
Kensington Liberal 
Democrats (Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

P, J and 
C 

E Exclusions should be detailed in E for 
specific and sensitive improvements to 
windows for the purposes of insulation 
(double and triple glazing), as well as for the 
addition of solar panels, and other types of 
greening. In a climate emergency and cost of 
living crisis, improving the green credentials 
of our housing stock must take priority and 

Many of these changes benefit from being 
permitted development, and so planning 
permission would not be required in any 
event.  New policy GB1 also addresses this 
issue in encouraging appropriate retrofitting 
measures.  
 
Full planning permission is important, where 
it is needed, for larger scale works, including 
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be made as easy as possible for all 
residents. 

those featuring demolition or partial 
demolition, to ensure that the character and 
appearance is preserved.  

8 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, 
C and L 

 Really? like allowing Thomas's school to 
increase student numbers to 500 in a 
conservation area? when will this policy 
start? 

The policy will attract increased weight in 
planning decisions as it passes through the 
Inquiry stage and will start once the new LP 
is adopted.  

9 St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson) 

 P, J, E 
and C. 

 
 Noted. 

10 Sydney St. & District R.A. 
(R. Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C and L 

Well considered and the reasons given are 
very persuasive. 

Noted.  

11 Tanya Thompson P, J, E, 
C and L 

 I don’t trust this Noted.  

12 The Friends of Kensal 
Green Cemetery 
(JOHANNA HOLMES) 

E P, J, C 
and L 

The application of this policy to conservation 
area management is insubstantial. 
 
The Policy Formulation Report (September 
2022) relevant to this policy suggests that a 
key issue to be considered in policy drafting 
is that the Council should ensure that “all 
conservation areas have conservation area 
management plans, prepared in line with 
best practice”. This provision should be 
included in the NLPR at CD3 (Policy 
Statement) in addition to the note on 
proposed implementation at NLPR 
paragraph 4.34 

The wording in para. 4.34 of the reasoned 
justification points to the preparation of 
Conservation Area Management Plans and 
so provides sufficient assurance on this 
point.  
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13 The Natural History 
Museum (N/A) 

 P, J, E, 
C and 
L. 

The NHM is pleased to see that its 
recommendation to insert the following 
language into Policy CD3, Part C has been 
adopted by RBKC:  
 
“C. 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 unless it can 
be demonstrated 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.” 
 
The NHM believes this language to instil 
more flexibility in the practical application of 
Policy CD3. The NHM itself is a large Site 
which is made up of the historic Grade I 
Waterhouse Building, the Grade I Earth 
Galleries Building, the Darwin Centre, the 
Palaeontology Building, the Grounds and the 
Grade I railings, and a series of back of 
house buildings that have no historic 
significance. At some point over the next 5 to 
10 years, there is the potential for some of 
these buildings to be 
repurposed/redeveloped. Whilst the NHM is 
not yet at the stage of identifying potential 
uses, repurposing/redevelopment could take 
place within the Council’s new plan period. 
The added language to Policy CD3 allows a 

Noted. 
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greater degree of flexibility to facilitate this 
repurposing.  
 
The NHM supports Policy CD3 and believes 
it to be “sound”. It accords with national 
policy, particularly Chapter 16 of the NPPF, 
‘Conserving and enhancing the historic 
environment’. Paragraph 190 in particular 
recognises that “plans should set out a 
positive strategy for the conservation and 
enjoyment of the historic environment”, 
taking into account “opportunities to draw on 
the contribution made by the historic 
environment to the character of a place”. 
Policy CD3 echoes this sentiment by 
recognising that, in certain circumstances, 
change of use within a heritage asset 
“contribute positively to the sense of place”. 
Policy CD3 Part D echoes Paragraphs 201 
and 202 of the NPPF, resisting loss of 
heritage assets in conservation areas unless 
substantial public benefits can be 
promulgated. 

14 Turley on behalf of 
Warrior Property Group 
and Portobello Group 
(Alice Hawkins) 

  This policy and the principle of preserving 
and enhancing heritage assets and their 
setting is generally supported.  
 
It is noted that Part C outlines that the 
Council will 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.” 

Noted. 
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In our Regulation 18 written representations 
response, we requested that wording was 
added to clarify this to be the case unless it 
can be demonstrated that there is no 
demand and it is not feasible and viable to 
maintain it within its current use. We note 
that the following text has been added to the 
policy and support this change: “unless it can 
be demonstrated 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.” 

15 Molly Dineen P, J and 
E 

 The policy should ensure older municipal 
buildings are refurbished and cherished as 
part  
of our heritage rather than left to deteriorate 
at which point they have to be demolished. 

Noted.  This is a matter for implementation of 
policy and for the Council’s management of 
its building stock rather than planning policy 
formulation.  
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Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comments Response  

1 Dp9 Ltd (for Knightsbridge 
Estates) (Miss Hardy) 

P, J, E, 
C and L 

 There are a number of a new heritage and 
design policies including those relating to 
listed buildings and conservation areas. 
These are generally similar to the Council’s 
current adopted policies. Policy CD4 (p173) 
relates to listed buildings. Part C proposed to 
carry over the wording from adopted Policy 
CL4 which states the Council will “resist the 
demolition of listed buildings in whole or in 
part, or the removal or modification of 
features of architectural importance, both 
internal and external”. 
 
In our view the wording in CD4 is overly 
onerous as it appears to resist all demolition 
of listed buildings. There may be cases 
where demolition should be able to be 
considered acceptable, for example, partial 
demolition is required (e.g of an internal wall) 
to bring a listed building back into use and 
optimise its use which should be able to be 
found acceptable in line with the NPPF 
approach either because there is no harm 
caused, or the harm is outweighed by the 
benefits of the proposals. We would 
respectfully request that the wording is 
revised by adding the word ‘generally’ prior 
to ‘resist’. 

The application of this policy must be 
carried out in the context of the Shimizu 
judgement and subsequent case law which 
makes a distinction between demolition and 
alteration involving elements of demolition.  
The Arrangements for Handling Heritage 
Applications – Notification to Historic 
England and National Amenity Societies 
and the Secretary of State (England) 
Direction 2021 is also relevant in setting out 
the degree of demolition which would 
trigger notification.  Applied in that context 
and taking into account the development 
plan as a whole, the policy would not place 
an overly onerous burden on applicants.  
Alterations involving small scale demolition 
are currently consented where appropriate 
under the auspices of saved policy CL4 in 
the Local Plan 2019, which is similarly 
worded and reflects a longstanding 
approach by the Council. 
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comments Response  

2 Hillgate Village RA (Sam 
Dunkley) 

J and E P See responses above Noted.  

3 Kensington Society 
(Amanda Frame) 

J and E P 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; 

The text disappeared due to a technical 
glitch when the document was made 
accessible. In the on-line version if the 
cursor is run over the blank area, it is 
evident that the text is sitting behind the 
box, it is possible to copy it over into a word 
file which shows that the intent was to 
include it in the Regulation 19 Publication 
Policy CD4. Full policies showing how they 
changed from Draft Policies (Regulation 18) 
were included in the Policy Formulation 
Reports and Policy CD4 can be seen in the 
document PFR CD3 - CD6 (Conservation 
areas, listed buildings ancient monuments 
and registered parks and gardens) (page 
11). The IIA has assessed the whole Policy 
CD4 including criteria D (i) and (ii) and E to 
G. Furthermore, with the exception of the 
new Part G which was to be included 
following Regulation 18, Parts D (i) and (ii), 
E and G are exactly the same as existing 
Local Plan Policy CL4 d (i) and (ii), e and f. 
Therefore, the Council will introduce the 
missing parts as a main modification  
 
[D] 
In delivering this take opportunities to: 
1. reinstate internal and external 
features of special architectural or 
historic significance, commensurate 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149897861.1/PDF/-/22-10-26%20NLPR%20Working%20Draft%20NLPR%20CLEAN_ACCESSIBLE%20FINAL_Low%20Res.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447749.1/PDF/-/04%20PFR%20Conservation%20and%20Design%20-%20Reg.%2019.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447749.1/PDF/-/04%20PFR%20Conservation%20and%20Design%20-%20Reg.%2019.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447749.1/PDF/-/04%20PFR%20Conservation%20and%20Design%20-%20Reg.%2019.pdf
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• 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.” 

with the extent of proposed 
development. 
2. 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. 
 
E. Resist the change of use of a listed 
building that would materially harm its 
character. 
 
F. 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 informed by appropriate 
specialists. 
 
G. Take opportunities to secure the 
repair of listed buildings which have 
been identified as being at risk. 
 
Policy in relation to buried archaeology and 
archaeological assessments is contained in 
policy CD5.   
 
The proposed additional text is a helpful 
reminder that change to listed buildings 
over time may enhance their interest.  A 
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modification to para. 4.38 is proposed to 
address this point in the addition of a 
further sentence as follows: -  
Conversely, additions to historic 
buildings over time may add to or 
enhance their special interest.   
 
It would then be clear that such additions 
would therefore be picked up by part D of 
the policy. 

4 Moni Red P, J, E, 
C and L 

 Positively prepared?  The meaning of the comment is unclear.  

5 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, 
C and L 

 Really? not seen much of this The meaning of the comment is unclear. 

6 Silvera Williams   The whole Cheltenham Estate is Grade II 
listed. Why is it not protected by 
Conservation Area status? 

Noted, although this is not an issue of 
policy formulation.  

7 St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson) 

  N/A as the StQW neighbourhood does not 
include Listed Buildings 

 Noted.  

8 Sydney St. & District R.A. 
(R. Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C and L 

Well considered and the reasons given are 
very persuasive. 

Noted.  

9 The Friends of Kensal 
Green Cemetery 
(JOHANNA HOLMES) 

J and E P, C 
and L 

The policy statement is incomplete in 
comparison with the Policy Formulation 
Report. 
The policies listed at NLPR CD4 (Policy 
Statement) are not aligned with those 
proposed in the relevant Policy Formulation 
Report (September 2022). The greater part 

The text disappeared due to a technical 
glitch when the document was made 
accessible. In the on-line version if the 
cursor is run over the blank area it is 
evident that the text is sitting behind the 
box, it is possible to copy it over into a word 
file which shows that the intent was to 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149897861.1/PDF/-/22-10-26%20NLPR%20Working%20Draft%20NLPR%20CLEAN_ACCESSIBLE%20FINAL_Low%20Res.pdf
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sound 
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of proposed policy D and all of policies E, F, 
and G, have been omitted without 
explanation. 

include it in the Regulation 19 Publication 
Policy CD4. Full policies showing how they 
changed from Draft Policies (Regulation 18) 
were included in the Policy Formulation 
Reports and Policy CD4 can be seen in the 
document PFR CD3 - CD6 (Conservation 
areas, listed buildings ancient monuments 
and registered parks and gardens) (page 
11). The IIA has assessed the whole Policy 
CD4 including criteria D (i) and (ii) and E to 
G. Furthermore, with the exception of the 
new Part G which was to be included 
following Regulation 18, Parts D (i) and (ii), 
E and G are exactly the same as existing 
Local Plan Policy CL4 d (i) and (ii), e and f. 
Therefore, the Council will introduce the 
missing parts as a main modification  
 
[D] 
In delivering this take opportunities to: 
1. reinstate internal and external 
features of special architectural or 
historic significance, commensurate 
with the extent of proposed 
development. 
2. 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. 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447749.1/PDF/-/04%20PFR%20Conservation%20and%20Design%20-%20Reg.%2019.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447749.1/PDF/-/04%20PFR%20Conservation%20and%20Design%20-%20Reg.%2019.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149447749.1/PDF/-/04%20PFR%20Conservation%20and%20Design%20-%20Reg.%2019.pdf
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E. Resist the change of use of a listed 
building that would materially harm its 
character. 
 
F. 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 informed by 
appropriate specialists. 
 
G. Take opportunities to secure the 
repair of listed buildings which have 
been identified as being at risk.  

10 The Natural History 
Museum (N/A) 

 P, J, E, 
C and L 

Part D of Policy CD4 states: 
 
“D. Require the preservation of original 
architectural features and later features of 
interest both internal and external. In 
delivering this take opportunities to: 1. 
reinstate internal and external features of 
special architectural or historic significance, 
commensurate with the extent of proposed 
development. 2. 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.” 
 
The NHM occupies a Grade I listed building, 

Noted.  



454 
 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comments Response  

and as the NHM brings forward new projects 
it is seeking to take opportunities to remove 
features that harm the architectural or 
historic significance of the listed buildings on 
the site. The NHM therefore continues to 
support Part D of Policy CD4. 
 
The NHM considers Policy CD4 to be 
“sound” on the basis of compliance with 
national planning policy. Paragraphs 199 
through 201 of the NPPF reflect the content 
of Policy CD4 by stating that “great weight 
should be given” to the “conservation” of 
listed buildings and other heritage assets, 
and that any harm to these assets’ 
significance would require “clear and 
convincing justification”, which is echoed in 
Part C of Policy CD4. 
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Q34: Policy CD5: Scheduled Ancient Monuments and Archaeology 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comments Response 

1 Moni Red 
 

P, J, E, 
C and 
L 

Positively prepared? The meaning of the comment is unclear.  

2 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, 
C and L 

 If only this would happen, I would be 
extremely happy 

The meaning of the comment is unclear.  

3 Sydney St. & District R.A. 
(R. Alexander) 

 
P, J, E, 
C and 
L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it 
are very persuasive 

Noted.  

 

 

  



456 
 

Q35: Policy CD6: Registered Parks and Gardens 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comments Response 

1 Ballymore Group Limited 
and Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets Limited 
(Ballymore Group) 

P, J, E 
and C. 

 Part (A) of the draft policy states 
‘Development in or in the setting of 
Registered Parks and Gardens must 
preserve their heritage significance or 
setting.’ 
 
The proposed redevelopment of the KCOA 
could have an impact on the setting of a 
Grade II Registered Park and Garden (the 
Kensal Green Cemetery). It should be 
recognised that in areas of growth (such as 
the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area), 
development could result in change to the 
setting of Registered Parks and Gardens, 
and it is unreasonable to expect large scale 
developments to result in no harm at all.  
 
In accordance with the NPPF, we request 
that Local Policy is clear that where the 
harm identified is less than substantial, this 
may be considered acceptable where it is 
weighed against public benefits delivered 
as part of the development (NPPF 
Paragraph 202). 

This policy follows the national policy approach 
set out in pp 197 and 199 of the NPPF in 
relation to the need to take account of the 
desirability of sustaining and enhancing the 
significance of heritage assets and to give 
great weight to the asset’s conservation.  It 
should also be viewed in the context of the 
requirements of paras. 201 and 202 of the 
NPPF which sets out the consideration of 
substantial and less than substantial harm, 
which may arise from development in the 
setting of a designated heritage asset.  It is not 
necessary to re-iterate these provisions within 
the policy. 

2 Kensington Society 
(Amanda Frame) 

E P and J 
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3 Moni Red  P, J, E 
and C. 

 
  

4 Penelope Horlick P, J, E 
and C. 

 If only The meaning of the comment is unclear.  

5 St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson) 

P, J, E 
and C. 

 As commented on at Regulation 18 stage, 
this policy is very unbalanced in paying no 
heed to the need for refurbished or 
redeveloped buildings in parks to be 
functional, safe, and user-friendly. (Part C 
currently reads Developments within a 
Registered Park or Garden should sustain 
the significance of the heritage asset and 
be carried out in a correct, scholarly 
manner informed by appropriate 
specialists). Issues such the location of 
new/refurbished buildings and their level of 
oversight of young children, shelter from 
weather, and internal design should be 
given much more recognition. 

This policy relates solely to heritage and 
conservation matters.  Policy in relation to the 
provision and protection of green spaces for 
amenity use and environmental value is 
contained in GB16.  Functional and safety 
issues are operational matters. 

6 Sydney St. & District R.A. 
(R. Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C and 
L. 

Well considered and the reasons given for 
it are very persuasive. 

Noted.  

7 Tanya Thompson P, J, E 
and C. 

 There should be no planning applications in 
park and gardens 

Planning applications are sometimes 
necessary in parks and gardens, and the 
intention of the policy is to ensure that where 
this is the case the developments respect the 
special historic interest of Registers parks and 
gardens. 
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8 The Friends of Kensal 
Green Cemetery 
(JOHANNA HOLMES) 

P and E J, C and 
L 

The policy statement is weak in comparison 
with that relating to Designated Heritage 
Assets - Listed buildings. 
 
Paragraph 4.47 should be amended to read 
4.47 In addition to their recreational, health 
and biodiversity benefits, historic parks and 
gardens too are a fragile and finite 
resource, and a familiar and cherished 
aspect of our environment. As designated 
heritage assets, the Council will take 
account in planning decisions of the special 
historic interest of these parks and gardens 
or their settings, and how they may be 
affected by development. 
 
The policy statement (pp.117-8) should be 
extended, in line with item E relating to 
listed buildings: 
 
“D The Council will resist the change of use 
of a registered park or garden that would 
materially harm its character.” 

The policy reflects the difference in legal 
protection between Registered Parks and 
Listed Buildings, which have their own 
regulatory regime.   
 
The proposed wording for para. 4.47 appears 
to be the same as the existing.  
 
Change of use is, technically, development, 
and would be covered by the provisions of this 
policy.  No additional wording is therefore 
considered necessary,  

9 Molly Dineen P,J and 
E 

 The policy should recognise the difference 
between private and public space and its 
vital  
role in the mental health of the community. 
Priority should be to protect public play/ 
park  
areas. For example Wormwood Scrubs. 

This policy relates solely to heritage and 
conservation matters and may apply to public 
or private spaces.  Policy in relation to the 
provision and protection of green spaces for 
amenity use and environmental value is 
contained in GB16. 
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Q36: Policy CD7: Tall Buildings 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

 Sound Comment Response 

1 Anthony Hunter P, J, E, 
C and 
L. 

 Taller development of Cluny Mews would 
unacceptably compromise the character of 
the immediately adjoining Philbeach 
gardens conservation area 

The development site at Cluny Mews is part of 
the wider Earl’s Court Opportunity Area – it is 
anticipated the existing building will be 
replaced as part of the wider site’s 
redevelopment. Note that this part of the 
opportunity area is not identified as suitable for 
tall buildings.  

2 Ballymore Group Limited 
and Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets Limited 
(Ballymore Grou... 

E C Draft Policy CD7 seeks to define 
appropriate heights and locations of tall 
buildings across the Borough as required 
by London Plan Policy D9.  
 
Policy CD7 should allow greater flexibility 
regarding the appropriate height of tall 
buildings, referencing what the Council 
consider to be appropriate heights in 
accordance with London Plan Policy D9, as 
well as recognising that taller buildings may 
be appropriate if it can be demonstrated 
that they meet the other requirements of 
Policy D9. 
 
The London Plan definition measures the 
height of a tall building to the floor level of 
the uppermost storey of a tall building. We 
note that within the Draft Policy, an 
additional sentence has been added which 

 
 
 
 
Comments noted. The policy has been 
developed to be in line with the requirements 
of policy D9, seeking to provide certainty with 
regards to heights of new buildings in the 
borough. 
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now confirms the Local definition of a tall 
building: 
 
‘For the purpose of the Local Plan, the top 
of a building would normally be measured 
externally at the height of the roof parapet 
of the uppermost storey, excluding minor 
elements such as lift overruns and plant 
enclosures.’ 
 
In our view, it is reasonable to exclude lift 
overruns etc in determining whether a 
proposal meets the definition of ‘tall 
building’ as these elements are often not 
visible from the streetscene and do not add 
to the sense of height when viewed from 
street level. It is therefore considered that 
the Policy now aligns with the London Plan 
approach and is supported. Consistency 
with the London Plan ensures continuity in 
how tall buildings are assessed at local and 
strategic level, increasing clarity for all 
stakeholders in the planning process. 
 
Further commentary on the provision of tall 
buildings within the KCOA are provided in 
our detailed response to the draft site 
allocation. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please refer to the responses to the 
comments on the draft site allocation in the 
corresponding table.  

3 Dp9 - For FRE94 
(Kensington) Propco 
(Emily Keenan) 

  We would like to reiterate our comments 
under the Regulation 18 consultation 
regarding Policy CD7. It is still considered 
that the definition of 30m constituting a tall 

Comments noted. The policy, and specifically 
the tall building thresholds in the Borough, 
have been developed through an analysis 
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building (in areas coloured in Figure 4.3) is 
too rigid and does not account for detailed 
consideration of what may or may not 
constitute an appropriate maximum height. 
We agree with the statement in paragraph 
4.52 which states “whether a building can 
be considered tall depends on the average 
building heights around it, as well as the 
level of consistency in the character and 
built form.”  
 
On this basis, we feel that the definition set 
out within the Building Heights SPD of tall 
buildings constituting 1.5 times (or more) of 
the height of the surrounding context is 
more appropriate.  
 
It is noted that with the exception of Kensal 
Canalside and Earl’s Court Exhibition 
Centre, the appropriate locations for tall 
buildings (SA3-SA9) are allocated to 
individual addresses. On this basis, we 
consider that the Site is appropriate for a 
building in excess of 30m – this is due to 
the existing building currently being above 
this threshold at present (circa 35m). 
Further, Charles and Trinity House opposite 
the Site sit at a height of between 41m – 
43m fronting onto Kensington High Street. 
Other buildings within the immediate 
context fronting onto Kensington High 
Street also sit above this 30m threshold. It 

process as explained in the evidence base 
document and the policy formulation report.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Regarding the site in question, there is no 
evidence that this site would be appropriate for 
a building above the stated threshold. The 
presence of taller buildings in the wider area 
does not constitute justification for an 
additional taller building. The Building Heights 
SPD does not identify clusters with the 
purpose of identifying suitable locations for tall 
buildings.  
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is therefore important to recognise that the 
character and scale of the western end of 
the high street and that 30m does not 
represent an appropriate height in the 
immediate context.  
 
Similarly, it is noted that the nearby Former 
Territorial Army Site (SA4) has been 
allocated, which is likely by virtue of an 
extant planning permission. Through a 
detailed consideration, this site was 
deemed appropriate for the principle of a 
tall building. It is considered that the Site 
shares many of the same characteristics 
and in townscape terms, offers a narrative 
for a greater height by virtue of existing tall 
buildings which are located to the south of 
the Site and are deemed appropriate for the 
context. 

4 Earls Court Development 
Company (Taylar Vernon) 

P, J and 
E 

 ECDC previously made comments that the 
inclusion of the terms “Excluding minor 
elements” within the definition of tall 
buildings definition was ambiguous. It is 
noted that the definition has since been 
amended to exclude these terms, which is 
supported by ECDC. 
 
Comments were also made in relation to 
the inclusion of land at 344-350 Old 
Brompton Road within the area where tall 
buildings are defined as those being above 
30m. The Council’s response states that 

Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please note that the westernmost part of the 
344-350 Old Brompton Road site, as 
consented, is included in the 30m height 
threshold, which corresponds with the 
consented scheme. For further clarity please 
refer to figure 10.2 which provides the 
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land at 344-350 Old Brompton Road would 
be included in the area where tall buildings 
are defined as being in excess of 30m, but 
this is not reflected in Figure 4.3 of the draft 
NLPR. The consented Site Location Plan in 
relation to the redevelopment of this site is 
included to clarify the extent of the site 
being referred to. 

maximum height parameters for the 
opportunity area.  

5 Frank Knight on behalf of 
Frasco Investment 
Limited. (Becky Anderson 
) 

P, J, E, 
C and 
L. 

 Overall, we support policy CD7 which 
defines the height of tall buildings in RBKC, 
their appropriate locations and assessment 
criteria. However, we consider that further 
appropriate locations should be identified 
within Policy CD7, such as 136-142 
Bramley Road. We also consider the policy 
needs to align with London PlanPolicy D9 
that allows for tall buildings to come forward 
outside of “tall building 
locations” should they be considered 
acceptable on a site-by-site basis. 
 
As set out in the London Plan (2021), tall 
buildings can form part of a plan-led 
approach to facilitating regeneration 
opportunities and managing future growth, 
contributing to new homes and economic 
growth, particularly in order to make optimal 
use of the capacity of sites which are well-
connected by public transport and have 
good access to services and facilities. Tall 
Buildings also have a wide variety of 
benefits for example helping people 

Comments noted.  
 
However, in line with LP Policy D9 we have 
sought to define the locations in which tall 
buildings would be appropriate. The London 
Plan policy does not refer to further sites 
outside of tall building locations.  
 
 
 
 
 
Please note that current DM discussions about 
any specific site are separate from the New 
Local Plan Review process.  
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navigate through the city by 
providing reference points and also 
exemplary architectural quality, in the right 
place, can make a positive contribution to 
the London’s cityscape. 
 
We consider that 136-142 Bramley Road is 
an appropriate location for a tall building 
and should be identified within Policy CD7 
of the NLPR. The Site is in a highly 
sustainable location with easy access to 
public transport and a number of services 
and facilities. The Site is also underutilised 
brownfield land and despite 
extensive marketing, has been vacant since 
2016. It is also now in a state of disrepair 
and is not in a condition that could be 
occupied without a full and comprehensive 
refurbishment which (following a cost-
analysis of the existing 
building) would be c.£12 million to bring the 
building to lettable standard. 
 
The Site is on the Westway, which as a 
major thoroughfare is characterised by tall 
buildings along its length. These buildings 
mark different areas as one moves across 
West London. Locally, the White City / 
Imperial College cluster creates an intensity 
of uses and height of the establishing Life 
Science / Research Centre. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The presence of taller buildings in the wider 
area does not constitute justification for an 
additional taller building. The Building Heights 
SPD does not identify clusters with the 
purpose of identifying suitable locations for tall 
buildings. 
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This cluster also creates a need for a 
critical mass of supporting accommodation 
in 
the wider area. Also, the Building Heights 
SPD identifies the towers around Latimer 
Rd tube station as a local cluster. The Site 
can be seen as part of this cluster area and 
presents an opportunity to improve the 
composition of the area by including height 
either side of the Westway, creating a more 
balanced grouping. 
In addition, we are of the view that the 
assessment criteria within the Policy should 
include the flexibility for tall buildings to be 
assessed on a Site-by-Site basis, so that 
design responds appropriately to context, in 
line with the requirements of Policy D9, Part 
C of the London Plan (2021). If the NLPR is 
to acknowledge locations suitable for tall 
buildings, we consider this should not be an 
exhaustive 
list and should other Sites come forward 
not identified within Figure 4.3, these 
should be considered on their own merits 
and assessed against the London Plan, 
Local Plan and relevant guidance. 
 
Notably, Policy D9, Part C of the London 
Plan (2021) sets out specific criteria by 
which the acceptability of a tall building can 
be assessed, including its visual, 
environmental and cumulative impacts. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please note that appeal decisions referring to 
Part C of D9 are generally those where the 
local planning authority have not yet defined 
maximum building heights for specific 
localities, as required by the policy.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 
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Recent appeal decisions and court of 
appeal judgements have confirmed that a 
development can be acceptable in areas 
that the local authority has not identified as 
being suitable for a tall building, if the 
impacts in Part C are addressed. NLPR 
Policy CD7 should reflect this requirement. 
 
Through pre-application discussions with 
the Council, we have sought to 
demonstrate how 136-142 Bramley Road is 
compliant with Policy D9, Part C. A 
summary of this policy compliance is 
provided at Enclosure 5. 
 
Tall buildings play an important role in 
facilitating regeneration, optimising the 
capacity of Sites and contributing to 
meeting the borough's development needs, 
particularly so on previously developed land 
and small Sites. Therefore, we consider 
there is a strong case to be made for a tall 
building of exemplar design 
and materiality at 136-142 Bramley Road, 
taking into consideration the existing 
context of the Site and surrounding area 
and design rationale, and the NLPR should 
be updated accordingly to reflect this. 
 
Our Recommendations / Summary 
Whilst we support NLPR Policy CD7 (Tall 
Buildings) in principle, we consider the 

36-142 Bramley Road site was excluded as a 
site allocation due to the reasons explained in 
Site Allocations Paper (January 2022). The 
Council’s position remains as per our 
response to the previous iteration of the Draft 
plan. 
 
If it is established that the current office use is 
no longer viable, the Council can consider the 
principle of the loss of office floorspace and 
change of use to the purpose-built student 
accommodation. 
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Policy is not sound in its current form as its 
not effective or in accordance with national 
planning policy. 
 
We recommend that 136-142 Bramley 
Road is identified as a location for a tall 
building. The existing building on the Site is 
of low architectural quality and interacts 
poorly with the surrounding streetscape. 
There is a strong case to be made for a tall 
building of exemplar design and materiality 
in this location, taking into consideration the 
existing context of the Site and surrounding 
area and design rationale. 
 
Notwithstanding this, we also recommend 
that Policy CD7 provides flexibility to 
assess building heights on a Site-by-Site 
basis in line with the requirements of Policy 
D9, Part C of the London Plan. Policy D9 
provides a framework for how a tall building 
located outside of a tall building zone 
should be assessed. This is essential in 
ensuring the most efficient use of land 
across the Borough, especially on 
brownfield and small sites. 

6 GLA (Hassan Ahmed)   RBKC’s intention to employ two definitions 
of what constitutes a tall building for 
different areas of the borough, is clearly set 
out in Figure 4.3 and Policy DC7 of the 
draft Local Plan. The proposed definitions 
meet the requirements of Policy D9 part A 

Comments noted. 
 
Regarding the need for an exemption to the 
policy to safeguard rooftop extension 
applications from this policy, avoiding its 
disproportionate impact for homeowner 
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of the LPP2021 and set the heights at 21m 
and 30m respectively, measured from the 
ground level to the top of the building. 
Figure 4.4 of the draft Plan identifies 
specific locations for tall buildings with 
associated appropriate height ranges in 
those locations. This approach meets all 
the requirements of part B2 of LP2021 
Policy D9 and is welcome. Whilst the 
proposed approach meets the requirements 
of LP2021 Policy D9, concern is 
nonetheless maintained regarding the 
practical implementation of the local tall 
building policy as currently drafted. This is 
in relation to the inclusion of the lower 
definition of 21m in areas of the borough 
where prevailing building heights are only 
slightly lower than this figure, and the 
resulting need to apply the additional tests 
for tall buildings (those included under 
Policy D9 part C), for minor proposals. The 
LP2021 notes that ‘Tall buildings are 
generally those that are substantially taller 
than their surroundings and cause a 
significant change to the skyline’ (3.9.3), 
and the additional burden of evidencing 
impacts under part C of Policy D9 reflects 
the potential impacts that developments of 
this nature may pose. While the Mayor 
acknowledges that it is for boroughs to 
determine locally relevant definitions for 
what constitutes a tall building, the 

applications, this is the Council’s intention, as 
is the need for the policy to apply in those 
cases where the tall building threshold is 
exceeded, where the impact of buildings that 
are taller than their context should be carefully 
examined.  
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proposed approach would mean that in 
some cases upwards extensions of two or 
more storeys would be required to produce 
detailed reporting on potential visual, 
functional and environmental impacts which 
may be disproportionate to the scale of 
development proposed. This potential 
implementation issue is evidenced by the 
need to include an exemption within the 
definition itself to exclude proposals for 
single storey extensions. Using a single 
definition of 30m for the whole Borough 
would resolve this concern, while schemes 
under this threshold could still be effectively 
managed under the raft of design and 
heritage policy requirements set out within 
the draft Plan and the LP2021.  
 
The King Henry's Mound to St Paul's 
Cathedral linear view which is set out in the 
London View Management Framework 
(LVMF) is reflected in Figure 4.5 of the draft 
Plan, which is welcome. RBKC should 
make a reference to or follow the guidance 
set out in the LVMF and Policy HC3 parts A 
and F of the LP2021 and include the 
protected vista in the Local Plan policies 
map, to ensure that development proposals 
are assessed for their impact on the 
designated view. Policies DC7 and CD14 of 
the draft Plan would also benefit from a 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. The protected vista has been 
included in the figure 5.4. A reference will 
also be added in the text supporting Policy 
CD7, with additional text added to 
paragraph 4.51 
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reference to the protected vista and should 
link it to the borough’s policies map. 

7 Hillgate Village RA (Sam 
Dunkley) 

P, J and 
E. 

 See responses above. RBKC is a 
predominantly lowrise, with conservation 
areas covering most of the borough.  
 
The eyesores approved by RBKC (or 
planning inspectors/ministers) in the last 
half century should be a matter of shame. 

Noted.  

8 Isis Amlak P, J, E 
and C. 

 The policy is discriminatory because it 
specifies the height of Tall Building as 
substantially higher in the residential area 
at the far end of the North of the borough 
than in the majority of residential areas in 
the rest of the borough.  
 
Following the Grenfell Tower fire, the 
residents in North Kensington are 
particularly uncomfortable and in many, 
many cases triggered by the idea of 
anymore tall building being built in the five 
wards. There is a lack of trust in the council 
and any of their developers to build and 
maintain tall building safely. The Grenfell 
Inquiry, which is still ongoing, has 
highlighted the negligent, dangerous, and 
ultimately deadly practices of the 
developers that the council used for 
Grenfell. There is the ongoing problem of 
the council’s failure to maintain tall 
buildings on estates for example the 

The policy has been developed through a 
rigorous process of analysis of the existing 
townscape, as well as considering other 
planning designations, as detailed in the 
Building Height Threshold evidence base and 
the Policy Formulation Report.  
 
The London Plan requires councils to define 
what constitutes a tall building in different 
localities, in relation to existing context. 
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situation with Trellick’s fire plan and 
asbestos. Furthermore, there is a lack of 
clarity about what the council deems a ‘tall 
building’ as it differs from the Mayors 
definition. Tall buildings crate trauma in 
North Kensington residents. 
There are serious concerns about the why 
residential tall buildings are earmarked for 
the areas in the borough with the most 
deprivation and the most racialised and 
least economically prosperous residents. It 
is unacceptable that residents in the 
wealthiest parts of the borough are not 
subject to the same, or even similar, 
proposals. 
 
The Impacts of Tall Buildings: A Research 
Summary 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
1. There is ample research that suggests 
that tall buildings have many negative 
impacts on the livability of their adjacent 
public and private spaces that must be 
carefully managed. 
2. There is also abundant cautionary 
research on the social impacts of tall 
buildings, both for residents and for 
adjacent communities. 
3. There is strong evidence that tall 
buildings do not contribute significantly to 
sustainability, and that arguments to that 
end are often greatly exaggerated. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  
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4. Many tall buildings with claims to 
sustainability have performed poorly on 
environmental criteria in actual post-
occupancy evaluations. 
5. There is evidence of a significant 
divergence between what professionals 
and non- professionals judge to be a proper 
and pleasing building design, and this 
divergence becomes more consequential 
for more residents when buildings are taller, 
and thus more conspicuous. 
6. There is also an inherent cognitive bias 
in any profession, which in the case of 
architecture and development can have 
negative ramifications for non-professionals 
and for long-term civic quality. Such 
professional biases need strong checks 
and balances. 
7. There is evidence that the economics of 
tall buildings work to the detriment of small-
scale entrepreneurial activity, and can fuel 
gentrification as well as demolition of 
historic 
structures. 
8. Tall buildings may not be compatible with 
the broader social and economic 
dimensions of sustainability, for 
“sustainability requires not only that we 
lessen our ecological impacts, but also that 
we create the urban and cultural 
frameworks in which we can attain full 
humanity, in contact with self, others, and 
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nature. This might be the real reason that 
the tower seems an anachronism” (Peter 
Buchanan, Harvard Design Magazine, 
2007) 
The policy fails to acknowledge that the 
evidence demonstrated that living in tall 
buildings is less satisfactory than other 
housing forms for most people, that they 
are not optimal for children, that social 
relations are more impersonal and helping 
behavior is less than in other housing 
forms, that crime and fear of crime are 
greater, and that they may independently 
account for some suicides. There is very 
little in the policy about mitigating the 
harmful effect.  
 
The policy fails to mention resident co 
design and participation in the decision 
making about what the height of tall 
buildings should be. The policy is not 
Positively prepared, justified, effective or 
consistent with national policy. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
The Council has committed to co-design for 
Estate renewal schemes, but this is not 
exclusive. 
  

9 Kensington and Chelsea 
Social Council (Joe Batty) 

P, J, E, 
C and 
L. 

 Please explain why you take this view, and 
whether there are any changes which 
would address this. 
 
The policy will lead to an unacceptable 
increase in massing and density, especially 
given existing infrastructure and other 
facilities. The Council’s inability to manage 
and maintain tall buildings in North 

 
 
 
 
The policy has been developed through a 
rigorous process of analysis of the existing 
townscape, as well as considering other 
planning designations, as detailed in the 
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Kensington, as evidenced by Grenfell, 
questions the effectiveness of the policy. It 
is noticeable that there is no commitment to 
no single exit/access stairwells. This 
remains an inbuilt fear now for residents of 
Tower blocks – any block given consent in 
the borough must have more than one exit 
stairwell. 
 
To be sound the policy should state clearly 
that no locations in North Kensington are 
suitable for new tall buildings. 

Building Height Threshold evidence base and 
the Policy Formulation Report.  
 
Regarding the issue of fire routes/stairwells, 
please refer to policy CD15. Also note that the 
council requires new development proposals 
to include an evacuation strategy as part of 
their submitted documentation, which should 
also be in line with building regulations 
applicable at the time – currently under review.    

10 Kensington Society 
(Amanda Frame) 

  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.  

Noted. Criterion B is clear in that it does not 
explicitly exclude any part of Policy D9. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As above. The reference to C & D is due to 
the fact that those are the elements of Policy 
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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: 
Paragraph 4.53 should be seen as steps in 
a sequence, where London Plan Policy D9 
(B) precedes the assessment against 

D9 of the London Plan which set out the 
criteria to assess tall buildings. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The use of the word any is to ensure all types 
of amenity space are included in the policy. 
 
 
It is not considered necessary to repeat this as 
the requirements of Policy D9 of the London 
Plan are included in paragraph 4.49 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
These suggestions are sensible, although 
repetitive of London Plan policy and therefore 
not necessary for the policy to be sound.  
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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. 
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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 
criteria C and D of London Plan Policy D9. 

11 Knightsbridge 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Simon Birkett) 

  It is acknowledged that the south side of 
Brompton Road has some existing tall 
buildings, as identified in Figure 4.3.  
 
However, this fails to reflect that the 
neighbouring north side of Brompton Road, 
in Westminster borough, has comparatively 
and consistently lower heights. In particular, 
Cheval Place is not a suitable location for 
tall buildings, a view shared by Westminster 
City Council.  
 

 
 
 
 
Building heights in neighbouring boroughs 
have been considered as part of the process 
of defining this policy, as explained in the Tall 
Building Threshold Evidence Base and the 
Policy Formulation Report. 
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Policy CD7, in establishing areas for very 
tall buildings (30m+), needs to ensure that 
neighbouring areas outside the borough are 
taken into consideration, both in terms of 
establishing average heights (which should 
not simply be along one side of a road 
where it lies within a borough boundary) 
and considering the local character and 
context.  
 
Clause E should be amended as follows, 
‘…legibility of the local area. Where tall 
buildings are located on or close to the 
borough boundary this must include 
consideration of the potential negative 
impact on immediately adjacent boroughs.’ 

Please note that the 30+ threshold only 
defines what is a tall building in specific 
locations, in this case the area in 
Knightsbridge which is characterised by 
buildings which are at or close to the 
threshold. It does not define that this area is 
automatically suitable for very tall buildings. 
Please refer to figure 4.4. 
 
 
As a Council we have a duty to cooperate and 
inform neighbouring boroughs of development 
which may have an impact on areas adjacent 
to any site which may be outside of the 
borough boundary. 

12 Lots Village Residents 
Association (Kerry Davis-
Head) 

P  The Council needs to understand the 
impact of tall buildings on a wide area, they 
can be seen from many many view points 
and therefore blight each area they 
overshadow. 
 
Permitting tall buildings, which matched the 
height of slender chimneys, just opened the  
floodgates for more tall buildings 
surrounding the area. Too little too late. 

Noted. 

13 Mark Macleod P, J, E, 
C and 
L. 

 Comment: Referring to proposed 
amendments published in Appx 7 
Regulation 18 page 1122, the Council 
response and comment on level of detail is 
noted. However the Assessment Criteria in 

Comments noted.  
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the NLPR draft, particularly 4.61, 4.62, 4.63 
and 4.64 go into significant detail, and 
seem as prescriptive as my suggested 
addition at 4.64, below. 
I am concerned that some of the current 
draft’s very specific aesthetic criteria seem 
prejudicial, for instance: 
4.63 Bulky tall buildings are not attractive to 
look at and disfigure the skyline; slender 
ones are more successful. 
 
They could restrict future possibilities and 
solutions that the Local Plan should remain 
open to. Buildings taller than their 
surroundings must certainly justify their 
height. London’s domes and steeples did, 
but Christopher Wren’s St Paul’s Cathedral 
was particularly tall and bulky in its context, 
as evidenced in an engraving by Canaletto 
in 1747 and numerous other depictions 
from the 19th century. Paragraph 4.66 
rightly celebrates strategic views of it. The 
judgement that bulk and height is 
unattractive to look at and disfigure the 
skyline should be removed. 
Also, Opportunity Areas offer a special set 
of conditions and are expected to deliver 
better pieces of city, even better than those 
of our valued Conservation Areas. In the 
context of multiple emergencies of climate, 
economy, energy, cost of living and rising 
inequality. The ambitions we have for them 

 
 
 
 
 
 
This paragraph supports the policy but does 
not constitute policy in itself. Whilst it is likely 
that slender buildings are more successful, 
proposals would be assessed on a case by 
case basis – no solution is restricted by 
mentioning this in support of the policy. 
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and the demands placed on them are high 
so the Local Plan should be protective of 
the future as much as it protects the past. 
Giving mention to them in this section on 
Tall Buildings gives appropriate balance. 
 
Suggested amendments: 
Assessment criteria 
F. The Council will expect tall buildings to 
be of exemplary design quality and 
contribute to public amenity. 
 
4.59 This is especially important within 
conservation areas. Opportunity areas will 
be mindful of local context but the high 
functional, public amenity expectations and 
scale of accessible and inclusive open 
space they are expected to deliver may by 
their nature be allowed to set their own 
character. 
 
4.63 Bulky tall buildings are not attractive to 
look at and disfigure the skyline; slender 
ones are more successful. 
 
4.64 This includes contributions to 
permeability and connectivity, defining 
edges that reinforce existing building lines 
and give a coherent form to open space, 
and providing active ground floor frontages 
and a stimulating and inclusive public realm 
(see Policies T1 and T2). This also includes 

 
 
 
 
 
 
The issue of public amenity is included within 
London Plan Policy D9. It is not considered 
necessary to repeat if within the Local Plan 
 
As above, it is not considered necessary to 
include elements included in the London Plan 
– Policy SD1 Opportunity Areas 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Whilst these ideas are certainly worth 
exploring in the context of specific proposals, it 
is not considered necessary to include them in 
policy. They are not essential to ensure the 
policy is sound.  
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extending public realm opportunities 
beyond street level and up through a tall 
building’s vertical axis. Additionally, clusters 
of tall buildings within an applicable 
framework can be interconnected at upper 
levels providing additional lobbies, 
permeability and public realm, inside and 
out, in addition to provision at street level. 
 
4.68 Opportunity Areas, by their innovative 
nature, the environmental high performance 
and generous public amenity expected of 
them, offer greater scope of possibilities to 
define the design of their tall buildings. 
They will be subject to the same scrutiny of 
D9 of the London Plan. However, the 
Council accepts the constraints of each 
site. A reassessment of parameters, 
additional height and mass, and flexibility in 
form and placement may be required for 
optimal delivery on Climate Emergency, 
Green, Inclusive and Liveable. 

14 Moni Red P, J, E, 
C and 
L. 

 Any building higher than 10 floors is not a 
good look for KC 

Noted. Please refer to the evidence base 
documents in support for this policy. 

15 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, 
C and 
L. 

 if only Noted.  

16 Savills on behalf of 
Commercial Estates 
Group (Kirsty Turner) 

  In CEG’s written representation for the 
Regulation 18 stage Draft Local Plan, 
comments were made on Policy CD7 which 
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have not been addressed. As such, these 
comments still stand we respectfully 
request that these are considered as part of 
this consultation process. They are set out 
in below. 
 
We would make a general point that as 
contexts change within urban 
environments, a site which currently 
unsuitable for a taller building today may be 
suitable for a tall building at a later date 
within the Local Plan period. Moreover, 
wider planning policy context can also 
change, for example, through the 
identification of opportunity areas, growth 
areas, or areas for targeted investment. 
Therefore, we would suggest RBKC to 
reconsider prescriptive zoning of building 
heights, instead allowing development to be 
bought forward in a manner that seeks to 
optimise sites and rely on high quality 
design and public benefits to address 
townscape considerations. 
 
With specific regard to point (A) in Policy 
CD7 the area encompassing the north of 
Lots Road is identified in Figure 6.3 as 
being in an area where a tall building is 
defined as being 21m or higher. However, 
we would draw the Councils attention to the 
cluster of existing taller buildings within this 
area, many of which are 21-30m, as shown 

 
 
 
 
 
The Council’s approach to building heights is 
as required by Policy D9 of the London Plan. 
The council also have identified areas with 
specific designations, such as Employment 
Areas, where appropriate.  
 
The Draft Local Plan also requires 
development to use a design led approach to 
optimise development sites in accordance with 
national policy and the London Plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Regarding the issues around tall building 
threshold location, please note that our 
methodology, as explained in the document 
tall building threshold which is included with 
the evidence base for the NLPR does consider 
surrounding boroughs and specifically the 
contest to the west on LBHF. The context 
along this spine does include some high 
density but there are also areas of lower scale, 
more traditional character. Our approach is to 
take account of the fine-grained nature of the 
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in the extract below (See PDF for image). 
This cluster is further widened by sites 
outside the RBKC borough boundary 
including the buildings surrounding 
Stamford Bridge Football Stadium. The 
existence of these buildings effectively 
creates an additional character area of 
height in this part of the borough. As such, 
we propose that the council look beyond 
the borough boundary and re-consider 
defining this character area as 30m or 
higher in line with the existing taller 
buildings present In this location. 
 
Part (D) of Policy CD7 considers that tall 
buildings will only be acceptable in 
locations identified in figure 6.4. However, it 
should be recognised that there is a clear 
spine of density along the railway line 
running north to south down the western 
boundary of the borough, with notable 
developments including Lillie Square, the 
Earls Court Masterplan, and Fulham 
Gasworks, as shown in the extract below 
(See PDF for image). Policy CD7 ought to 
extend the areas to include the entirety of 
the spine to allow developments within this 
area to bring forward larger scale, high 
quality, design-led developments that 
contribute to, and enhance the existing 
context in the area and help deliver the 
overarching objectives of the plan. 

Borough’s built environment, as is reflected in 
the Character Study.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy D9 of the London Plan requires councils 
to define specific locations for tall buildings. 
Please refer to the evidence base and the 
Policy Formulation Report in support for this 
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In addition, as stated above, whilst taller 
buildings would normally come forward in 
defined areas, inevitably site specific 
opportunities that can come forward may 
not be identified at this stage. The Council 
should therefore consider how Policy CD7 
can allow for taller buildings to come 
forward outside defined areas where 
demonstrable evidence can be provided 
that a tall building would be acceptable. In 
line with these points the following wording 
is proposed: 
'D. Tall buildings are acceptable within 
those locations that are identified as 
suitable for tall buildings as shown in Figure 
6.4 and specified in the relevant site 
allocations. Proposals for taller buildings 
outside these areas can be acceptable 
should demonstrable evidence be 
provided.' 
 
(See PDF for edits in colour) 

policy which describes the methodology to 
identify tall building locations. 

17 Silvera Williams   The justification for a tall building seems 
inconclusive in relation to SA7 and certainly 
contradicts a number of other policies 
within the document (e.g. CD14 Views). 

Noted. 

18 St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson) 

E P, J and 
C 

To be fully effective, 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 

Noted. Criterion B is clear in that it does not 
explicitly exclude any part of Policy D9 of the 
London Plan. 
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accordance with all parts of London Plan 
Policy D9. 
 
Since December 2020 when this important 
policy was added to the 2021 London Plan 
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 (we 
trust). 
 
The precise wording of Criterion D in the 
RBKC Policy CD7, with its reference to 
Figure 4.4. and specified heights is 
welcomed. 
 
Supporting text: An extra sentence should 
be added to paragraph 4.53 stating 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. 
 
Reason: For additional clarity/effectiveness 
as above (this paragraph of supporting text 

 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
Noted, however this is a requirement of D9 
and not considered necessary to repeat it in 
the policy.  
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currently refers to Parts C and D of London 
Plan D, but not to Part B). 

19 Sydney St. & District R.A. 
(R. Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C and 
L. 

Well considered and the reasons given for 
it are very persuasive. 

Noted 

20 Tanya Thompson P, J, E, 
C and 
L. 

 Building heights are not considered 
appropriately in the Grenfell environment 

Noted. Please refer to the Evidence base 
documents and Policy Formulation Report for 
this policy. 

21 TfL - Commercial 
Development (Brendan 
Hodges) 

  TTLP continues to support the identification 
of the Earls Court OA as a suitable location 
for tall buildings measuring 30m or more in 
height. Please ensure that 344-350 Old 
Brompton Road is shown on the map within 
the area where tall buildings are defined as 
those being above 30m. 
 
Detailed representations on townscape and 
height are submitted by ECDC on behalf of 
ECPL in respect of the Earls Court OA site. 
As part of the ECPL JV, TfL TTLP supports 
those representations. 

Please note that the westernmost part of the 
344-350 Old Brompton Road site, as 
consented, is included in the 30m height 
threshold, which corresponds with the 
consented scheme. For further clarity please 
refer to figure 10.2 which provides the 
maximum height parameters for the 
opportunity area. 

22 The Friends of Kensal 
Green Cemetery 
(JOHANNA HOLMES) 

J P, E, C 
and L. 

The argument that OA sites (Kensal 
Canalside in particular) are suitable for tall 
buildings is flawed. 
 
Paragraph 4.55 (NLPR page 123) cites 
assertions in the London Plan that 
Opportunity Areas “set their own character” 
and the height of buildings on these sites 
should relate to the “evolving” rather than 

 
 
 
 
The London Plan identifies Opportunity Areas 
(Policy SD1) as “significant locations with 
development capacity to accommodate new 
housing, commercial development and 
infrastructure”. They are key locations for 
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the “existing context”. This is tantamount to 
saying development of OA’s is rightly 
transformative of the existing character of 
surrounding areas, even where that 
transformation is, by other recognised 
standards, significant, adverse and 
irreversible. 
 
Paragraph 4.56 implies that the Council 
has, in seeking independent advice on the 
visual impact of proposed tall buildings from 
off-site viewpoints, and in setting 
parameters for tall buildings within the OA 
sites, adapted the London-wide policy to 
suit local circumstances. In fact, in the case 
of the Kensal Canalside OA, the 
conclusions of Urban Initiatives Studio’s 
study of building heights were that the 
adverse visual impact of tall buildings on 
the views and setting for historic buildings 
in Kensal Green Cemetery could not be 
significantly mitigated, even after some 
adjustment to the massing and distribution 
of height across the site, as long as the 
combined effects of the Council’s SPD for 
the site and the financial viability of meeting 
affordable housing targets require 
“significant densities, resulting in greater 
height”. The parameters set by the Council 
are the result of a recommended approach 
which “aims to proactively manage 
development height so as to achieve a 

investment, but it also states that 
“understanding the existing character and 
context of an area” should be part of the 
approach to development, in accordance to 
Policy D1 of the London Plan, London’s form, 
character and capacity for growth. Therefore, 
significant change – possibly transformative, is 
not necessarily contrary to being responsive to 
existing character. 
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balance between the need to optimise the 
OA for development ... and minimising 
adverse impacts on sensitive areas and the 
preservation of established townscape and 
visual characteristics and the settings of 
heritage assets.” 
 
Paragraph 4.56 should be re-drafted as 
follows: 
Therefore, the Council has commissioned a 
Height Analysis for the Borough’s 
Opportunity Areas. The study sets out an 
indicative townscape response to scale and 
building heights within each Opportunity 
Area in relation to visual impact upon the 
immediate and wider context for each site. 
Please refer to site allocations SA1 Kensal 
Canalside Opportunity Area and SA2 Earl’s 
Court Exhibition Centre in Section 3 for 
further detail. In these cases, tall buildings 
should be set within the parameters 
identified for each relevant site allocation, 
recognising that an adverse impact cannot 
be eliminated while developments of the 
density specified are necessary. 

 
 
 
Additional wording is not considered 
necessary. The Council needs to balance the 
different requirements and pressures of 
development, including the need for provision 
of housing and the protection of the historic 
built environment. 
  

23 Turley on behalf of 
Warrior Property Group 
and Portobello Group 
(Alice Hawkins) 

  The definition of a tall building in this policy 
is supported as well as the exception for 
single storey roof extensions on dwelling 
houses. The move away from prescriptive 
building heights in specific localities to 
areas for the two different heights is also 
supported.  
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However, it is noted that local contexts can 
often vary and we would suggest the 
addition of a further point to add the nuance 
where tall buildings outside of these areas 
may be justified on a site by site basis, 
based on analysis of context, constraints 
and opportunity. 
 
The London Plan also states that “In large 
areas of extensive change, such as 
Opportunity Areas, the threshold for what 
constitutes a tall building should relate to 
the evolving (not just the existing) context ”- 
Paragraph 3.9.3 London Plan 2021. 
 
We would note that whilst this is welcomed 
as applying to the Kensal Canalside area, it 
should be considered the stepped 
approach of surrounding area to allow for a 
smoother transition in the local townscape. 
As draft policy CD1 notes, development 
can set a new context on strategic sites and 
therefore would be in accordance with both 
London Plan guidance and in line with other 
emerging NLPR policies. 

Policy D9 of the London Plan requires councils 
to define specific locations for tall buildings. 
Please refer to the evidence base and the 
Policy Formulation Report in support for this 
policy which describes the methodology to 
identify tall building locations. 
 
  

24 Molly Dineen P, J, E, 
C and L 

 The policy should look at and reject the 
plans for clusters of building over 12 stories 
high  
in close proximity. The Imperial College 
blocks are a good example of how tall 
buildings  

Noted. Please refer to the evidence base and 
the Policy Formulation Report in support for 
this policy which describes the methodology to 
identify tall building locations. 
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dominate because of scale and height. 

25 Adena Property 
Investments 

  The draft Local Plan sets out the following 
new policy in relation to tall buildings:CD7:  
 
Tall Buildings  
Definition A.  
There are two definitions of tall Buildings in 
the Borough based on where they are 
located. These are shown in Figure 4.3, 
and are:  
1.  21m  or  more  in  height  from  the  
ground  level  to  the  top  of  the  building  
(as  measured externally).  
2.  30m  or  more  in height  from  the  
ground  level  to  the  top  of  the  building  
(as  measured externally).  
 
However, figure 4.3 has not assigned the 
boroughs Employment Zones as areas that 
will have capacity for taller built elements, 
and as such the tall building policy is 
triggered at only  21m.  Schemes  above  
21m  within  Employment  Zones  would  
therefore  be  resisted under policy. This 
would appear to run contrary to the 
direction of the local plan because 
Employment Zones are being treated in a 
similar manner to town centres, in terms of 
being locations to absorb a high amount of 
the Council’s employment needs. These 
areas should therefore be given an 
allowance in terms of the tall buildings 

Please refer to the evidence base and the 
Policy Formulation Report in support for this 
policy which describes the methodology to 
define the tall building threshold locations. 
Designations such as Employment Zones are 
included in this methodology, but there is no 
reason for designation to automatically mean 
the taller building threshold should apply. 
Development can still take place in those 
areas and sites be optimised whilst being in 
keeping with the prevalent building heights.  
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policy to allow buildings of a scale that 
meets that need to be planned for. 
 
27A specific example of land suitable for 
additional height can be found within the 
Freston Road Employment Zone which is 
positioned immediately next door to 
Hammersmith and Fulham, a borough 
where there are tall 30 storey building next 
to the boundary with RBKC. The Notting 
Dale Campus within RBKC comprises 8 
buildings in mixed use residential and 
commercial  uses  located  between  
Freston  Road  and  the  A3220.  This  site  
provides valuable   regeneration   
opportunities   for   the   borough,   in   part   
achieved   through redevelopment  at  
higher  densities  than  existing.  Tall  
buildings  at  these  locations  would easily 
integrate with the surrounding buildings and 
the street-scene, but figure 4.3 of the Local 
Plan that defines tall buildings with respect 
to their location only allocates a fraction of 
the land within the Freston Employment 
Zone for buildings of 30m in height, with 
most of the land instead becoming a tall 
building at a height of 21m.We  therefore  
ask  that  the  Council  includes  
Employment  Zones  as  areas  to  have  a  
tall building base height of 30m or more in 
height from the ground level to the top of 
the building (as  measured  externally),  

The area to the west of Nicholas Road within 
the Freston Road Employment Zone is defined 
as an area where the 30m threshold applies. 
The area to the east of Nicholas Road is 
currently characterised by lower scale 
buildings and is therefore within the 21m 
threshold area. 
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which  would  match  the  height  for  tall  
buildings  within  the borough’s town 
centres. Should  a  blanket  approach  for  
greater  height  be  considered  unsuitable,  
the  boundaries contained within figure 4.3 
should be revisited. For the Freston Road 
Employment Zone, land to the west of 
Freston Road should be considered 
appropriate for greater height, and 
therefore the Council’s tall building policy 
should not triggered  until  building  heights  
are 30m or more. 

21 St William – DP9   Tall Buildings  
The NLPR recognises that the Site as an 
appropriate location for Tall Buildings as 
shown in Figure 4.4 and is described as 
such within the Site Allocation (Ref: SA1). 
This sets out that the Site is suitable for a 
range  of  buildings in  accordance  with  
the  townscape  principles  outlines  under  
Part  J  of  the Site Allocation.  
 
St William support the principle of delivering 
tall buildings in this location as part of 
making effective use  of  brownfield  land  
to  deliver  new  homes in  the  KCOA  SPD  
(2021).  This  is  considered  to  be 
important in the context of meeting the 
borough’s housing needs as acknowledged 
in the Policy Formation Report for the 
KCOA Site Allocation. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
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St William’s current proposals for the Site 
have  been developed through a series of 
pre-application meetings with RBKC and 
the GLA together with feedback from the 
borough’s Design Review Panel. In 
particular, the approach to a single taller 
point within the Site together with a range 
of lower, shoulder heights along the 
Canalside is supported by officers and 
aligns with the indicative heights strategy 
as per the KCOA SPD.  
 
As set out  in our Regulation 18 
representations, St William support the 
principle of tall buildings at this location, 
including support for limiting the height of 
tall buildings to 98m or 31 storeys across 
the Site; this was on the basis that further 
clarity was provided on Figure 3.1 (now 
Figure 10.1) to identify the specific 
locations for taller buildings, alongside 
amendments to the word of Part J to accord 
and be consistent with the adopted KCOA 
SPD (2021).  
 
Whilst we welcome the changes which 
have been made, we maintain our previous 
position that the heat map approach 
remains too vague to accord the principles 
of Policy D9 of the London Plan and the 
wording of Part J remains inconsistent with 
the principles and general approach to 

Details of the development proposals will be 
considered, and a balance made at planning 
application stage.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. The height strategy included in the 
KCOA is indicative, and it preceded the work 
carried out in support of this policy.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. The flexibility in the map included in the 
site allocation highlights the constraints of the 
site and complex nature of bringing it forward. 
The overall heights strategy for the site will be 
developed as part of the KCOA masterplan by 
the applicant teams on behalf of the 
landowners. 
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heights in the KCOA SPD(2021). The 
approach to the Site and the 
recommendation in support of the 
appropriateness of tall buildings is   
explained   in further   detail within   
enclosed   appendices   prepared   by   
Tavernor   Consultancy (‘Tavernor’) and   
Smith   Jenkins.   Specifically,   both   
appendices   demonstrate   that   the   
emerging proposals  have  taken  into  
careful  consideration  to  surrounding 
heritage context  and  townscape, whilst 
also contributing towards the legibility of the 
area. This has also been considered in the 
context of the  Kensal  Green  Cemetery  to  
the  north  of  the  Site  and  the  impacts  
which  the  proposed development may 
have on the setting the Cemetery and 
associated heritage assets.  
 
The January 2022 proposals have been 
assessed by Tavernor against the criteria 
for local, mid-range and long-range views. 
This concludes that the proposed approach 
to the Site would positively accord with the 
KCOA SPD and aspirations to utilise tall 
buildings for wayfinding and access, with 
the design representative of the exemplary 
quality envisaged as per the requirements 
under draft Policy CD7.Fundamentally, the 
provision of tall buildings is critical to the 
delivery of new homes in this location and 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Details of the development proposals will be 
considered, and a balance made at planning 
application stage.    
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meeting the borough’s housing needs. It is 
therefore considered that our evidence 
base positively reinforce the principles 
under draft Policy CD7 and the aspirations 
set out under draft Site Allocation SA1, in 
meeting the test of soundness stipulated 
under Paragraph 35 of the NPPF.  
 
Notwithstanding,  as  per  our  
representations  to  the  Regulation  18  
consultation,  in  order  to  be consistent  
with  the  requirements under  Policy  D9 
and  the requirements  set  out  in  the  
KCOA  SPD, further detail is required to 
identify specific locations for tall buildings 
beyond the heat map approach currently  
included within  the  NLPR. We  would  
request  that  the  heat  map  approach  is  
updated  to reflect the adopted KCOA SPD 
approach to tall buildings as set out in 
Figure 1 below.  
 
See PDF for figure 
 
In  addition, the  townscape  guidance  set  
out  under  Part  J  of  the  site  allocation 
also remains inconsistent with the broader 
objectives for tall buildings in this location 
as set out in draft Policy CD7 (‘Tall 
Buildings’) and in the KCOA SPD. In 
particular, draft Policy CD7 states that:  
 

 
 
 
Noted. The height strategy included in the 
KCOA is indicative, and it preceded the work 
carried out in support of this policy.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. Policy CD7 supporting text provides 
the general principles for tall buildings, whilst 
further, specific detail is provided within the 
site allocation. It is not considered there is an 
inconsistency. 
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“Introducing new buildings which are tall 
relative to their context should be done with 
careful consideration of the impact they 
may have in the surrounding townscape. 
Buildings that are tall in their  context  
should  contribute  to  enhancing  the  
character and  legibility of the local area.” 
(emphasis added). The KCOA SPD 
similarly acknowledges that: 
 
“Tall buildings contribute to optimising 
housing delivery and may be used as 
landmarks to aid in legibility and 
wayfinding.” (emphasis added). 
 
For Area 2 in the KCOA SPD specifically:  
“tall buildings must play a role in the 
townscape such as marking the entrance to 
a new bridge.”(emphasis added) 
 
The pre-application advice received from 
RBKC officers in relation to St William’s 
proposals similarly supports the principles 
set out above and as mentioned above, 
specifically supported the principle for a 
single taller point of height together with 
lower shoulder heights along the canalside 
as a general approach. These  principles 
are considered  to  be  conflict  with Part  3 
of  Part  J  under  the  draft  Site Allocation 
which states:  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The principles of legibility are included in 
Policy CD7 and it is not considered necessary 
to specifically refer to how the layout of the 
site may be arranged. The KCOA SPD 
provides further detail than what is provided 
within the site allocation.  
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“Greater height in the development should 
be located further away from the cemetery 
towards the railway as shown in Figure 
10.1.”In  order  to  be  fully justified and  
consistent  with  the wider  Development  
Plan, we  propose  that the following 
amendment is made to the wording of Part 
J as follows: “Greater height in the 
development should be used as landmarks 
to aid in legibility and entrances to the site. 
Greater height should otherwise be located 
further away from the cemetery towards the 
railway as shown in Figure 10.1.”(emphasis 
added). 
 
Overall, it is considered that the evidential 
work carried out to date as part of the 
current proposals for the Site, together with 
the broader analysis demonstrate the 
acceptability of prescribing a series of  
heights  across  this  site. In  order  to  be  
consistent  with  the  wider  Development  
Plan  and  other supporting plan 
documents, further clarity should be 
provided on the approach to taller buildings 
in order to meet the test of ‘soundness’. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. Policy CD7 is in line with the 
requirements of London Plan Policy D9. The 
site allocation for the Kensal Canalside 
Opportunity Area provides further detail 
specific to the site. 
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1 DP9 Limited - for 
Welcome Trust (Zoe 
Smythe) 

  Wellcome Trust support the inclusion of this 
policy, however, the proposed wording within 
Part C (Point 1) which resists additional 
storeys on complete terraces should be 
revoked. We believe there should be some 
flexibility on where a proposal extends 
across the complete extent of a terrace, that 
any future application assesses the impact 
on the surrounding context/character, rather 
than a blanket ban on this type of extension. 
Otherwise, this could preclude any future 
development and improvements existing 
buildings which could provide additional 
homes 

Noted.  However, in conservation areas and 
groups of listed buildings consistent runs of 
unchanged roofs can make a powerful 
contribution to the special interest and/or 
character and appearance, and the policy 
recognises this through seeking to preserve 
them.  Outside conservation areas, there 
may also be townscape arguments for 
preserving consistent rooflines where they 
survive.   
 
This is a longstanding approach to roof 
extensions, present in saved Policy CL8 of 
the Local Plan 2019.  The Local Plan is to be 
read as a whole when determining 
applications, and other policy priorities 
means that it need not preclude the upward 
extension of terraces of this kind in 
appropriate circumstances.   

2 Kensington Society 
(Amanda Frame) 

  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 

The proposed wording relates in part to living 
conditions issues, which are addressed in 
saved Policy CD8.  Otherwise, design issues 
in relation to bulk, height and interruption of 
rooflines are adequately covered within the 
policy. 
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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 

Mansion blocks are a distinctive building type 
within the borough and are intentionally 
referred to in this policy.  Roof extensions to 
blocks of flats, which may be more modern, 
will be considered on their own merits.  
Living conditions will be considered in 
relation to Policy CD8. 
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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.” 

3 Mark Macleod P, J, E, 
C and 
L. 

 Comment: In connection with comments and 
suggested amendments to TC1, further 
assurance may be required, perhaps added 
to CD11 A and B and within paragraphs 4.68 
and 4.69 to allow rooftop retrofits and 
greenhouse extensions for urban agriculture 
in our town centres. 

Such applications would be assessed on 
their own merits and in the light of the Local 
Plan when read as a whole.  No change to 
the policy is proposed.  

4 Moni Red  P and J Positively prepared?  The meaning of the comment is unclear.  
5 Norland Conservation 

Society (Martin Ingell) 
E P, J, C 

and L 
SECTION 4 - Policy CD11: Existing Buildings 
- Roof Alterations/ Additional Storeys  
 
4.68-4.73 Dormer Windows: Norland 
Conservation Society agrees that where roof 

Noted.  However, it is considered that the 
policy addresses the need to match the 
design, scale and consistency of roof 
alterations by requiring additional storeys to 
be sympathetic to the form and character of 
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alterations/additional storeys are proposed, 
careful consideration is required of building 
lines, roof lines and streetscape rhythm. The 
Norland Neighbourhood Plan (NNP) covers 
the appropriateness of roof alterations within 
the Conservation Area but this is guidance 
only. Where roof alterations/additional 
storeys are considered suitable by the 
Council, it is important that the design, scale 
and consistency of alterations is regulated by 
Policy to preserve the visual impact of 
streetscapes. The wording of the Policy is 
insufficient in this regard. 
 
Therefore, Policy CD11 is not ‘effective’. 

the building or group 
of buildings and seeking appropriately 
designed additional storeys and roof level 
alterations where they make a positive 
contribution to the townscape. 

6 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, 
C and 
L. 

 Really? The meaning of the comment is unclear.  

7 South Kensington Estates 
(Robert Couchman) 

J, E and 
C. 

P and L This policy is unduly onerous and restrictive 
and does not allow flexibility for each  
proposal to be determined on its own merits, 
aligning with the principles set out at  
paragraph 130 of the NPPF.  
 
The blanket resistance to additional storeys 
on buildings which have an unimpaired 
roofline at Part C 1. does not recognise that 
discreetly designed additions can make a 
positive addition to a host building whilst 
meeting the requirements of other Local Plan 
policies such as delivering new residential 

Noted.  However, in conservation areas and 
groups of listed buildings consistent runs of 
unchanged roofs can make a powerful 
contribution to the special interest and/or 
character and appearance, and the policy 
recognises this through seeking to preserve 
them.   
 
This is a longstanding approach to roof 
extensions, present in saved policy CL8 of 
the Local Plan 2019.  The LP is to be read as 
a whole when determining applications, and 
other policy priorities means that it need not 
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units (draft Policy HO1) or office 
accommodation (draft Policy BC1) on 
appropriate sites.  
 
This part of the policy should be deleted as it 
is not consistent with paragraph 120  
part e) of the NPPF which supports 
opportunities for upward extensions where 
the  
development would be consistent with the 
prevailing height and form of neighbouring 
properties and the overall street scene, is 
well designed and can maintain safe access 
and egress for occupiers. 
 
Part D of the policy (a new additional since 
the previous consultation version) is  
not considered to align with the NPPF tests 
on building elements of architectural or  
historical interest. The resistance to any 
alterations to existing dormer windows  
does not recognise that positive changes 
could be made to enhance their significance 
or may be required as part of a wider 
package of alterations to a terrace and 
assessed against the harm vs. benefit test 
set out in NPPF paragraph 202. This part of 
the policy should be deleted. 

preclude the upward extension of terraces of 
this kind in appropriate circumstances. 
 
Part D is contingent on the dormers being of 
architectural or historic interest and would be 
applied in the context of the Local Plan in its 
totality, e.g. with the potential for changes 
which better reveal significance to be taken 
into account where a designated heritage 
asset is affected.  In the context of the 
provisions of the NPPF the balance with 
public benefits would be undertaken in any 
event if less than substantial harm were to 
be proposed, although this need not be 
restated in the Local Plan.  

8 St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson) 

E P, J and 
C 

In terms of effectiveness Part C.7 of this 
policy states Resist additional storeys (7) 
Mansion blocks of flats where an additional 
storey would add significantly to the bulk or 

The proposed wording relates in part to living 
conditions issues, which are addressed in 
saved Policy CD8.  Otherwise, design issues 
in relation to bulk, height and interruption of 
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unbalance the architectural composition 
 
Suggested rewording ‘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. 
 
Reason for change: For additional 
clarity/effectiveness and consistency with 
RBKC policies. ‘Mansion’ flats as used in the 
present wording is an imprecise term. The 
present wording of CD11 does not seem to 
cater for the current scenario of specialist 
‘airspace developers seeking out small 
blocks of flats on which to add storeys. Such 
development can impact on existing 
properties in more serious respects than 
‘unbalancing architectural composition’. See 
e.g. at Coronation Court, Brewster Gardens 
W10 within the StQW neighbourhood area. 
 
Supporting text: add at 4.71 Addition of an 
extra storey at roof level in existing blocks of 
flats can also disrupt existing stair and 
access arrangements, means of escape and 

rooflines are adequately covered within the 
policy. 
 
Mansion blocks are a distinctive building type 
within the borough and are intentionally 
referred to in this policy.  Roof extensions to 
blocks of flats, which may be more modern, 
will be considered on their own merits.  
Living conditions will be considered in 
relation to Policy CD8.  
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comments Response  

other features of dwellings within the 
building. 

9 Sydney St. & District R.A. 
(R. Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C and 
L. 

Well considered and the reasons given for it 
are very persuasive. 

Noted. 

10 The Natural History 
Museum (N/A) 

 P, J, E, 
C and L 

The NHM recognises that works to the roof 
of a building is an essential part of 
maintenance over time. The NHM is 
therefore in support of Policy CD11 as it 
promotes works and additions to rooves that 
do not have an adverse impact on the 
surrounding context and are of appropriate 
design.  
 
The NHM considers Policy CD11 to pass the 
test of “soundness” as it accords with NPPF 
paragraph 120(e), which recognises that 
“planning policies should promote an 
effective use of land”, including to “support 
opportunities to use the airspace above 
existing residential and commercial premises 
for new homes. In particular, they should 
allow upward extensions where the 
development would be consistent with the 
prevailing height and form of neighbouring 
properties and the overall street scene, [and] 
is well designed”. This is captured in Part C 
of Policy CD11. 

Noted.  
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Q38: Policy CD14: Views 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comments Response 

1 Ballymore Group Limited 
and Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets Limited 
(Ballymore Group) 

J and E  Draft Policy CD14 resists development which 
interrupts, disrupts or detracts from strategic 
and local vistas, views, and gaps and the 
skyline. It is considered that the current 
drafting of this policy is too restrictive and 
could unreasonably prevent major 
developments which have a minor impact on 
important views. Instead, we contend that 
strategic or protected views and vistas 
should be protected (i.e. views that have 
already been identified by the Council as 
holding some importance), unless it can be 
demonstrated that the harm caused by a 
development has been minimised and is 
outweighed by the public benefits that the 
development offers.  
 
There should be greater flexibility applied for 
larger scale redevelopments, which are more 
likely to have an impact on surrounding 
views, particularly where tall buildings are 
proposed. It must also be recognised that 
some areas of the Borough (such as the 
Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area) will be 
undergoing substantial change (in line with 
the Council’s site allocations) which will 
inevitably change a number of views across 
the Borough where the development is 

 
 
This is a longstanding approach to the 
protections of views, present in saved policy 
CL11 of the Local Plan 2019.  The LP is to 
be read as a whole when determining 
applications, and other policy priorities 
means that it need not preclude 
development which affects views when all 
material considerations are considered.  
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Sound Comments Response 

visible, and this should not be used as a 
reason to prevent otherwise acceptable 
development. 

2 Hillgate Village RA (Sam 
Dunkley) 

P, J and 
E 

 See Q36 above. Views should be protected 
more generally, not just from tourist spots 
such as the round pond (or Richmond Park). 

The policy identifies a wide range of views 
as being worthy of protection, including 
those identified within individual 
conservation areas, and views from private 
property.   

3 Kensington Society 
(Amanda Frame) 

E P and J 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 

This is a longstanding approach to the 
protection of views, present in saved policy 
CL11 of the Local Plan 2019.  The specific 
views shown in figure 4.5 are those that 
need to be protected were previously 
included in the Building Heights SPD, figure 
06, rather than the Local Plan. This SPD will 
soon be replaced by the new Building 
Heights Policy in the NLPR. The views had 
therefore to be moved from the SPD to the 
local plan to retain them within our policies. 
The corresponding evidence based is now 
included in support for this policy. 
Furthermore, it is clearer to include this 
guidance in the Local Plan than a secondary 
document where they could be missed. 
 
While helpful, it is considered that the issue 
of the impact of tall buildings on the skyline 
is already adequately addressed by this 
policy and by CD7, and that this additional 
wording is not necessary. 
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Sound Comments Response 

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.  
 
There should be a cross-reference to the 
policy on gaps. 

While helpful, it is considered that the 
diagram is sufficiently clear not to require the 
additional words for Panorama P1.   
 
For clarity, it would be helpful to add a 
further clause to the final sentence of 
4.77 to confirm the origin of the views in 
figure 4.5. 
 
The protected views were identified through 
analysis of the townscape, and longer views 
such as that from Battersea Bridge were not 
identified at the time.  The protection zone of 
a view of this kind would be hard to define 
exactly, but in this case, it would largely 
covered in the backdrop to the river prospect 
looking north, and in the various 
conservation areas within it, where 
consideration would be given to tall buildings 
in any event.   
 
Townscape gaps are identified in 
Conservation Area Appraisals.  The 
protection of gaps is referred to in Part B of 
the policy. 

4 Moni Red P, J, E, 
C and L 

 Leave things as they are This policy does in fact closely follow 
existing Policy CL11 in the adopted Local 
Plan 2019. 

5 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, 
C and L 

 Really? when will this start? The meaning of the comment is unclear.  
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comments Response 

6 St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson) 

 P, J, E, 
C and L 

No added comments Noted. 

7 Sydney St. & District R.A. 
(R. Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C and L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it 
are very persuasive. 

Noted.  

8 Tanya Thompson P, J, E, 
C and L 

 This policy is not being adhered to now This is a matter of implementation rather 
than policy formulation. 

9 The Natural History 
Museum (N/A) 

 P, J, E, 
C and L 

The NHM continues to be supportive of the 
aims of Policy CD14 to protect and enhance 
views. In particular, the NHM is supportive of 
Part E which requires development to 
respect the setting of a landmark. The 
Waterhouse Building is a significant 
landmark building in the Borough, and 
London, and the NHM is pleased the Local 
Plan includes a policy to protect views 
towards it.  
 
The NHM considers Policy CD14 to be 
“sound” and compliant with national planning 
policy. In particular, it aligns with Chapter 12 
of the NPPF ‘Achieving well-designed 
places’, in which paragraph 130 states that 
“planning policies should ensure that 
developments…will function well and add to 
the overall quality of the area…are visually 
attractive as a result of good architecture 
[and] layout…are sympathetic to local 
character and history, including the 
surrounding built environment and landscape 
setting”. Policy CD14 in support of protection 

Noted.  
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Sound Comments Response 

and enhancement of views seeks to ensure 
that design is good and does not prejudice 
the surrounding context. 
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Q39: Policy CD15: Fire Safety 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Ballymore Group Limited 
and Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets Limited 
(Ballymore Group) 

E P, J, C 
and L 

Draft Policy CD15 requires all developments 
to achieve the highest standards of fire 
safety. Ballymore and SSL support this 
approach as fire safety is an essential 
consideration in any development. We 
welcome any measures in planning policy to 
improve fire safety. 
 
The Draft Policy is generally in line with 
London Plan Policy D12 however it is noted 
that an additional requirement has been 
included. The Policy requires development 
for tall buildings of 50m or more (measured 
from the ground level to the floor level of the 
top most storey) to have a Qualitative Design 
Review (QDR) panel report submitted with 
the planning application.  
 
Throughout the design process for the 
redevelopment of the KCOA, fire safety has 
and will be a top priority with emerging 
proposals for the site including two stair 
cores to all residential buildings, as well as 
fire fighting and fire evacuation lifts. The 
Council’s ambitions for all developments to 
achieve the highest standards of fire safety is 
therefore supported.  
 

For outline planning permission, the Council 
will expect that during the pre-application 
process the QDR parameters would be 
considered and agreed with the Local 
Planning Authority, ensuring that the 
required QDR would reflect the level of 
design detail being submitted at that stage of 
the development.  

 

The Council intends to publish its proposal 
on the formation of the QDR panel, providing 
more detail on its organisation.  
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

The QDR process outlined in draft policy 
CD15 is already required by BS 7974:2019 
(Application of fire safety engineering 
principles to the design of buildings) and 
therefore Ballymore and SSL have no 
objection to its introduction into planning 
policy.  
 
While the principle of an independent fire 
safety review panel comprising of qualified 
experts is supported, it is considered that 
further clarity on the organisation and intent 
of the QDR is provided, including: 
• How the QDR and fire review process will 
be applied to applications for outline planning 
permission. We suggest in these instances, 
that defined criteria (such as the provision of 
appropriate fire lifts and means of escape) 
are written into Design Codes for the site.  
• How the QDR process will be organised 
through pre-application discussions with the 
Council and how this sits alongside 
consultation with the London Fire Brigade 
and HSE. 

2 Isis Amlak P, J and 
E 

 In light of the Grenfell Fire massacre the 
policy must acknowledge that it will learn 
from its mistakes and the consequences and 
committing all recommendation from the 
Grenfell Inquire once released next year. The 
omission of this is unacceptable and 
demonstrates failure to make a true 

While it is not possible to include as yet 
unknown recommendations from the Grenfell 
Inquiry the Council will be alert to any 
recommendations from the Grenfell Inquiry 
that would impact the policy and require 
consideration.   
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

commitment to learn. This policy is not 
positively prepared, justified, or effective. 

3 Lots Village Residents 
Association (Kerry Davis-
Head) 

P  Given the terrible tragedy of Grenfell more 
needs to be made about fire escape from 
any new building. Ensure there are adequate 
stairways for instance, why limit a high rise to 
one stairway? There are massive cost 
implications of course but it is essential. 
Policy should ensure that units such as extra 
care housing are not located on upper floors, 
they should be as near ground as possible. 
 
Why propose having extra care homes on 
upper floors, in the event of fire then these 
people would need to be carried down 
multiple stairs, stairs (because there are 
never enough stairs because of cost) that will 
be busy with able people. In the event of lift 
failure (and these are frequent in most 
buildings) ambulance crews will not often be 
able to carry patients down several floors, 
indeed some will not carry down one flight. 
Unless the lift is hospital lift size it will not be 
able to transport a bed trolley. 

Policy CD15 requires the highest standards 
in fire safety. Any changes to building 
regulations (as is currently under 
consultation by the Government) or to the 
London Plan in connection with the 
requirement for two staircases would 
therefore be an automatic requirement under 
Policy CD15. 
 

4 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, 
C and L 

 This is vital Noted 

5 St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson) 

C P, J and 
E. 

The draft policy is carefully worded and aims 
to reflect the latest position on national 
legislation and London Plan guidance. We 
think that Borough residents will expect to 
see a reference to the need for secondary 

Policy CD15 requires the highest standards 
in fire safety. Any changes to building 
regulations (as is currently under 
consultation by the Government) or to the 
London Plan in connection with the 
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

staircases in all buildings defined as ‘tall’. 
 
Our experience is that London developers 
have in the past year been revising plans 
and proposals to incorporate a second 
staircase as a means of escape. 

requirement for two staircases would 
therefore be an automatic requirement under 
Policy CD15. 
 

6 Sydney St. & District R.A. 
(R. Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C and L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it 
are very persuasive. 

Noted  

7 The Natural History 
Museum (N/A) 

 P, J, E, 
C and L 

The NHM is supportive of Policy CD15 as the 
safety of its visitors and staff are at the core 
of its interests. The Museum has recently 
embarked upon a programme of seeking 
permission for the upgrading its doors and 
galleries to comply with the highest 
standards of fire safety, all the while being 
sensitive to the historic fabric.  
 
The NHM considers Policy CD15 to pass the 
test of “soundness”. Policy CD15 is 
compliant with national planning policy, as 
the NPPF at paragraph 167 recognises the 
importance of ensuring that local planning 
authorities consider whether a development 
provides “safe access and escape routes”. 
Paragraph 130 emphasises that planning 
policies should aim to ensure developments 
“create places that are safe, inclusive and 
accessible”. 

Noted  
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5. Town Centres 
Q40: Policy TC1: Location of town centre uses 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
Sound  

Sound Comment Response 

1 375 Portobello Road 
Residents' Compact 
(Ms Jones) 

P, J, E  New Town Centres 
 
G. The Kensal Canalside development will 
not provide the social infrastructure 
(transport, medical facilities, schools, places 
of worship, and public amenities, etc.) to be 
considered a true town centre. It will in fact 
be more akin to a 'gated community'. Hence 
a town centre designation should not be 
supported. It would be more positive to 
improve and expand existing local facilities 
and infrastructure for the good of all. This 
would encourage new residents to integrate 
with the existing community, and also help to 
support local businesses and Portobello 
Road market. 

The new neighbourhood town centre at 
Kensal will be of a scale that serves the day-
to-day needs of the development, and as 
such will not detract from the vitality of 
nearby centres, including the Portobello 
Road.  It will be centred on the existing 
Sainsbury’s supermarket and will provide a 
significant element of the additional 
convenience floorspace which has been 
identified as being needed by the Retail and 
Leisure Needs Assessment (a total need of 
8,900 sq m by 2043). 
 
Commercial uses will play an important role 
in “place making” and making the Kensal 
development both a place in its own right 
and properly integrated with the existing local 
community. 
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
Sound  

Sound Comment Response 

 Ballymore Group 
Limited and 
Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets Limited 
(Ballymore Group) 

 P, J , E, 
L 

Ballymore and SSL support the introduction 
of this policy and the recognition of the 
Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area as a new 
neighbourhood centre. We appreciate that 
the Council have now recognised this 
designation within the site allocation for the 
Opportunity Area and that the Council have 
applied greater flexibility to the quantums and 
uses of non-residential floorspace required 
within the Opportunity Area to ensure the 
new neighbourhood centre is able to respond 
quickly and efficiently to changes in the 
market to ensure it remains vibrant and 
viable through the long term. 

Support noted. 

2 GLA (Hassan Ahmed)    Policy TC1 makes it clear that RBKC’s 
intention is to apply a town centres first 
approach which is consistent with Policy SD7 
of the LP2021 which seeks to discourage 
out-of-centre development in respect of main 
town centre uses. 

Support for town centre first approach noted. 

3 JMW Barnard  E, C, L  Support noted. 

4 Kensington Society 
(Amanda Frame) 

E P, J 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.  
  

Noted. The Local Plan is clear (para 5.7) that 
the detailed boundaries of all our town 
centres are set out on the proposals map 
and will be available via a digital map on the 
Council’s website. 
 
The premises covered by the A4D are 
already shown on a digital map on the 
Council’s website. 

http://lbhf.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=931fa3b3294b4147a518648579b12d4a
http://lbhf.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=931fa3b3294b4147a518648579b12d4a
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Sound  

Sound Comment Response 

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, 

 
The proposed amended text to TC1(A) is not 
necessary to make the policy sound. The 
policy relates to a town centre first approach 
only.  The suggest text, and associated 
reasoned justification, explains why such an 
approach may be useful, but does not add to 
the effectiveness of the policy its-self. The 
text, as drafted, is clear and more concise. 
 
Policy TC1(B) refers to the sequential 
approach for new town centre uses within 
the borough. It is not relevant for town 
centres outside of Kensington and Chelsea, 
for which the Council has no remit. As such  
There is no need to make a further reference 
to development “within the borough”. 
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Sound Comment Response 

businesses, and visitors for the 21st 
century.”  
  
All these additions are aimed at making the 
policy more effective.  
 

5 Knightsbridge 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Simon Birkett) 

  The KNF supports this policy and in 
particular, the boundary of the Knightsbridge 
International Centre. Please note that Cheval 
Place west of Montpelier Walk is not suitable 
for commercial activity because it is an 
almost entirely residential street and should 
remain so. The northern side of Cheval Place 
in Westminster is entirely residential in this 
location. 

Support noted.  
 
This review does not seek to amend the 
boundaries of any of the Council’s town 
centres.   

6 Mark Macleod P, J, E, 
C 

 Comment: New town centres at Kensal 
Canalside and Earl’s Court Opportunity 
Areas could provide urban agriculture 
facilities producing foods like a variety of 
exotic leaves, herbs, mushrooms, berries and 
more with retail that could serve a much 
wider catchment than the day-to-day needs 
of the developments.  
 
Earl’s Court could be envisioned as a modern 
day extension of Albertopolis, a living and 
evolving exhibition and innovation hub of 
horticulture systems such as aeroponics, 
vertical farming, specific software and 
robotics as well as other associated 
technologies. Although existing town centres, 

Policy TC1(G) has been phrased in such a 
way as to ensure that the retail element of 
any new town centres at Kensal and Earl’s 
Court are of a scale that serve the day to day 
needs of the developments only. The 
suggested amendment may encourage 
larger centres, with a larger catchment.  
Such centres could harm the vitality and 
viability of existing centres and would not be 
supported.  
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high streets and their shops could be 
retrofitted with smaller scale versions of food 
growing facilities which could also supply 
nearby food and beverage outlets, 
opportunity areas can design new 
infrastructure that supports urban agriculture 
at viable scale. The concept of a ‘growable 
neighbourhood’ is proposed. 
 
Suggested examples of amendments: 
New town centres 
G. The Council will support the establishment 
for new town centres in the Kensal Canalside 
and Earl’s Court and West Kensington 
Opportunity Areas. 
1. the retail provision must be of a scale that 
will serve the day-to-day needs of the 
development only; and  
1. the retail provision will serve the day-to-
day needs of the development, and also 
beyond, serving to enhance the quality of life 
of the wider community 
5.22 We expect these centres to serve a 
localised retail catchment only, providing the 
convenience goods and services required by 
the local community, or predominantly the 
need generated by these developments.  
 
5.22 We expect these centres to serve to 
improve the quality of life not only of those 
within the developments but more broadly, 
even to have global reach. 
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7 Moni Red P, J, E, 
C, L 

 Not everyone likes or want to walk. You need 
to make it easier for cars and cabs to get 
around and need to build more underground 
parking 

Noted. The Council supports active travel 
and initiatives and development which will 
reduce rather than increase car ownership/ 
use. However, we recognise the needs of 
those with particular mobility needs.  These 
are addressed in Chapter 8, Streets and 
Transport. 
 

8 Notting Hill and North 
Kensington Liberal 
Democrats (Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

P, C  J, E, L Whilst TC1 is, in principle, a strong proposal 
the source material off of which it is based 
needs to be re-assessed before it is 
implemented. A number of what we would 
consider to be local centres have been 
excluded from the list: the junction of 
Ladbroke Grove and Holland Park Avenue, 
the junction of Moscow Road and Ossington 
Street, the concentration of retailers on 
Kensal Road and Middle Row, and others. 
Additions to these areas, and other similar 
places, should not be considered as ‘out of 
centre retail developments’ as they clearly 
make up existing retail centres. Boundary 
roads also appear to be ill-considered in this 
policy, and the conversion to retail properties 
which face onto commercial areas of other 
boroughs should be considered part of town 
centres as well: the junction of Pembridge 
Villas and Westbourne Grove bordering retail 
in Westminster, the junction of Harrow Road 
and Ladbroke Grove bordering retail in Brent, 
and the portions of St Ann's Road bordering 
retail in Hammersmith and Fulham. 

The majority of the Borough’s parades of 
shops have been designated as town 
centres. However, there has never been an 
intention to include every shop within a town 
centre. Annex 2 to the London Plan is helpful 
in this regard.  It defines a neighbourhood or 
more local centre as one which, “typically 
serves a localised catchment …. and 
includes local parades and small clusters of 
shops mostly for convenience goods and 
other services.  They may include a small 
supermarket (up to 500 sq m, sub-post 
office, pharmacy and launderette.” 
 
Whilst of value in their own right, the modest 
concentrations referred to are not of a scale 
which would meet the function of a local 
centre. 
 
There are also not locations where the 
Council would expect a significant quantum 
of new E class uses. These should be 
directed to the large neighbourhood and 
higher order centres.   
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We should not support the establishment of 
new town centres in Kensal Canalside, or 
Earls’ Court and West Kensington. Instead 
we should support the integration of these 
developments with existing community 
centres (Portobello Road and Harrow Road, 
or Earls Court Road and Lillie Road) to 
ensure that existing businesses in RBKC are 
helped to thrive, leaving space for community 
centres to develop later if needed. 

 
The new neighbourhood town centre at 
Kensal will be of a scale that serves the day-
to-day needs of the development, and as 
such will not detract from the vitality of 
nearby centres, including the Portobello 
Road.  It will be centred on the existing 
Sainsburys supermarket and will provide 
much of the additional convenience 
floorspace which has been identified as 
being needed by the Retail and Leisure 
Needs Assessment (a total need of 8,900 sq 
m by 2043). 
 
Commercial uses will play an important role 
on “place making” and making the Kensal 
development both a place in its own right 
and properly integrated with the existing local 
community. 
 
Similarly, the function of the new centre in 
Earl’s Court will be to serve the day-to-day 
needs of those within the development. The 
offer is being designed to support rather than 
harm the vitality of the existing Earl’s Court 
District centre.  
 
 

9 Penelope Horlick P, J, C, L   Noted. 
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10 South Kensington 
Estates (Robert 
Couchman) 

J and E P, C , L It is considered that explicit recognition of the 
several challenges the retail sector has faced 
recently should be built into the wording of 
either the policy or the support text. The 
Covid 19 pandemic has reduced retail footfall 
significantly and is having long term effects of 
the vitality and viability of retail centres. In 
addition to the move away from shopping on 
the high street and the rise of internet 
shopping which has meant that town centres 
have needed to diversity and adapt. Without 
a recognition of the current challenges, the 
policy is not framed correctly and will not 
allow for effective delivery of the retail 
objectives outlined over the plan period. 

The Council is already explicit about the 
challenges being faced by our town centres, 
and the need for flexibility. Paragraph 5.35 
notes that “our centres are undergoing rapid 
change as what people want from them is 
transformed.”  This is reflected by the 
policies, with Policy TC3 supporting a 
“diverse range of town centre uses” and 
Policy TC4 explicitly supporting the evening 
economy.  The policies support rather than 
hinder effective delivery. 

11 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson) 

 P, J, E, 
C 

We commented at some length on this 
chapter at Regulation 18 stage and are 
disappointed that few of our suggestions 
have been picked up (one has, with the 
addition at 5.22 of the sentence In the case 
of the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area we 
do recognise, and support, the wider 
catchment of the existing supermarket).. 
 
Overall, we see this chapter as restrictive and 
question whether its policies meet the 
required standard of ‘positively prepared’ and 
‘justified’ for a 2023 Local Plan? We do not 
have expertise in the changing pattern of 
retailing, beyond that or ordinary residents, 
but continue to feel that this chapter clings to 
some conventional planning orthodoxies 

The Council notes the freedoms offered by 
Class E.  However, this is not to say that 
LPAs do not have a role to try to support the 
vitality and viability of their town centres.  
Policies which state where new town centre 
uses should be located (Policy TC1) and the 
nature of such uses (Policy TC2) are 
considered of great value, and the plan 
would not be sound without them.  We reject 
the deleting of these policies. 
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such as a ‘heirarchy’ of town centres. 
 
This only becomes problematic if and when 
Local Plan policies inhibit the evolution of 
retailing and entertainment, thereby add to 
the impact of a likely recession in the early 
period of a new Local Plan. 
 
We do not have specific wording 
modifications to propose, but suggest that 
this chapter is one worthy of discussion at an 
EIP hearing. There may be scope for the 
simple deletion of Policies TC1 and TC2 as 
dating from a former era of town planning. 

12 Sydney St. & District 
R.A. (R. Alexander) 

  Well considered and the reasons given for it 
are very persuasive. 

Support noted. 

13 TfL - Commercial 
Development 
(Brendan Hodges) 

  TTLP welcomes additional paragraph 5.16 
which provides support for Class E and other 
commercial activities within railway arches 

Support noted. 

14 The Pembridge 
Association (Fiona 
Fleming-Brown) 

  TC1 (town centres) 
 
Whilst this is, in principle, a strong proposal 
the source material on which it is based 
needs to be re-assessed before it is 
implemented. A number of local centres have 
been excluded, notably the retail centre at 
the junction of Pembridge Villas and 
Westbourne Grove. Additions to this areas, 
and other similar places, should not be 
considered as ‘out of centre retail 
developments’ but as continuations. 

The majority of the Borough’s parades of 
shops have been designated as town 
centres. However, there has never been an 
intention to include every shop within a town 
centre. Annex 2 to the London Plan is helpful 
in this regard.  It defines a neighbourhood or 
more local centre as one which, “typically 
serves a localised catchment …. and 
includes local parades and small clusters of 
shops mostly for convenience goods and 
other services.  They may include a small 
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supermarket (up to 500 sq m), sub-post 
office, pharmacy and launderette.” 
 
Whilst of value in their own right, the modest 
concentrations referred to are not of a scale 
which would meet the function of a local 
centre. 
 
These small clusters are also not the  
locations where the Council would expect the 
delivery of a significant quantum of new E 
class uses.  This should be directed to the 
larger neighbourhood and higher order 
centres, and where appropriate the 
Employment Zones.   
 

15 Turley on behalf of 
Warrior Property 
Group and Portobello 
Group (Alice Hawkins) 

  Our Client supports the approach of providing 
retail and other town centre uses 
predominantly in town centres and the 
principles of a town centre first approach. 
 
However, it is considered that given the 
central London location of the Borough, it is 
important to support smaller shops and 
offices in other locations also to support the 
local economies, residents and workers in 
those areas. Therefore, the sequential 
approach set out under Part B is therefore 
considered a positive benefit to town centres 
but is considered to unnecessarily restrict the 
development of town centre uses in other 
areas of the Borough where they might be 

Support for town centre first approach noted. 
 
The policy does allow for new offices (<1,000 
sq m) across the borough, and above 1,000 
sq m within the Employment Zones. 
 
The policy allows for shops outside of 
centres (and Employment Zones) subject to 
an impact assessment.  
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appropriate based on the local context and 
need and should be revised accordingly. 

16 Wornington Trees 
(Sam Dodgshon) 

P, E and 
C 

J and L This policy should not support the 
establishment of a new town centre in Kensal 
Canalside, which will lead to further 
segregation between the development and 
the community it sits within. Instead the 
council should support the integration of this 
developments with existing community 
centres to ensure that existing businesses in 
RBKC are helped to thrive, as opposed to 
being left behind. 

The new neighbourhood town centre at 
Kensal will be of a scale that serves the day-
to-day needs of the development, and as 
such will not detract from the vitality of 
nearby centres, including the Portobello 
Road.  It will be centred on the existing 
Sainsburys supermarket and will provide 
much of the additional convenience 
floorspace identified as being needed by the 
Retail and Leisure Needs Assessment (a 
total need of 8,900 sq m by 2043). 
 
Commercial uses will play an important role 
on “place making” and making the Kensal 
development both a place in its own right 
and properly integrated with the existing local 
community. 
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Q41: Policy TC2: Nature of Development within Town Centres 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comment Response 

1 DP9 Limited - for 
Welcome Trust (Zoe 
Smythe) 

  Wellcome Trust supports development of 
town centre uses within the Borough. Part B 
of the policy seeks to resist the 
amalgamation of shop units, where the 
retention of the existing units contributes to 
achieving the vision for the centre. Given the 
impact of the COVID pandemic on town 
centres and the number of high streets 
struggling to let smaller retail units, where 
relevant, the policy should remain flexible to 
consider the market demands and how 
developments can respond to future needs 

Support for town centre uses noted. 
 
The Council recognises that there will be 
circumstances where the nature of new units 
should be controlled by the Council. This will 
include when the nature of that development 
can assist in helping realise the vision for 
that centre. So, for example, there maybe 
some areas where smaller units are 
appropriate. 
 
The impact of a proposal on the viability of a 
centre is material.  As such it will be taken 
into account where an applicant can 
demonstrate that amalgamation can assist in 
this regard. 

2 Knightsbridge 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Simon Birkett) 

  The KNF supports this policy and particularly 
the requirement for a range of shop unit 
sizes in major new retail development. 

Support noted. 

3 Mark Macleod P, J,E 
and C 

 Comment: Further to comments and 
suggested amendments to TC1, further 
assurance may be required, perhaps added 
to paragraph 5.25, so that urban agriculture 
is not precluded as an activity in our town 
centres. 

Noted. The Council not aware of any 
particular opportunities for urban agriculture 
in our town centres.  However, there is 
nothing in the policy which would preclude 
this were such a proposal to come forward.  
Any such proposal would be assessed taking 
account of all the policies in the plan. 
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4 Moni Red P, J,E 
and C 

 Leave things as they are Noted 

5 Penelope Horlick P, J,E 
and C 

 what? all we see is more luxury flats being 
built 

Noted.   

6 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson) 

P, J and 
E 

 TC2 A reads Require the scale and nature of 
development to relate to the size, role and 
function of that town centre, to reflect the 
position of the centre within the town centre 
network and to assist in the implementation 
of the strategy for that centre; We see 
wording such as ‘reflect the position of the 
centre within the town centre network’ as 
overly restrictive and having diminishing 
meaning in the London of the 2020s. 
 
We are not clear what public good Policy 
TC2 aims to achieve? Given the E1 use 
class, the LPA no longer has significant 
planning powers to ‘implement a strategy’ for 
different ‘centres’. We are not convinced by 
the history to date of RBKC efforts at ‘town 
centre management’ that the Council would 
be pursuing a strategy that achieved the best 
outcomes for all Londoners and global 
visitors – even if it had such powers. We 
suggest deletion of this policy unless its 
recent effective use can be demonstrated, or 
it is strongly supported by the business 
community in the Borough. 

Noted.   
 
The Council endorses the London Plan 
network of town centres. 
 
The Council sees the drawing up of visions 
for its town centres as one method by which 
their vitality can be supported.     
 
The Council recognises that the E class 
allows considerable flexibility.  However, the 
Council can still influence the nature of its 
centres through controlling those uses which 
still require planning permission, and by 
taking a positive approach to town centre 
management. We have we have a place 
making team who is promoting initiatives to 
support our town centres. This policy, and 
the requirement that development help 
deliver that strategy is considered helpful. 

7 Sydney St. & District 
R.A. (R. Alexander) 

 P, J, E, C 
and L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it 
are very persuasive. 

Support noted 
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8 Turley on behalf of 
Warrior Property Group 
and Portobello Group 
(Alice Hawkins) 

  This policy is generally supported with the 
scale and nature of development reflecting 
the size, role and function of a town centre. 
 
However, Part B resists the amalgamation of 
shop units. The amalgamation of retail units 
is considered to be appropriate in some 
circumstances and locations and would not 
harm the character of the town centre and 
therefore the flexibility within this policy 
wording that suggests amalgamation might 
be acceptable if the retention of the existing 
units does not contribute to achieving the 
vision for the centre is supported, as it takes 
account of local context. However, the 
wording “where the retention of the existing 
units contributes to achieving the vision for 
the centre”, is considered overly 
subjective and unnecessarily restricts the 
potential flexibility of retail provision within 
town centres. 
 
It is also noted in the supporting text at 
paragraph 5.27 that the Council intends to 
control the amalgamation of shop units 
through planning conditions to maintain 
newly created smaller units where these play 
a significant role in maintaining the character 
of a centre. This is considered to 
represent a mis-application of policy controls 
as it unfairly targets new development and 
new planning permissions. 

The Council recognises that there will be 
circumstances where the nature of new units 
should be controlled by the Council. This 
includes when this can assist in the 
development helping realise the vision for 
that centre. 
 
The impact of a proposal on the viability of a 
centre is material.  As such it will be taken 
into account where an applicant can 
demonstrate that amalgamation can assist in 
this regard. 
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At a time when the retail markets are 
recovering from the Covid-19 pandemic, the 
borough should be ensuring that town centre 
units remain viable and occupied, given there 
are a number of centres experiencing 
reasonably high level of vacancy or 
underperformance, where flexibility to meet 
potential tenant needs should be encouraged 
if appropriate. 
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Q42: Policy TC3: Diversity of uses within Town Centres 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comment Response 

1 Directors of the Board 
of Charles II Place 
Management (1991) 
Limited (Directo... 

 P, J, E, C 
and L 

Part I of Policy TC3 is supported, namely 
"When planning permission is required, the 
Council may use planning conditions to 
specify the particular use within Class E, 
which may be suitable within a building, or 
part of a building" This ensures that 
unfettered Class E development can be 
restricted in certain cases where a change to 
other uses within Class E has potential to 
cause amenity issues. 

Support noted. 

2 DP9 Limited - for 
Welcome Trust (Zoe 
Smythe) 

 P, J, E, C 
and L 

Part E of this policy requires all new town 
centres uses to have a shop front, Wellcome 
asserts that this may not be feasible in all 
scenarios, particularly, if it does not 
complement the character of the surrounding 
context or is not technically feasible. 
Therefore, we suggest the wording is 
amended to ‘where planning permission is 
required and where feasible, the Council…’ 
so as not to restrict certain 
types of development coming forward. 
 
Part I of this policy seeks to specify particular 
uses within Class E when planning 
permission is required using planning 
conditions. Wellcome Trust asserts that this 
approach goes against the spirit and 

Comments do not relate to soundness. View 
that policy is sound is welcomed.  
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intention of the government’s new Use Class 
E, the policy should allow flexibility for 
development to come forward which reflects 
the change market needs for town centres. 
We would strongly suggest that the 
mechanisms through the Council’s licensing 
team are used to protect local amenity, 
rather than restricting flexibility through 
planning conditions. 

3 Dp9 Ltd (for 
Knightsbridge Estates) 
(Miss Hardy) 

  Policy TC3 (p200) Part A supports a diverse 
range of town centre uses within town 
centres where they contribute to the 
character, function and viability of that 
centre, whilst retaining the core retail function 
of the Council’s larger town centres. Part B 
supports the use of vacant properties within 
the town centres for a range of meanwhile 
town centre uses. Part C states that where 
planning permission is required the Council 
will require all new town centre uses to have 
a shop front, to create an active frontage 
and/or to provide a direct service to visiting 
members of the public. Part G states that 
new homes in town centres will be supported 
where (1) not at ground floor level fronting 
the street, (2) they do not adversely affect 
the character and function of the centre; and 
(3) they comply with the agent of change 
principle. Part H states that where planning 
permission is required, the Council may use 
planning conditions to specify the particular 

Support for policy noted. 
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use within Class E, which may be suitable 
within a building, or part of a building. 
 
The supporting text notes the greater 
flexibility afforded by Class E units and notes 
it has benefits, allowing “greater flexibility 
and innovation as a business can adapt 
quickly and not be constrained by the 
requirements of the former Use Class Order” 
and recognising “it is for its individual 
landowners, not the planners, to decide how 
the unit is used”. This policy is proposed to 
replace the current adopted policy CF3 which 
protects retail floorspace in most 
circumstances. 
 
Chelsfield consider that this approach is 
proactive and in practice should be helpful to 
the future management of the Estate by 
providing flexibility to change retail uses to 
other town centre uses. Chelsfield support 
the policy.  

4 Iceni Projects Limited 
For Imperial College 
London (William 
Clutton) 

  Whereas this may not be considered to be a 
matter of soundness, Imperial would still wish 
to reiterate their desire for policy to reflect 
RBKC as a flexible borough, especially with 
regards to Higher Education institutions 
having greater flexibility in planning terms to 
adapt quickly to a changing environment and 
demands, whether it be alternative methods 
of teaching, research facilities or ways of 
working and living for students. This level of 

Consultee notes this policy is sound.  This is 
welcomed.   
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innovation and flexibility is particularly 
important given the acknowledged spatial 
constraints of the borough, meaning large 
institutions such as Imperial with complex, 
long-term requirements need to be able to 
develop and diversify despite such 
constraints. Not allowing for this would be 
significantly to the detriment of the University 
as a key stakeholder within the Borough. 
 
There exist inherent barriers and limitations 
on account of the separation of Commercial, 
Research & Development and Medical land 
uses (Use Class E) from Educational (Use 
Class F1a) within the Use Classes Order. A 
separate draft policy was proposed by 
Imperial College London to bridge this 
disconnect to allow for the provision of new 
and adaption of existing spaces for 
innovation centres or incubators where 
education, research, start-ups and SMEs can 
flexibly mix within the same building. Such 
spaces have been successfully created 
within their White City Campus, 
demonstrating the value of these shared 
spaces for attracting start-ups and small 
businesses to the area. 
 
It was proposed that provision should be 
made within policy TC3 to allow for a diverse 
range of short to long-term temporary uses 
for underutilised or vacant land and buildings 
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across the borough, not just within town 
centres. Such an intervention would have 
allowed institutions such as Imperial to 
respond to changes quickly or to temporarily 
occupy surplus buildings for both University 
and wider public benefit, whereas the current 
policy approach could in practice restrict this. 
It was reassuring to understand in our recent 
meeting that a flexible approach would be 
adopted in practice in such circumstances 
and that such barriers would not be placed 
upon Imperial. Nevertheless, it would be 
useful to have this enshrined in policy to 
assuage concerns Imperial has regarding a 
loss of opportunities for collaboration and 
innovation within the Borough, thus harming 
the long-term vitality and sustainability of the 
University. 

5 JMW Barnard LLP 
(Jeremy Barnard) 

C  By seeking to use planning conditions to 
specify which uses within Class E will be 
allowed in new developments, the policy 
seeks to remove the very flexibility which the 
introduction of Class E was intended to 
provide. 

The Council is of the view that there will be 
some circumstances when a restriction within 
Class E will be appropriate. The planning 
system allows for this when new floorspace 
is proposed.  This includes resisting uses 
which may harm the vitality of a centre. An 
example is the use of conditions to resist the 
creation of offices at the ground floor, 
fronting a high streets, where dead frontage 
is being created.  
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6 Kensington Society 
(Amanda Frame) 

E P and J 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 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 BC1 is clear that the Council will resist 
the loss of offices to residential uses within 
our town centres.   
 
Restaurants and cafes are an E class uses, 
and as such planning permission is not 
required for the change of use of retail (also 
an E class use) to a restaurant.  As such it is 
not considered appropriate to resist such a 
use.   
 
Policy TC4 will resist evening uses (including 
cafes and restaurants,) where these will 
harm the amenity of those living nearby, and 
where conditions cannot mitigate potential 
impacts.     
 
The Local Plan is clear (para 5.7) that the 
detailed boundaries of all our town centres 
are set out on the proposals map and will be 
available via a digital map on the Council’s 
website. 

http://lbhf.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=931fa3b3294b4147a518648579b12d4a
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7 Knightsbridge 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Simon Birkett) 

  The KNF supports this policy and particularly 
restrictions on uses such as hot food 
takeaways. For the Knightsbridge 
International Centre (KIC), the requirement 
for no more than 25% of ground floor units to 
be in these uses can only reflect uses in the 
part of the KIC within RBKC. This should be 
made clearer in clause F. 
 
Also, it is not clear what constitutes the 
‘relevant street frontage’, particularly in larger 
centres. The Knightsbridge International 
Centre predominantly consists of two long 
frontages, on the north and south sides of 
Brompton Road. To count these each as a 
single frontage would reduce the 
effectiveness of the policy as it could result in 
a very high number of hot food takeaways in 
one smaller section. A footnote to clause F of 
the policy should confirm that a street 
frontage means the run of units between the 
two closest road junctions which bookend 
that run. 
 
Even with these amendments, the policy 
does not prevent significant clustering of 
such uses which can have particularly 
detrimental impacts on amenity from noise, 
littering and antisocial behaviour. Clause F of 
the policy should make clear that even if the 
25% threshold is not breached, there cannot 
be a concentration of three or more of these 

Support noted. 
 
The policy can only relate to those parts of 
centres which lie within the Kensington and 
Chelsea Borough, and as such the reference 
suggested would be inappropriate. 
 
The Council agrees that the term “relevant 
street frontage” should be defined.  This has 
been omitted from the glossary in error.  It  
should read, “Relevant Street frontage: the 
row of commercial uses between 
successive intersecting vehicular 
highways”.  (Main modification). 
 
Policy TC4 (Evening economy) will resist the 
hot food takeaways where they will harm the 
amenity of those living nearby. This is 
irrespective of whether they form a cluster or 
stand alone.  This reflects officers’ 
experience that a poorly planned single unit 
can be problematic. 
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types of use consecutively in a street 
frontage. 
 
The following amendments should be made 
to clause F: 
 
‘…when these will make up more than: 
1. 25 per cent of ground floor units in the 
relevant street frontage of the primary retail 
frontages within RBKC; or 
2. 50 per cent of ground floor units in the 
relevant street frontage of the secondary 
retail frontages within RBKC; and 
3. two of these uses consecutively along a 
single street frontage.’ 
 
‘Footnote: ‘Street frontage’ means the run of 
units on one side of a street between road 
junctions.’ 

8 Maria Bonet   Ladbroke Grove (by the tube station) 
- is such an eyesore. Peppered with 
takeaway shops etc. 
- with the advent of eating healthily a decade 
back, and especially aimed for school kids, 
surely we should be insisting on some good 
quality cafes, takeaways. Kids pile in to these 
after school. 

The planning system cannot control an 
individual operator as this is not development 
in terms of the Planning Acts. 

9 Mark Macleod P, J, E 
and C 

 Comment: Further to comments and 
suggested amendments to TC1, further 
assurance may be required, perhaps added 
to paragraphs 5.28, 5.29, and 5.31, so that 

The policies within the plan do not preclude 
urban agriculture.  A specific policy is not 
considered necessary given the sparsity of 
applications likely for such a use. 
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urban agriculture is not precluded as an 
activity in our town centres. 

10 Moni Red P, J, E, 
C and L 

 Leave things as they are Noted. 

11 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, 
C and L 

 Uses? what uses? Noted. 

12 Princes Gate Mews RA 
(J Whewell) 

P, J, E 
and C 

 The Council has presided over and actively 
encouraged a massive growth of café and 
restaurant uses across the borough to the 
detriment of residents, who suffer from noise, 
litter, and the lack of any facilities for normal 
every day shopping. 
 
The proposed policies will not ensure 
diversity of uses. Partly this is because 
diversity of uses has already been eradicated 
in several parts of the borough, and partly 
because the powers here proposed are 
insufficient. 

With the national introduction of Class E 
“business, commercial and service uses”, 
planning is no longer required for the change 
of any E class commercial use to a café or 
restaurant.  Where such changes of use do 
occur the Council will have to use the 
licencing and environmental health regimes 
to mitigate impact. 
 
 

13 Savills on behalf of 
Commercial Estates 
Group (Kirsty Turner) 

  In CEG’s written representation for the 
Regulation 18 stage Draft Local Plan, 
comments were made on Policy TC3 which 
have not been addressed. As such, these 
comments still stand and are set out below. 
 
CEG support the provision of a diverse range 
of town centre uses as set out in Policy TC3. 
However, Part (H) states that: 
‘When planning permission is required, the 
Council may use planning conditions to 

The Council is of the view that there will be 
some circumstances when a restriction within 
Class E will be appropriate. The planning 
system allows for this when new floorspace 
is proposed.    
 
Conditions will only be used where they meet 
the statutory tests 
 
This may include resisting uses which may 
harm the vitality of a centre. An example may 
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specify the particular use within Class E, 
which may be suitable within a building, or 
part of a building.’ 
 
The Town and Country Planning (Use 
Classes) Order 1987 sets out that a change 
of use can occur within the same Use Class, 
as such a building in Class E use can 
change to other Class E uses. Paragraph 55 
of the NPPF also makes clear that planning 
conditions should be kept to a minimum, and 
only used where they satisfy the following 
tests: necessary; relevant to planning; 
relevant to the development to be permitted; 
enforceable; precise; and reasonable in all 
other respects. As set out in the introduction, 
the Plan aims to help Kensington and 
Chelsea recover from the crisis caused by 
the Covid-19 pandemic. However, it is 
considered restricting the use of Class E 
buildings through conditions is not helpful in 
allowing businesses to operate as flexibly as 
the market requires. Notwithstanding this, 
conditioning Class E units would also go 
against the overarching objective of the 
introduction of Class E which is to allow for 
flexibility. It is therefore recommended that 
Part (H) of Policy TC3 is deleted in full. 
 
(See PDF for edits in colour) 

be the use of a condition to resist the 
creation of offices at the ground floor, 
fronting a high streets, where dead frontage 
is being created and where this dead 
frontage will harm the vitality of the centre. 
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14 South Kensington 
Estates (Robert 
Couchman) 

E and C P, J and 
L 

The support for the creation of active 
frontages at Part E is welcomed, as is the 
promotion of al-fresco dining at Part C to 
maintain the vitality and viability of town 
centres. 
 
The introduction of Class E by the national 
government to assist the flexibility of 
commercial uses and be responsive to 
market demand is fundamental to supporting 
town centres in these challenging times for 
the retail market in particular. Unduly 
restricting this flexibility through the 
imposition of conditions should be resisted. 
Supporting text paragraph 5.47 states that 
the condition will only be imposed in certain 
circumstances to ensure other policies in the 
Local Plan can be properly implemented. 
These circumstances should be explicitly 
stated in this supporting text paragraph for 
clarity and Part I of the policy should 
recognise that the flexibility provided by 
Class E will not normally be constrained via 
condition. We suggest the following 
additional wording of Part I ‘When planning 
permission is required, the Council may use 
planning conditions to specify the particular 
use within Class E only where required to 
fully implement other policies in the Local 
Plan, which may be suitable within a building, 
or part of a building. 

Support for creating of active frontages and 
promotion of al-fresco dining noted. 
 
The Council is of the view that there will be 
some circumstances when a restriction within 
Class E will be appropriate. The planning 
system allows for this when new floorspace 
is proposed.    
 
Conditions will only be used where they meet 
the statutory tests 
 
This may include resisting uses which may 
harm the vitality of a centre. An example may 
be the use of conditions to resist the creation 
of offices at the ground floor, fronting a high 
streets, where dead frontage is being created 
and where this dead frontage will harm the 
vitality of the centre 
 
The suggested text is not considered 
necessary in terms of soundness as the 
policies within the plan must always be read 
in their entirety.    



540 
 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comment Response 

15 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson) 

 P, J, E 
and C 

This policy is more specific than TC1 and 
TC2 and covers matters which remain in 
most cases subject to planning controls. We 
support the policy, including Part H on New 
Homes in Town Centres. 

Support noted. 

16 Sydney St. & District 
R.A. (R. Alexander) 

 P, J, E, C 
and L. 

Well considered and the reasons given for it 
are very persuasive. 

Support noted. 

17 Turley on behalf of 
Warrior Property Group 
and Portobello Group 
(Alice Hawkins) 

  Parts A-D of this policy are supported and 
our Client agrees that a diverse range of 
town centre uses contribute to the character, 
function and viability of town centres. Our 
Client particularly supports Part C which 
supports al fresco dining, which has grown 
further particularly during the pandemic. It is 
considered that such uses can help to 
revitalise town centres, providing activity, and 
reinvigorating local businesses and 
economies, whilst also being managed in a 
way that does not result in unacceptable 
impacts on neighbouring amenity. 
 
Part H of the Policy supporting the provision 
of housing within town centres where the 
criteria are met is supported, and is reflected 
in national policy. Residential uses above 
commercial uses are a very common feature 
of town centres in the Borough, and this 
should be encouraged given the key role that 
resident population has in contributing to the 
viability and vitality of shopping centres. In 
addition, the change of use of commercial 

Support for parts A – D noted. 
 
The Council recognises the role that 
residential uses can have in supporting the  
vitality of town centres.  However, Policy BC1 
will generally resit the loss of businesses 
across the borough. This approach is 
supported by our Employment Land Study 
which confirms the importance of protecting 
existing business uses if our OAN for such 
uses are to be met.  
 
The Council will always consider viability, or 
otherwise, of a given unit when determining a 
planning application, as viability is a “material 
consideration.  Making reference to ongoing 
assessment of viability is not considered 
helpful as may merely encourage such 
applications. 
 
 
The Council is of the view that there will be 
some circumstances when a restriction within 
the Class E will be appropriate. The planning 
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uses to residential should be supported in 
fringe and unviable locations within 
designated shopping centres, on the 
provision of appropriate evidence. 
 
Part I of the policy which notes that the 
Council may use planning conditions to 
specify the particular use within Class E is 
not supported. The use planning conditions 
to restrict commercial uses is not considered 
to be in accordance with national legislation 
and policy direction. Use Class E was 
introduced specifically with the intention to 
provide greater flexibility to high streets and 
town centres, and therefore restricting this 
unduly is considered to constitute the 
introduction of restrictive mix policies by the 
backdoor. It is also noted that such an 
approach would unfairly target new planning 
permissions, whilst allowing other existing 
Class E premises to move between uses, 
which we do not consider to align with the 
principles behind the planning system. 

system allows for this when new floorspace 
is proposed.    
 
Conditions will only be used where they meet 
the statutory tests 
 
This may include resisting uses which may 
harm the vitality of a centre. An example may 
be the use of conditions to resist the creation 
of offices at the ground floor, fronting a high 
streets, where dead frontage is being created 
and where this dead frontage will harm the 
vitality of the centre. 
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Q43: Policy TC4: The evening economy 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comment Response  

1 Ballymore Group 
Limited and 
Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets Limited 
(Ballymore Group) 

 P, J, E, C 
and L 

Draft Policy TC4 identifies the KCOA as a 
suitable location to support the Borough’s 
evening economy. This is welcomed and 
supported as Kensal Canalside Opportunity 
Area is recognised within the Local Plan as a 
new neighbourhood centre, where such uses 
would be appropriate. 

Support noted.  

2 Directors of the Board 
of Charles II Place 
Management (1991) 
Limited (Directo... 

 P, J, E, C 
and L 

Part A2 is supported, namely where 
proposals will be supported where they will 
not result in a negative impact on the 
amenity of the surrounding residential uses. 
 
Part C is supported which states that, where 
appropriate, the Council will use planning 
conditions to mitigate the potential impact of 
such (evening economy) uses. 

Support noted.  

3 Earls Court 
Development 
Company (Taylar 
Vernon) 

 P, J, E, C 
and L 

In response to comments raised by ECDC 
through the Regulation 18 consultation 
process, the Earls Court Opportunity Area 
has now been included as a location where 
proposals which enhance or diversify the 
Borough’s evening economy. This inclusion 
is supported by ECDC. 

Support noted.  

4 GLA (Hassan Ahmed)   The Mayor is pleased that RBKC intend to 
support the local evening economy 
recognising the important contribution that 

Support noted.  
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restaurants, takeaways, bars and pubs, 
cinemas and theatres can have in supporting 
the vitality of town centres. 
 
Table A1.1 of the LP2021 identifies that 
Knightsbridge, Kings Road (east) and 
Kensington High Street have a night-time 
economy classification of NT2. This means 
that they are recognised in the LP2021 as 
areas of regional or sub-regional 
significance. In accordance with Policy HC6 
of the LP2021, RBKC should develop a 
vision for the night-time economy to support 
its growth and diversification, in particular 
within these identified areas. 

5 Isis Amlak P and E  There is a lack of affordable community 
venues in the North of the borough and far 
too many expensive venues being opened at 
the expense of local people who cannot 
afford to patronise them. The evening 
economy is not restricted to Al Fresco dining 
at expensive venues. The policy fails to 
acknowledge the need to make a 
commitment to make spaces available for 
community run bars, pubs, and music 
venues in the North at subsidised rents and 
business rates. The policy is not positively 
prepares or effective. 

Whilst the provision of community run/ 
affordable bars, pubs and music venues may 
be welcomed the nature of the 
operation/ownership is beyond the remit of 
the Local Plan.  
 
Business rate policy is beyond the remit of 
the Local Plan. 
 
Policy TC5 does resist the loss of all pubs 
across the borough.   
 
 

 

6 Kensington Society 
(Amanda Frame) 

E P and J There is a potential tension between as 
regards hot food takeaways tension between 
TC3F and paragraph 5.38. and Policy TC4. It 

The Council recognises that all the policies 
in the plan must be read together.  One 
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should be made clearer that Policy TC4 does 
not trump TC3. 

policy does not have prominence over 
another. 

7 Knightsbridge 
Association (Carol 
Seymour-Newton) 

  The policy wording is not clear enough and 
should emphasize that resident’s amenity 
would be safeguarded when considering 
applications against Policy TC4. 

Noted.   Policy TC4 is explicit that evening 
uses will only be supported where they, “will 
not result in a negative impact on the 
amenity of the surrounding residential uses”.   
  

 

8 Knightsbridge 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Simon Birkett) 

  The KNF generally supports this policy. 
 
However, this needs to recognise the impact 
of early morning noise as well. Paragraph 
5.50 acknowledges that the associated 
servicing, plant and the noise caused by 
people arriving and leaving premises can be 
a problem if it is not carefully managed. This 
can be just as much of a problem where 
some cafés and sandwich bars open as early 
as 5.00am, with deliveries arriving well 
before this. 
 
The policy title should be amended to reflect 
this, e.g. ‘The night-time and early-morning 
economy’. 
 
Clause A should then also be amended as 
follows, ‘…or diversify the Borough’s evening 
and early-morning economy will be 
supported…’ 
 
Clause C should be more specific to ensure 
that conditions are effective, particularly 

Servicing of uses open early in the morning 
will be controlled by the licencing regime.   
 
The Council notes that conditions resisting 
hours of operation may be required when 
new uses are being created (when planning 
permission is required). However, these 
should be determined on a case-by-case 
basis rather than set out in the Local Plan.   
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where there is a need to take into account 
the timing of deliveries and servicing as well 
as operation. It should be worded as follows, 
‘…the potential impact of such uses. In 
particular such uses in or adjacent to 
residential areas should have a condition 
attached prohibiting their operation between 
11pm and 7am on Monday to Saturday 
inclusive and before 7.30am and after 
10.30pm on Sunday.’ 

9 Notting Hill and North 
Kensington Liberal 
Democrats (Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

C P, J, E 
and L 

We should strive to encourage more evening 
and night economy activity in the borough, as 
in places it falls behind other similar areas of 
London and pushes our own residents 
elsewhere to seek nightlife and late night 
retail. The emphasis in the wording of this 
policy should strive to be more encouraging 
of late night businesses in certain areas, in 
line with other policy in Greater London 
which is seeking to create a 24 hour city. 

The policy is intended to support the evening 
economy, where it will not harm residential 
amenity.   

 

10 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, 
C and L 

 Uses? like restaurants? entertainment? The policy is clear that the evening economy 
refers to a range of uses.  These include 
restaurants, bars, pubs and cinemas and 
theatres. This list is not intended to be 
exhaustive. 
 

 

11 South Kensington 
Estates (Robert 
Couchman) 

 P, J, E, C 
and L 

Generally, this policy is considered sound 
and the promotion of evening economy uses 
in higher order town centres (including South 
Kensington) is supported. It is considered 
that longer trading hours for evening 

Support noted  
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businesses should be encouraged where 
potential impact on residential amenity can 
be appropriately managed. We request that 
reference to longer trading hours is included 
in supporting text paragraph for this policy. 

12 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson) 

 P, J, E, 
and C.  

The StQW/SHRA neighbourhood has very 
little ‘evening economy’ to speak of, the last 
pub having closed in 2021 and there being 
only 2 small restaurants. Our membership is 
generally supportive of new borough-wide 
policies on e.g alfreso eating. 
 
We strongly support the Playground Theatre 
in Latimer Road and welcome the flexibility 
on use classed offered by the new E class 
(the StQW Neighbourhood Plan previously 
allowed for a wide range of use classed in 
local shopping parades, without the need to 
apply for change of use. This has helped to 
reduce number of vacant units. 

Support noted  

13 Sydney St. & District 
R.A. (R. Alexander) 

 P, J, E, C 
and L. 

Well considered and the reasons given for it 
are very persuasive. 

Support noted  

14 TfL - Commercial 
Development (Brendan 
Hodges) 

  We note the Council’s response to our Reg 
18 comments and in particular: 
 
“Any COU within class E will not require 
planning permission. As such the Council 
does not attempt to control the creation of 
new restaurants, permitted through the 
GPDO.” 
 

Support noted. 
 
The submission plan does include the new 
paragraph noting that units beneath railway 
arches my provide opportunities for E class 
uses.  This was included as paragraph 5.16. 
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This implies that the Council will not seek to 
impose planning conditions to restrict the 
types of uses that may be undertaken when 
planning permission is granted for new Class 
E uses. This is a position that TTLP 
supports. 
 
TTLP welcomes the additional paragraph 
which provides support for Class E and other 
commercial activities within railway arches. 
This is said to be paragraph 7.15 but that is 
an error. We cannot see the new paragraph 
amongst the supporting text in paragraphs 
5.48 – 5.56 and it therefore needs to be 
added. 
 
We also welcome the inclusion of the Earls 
Court OA as a location where evening 
economy activities may be supported 
(TC4,A,1 and paragraph 5.52) 

15 Theatres Trust (Tom 
Clarke MRTPI) 

 P, J, E, C 
and L 

We are supportive of this policy which will 
help enhance the borough's cultural offer. 

Support noted.  

16 The Friends of Kensal 
Green Cemetery 
(JOHANNA HOLMES) 

J and E P, C and 
L 

The policy is exclusively focused on 
preventing detrimental effects on human 
residential neighbours. 
Subsidiary clause 2 of NLPR TC4A (page 
147) should be amended to read as follows: 
“and 
2. will not result in a negative impact on the 
amenity of the surrounding residential uses, 
open spaces or biodiversity.". 

The need to protect, enhance and make the 
most of existing open spaces forms art of 
Policy GB16.  The need to protect 
biodiversity is part of Policy BG17.  The 
Council notes that all the policies in the plan 
must be read together.  
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17 Turley on behalf of 
Warrior Property Group 
and Portobello Group 
(Alice Hawkins) 

  This policy is supported in principle and our 
Client would like to register their support for 
evening economy uses as a way of 
enhancing the vitality of a town centre whilst 
also maintaining good quality amenity for 
surrounding residents. However, supporting 
text paragraph 5.48 suggests that the 
evening economy is considered to include 
“restaurants, takeaways, bars and pubs, 
cinemas and theatres”. It is suggested that 
“restaurants” are either removed from this 
list, or clarified that they are not solely an 
evening economy use, given it sits within 
Class E and would therefore be generally 
harder for the Local Authority to control in 
town centres in comparison to for example 
takeaways, public houses, cinemas and 
theatres which sit under separate use 
classes. 

The Council is of the view that a restaurant 
can be an evening use.  Whilst planning 
permission will not always be required for 
the creation of a restaurant, there will be 
circumstances where it is, particularly when 
the restaurant being create is additional 
floorspace space. In these cases, the policy 
remains relevant. 

 

18 Dp9 Ltd (for 
Knightsbridge Estates) 
(Miss Hardy) 

  Policy TC4 (p200) relates to the evening 
economy and states proposals that enhance 
or diversify the Borough’s evening economy 
will be supported where they (1) are located 
in a higher order town centre and are of a 
size and type that reflects the role and 
function of that centre and (2) will not result 
in a significantly negative impact on the 
amenity of the surrounding residential uses. 
This policy appears to represent a 
strengthening of the Council’s support for 
uses such as restaurants, takeaways bars 
and pubs, cinemas and theatres and 

Support noted.  
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recognises the important role they have in 
supporting the vitality of town centres. 
Chelsfield support this proactive approach to 
the evening economy. 
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Q44: Policy TC5: Local shopping and other facilities which support day-to-day needs 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Response Comments 

1 Campaign for Real 
Ale (Geoff 
Strawbridge) 

 P, J, E, C 
and L. 

TC5 includes an exemplary pub protection 
policy, with wording in 5.62 commendably 
reflecting that of the CAMRA model policy, to 
which 5.63, echoing London Plan Policies 
HC7 and D13, is an excellent addition. 
 
Given the importance of protecting public 
houses, I was surprised not to find such an 
indicative heading in the contents list. Buried 
within TC5, it may all too easily be 
overlooked. Given its value to planners and 
In support of potential representations in 
response to planning applications for 
demolition or change of use, I would 
recommend that Policy TC5B and related 
paragraphs 5.61 to 5.63 should be better 
signposted. 

Support noted. 

2 Kensington Society 
(Amanda Frame) 

E P and J For the sake of clarity, there should be 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. 

This is an issue of formatting rather than 
soundness.  

3 Moni Red P, J, E, 
C and 
L. 

 More ease of access for cars to shopping 
areas and more underground parking 

Noted. The Council does not support 
additional carparking.  Improvements to 
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active travel and to public transport are our 
priorities. 
 

4 Notting Hill and North 
Kensington Liberal 
Democrats (Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

P J, E, C 
and L. 

The council should go further than 'resisting 
the loss' of public houses, instead 
incentivising the retention of public houses 
and other drinking establishments. 
 
Loss of restaurants within higher order town 
centres should also be resisted. 

It is beyond the remit of the Local Plan to 
incentivise the provision of new public 
houses. 
 
The Council recognises that “neighbourhood 
restaurants” can play a particular role in 
supporting a local community.  This role is 
less pronounced in larger town centres.   
The council does recognise that the loss of a 
restaurant to an alternative E class use is 
not development which will require planning 
permission.  
 

5 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, 
C and 
L. 

 this is vital Support noted. It is not clear why the policy 
is described as unsound. 

6 Princes Gate Mews 
RA (J Whewell) 

P, J, E, 
C and 
L. 

 See answer under q42 - South Kensington is 
an example of an area dominated to an 
extraordinary extent by cafés restaurants and 
similar shops and the eradication of almost 
every other alternative form of commercial 
premises. 

The recently introduced E class allows 
changes of uses within the E class. The 
Local Plan cannot resit change of use when 
planning permission is not required. 
 
The E class does mean that there is likely to 
be an increase in those E class uses which 
would be supported by the market.  In South 
Kensington this would include cafes and 
restaurants to serve the visitors to the 
museums. 
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The nature of a shop is not development in 
terms of the Planning Acts, and as such is 
not something which the LPA can/ should 
seek to control.  
 

7 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

 P, J, E 
and C. 

We support Policy TC5 and in particular the 
protection for pubs offered by London Plan 
Policy HC7 and this Local Plan policy. 

Support noted. 

8 Sydney St. & District 
R.A. (R. Alexander) 

  Well considered and the reasons given for it 
are very persuasive. 

Support noted. 

9 The Pembridge 
Association (Fiona 
Fleming-Brown) 

  TC5 (change of use under class E) 
 
Loss of restaurants and change of use within 
higher order town centres should also be 
resisted when damaging to the local area, 
and specific reference made should be made 
to resisting the further loss of antiques 
arcades on Portobello Road which are 
heritage assets and greatly affect the future 
viability of the area as a specialist 
destination. 

As an E class uses planning permission is 
not required for the change of use of a 
restaurant to another E class use.  The 
policy recognises this.  The policy is 
intended to draw attention to the particular 
role that “neighbourhood restaurants” can 
have in supporting the day-to-day needs of 
those living in the vicinity. Restaurants in 
larger centres are less likely to have this 
role. 
 
By the same token planning permission is 
not required for an antique arcade to change 
to an alternative shop or any other E class 
use. As such it is not possible to resist the 
loss of an antique arcade use, and a policy 
resisting loss would not be appropriate. 
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10 Turley on behalf of 
Warrior Property 
Group and Portobello 
Group (Alice 
Hawkins) 

  This policy is supported in principle, however 
in relation to Part A, it is noted that within a 
local context there are likely to be 
circumstances in which an individual shop or 
professional services premises outside of a 
town centre no longer serves a local need. 
As such, it is suggested that the policy 
wording is updated to note that these uses 
will be protected “unless it can be 
demonstrated that it no longer serves a local 
need, or the replacement use addresses a 
local need”. It should also be noted that a 
restaurant or café (under part A.2) could be 
‘lost’ without the need for planning 
permission given the nature and extent of 
Class E and therefore the policy basis is not 
considered to be sound. 

The policy recognises that a restaurant will 
only be protected when planning permission 
is required. This may include loss to 
residential, where the A4D is in place. 
 
The Council does not seek to protect uses 
where they have no long-term future as that 
use. This will always be a material 
consideration, and as such there is no need 
to include this provision either within the 
policy or the supporting text.  
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Q45: Policy TC8: Hotels and other forms of tourist accommodation 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comments Response 

1 Dp9 - For FRE94 
(Kensington) Propco 
(Emily Keenan) 

  As previously commented, we welcome the 
principle of this policy which supports the 
provision of new and expanded visitor 
accommodation to complement the borough’s 
visitor economy. 
 
Part C of the Policy is most pertinent to the 
Site, and we welcome the principle of the 
change to encourage expansion, upgrades 
and diversification of existing hotels. Our 
previous comments remain in regard to this 
part of the policy. 
 
In respect of Part A (1), the Regulation 18 
draft policy noted new hotels are appropriate 
‘within, or immediately adjoining’ the 
Borough’s higher order town centre. The 
Regulation 19 draft has amended this to 
‘within, or adjacent’ the Borough’s higher order 
town centre. The Site is located in close 
proximity to the Kensington High Street Major 
Town Centre (approximately 300m) and is 
located in an important strategic point on 
Kensington High Street. 
 
Whilst the wording has been amended to 
‘adjacent’ rather than ‘immediately adjoining’, 
we still consider that it would be more 

Support noted.   
 
The policy is considered to offer the 
necessary flexibility.  As a “town centre use” 
a hotel should be located within a town 
centre. However, the policy offers the 
flexibility needed to support a range of hotels 
in a range of appropriate locations.  
Removing the requirement that hotels must 
be “immediately adjoining” a centre and 
relacing this with “adjacent” offers more 
flexibility.    
 
Replacing the term adjacent with “in close 
proximity” would be problematic as it could 
suggest that hotels will be appropriate in 
otherwise residential sites nearby.  
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appropriate to allow for the inclusion of sites 
which are ‘in close proximity to’ rather than 
‘adjacent’ town centres, given that edge of 
centre locations often and typically comprise 
sites which are entirely appropriate for visitor 
accommodation. 

2 DP9 Limited - for 
Welcome Trust (Zoe 
Smythe) 

  Wellcome Trust support this policy to promote 
hotels within the Borough, as one of its key 
economic drivers. We also welcome the 
recognition of providing hotels in areas outside 
of the Borough’s higher order town centres 
where it would support the function of the 
area. 

Support noted. 

3 Kensington Society 
(Amanda Frame) 

E P and J 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 

This map is based on the Council’s own data 
rather than that of the GLA.  The data is for 
2022 and not 2016, and as such likely to be 
more accurate. 
 
The intention of the map is to illustrate a 
particular concentration of hotels in SW5, 
and not indicate where new hotels may be 
appropriate.  
 

4 Knightsbridge 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Simon Birkett) 

  The KNF supports this policy, particularly 
clause D which seeks to resist holiday lets and 
other forms of temporary sleeping 

Support noted 
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accommodation where this will involve the loss 
of permanent residential accommodation. 

5 Notting Hill and North 
Kensington Liberal 
Democrats (Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

P, 2 and 
C 

E and L The policy should insist on full planning 
applications for a change of use to holiday lets 
under any circumstances, as these properties 
cause issues for neighbours and price locals 
out of their own communities. Proposals in 
places with similar demographics to RBKC are 
currently being put forward (notably 
Edinburgh, Cornwall, and Cumbria) which we 
should strike to keep in step with. 

The Council recognises that planning 
permission is not always required for the 
creation of a short term let.  
 
This is a national, not a local regulation, and 
the Council cannot “insist on applications 
under any circumstance.” 
 
Where permission is required, a tourist short 
term let will be resisted where it includes the 
loss of any permanent residential 
accommodation or harms the amenity or 
residential character of an area.   
 

6 Moni Red P, J, E, 
C and L 

  Noted.  

7 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, 
C and L 

 no comment Noted. 

8 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson) 

 P, J, E 
and C. 

No additional comment Support noted. 

9 Sydney St. & District 
R.A. (R. Alexander) 

  Well considered and the reasons given for it 
are very persuasive. 

Support noted. 

10 The Pembridge 
Association (Fiona 
Fleming-Brown) 

  TC8 (Air BnB) 
 
The council should insist on full planning 

The Council recognises that planning 
permission is not always required for the 
creation of a short term let.  
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applications for a change of use to holiday lets 
under any circumstances, as these properties 
cause issues for neighbours and price 
communities out of RBKC. 

 
This is a national, not a local regulation, and 
the Council cannot “insist on applications 
under any circumstance.” 
 
Where permission is required, a tourist short 
term let will be resisted where it includes the 
loss of any permanent residential 
accommodation or harms the amenity or 
residential character of an area.   
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6. Business uses 
Q46: Policy BC1: Business uses 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Response Comment 

1 Anthony Hunter P, J, E, 
C and L 

 Redevelopment of the Cluny mews office 
building would eliminate one of the very few 
office buildings in the area. It has been 
deliberately left empty without being 
marketed for years. It should be retained as 
an office building not identified as a growth 
area so it’s owners are incentivised to 
market it for occupation. 

This is a comment relating to a specific site 
rather than the policies within the Local Plan 
as a whole.  Policy BC1 does generally resist 
the loss of offices, where planning 
permission is required. 

2 Ballymore Group Limited 
and Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets Limited 
(Ballymore Grou... 

P, J 
and E 

 Draft Policy BC1(C) requires new large scale 
offices to be located within a town centre, 
other accessible areas, Opportunity Areas or 
within an Employment Zone, unless the 
development would meet the requirements 
of the sequential test. 
 
The justification for this policy defines a 
“main town centre use” as any proposal 
which includes the provision of new offices. 
The Council will, therefore, direct new large 
scale offices (1,000 sq m + GEA) to town 
centres, to edge of centre sites, to other 
accessible areas (PTAL 4+). This will allow 

Noted.   

The reasoned justification is intended to 
directly relate to the policy. It should include 
reference to the Opportunity Areas as 
locations which are suitable for new large 
scale offices.  

Para 6.11 to be amended to read 

“The Council will, therefore, direct new 
large scale offices (1,000 sq m + GEA) to 
town centres, to edge of centres, to other 
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new offices to support the continued viability 
of the town centres and ensure that as many 
people as possible can reach these areas by 
public transport, or by foot or bicycle. 
 
Whilst we support the requirement for large 
scale offices in Town Centres, we request 
that the Policy wording is amended to direct 
large scale office use to town centres 
primarily and flexibility is given to 
Opportunity Areas in the scale of offices 
required. The supporting text below the 
Policy confirms that while medium-size (300 
to 1,000 sqm (GEA)) and small offices (100 
to 300 sqm (GEA)) do benefit from proximity 
to a town centre, their distribution across the 
Borough shows that they can also thrive in 
other locations, i.e. in an Opportunity Area 
(KCOA).  
 
Notwithstanding the above, working patterns 
have altered significantly following the Covid 
Pandemic, with a larger percentage of the 
population working flexibly from homes, 
offices and shared workspaces. Given this, 
we consider there should be more flexibility 
in how offices are delivered across the 
borough. Smaller, flexible spaces may be 
more appropriate given current market 

accessible locations and to the 
Opportunity Areas.”  

(Main modification) 

The policy is intended to be flexible with 
regard the provision of new offices.  As 
suggested, small flexible spaces will be 
supported across the borough.   
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trends. As noted in the policy text, they are 
an integral part of the mix and will be 
supported throughout the Borough.  
 
Further commentary in relation to the 
provision of workspace specifically in relation 
to the redevelopment of the KCOA is 
provided below. 

3 Chelsea Society (Paul 
Lever) 

  Paragraph J of Policy BC 1: Business Uses 
(page 158) is not fit for purpose. The priority 
for employment zones (certainly as far as 
Lots Road is concerned) should be to 
generate more employment. Permitting the 
encroachment of new residential 
accommodation (which in Lots Road would 
be mainly luxury apartments) will not 
facilitate this. It is in any case inappropriate 
in a document like the Local Plan to include 
commitments to specific numbers of housing 
units when it has not been established that 
these numbers can be delivered in 
conformity with the Council’s wider policies. 
The reference to Lots Road should therefore 
be removed from paragraph J and a new 
paragraph inserted: 
 
“J bis. In the Lots Road Employment Zone 
the priority will be a significant increase in 

The Employment Zones have dual purposes.  
They are the existing concentrations of 
businesses, but they are also locations 
where new homes can be provided.  

  

The Council must meet housing delivery 
targets set by the Mayor of London in a 
context of limited development site 
opportunities due to the constrained and 
built-up nature of the Borough. The Council 
as local planning authority is required 
optimise the land use of a site subject to 
context. A mixed use site allocation strikes 
the appropriate balance between enhancing 
the Employment Zone and housing need. 
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the amount of floorspace available for 
business use particularly, though not 
exclusively, in the form of design studios. 
Residential accommodation will be permitted 
if it is linked to such business floorspace 
enabling those who work there to live there.” 

4 Dp9 for Croix 
Commercial Ltd, owner 
346 Kensington High 
Street (Tom Sweetman) 

E and C  Like many other submarkets in London, 
demand for office space in Kensington fell 
during the pandemic. However, unlike 
submarkets such as those in the West End 
that have since begun to recover, the 
Kensington office market has demonstrated 
a continued decline. This has been a 
persistent trend observed in the Western 
Fringe office market (including Kensington, 
Chelsea and Notting Hill) throughout the 
pandemic, with vacancy rates rising from 3% 
in Q4 2018 to 8% in Q3 2022.  
 
The area that 346 Kensington High Street is 
situated within has struggled to attract office 
tenants in recent years. Many of the 
buildings in its vicinity demonstrate high 
vacancy rates. Indeed, our client finds 
themselves in a position where most floors 
at 346 Kensington High Street remain 
vacant, despite a comprehensive 
refurbishment to the building and robust 

The Council recognises the value of its office 
premises. The ELS has established that 
there is a need for 60,400 sq m of net 
additional office floorspace by 2043 and that 
the retention of existing office floorspace is 
essential to achieve this aim.   

The viability, or otherwise, of an office 
premises will be material when considering a 
planning application.  However, the Council 
is concerned that a likely consequence of 
providing the criteria/ circumstances to 
demonstrate a lack of viability will encourage 
applications which seek to lose office 
premises. 

If the office use is shown to be “surplus”, and 
where no alternative (not residential) town 
centre use is suitable, the change of use to 
residential may be supported.  Para 5.45 is 
explicit in this regard, noting that new homes 
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marketing campaign. It is also the case that 
the surrounding area is largely residential, 
with few amenities within walking distance of 
the subject property. Food and drink options 
remain limited with only Sainsburys in the 
ground floor unit of the subject property, and 
a few independent cafes a short walk from 
the property. The limited supply of 
restaurants, café’s, bars and pubs makes it 
very challenging to attract office occupiers to 
the area, to whom these amenities have 
become increasingly important in a post 
Covid landscape.  
 
The micro-location of 346 Kensington High 
Street also presents challenges attracting 
occupiers to the building which is not a 
recognised office location. In terms of 
transport links, the property is situated a 
minimum of 15 minutes’ walk from the 
nearest tube connection. This makes the site 
much less attractive in comparison to other 
properties that are available in the vicinity. It 
is therefore an office building which is in 
decline and which alternative land uses need 
to be considered.  
 
Draft Policy BC1  
The draft document recognises that the 

may be appropriate in town centres where 
the vitality of that centre is maintained.   
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borough is not a strategic office location. The 
Council does not require the provision of 
very significant amounts of new office 
floorspace over the lifetime of the plan.  
 
The document also recognises the impact 
which Covid has had in the ways we work 
and impacted on the amount of new office 
floorspace which is required. Whilst the draft 
plan focuses on the amount of new 
floorspace required, we believe it has also 
impacted on the amount of existing office 
floorspace which is required.  
 
At the moment the draft policy protects all 
offices and office floorspace except where:  
1. Within an employment zone and being 
replaced by a use which supports the 
commercial character and function of the 
zone;  
2. Within a town centre and being replaced 
by an alternative (non-residential) town 
centre use; or  
3. The office is being replaced by a social 
and community use.  
 
We believe the current draft policy is too 
narrow in its consideration of alternative 
uses, does not properly take into account 
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locational considerations and does not take 
into account vacancy with respect to the 
existing office accommodation. Residential 
should be included as an alternative land 
use along with town centre uses.  
 
The site is located within a Neighbourhood 
Town Centre as set out in the draft Local 
Plan. Paragraph 86 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) states that 
planning policies and decisions should 
support the role that town centres play at the 
heart of local communities, by taking a 
positive approach to their growth, 
management and adaption. Moreover, part 
(f) of paragraph 86 explains that planning 
policies should recognise residential 
development often plays an important role in 
ensuring the vitality of centres and 
encourages residential development on 
appropriate sites.  
 
London Plan Policy SD6 deals with town 
centres and high streets. It states that the 
vitality and viability of London’s varied town 
centres should be promoted and enhanced 
by encouraging strong, resilient, accessible 
and inclusive hubs with a diverse range of 
uses that meet the needs of Londoners 
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including main town centre uses, night-time 
economy, civic, community, social and 
residential uses. Policy SD6 also states that 
the potential for new housing within town 
centre should be realised through mixed use 
or residential development that makes best 
use of land, capitalising on the availability of 
services within walking and cycling distance 
and their current and future accessibility by 
public transport. Moreover, Policy SD6 
states that the redevelopment, change of 
use and intensification of identified surplus 
office space to other uses including housing 
should be supported and the need for 
affordable and suitable business space.  
 
Draft Policy BC1 is therefore not sound as it 
is not effective and not in accordance with 
national or London Plan Policy. The draft 
policy should be amended to allow a greater 
range of land uses to be considered as an 
alternative to the office use. That alternative 
range of land uses should follow the NPPF 
and London Plan in encouraging town centre 
uses and residential.  
 
In the wider consideration of alternative land 
uses, draft Policy BC1 should also be 
amended to allow a more detailed 
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consideration of the individual circumstances 
of a site. Having an expanded set of criteria 
which takes into account periods of vacancy 
and the individual circumstances of office 
buildings and the wider availability of other 
office floorspace will create a more effective 
policy. This will enable the Council to 
properly assess the suitability of a site for 
continued office use which will then in turn 
allow a more considered discussion on the 
other town centre and residential uses 
coming forward. This is incredibly important 
for buildings such as 346 Kensington High 
Street located within a diminishing office 
location which is now principally 
characterised by residential. Allowing the 
consideration of a residential use, as well as 
town centre uses, would allow the site to 
remain in a viable use to maintain the 
viability and vitality of the town centre. It 
would also make a valuable contribution to 
housing need within the borough. 

5 DP9 Limited - for 
Welcome Trust (Zoe 
Smythe) 

  Wellcome Trust supports the protection of 
office floorspace, but suggest that a change 
of use to residential, particularly outside the 
Borough’s Employment Zone could be 

The viability, or otherwise, of an office 
premises will be material consideration when 
considering a planning application.  However, 
the Council is concerned that a likely 
consequence of providing the criteria/ 
circumstances to demonstrate a lack of 
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supported if evidence of the demand for the 
existing office use is provided. 

viability will encourage applications which 
seek to lose office premises. 

It the office use is shown to be “surplus”, a 
change of use to residential may be 
supported. 
 

6 Frank Knight on behalf of 
Frasco Investment 
Limited. (Becky 
Anderson ) 

E, C 
and L 

 Policy BC1 states that offices should be 
protected and provides a number of 
exceptions where the loss of office may be 
appropriate including where the office is 
replaced by a social and community use. 
Whilst we appreciate the exceptions 
included within Policy BC1 currently, the 
Policy does not provide sufficient flexibility 
to allow the loss of office, if evidence 
suggests there is no long-term future for that 
use. 
 
We consider that if marketing evidence can 
be provided to demonstrate a continued lack 
of interest for office accommodation over a 
defined period of time (for example 12 
months), the office use should be considered 
for an alternative use that helps meet a 
current identified need. We therefore request 
Policy BC1 includes an exception for the 
loss of office floorspace that states the 
following (or similar): “unless evidence 

The viability, or otherwise, of an office 
premises will be a material consideration 
when considering a planning application.  
However, the Council is concerned that a 
likely consequence of providing the criteria/ 
circumstances to demonstrate a lack of 
viability will encourage applications who seek 
to lose office premises. 

It the office use is shown to be “surplus”, a 
change of use to residential may be 
supported. 
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suggests that there is no long term future for 
the existing office use”. 
 
This ensures that sites that have no real 
prospect of coming forward for office use 
within the Borough, do not go into a state of 
disrepair and remain vacant for a number of 
years, especially where the Site has strong 
sustainability credentials, for example being 
located in close proximity to public transport 
and services, such as 136-142 Bramley 
Road. This is an approach adopted by many 
Council’s within London and surrounding, to 
ensure sites can be fully optimised in light of 
increasing housing targets and we consider 
this would be a suitable approach for RBKC. 
 
An example for how Policy BC1 could work 
in practice, is with 136-142 Bramley Road. 
There is no real prospect of the continued 
use of the Site for employment uses and this 
is evidenced through the extensive 
marketing of the Site, dating back to June 
2017, and also through the analysis 
undertaken within the Office Market Report’s 
(at Enclosure 4) conducted by the 
landowner. This suggests that the significant 
cost associated with the necessary 
refurbishment works, coupled with the 
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suppressed demand for office 
accommodation in this location, resulted in 
many prospective buyers concluding that the 
reuse of the existing building for office 
accommodation would be unviable. 
Flexibility in this policy would enable the 
development of sites of the very nature of 
Bramley Road to come forward for other 
identified needs. 
 
Planning permission was secured for the 
Site’s redevelopment for a purpose built 
larger office building in December 2016. Our 
client explored interest in the sale of the Site 
with the benefit of Full Planning Permission 
of comprehensive 
redevelopment for either an owner occupier 
or an office developer, as well as trying to 
establish a pre-let agreement with a tenant, 
however all of the marketing initiatives failed 
to attract prospective buyers/tenants, who 
were typically 
concerned about the suitability of the 
location for office accommodation. 

 
When presented with the above marketing 
evidence, the Council agreed through pre-
application discussions that it had been 
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successfully demonstrated that there is not a 
sufficient demand for the existing offices at 
136-142 Bramley Road due to the location, 
the layout and condition of the building. As 
such, whilst the loss of office would usually 
be resisted in adopted and emerging 
planning policy, through 
providing marketing evidence, it was 
concluded that the loss would be acceptable 
in this case. 
 
A change to Policy BC1 to allow marketing 
evidence to be submitted would provide a 
clearer planning framework and a more up-
to-date policy than in its existing form. 

 
It is clear in this example that there are 
cases where the loss of office use is 
appropriate, therefore the NLPR should 
provide the policy guidance in order to 
demonstrate that an alternative use could be 
appropriate in a certain location, for example 
at 136-142 Bramley Road. 
 
Our Recommendations / Summary 
Whilst we support NLPR Policy BC1 
(Business Uses) in principle, we consider the 
Policy is not sound in its current form as its 
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not effective or in accordance with national 
planning policy. 
 
We recommend Policy BC1 includes an 
exception for the loss of existing office 
floorspace in the wording, that states the 
following (or similar): “unless evidence 
suggests that there is no long term future for 
that use”. 
 
This provides the policy framework to 
provide marketing evidence should an 
existing use no longer appropriate. This still 
allows a Site-by-Site assessment but 
ensures that the Council are encouraging 
the most efficient and optimal use of land 
within the Borough, in accordance with 
national planning policy. 

7 GLA (Hassan Ahmed)   The borough conducted an Employment 
Land Study in 2021 (October 2021) which 
concluded that there would be a need for an 
additional 9,000sqm of industrial floorspace 
over the lifetime of the Plan. The draft Plan 
seeks to protect existing industrial uses 
which is welcomed but the plan should meet 
the borough’s identified need for industrial 
space and part G of Policy BC1 should be 
amended so that it is able to protect and 

Policy CB1 seeks to protect industrial and 
warehouse uses and support intensification. 

The Council recognises that London Plan 
Policies E4 and E7 do form part of the 
Borough’s development plan.  A reference to 
these policies within para 6.14 will be helpful, 
although the Council does note that 
intensification will rarely be appropriate given 
the development economics of the borough.  
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intensify industrial capacity. It is clear in 
Figure 6.1 that RBKC has a significant 
number of non-designated light industrial 
and storage uses in the borough and these 
should be afforded some protection in 
accordance with Policies E4 and E7 of the 
LP2021. Mixed-use or residential 
development proposals on non-designated 
industrial sites should only be supported in 
the specific circumstances set out in LP2021 
Policy E7 Parts C and D, and RBKC’s NLPR 
Policy BC1 should reflect this. 
 
The Plan should explore further 
opportunities to intensify industrial capacity 
at some of the borough’s existing non-
designated industrial sites. The borough lies 
in the Central Services Area and this should 
be noted and reflected in the draft Local 
Plan. In light of this RBKC should recognise, 
in terms of the required types of industrial 
uses, the need to provide essential services 
to the CAZ in accordance with paragraph 
6.4.7 of the LP2021. 

Amend para 6.14 to read 

“The Council’s Employment Land Study, 
October 2021 has considered the future need 
for industrial floorspace over the lifetime of 
the plan. It has identified a modest additional 
need of 9,000 sq m. Whilst we recognise 
that the development economics of the 
Borough means that new industrial 
floorspace is very unlikely to come forward, 
Policies E4 and E7 of the London Plan are 
relevant. These state that proposals for 
mixed-use or residential development on 
an industrial/ warehousing site should 
only be supported where there is no 
reasonable prospect of the site being 
used for the industrial or related purpose 
or the industrial or related use is being 
provided as part of a mixed-use 
intensification. The London Plan is clear 
that this is not relevant where the site has 
been allocated in the Local Plan.      
 
Part C (1) of E7 does supports residential 
development where “there is no reasonable 
prospect of the land being used for an 
industrial or related use.”  The Council takes 
a slightly different view, as will requiring any 
loss of industrial land (when shown not to be 
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viable) to an alternative E class business use 
This reflects the limited opportunities for new 
E class business development in a borough 
such as ours. 
 
Para 6.15 of the Local Plan was amended at 
the Reg 19 stage to note that the borough 
lies in the Central Services Area.  
 

8 Hillgate Village RA (Sam 
Dunkley) 

P, J  
and E 

 Based on usage in the last half century, 
HVRA finds it very doubtful that substantial 
additional office space is needed at NHG 

The assessments of future need are based 
upon the recently published Employment 
Land Study.  This has factored in the likely 
post covid19 working patterns. 

9 JMW Barnard LLP 
(Jeremy Barnard) 

J  The underlying premise of a discrete market 
demand for offices within RBKC is false. 
Businesses do not normally require to be in 
a particular borough. The policy takes no 
account of the vast level of development 
taking place on the very boundary of the 
borough in White City, which has much 
better transport links and other amenities 
that the Latimer Road and Kensal 
Employment Zones and is draining 
occupiers away from them. Equally, the 
concept of "large" and "small" offices is also 
redundant given that most of the few "large" 
office spaces in the borough are now 
occupied by co-working centres (eg United 

The Council’s Employment Land Study has 
considered the future need for offices over 
time, concluding that there is a need for an 
additional 60,400 sq m to 2043.  It 
recognises that office market in different 
parts of the borough differs but does not 
conclude that any offices are inherently 
unviable in any parts of the borough. 

This is a view shared by DHLUC who issued 
an A4D protecting offices E class uses over 
much of the borough, Latimer Road included. 

However, the policy relating to Employment 
Zones has been amended to reflect the 
nature of the Latimer Road Employment 



574 
 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Response Comment 

House in Notting Hill Gate) who provide 
small office suites to a multitude of 
businesses of all sizes. The Latimer Road 
employment zone has the cheapest offices, 
across London, with that proximity to the 
centre. Good quality, high specification 
offices are available there (333 Latimer 
Road, agent Frost Meadowcroft) for £25 per 
sq ft which is the same level as was reached 
in the late 1980's. In real terms, after 
inflation, the rental value of offices in Latimer 
Road has collapsed with no nominal growth 
over FORTY YEARS. The idea that there is 
unfulfilled demand for offices in this location, 
and that the office stock needs to be 
protected, is demonstrably absurd. 

Zone, north of the Westway.   Whilst the 
policy will protect offices (where planning 
permission is required) it does not require an 
uplift in commercial floorspace as it does in 
the other Employment Zones. 

 

   

10 Kensington Society 
(Amanda Frame) 

E P and J 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 

Whilst this is not a question of soundness 
recognition that the borough is largely a small 
business economy is helpful.  

Reference to be added to “Key facts” (minor 
mod) 

• A small business economy with 69 
percent individual offices etc 

 

The key facts already refer to the wide 
distribution. 



575 
 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Response Comment 

5th bullet under Key Facts] 
 
Policy BC1:  
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 final document will include direct 
weblinks as appropriate.  The map showing 
the A4D is searchable/ viewable to property. 

BC1 specifically notes that both the 
borough’s Opportunity Areas are suitable 
locations for new large scale offices. This 
reflects the role that they have as set out in 
the London Plan and elaborated in the place 
section/ allocations within this Plan. This is 
explained in para 6.13. Large scale offices 
will play an important part in the place 
shaping of the Kensal Canalside area. The 
wider development (including the office 
element) will benefit from significant 
improvements to public transport 
accessibility.   

The Council has decided not to carry out a 
full review of the boundaries of the 
Employment Zones at this stage.  Those 
parts of the Kensal Employment Zone which 
were not included by DHCLG within the 
Class MA A4D have been de designated.  
These are shown on the proposal map.  

The GLA requested the Plan to include 
reference to the borough serving the CAZ.  
“Sustainable last mile distribution” and “just in 
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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? 

time servicing” are terms used by the London 
Plan to explain this function.   
 

11 Mizzi Studio Ltd (Tania 
Martin) 

 P, J, E, C 
and L 

 
View that policy sound noted. 

12 Mr Ehrman  P, J, E, C 
and L 

The bespoke Employment Zone for Latimer 
Road is welcome. The street has poor 
transport and amenities for business users. 
The new policy should encourage mixed use 
which would make it livelier and more 
attractive for both residents and businesses. 

View that policy sound noted. 

13 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, 
C and L 

 No comment Noted. 
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14 Savills for Adena 
Property Investments 
Incorporated (Jourdan 
Alaxander) 

P, J, E, 
C and L 

 Our comments are set out below, and where 
the NLPR proposes policy wording this is set 
out in blue alongside any of our 
recommended changes which are shown in 
red for deletions and underlined for 
additions.  
 
Policy BC1 : Business uses 
Locations for New office space  
B. Permit small and medium sized offices 
anywhere in the Borough.  
C. Require new large scale offices to be 
located within a town centre, other 
accessible areas, Opportunity Areas or 
within an Employment Zone, unless the 
development would meet the requirements 
of the sequential test.  
D. New offices will be supported within the 
town centres where they contribute to the 
character, function and viability of that 
centre.  
E. Require new offices within a town centre 
to create an active frontage.  
F. New large scale offices outside of existing 
town centres will be subject to an impact 
assessment. 
 
The policy’s justification text, please refer 
paragraph 6.11, reads as follows – “Large 

C) The Council’s intention is that para 6.11 
explains Policy BC1.  As such para 6.11 has 
been amended to make it clear that the 
Council sees Employment Zones and the 
OAs as appropriate locations for large scale 
offices. The sequential test will not need to 
be carried out.  

The Council will, therefore, direct new large 
scale offices (1,000 sq m + GEA) to town 
centres, to edge of centres sites, to other 
accessible areas and to the Opportunity 
Areas and the Employment Zones.  An 
accessible location is one with a  Public 
Transport Accessibility (PTAL) score of 4 or 
greater. This will allow new offices to support 
the continued viability of the town centres 
and ensure that as many people as possible 
can reach these area by public transport, or 
by foot or bicycle. It will also support the 
vitality of our Employment Zones, the 
main concentrations of commercial uses 
outside of our larger town centres.   

F) Policy TC1(D) and the supporting text in 
5.15 is clear that an impact assessment is 
not required for new large scale business 
development within an Employment Zone. 
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scale offices may be appropriate in other 
areas, and in particular the Employment 
Zones, when shown to meet the 
requirements of the sequential test and 
where this is supported by proportionate 
improvements to walking, cycling and public 
transport connectivity and capacity. Outside 
of our larger town centres it is the 
Employment Zones that are the main 
concentrations of commercial uses, and 
centres of economic activity”. 
 
This text appears to contradict policy BC1. 
C, wording given that it seems to imply that 
no sequential test would be required for 
large offices in Employment Zones.  

 
In addition, policy BC1. F states that new 
large scale offices outside of existing town 
centres will be subject to an impact 
assessment 
 
The wording of this policy appears to 
contradict policy TC1. D which states:  
“The Council will require an impact 
assessment for proposals for new, or 
extensions to existing, edge or out of centre 
development for retail, leisure and office 

For clarity policy BC1(F) should be amended, 
and a cross reference made in para 6.10 

F) New large scale offices outside of existing 
town centres and the Employment Zones 
will be subject to an impact assessment. 

Para 6.10 

The London Plan notes that as a “main town 
centre use” any proposal which includes the 
provision of new offices (when they are not in 
accordance with the Development Plan) will 
be subject to the provisions of the town 
centres first principle, the sequential test and 
where appropriate, require an impact 
assessment.   (Also see paragraphs 5.13 to 
5.15) 

 

Employment Zones 

The intention of Policy BC1((I) (2) is clear, to 
promote Employment Zones as “places for 
other town centre uses, where such uses 
contribute to the vitality of the zone and to 
the wider area.”  

Para 6.22 is intended to recognise that a 
range of town centre E class uses may be 
suitable where they contribute to the vitality 
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uses unless that proposal is in accordance 
with other policies within the Development 
Plan or lies with an Employment Zone and 
will support the commercial function of that 
area.” 

 
Our client would appreciate further clarity on 
the above points within the Local Plan. It is 
our view that large scale offices in the 
Employment Zone should not require a 
sequential test given that protecting, 
improving and optimising commercial 
capacity (including office quantum) within 
these Zones, refer page 197 of the Plan, is 
prioritised.  
 
Similarly, an impact assessment should not 
be required for large scale offices in the 
Employment Zones, given that these Zones 
have been purposely created and 
designated as such by the Council as 
strategic areas to provide jobs and generate 
commercial activity and in general provide a 
diverse economic base for the borough. 
 
Policy BC1 : Business uses 
Locations for New office space  
 

of the zone and the wider area. It intention is 
not to preclude other non E class uses where 
the vitality is supported.  The supporting text 
shall be amended to reflect this.   

Para 6.22 The Council recognises that whilst 
many of these changes of use no longer 
require planning permission, the creation of 
new space does. In these circumstances the 
Council will ensure that the wider business 
function of our Employment Zones is 
maintained. This may include a mix of Class 
E uses or other appropriate uses that 
contribute to the vitality of the zone and 
to the wider area, as well including as light 
industrial or warehousing uses.” 
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Employment Zones 
I. Promote Employment Zones as:  
1) centres for innovation, locations for large 
and small businesses and workshops,  
2) places for other town centres uses, where 
such uses contribute to the vitality of the 
zone and to the wider area.  
J. In the Kensal, Lots Road and those parts 
of the Freston/Latimer Road Employment 
Zone which lie south of the Westway: 
support the creation of residential floorspace 
where it is shown to bring a significant uplift 
in both the quantity and the quality of the 
business uses on site. 
 
The policies justification text paragraph 6.22 
reads as follows: 
“The Council recognises that whilst many of 
these changes of use no longer require 
planning permission, the creation of new 
space does. In these circumstances the 
Council will ensure that the wider business 
function of our Employment Zones is 
maintained. This may include a mix of Class 
E uses as well as light industrial or 
warehousing uses.” 
 
Policy BC1 I.2 is worded so to allow of range 
of town centre uses. Whilst the justification 
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text appears to narrow town centre uses to 
those only within Class E. However, given 
that there is a range of town centre uses not 
within Class E that would also add to vitality 
of the employment zone, such as public 
houses, fuel stations, taxi businesses or 
hotels, it would seem incorrect to narrow the 
scope of uses to only those within Class E. 
We therefore propose the following 
amendment to paragraph 6.22 . 
 
“The Council recognises that whilst many of 
these changes of use no longer require 
planning permission, the creation of new 
space does. In these circumstances the 
Council will ensure that the wider business 
function of our Employment Zones is 
maintained. This may include a mix of Class 
E uses or other appropriate uses that 
contribute to the vitality of the zone and to 
the wider area, as well as light industrial or 
warehousing uses.” 

15 Savills on behalf of 
Commercial Estates 
Group (Kirsty Turner) 

  In CEG’s written representation for the 
Regulation 18 Draft Local Plan, comments 
were made on Policy BC1. Whilst is 
acknowledged that the policy wording has 
been amended our comments remain 
unaddressed. It is considered that the 

The Council remains of the view that the long 
established function of the Employment 
Zones is a centres for innovation and 
locations for businesses.  However, we do 
recognise the benefits that carefully designed 
housing can have.  Some of the value 
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approach to the requirements for the 
reprovision of commercial floorspace within 
the Employment Zones in the Borough is 
inconsistent and unjustified. While some 
sites in Employment Zones would only be 
required to retain or re-provide existing 
commercial floorspace to support the 
creation of residential floorspace, others 
would be required to deliver a significant 
uplift in the quality and quantity of the 
existing commercial use. We, therefore, 
echo the point made in our Regulation 18 
stage representation that the quality of 
business space should not be linked directly 
to quantity, and either can be delivered in 
isolation. With technology continuing to 
improve efficiency, businesses may not 
require as much space as historically 
sought. Consequently, enhancement of 
existing business space can be achieved 
through generating an uplift in floorspace, 
improving the quality of the existing offer, or 
both. The following wording is therefore 
suggested: 
 
‘In the Kensal, Lots Road and those parts of 
the Freston/Latimer Road Employment Zone 
which lie south of the Westway: support the 
creation of residential floorspace within an 

associated with the introduction of housing 
can be used to increase the quantum and the 
quality of business accommodation in these 
otherwise commercial areas.  The 
Employment Zone are some of the few areas 
which an uplift in business floorspace is 
likely, given the development economics of 
the borough. 

The amended policy has removed the 
requirement for development to be 
“business-led”, which further allows the 
quantum of residential floorspace needed to 
bring forward additional business floorspace. 
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Employment Zone where it is shown to 
support an enhancement significant uplift in 
both the quantity and/or the quality of the 
business uses on site’.  

16 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson) 

 P, J, E 
and C. 

Following its referendum in February 2016, 
the StQW Neighbourhood Plan brought into 
force a new set of policies for the Latimer 
Road sections of the Freston/Latimer 
Employment Zone. These allowed (with 
limitations) for an element of mixed use to be 
introduced in the street. 

 
Progress in ensuring the continued vitality of 
this single street, cut off by the Westway 
from the larger Freston Road part of the EZ 
has been slow. We therefore strongly 
welcome the new draft Policy B1 K. This 
removes a requirement proposed to continue 
to apply in other EZs in the Borough, of 
requiring a ‘significant uplift in both the 
quantity and quality of businesses uses on 
site’ in respect of the 4 separate sections of 
Latimer Road designated as an EZ, 
 
A requirement to retain the existing quantum 
of business floorspace will remain, along 
with a required ‘uplift in quality’. This will help 
to improve what has been very marginal 

View that policy sound noted. 
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viability for any form for redevelopment in 
the street, which for many years has lacked 
investment in outdated office floorspace. 
 
RBKC has adopted a Design Code for any 
redevelopment of Units 1-14 in Latimer 
Road. The new wording of B1 K should also 
help to ensure any redevelopments can 
achieve the parameters of height and 
massing set out in this Code. 
 
We have suggested in previous Local Plan 
responses that the Council should review the 
boundaries of its 3 Employment Zones. That 
for Latimer Road has remained unchanged 
since the 1990s. One side if the street 
remans an EZ while the other is made up of 
19th c housing and was added to the Oxford 
Gardens Conservation Area in 2021. 
 
We continue to question whether the 
continued EZ designation of separate 
sections of Latimer Road has a justification, 
in a borough where streets combining 
commercial and residential uses are 
widespread. See also response below on 
Site Allocation SA9. 
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17 Sydney St. & District 
R.A. (R. Alexander) 

 P, J, E, C 
and L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it 
are very persuasive. 

Support noted. 

18 TfL - Commercial 
Development (Brendan 
Hodges) 

  We welcome the inclusion of light / industrial 
uses as suitable within a mix of uses within 
the OAs including at Earls Court and in other 
locations, such as railway arches, where it 
will not harm residents (paragraph H, and 
paragraphs 6.14 and 6.15). Likewise, we 
also support the inclusion of logistics / 
distribution / deliveries in the last sentence of 
paragraph 6.15 

Support noted. 

19 Turley for Ian Oliver 316-
324 Kensal Road 
(Laurence Brooker) 

  We are pleased to submit this Reg 19 
consultation response to the RBKC New 
Local Plan Review on behalf of Mr Ian 
Oliver, who is the owner and developer of 
the site at 316-324 Kensal Road in the north 
of the borough, located within the Kensal 
Employment Zone – the policy designation 
of which this response principally relates to. 
 
The responder has considerable concerns 
as to the viability of his and many other 
projects because of the insistence on too 
high an element of office space within the 
Kensal Employment Zone. Whilst the policy 
of resisting residential development in the 
Kensal Employment Zone was logical before 

The ELS includes an assessment of viability 
across the borough which concludes that 
mixed use development is normally a viable 
proposition.  This will reflect the more modest 
value of land within an Employment Zone, 
which until 2010 was only considered by the 
Local Plan to be suitable for commercial 
uses. 

The introduction of significant amounts of 
residential floorspace, along with the removal 
of the original requirement that development 
within an Employment Zone must be 
business led will add the necessary value to 
allow the new development to bring forward 
additional business floorspace. 
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the Covid-19pandemic, that same policy now 
risks blighting the zone because of a 
significant reduction in demand for  
office space, and associated concern that 
this has become permanent due to home 
working and general changes in working 
patterns and uncertainty around tenant 
requirements and lack of long-term 
commitment to space.  
 
Unless the policies concerning the balance 
of commercial and residential development 
in the Kensal Employment Zone are relaxed 
Mr Oliver is fearful that many of the 
development schemes in the zone will be 
mothballed and sites will sit vacant for a 
considerable period of time.  
 
INTRODUCTION 
The responder to this consultation, Mr Ian 
Oliver is the long-term owner and current 
developer of the site at 316-324 Kensal 
Road in the north of the borough, which is 
located within the adopted Kensal 
Employment Zone planning policy 
designation (Local Plan 2019). The site 
formerly housed a range of commercial uses 
in a two-storey late 20th Century utilitarian 
building, housing workshops, a courier 

The viability, or otherwise, of a proposal will 
always be a material consideration, and the 
Council will always consider the particular 
circumstances of a property/ application in 
this regard. This does not mean that initial 
“requirement”, that residential development is 
only permitted in an Employment Zone if 
associated with an uplift in commercial 
floorspace does not remain valid.  
 



587 
 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Response Comment 

business, architect’s offices and other 
functions. The site benefits from two 
planning permissions, the more recent of 
which has been implemented for the 
demolition and mixed-use redevelopment of 
the site to provide a mix of commercial 
(Class E) and  
residential (Class C3) uses. The site has 
been demolished ahead of redevelopment; 
and is subject to a further minor material 
amendment application (s73 application) at 
present to refine the consented scheme and 
make it more viable and deliverable following 
the impact of the Covid-19 pandemic and 
changes in working practices and demand 
for workspace. The improvement to the 
viability of the scheme is proposed by 
introducing additional residential floorspace 
to the development, however there is 
concern about the overall deliverability of the 
scheme in the long term in its current form, 
given the issues that have come to the fore 
with the neighbouring Gramophone Works 
development (see below). 
 
The site is surrounded by a number of major 
commercial development sites at varying 
stages of completion, including the 
completed but vacant Gramophone Works 
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adjacent to the site to the north (on the 
canal), the White Knight development to the 
east on Kensal Road which has been 
demolished ahead of large scale office 
redevelopment, and numerous other 
completed major commercial developments 
on  
the canal including Canalot Studios. 
 
Associated Case Study: The Gramophone 
Works 
To provide an up to date example of the 
challenge faced in the Employment Zone, 
the Gramophone Works development 
entailed two phases, with phase 1 being a 
studio building of circa 2,000sqm which was 
a major refurbishment of the existing 
building, and was completed in 2019. 
Leasing of the building commenced at this 
time, however stalled during the pandemic 
and a renewed leasing campaign 
commenced early 2021, and to date only 
one floor of approximately 400 sqm has 
been let. 

 
In the meantime, phase 2 (the Dock 
development site) had run through a 
planning process which commenced in 
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2017, based on a 100% office development 
following the abandonment of a former 
residential scheme. Of note, the building 
design was quite unique at the time using 
the latest Cross Laminated Timber 
technology providing high ESG criteria which 
was purposely incorporated to enhance 
leasing in a fringe location. The Dock 
development of 6,000 sqm completed in 
early 2022 and pre-leasing marketing 
commenced Oct/Nov 2021. Numerous 
viewings from prospective tenants occurred 
during Q1 2022 to Q3 2022, however they 
tailed off post summer and no letting had 
occurred. In November 2022 the developer 
reached an agreement with the funding bank 
to enter both the assets into Receivership 
and both buildings are now for sale. 

 
There is concern about the future viability 
and delivery of sites in Kensal based on 
current commercial/office vacancy rates in 
Kensal, the low take up of recently 
developed space (such as the Gramophone 
Works), and quantum of commercial space 
in the development pipeline – underpinned 
and driven by the current planning policy 
relating to the Kensal Employment Zone and 



590 
 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Response Comment 

office floor space. 
 
Business Uses & Employment Zones 
Policy BC1 Business Uses seeks to protect 
existing offices and office floorspace where 
planning permission is required, with some 
exemptions including in Employment Zones 
where the office is to be replaced by a use 
which supports the commercial character 
and function of the zone. 
 
BC1 goes on under part I-L to set out a 
policy for Employment Zones, which sets out 
an overall ambition for the zones (in part I) – 
within which it is considered that the policy 
should note residential as a complementary 
use, as part of mixed-use developments. It 
may be the case that different policies and 
approaches should be taken to the different 
Employment Zones, supporting different 
balance of use depending on local 
circumstances. In relation to the Kensal 
Employment Zone as set out above, there is 
significant available/vacant newly delivered 
commercial space and a significant 
development pipeline for consented 
commercial and mixed-use schemes.  
 
At the same time, the Kensal Canalside 
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Opportunity Area policy and policy 
designation within the draft Plan, which is 
located directly to the west of the Kensal 
Employment Zone sets ambitious targets for 
housing and commercial delivery – which 
may then further affect the viability of and 
demand for commercial space in the 
Employment Zone.  
 
Under part J of the policy, for the Kensal 
Employment Zone it is considered that the 
requirement to deliver a significant uplift in 
the quantity of the business use on site is 
overly onerous (although there is no 
disagreement with the aspiration for 
enhancing quality).  
 
Applications should be considered on a 
case-by-case basis in determining what the 
viable quantum of business use to be re-
provided is, in consideration of some of the 
information set out at the start of this letter in 
relation to vacant and available floorspace, 
and the development pipeline, which will 
influence demand and viability of current and 
future development proposals in the 
Employment Zone. 
 
It is considered that Kensal Employment 
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Zone should sit within Park K of the policy 
which does not require a significant uplift in 
business use (seeking retention/re-provision) 
when residential use is proposed. And more 
generally, flexibility should be introduced to 
the wording to allow the provision of a 
smaller amount of higher quality 
commercial/office floorspace than existing, 
which may be more appropriate in some 
cases to ensure a viable scheme is 
delivered. It is also considered that ‘quantity’ 
should also be measured on an NIA (sqm) 
basis, as a true reflection of lettable space.  

20 Turley on behalf of 
Warrior Property Group 
and Portobello Group 
(Alice Hawkins) 

  Protection of existing offices (Part A): 
Whilst the need to ensure sufficient 
employment provision and offices, our Client 
does not support a blanket protection of all 
offices in the Borough, as set out under Part 
A of the draft policy. Such an approach is not 
considered appropriate in the context of the 
expected office demand given the impact of 
the Covid-19 pandemic and subsequent 
change in working practices, and also in 
reflection of the pressing need for other land 
uses such as residential which should be 
prioritised. 
 
The policy should set out circumstances 

Protection of offices 

The Council’s ELS has identified a need for 
an additional 60,400 sq m of office floorspace 
over the plan period.  The authors of this 
report have concluded that this can only be 
achieved if a number of steps of taken.  

  

These include protecting the E class uses 
which we have as well as encouraging 
existing commitments to be brought forward 
and the intensification of existing sites.  

The ELS has also concluded that the 
borough’s office market is generally viable, 
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where a change of use may be acceptable, 
on the provision of appropriate evidence 
around the viability of an office space, which 
may support the reduction or loss of office 
floorspace. Circumstances where a proposal 
entails the consolidation or reprovision of 
office space to provide better quality more 
lettable space should also be supported, to 
ensure the use is retained, even if that 
means a marginal reduction in floor space – 
which should be considered on the basis of 
net lettable area and not gross area. 
 
It is noted that some exceptions are set out 
in which office floorspace may be replaced 
by alternative non-residential uses. This is 
supported, however, it is considered that this 
unnecessarily restricts the potential for 
residential development, which is much 
needed within the Borough.  
 
Industrial and Warehouse uses: 
Part G of the policy notes protection for 
industrial uses, storage and distribution and 
vehicle repair/ MOT garages. It is 
considered, that similarly to the above, a 
blanket protection is not appropriate and 
wording should be added to specify that loss 
may be justifiable subject to relevant 

and expects the take up of offices to 
accelerate in 2023/24. 

The Council is satisfied that it has the 
necessary housing pipeline without the loss 
of offices to residential.  

 

The viability, or otherwise, of an individual 
office premises will be material when 
considering a planning application.  However, 
the Council is concerned that a likely 
consequence of providing the criteria/ 
circumstances to demonstrate a lack of 
viability will encourage applications which 
seek to lose office premises. 

It the office use is shown to be “surplus”, a 
change of use to residential may be 
supported. 

 

Industrial and warehouse uses. 

As above, viability of a given use will be 
material and considered as and when an 
application is considered. 

Land use swap.  Support noted for para 6.9 
noted.  
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evidence on demand.  
 
In the cases of both land uses, it is 
considered that there has not been suitable 
or robust evidence provided to justify the 
blanket protection within the draft Local Plan.  
 
Land Use swaps: 
Finally, it is noted that supporting text 
paragraph 6.9 states that “The Council 
recognises that that the reconfiguration and 
re-provision of business floorspace with a 
single property, or a number of properties in 
an area, can result in the more efficient use 
of space. However, the Council will resist 
land use swaps where these result in a 
reduction in the diversity of the types of 
offices on offer”. This point is supported and 
it is considered that the in-principle support 
of reconfiguration and reprovision of 
business floorspace across properties 
should be formally recognised in the policy 
wording itself.  
 
Employment Zones: 
In relation to the Kensal Employment Zone, 
there is significant available/vacant newly 
delivered commercial space and a significant 
development pipeline for consented 

 

Employment Zones 

The ELS includes an assessment of viability 
across the borough which concludes that 
mixed use development is normally a viable 
proposition.  This will reflect the more modest 
value of land within an Employment Zone, 
which until 2010 was only considered by the 
Local Plan to be suitable for commercial 
uses. 

The introduction of significant amounts of 
residential floorspace, along with the removal 
of the original requirement that development 
within an Employment Zone must be 
business led will add the necessary value to 
allow the new development to bring forward 
additional business floorspace. 

 

The viability, or otherwise, of a proposal will 
always be a material consideration, and the 
Council will always consider the particular 
circumstances of a property/ application in 
this regard. This does not mean that initial 
“requirement”, that residential development is 
only permitted in an Employment Zone if 
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commercial and mixed-use schemes.  
 
At the same time, the Kensal Canalside 
Opportunity Area policy and policy 
designation within the draft Plan, which is 
located directly to the west of the Kensal 
Employment Zone sets ambitious targets for 
housing and commercial delivery – which 
may then further affect the viability of and 
demand for commercial space in the 
Employment Zone.  
 
Under part J of the policy, for the Kensal 
Employment Zone it is considered that the 
requirement to deliver a significant uplift in 
the quantity of the business use on site is 
overly onerous (although there is no 
disagreement with the aspiration for 
enhancing quality).  
 
Applications should be considered on a 
case-by-case basis in determining what the 
viable quantum of business use to be re-
provided is, in consideration of some of the 
information set out at the start of this letter in 
relation to vacant and available floorspace, 
and the development pipeline, which will 
influence demand and viability of current and 
future development proposals in the 

associated with an uplift in commercial 
floorspace does not remain valid. 
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Employment Zone. 
 
It is considered that Kensal Employment 
Zone should sit within Park K of the policy 
which does not require a significant uplift in 
business use (seeking retention/re-provision) 
when residential use is proposed. And more 
generally, flexibility should be introduced to 
the wording to allow the provision of a 
smaller amount of higher quality 
commercial/office floorspace than existing, 
which may be more appropriate in some 
cases to ensure a viable scheme is 
delivered. It is also considered that ‘quantity’ 
should also be measured on an NIA (sqm) 
basis, as a true reflection of lettable space. 
 
In relation to paragraph 9.38 the comparison 
of the Kensal Employment Zone to 
Paddington is not appropriate. Paddington is 
a designated Opportunity Area within the 
City of Westminster benefitting from over 30 
years of master planning and strategic sized 
schemes and levels of regeneration, 
underpinned by exceptional public transport 
accessibility and infrastructure investment 
(including in the Elizabeth Line and mainline 
and London Underground upgrades), with 
offices now attracting national and 
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international HQ’s alongside a range of other 
uses. To compare the Kensal Employment 
Zone (which is 15-20 minutes’ walk from the 
nearest London Underground Station and 
including pockets of much smaller scale 
development with fragmented ownership is 
not appropriate. 
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1 Ballymore Group Limited 
and Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets Limited 
(Ballymore Group) 

J and E  Policy BC3(A,2) relates to the KCOA and 
requires a minimum of 500sq m of 
affordable workspace, or a minimum of 10 
per cent of any E(g) business floorspace 
provided on the Opportunity Area, if more 
than 5,000sq m of E(g) floorspace is 
provided. This affordable workspace must 
be provided at a capped rate of at least 50 
per cent less than the prevailing market rate 
for a period of at least 20 years. 
 
Ballymore and SSL support the principle of 
this policy, recognising the benefits that this 
can offer to local and small businesses. 
However, the policy should be clear that it 
applies only to net floor area rather than 
gross (i.e. should only apply to any uplift).  
 
It is also unclear how the 500sqm of 
affordable workspace would be apportioned 
across the landowners within the KCOA. 
We consider 10% to be a more appropriate 
measure and suggest the Policy wording is 
amended to reference 10% provision only. 
This requirement can then be applied 

Support for the principle of affordable 
workspace noted. 

 

Policy BC3(B) notes that affordable 
workspace must be provided at a level of 
10% of the additional employment floorspace 
only. 

 

The Council recognises that the minimum 
affordable workspace which would be 
attractive for a third party provider would be 
500 sq m.  We would expect this to be viable 
for an opportunity area of the scale and 
nature of Kensal Canalside. 

The Employment Land Study considers the 
impact of the provision of affordable 
workspace on the viability of different forms of 
development.  This concluded that a medium 
sized office development (of 5,000 sq m) 
should be viable in the Kensal Area with a 
50% discount for a 20 year period. 
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equally and fairly to all forthcoming planning 
applications for the KCOA in relation to the 
specific proposals regardless of land 
ownership and timing of planning 
applications.  
 
Further, the draft policy requires the 
affordable workspace to be provided at a 
capped rate of at least 50 per cent less than 
the prevailing market rate for a period of at 
least 20 years. We do not believe that a 
50% discount rate is an appropriate 
discount justified by appropriate evidence. 
While Ballymore and SSL have no objection 
to the principle of providing 10% affordable 
workspace, a 50% discount would 
significantly impact on the income 
generated by any workspace proposed 
across the KCOA and new Neighbourhood 
Centre and, given the quantum of 
workspace required by the site allocation, 
could have significant knock on implications 
on the viability and deliverability of the 
regeneration of the KCOA. It is not 
considered that the proposed 50% discount 
is justified and contend that a 20% discount 
would be more appropriate. 

 

Moreover, the Council is of the strong view 
that the provision of usable affordable 
workspace on the Kensal OA is an essential 
element of the proposal.  We would be 
extremely surprised were a 50% rather than a 
20% discount for a 500 sq m unit would have 
a “significant knock on implications on the 
viability and deliverability of the regeneration 
of the KCOA.”  The allocation includes a 
minimum of 3,500 homes and 12,000 sq m of 
commercial floorspace. 

It is for the various landowners to decide how 
best to deliver a development which delivers 
the allocation. 

Clearly overall viability will be material when 
considering an application. 
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2 DP9 Limited - for 
Welcome Trust (Zoe 
Smythe) 

  Wellcome Trust recognise the need to 
provide a range of workspaces within 
developments, but rather than requiring a 
formal discounted space, the Council 
should seek to secure a range of spaces 
which respond to local need. The provision 
of affordable workspace should be subject 
to feasibility and viability in order to avoid 
precluding future commercial development 
within the Borough. 

Viability will be a material consideration when 
requiring affordable workspace. However it 
should be noted that it will only be require for 
large schemes proposing in excess of a net 
increase  of 5,000 sq m of business 
floorspace. 

3 Earls Court Development 
Company (Taylar Vernon) 

  ECDC is committed to bringing forward a 
range of different employment uses across  
the masterplan, including affordable 
workspace, as part of its ambition to provide 
a  
showcase for research, innovation and 
production. 
 
In the context of the unique scale and 
nature of the opportunity at Earls Court, 
ECDC  
has previously raised concerns with the 
prescriptive nature of the affordable 
workspace quantum and discount 
requirements in the draft policy. The 
importance of providing affordable 
workspace is agreed, however should form 
part of a comprehensive, deliverable 

The Council recognises that the provision of 
affordable workspace should be integrated 
into the wider scheme.   

 

The intention of the policy is to be flexible. 
The requirement is that a minimum of 10% of 
the E(g) business floorspace is to be 
affordable, that is a capped rate of 50% less 
than prevailing rate, in perpetuity.  The 
Council’s ELS has considered the impact of 
this on overall viability, and concludes that 
this will be viable. 

However, paragraph 6.30 and 6.31 show that 
the Council is not wedded to any particular 
form of provision – within these constraints.  
The workspace can be operated by a 
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package which provides discounts to suit a 
range of needs and which doesn’t 
undermine deliverability of the development 
as a whole.  
 
It will also be important that the provision of 
affordable workspace across the 
masterplan is not led by a prescriptive 
percentage requirement. Initial feasibility 
work suggests that some parts of a future 
masterplan for Earls Court would be well 
suited to affordable workspace and could 
help to create a rich mix of uses and varied 
character. Rather than just a blanket 
approach to discounted office space, a 
range of discounts and other inclusive 
options should be considered, and flexibility 
allowed  
for, with examples including commercially 
run incubator / serviced offices that may 
provide a proportion of discounted desks or 
memberships to identified local residents. It 
is critical that affordable workspace is 
considered from a masterplanning 
perspective to identify the right locations for 
it, and to provide the best range of spaces 
and discounts to respond to business 
needs. 
 

specialist workspace provider or the land-
owner itself.  The nature of the space will be 
agreed through an affordable workspace 
statement.   

 

The reference to “an upper limit subject to an 
assessment of need” is intended to recognise 
that there is some uncertainty with regard the 
scale of business development on the site.  
The allocation (SA2) refers to a minimum of 
20,000 sq m for offices. This would equate to 
the provision of 2,000 sq m of floorspace.  
Were the development come forward with say 
80,000 sq m of business floorspace, that 
would nominally equate to 8,000 sq m  of 
affordable floorspace. Whilst this may be 
appropriate, the Council does note that this is 
a considerable sum, and may be more than 
required in this area.  Deletion of the 
reference to “upper limit” would remove the 
flexibility that allows the provision of less than 
the 10% required. 

 

 

. 
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As such, ECDC proposes that the NLPR 
adopts a site-specific approach to 
affordable workspace at Earls Court, which 
is masterplan-led and, importantly, has 
regard to deliverability. It is evident that the 
concerns of ECDC have been 
misunderstood, with amendments made 
following Regulation 18 only exacerbating 
previously held concerns. Reference to “an 
upper limit subject to an assessment of 
need” should be deleted from Policy BC3 
(A)(1) as it is ambiguous and presents 
potentially significant risks to project 
deliverability not least through the 
challenges it presents in terms of enabling a 
valuation of the land.  
 
Overall, it is considered that the 
requirements under the policy are at this 
stage insufficiently justified, nor effective. It 
therefore follows that it could be more 
positively prepared, to facilitate 
development coming forward which meets 
local needs. Overall, it is considered that 
the policy should provide greater flexibility, 
particularly for large masterplanned 
schemes such as Earls Court. 
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4 Gerald Eve - for Notting 
Hill Gate KCS ltd (Beth 
Hawkins) 

P, E, J 
and C 

 If the Council are proceeding with an 
affordable workspace policy, it is 
considered critical that the policy does not 
apply to District or Town Centre 
locations, where there is a priority and 
urgency to ensure that investment is 
encouraged without impediment. An 
additional burden should not be placed 
upon the delivery of employment floorspace 
in town centre locations, through the 
requirement to provide affordable 
workspace. Questions of how much 
discount, for which companies and for how 
long would create cumbersome 
requirements for investors, landlords and 
tenants which are difficult to administer and 
would ultimately discourage investment. AG 
and BAM object to the policy BC3 
“Affordable Workspace” on this basis. 
 
As a result we have suggested the following 
amendments to the Policy in Bold.. 
 
Part B – for all other sites, new 
developments that provide an uplift of more 
than 5,000 sq m (GIA) of Class E (g) 
business floorspace must provide 
affordable workspace, equating to a 
minimum of 10 per cent of the additional 

Affordable workspace will only be required for 
the very largest of proposals, where there will 
be an uplift of more than 5,000 sq m of  Class 
E(g) business floorspace.  

  

The ELS is satisfied that the 10% 
requirement would not render a development 
unviable.  Where of a scale which would 
trigger the need for affordable housing, this 
has been included in the viability calculation. 

 

However, the Council recognises that viability 
will always be material when considering any 
application, and when the development 
economics of a particular site at a particular 
point of time must be considered. This will be 
the case for all requirements for all 
developments.  As such there is little value in 
adding the caveat. In addition there is 
concern that the caveat may (wrongly)  
suggest that the requirement for affordable 
workspace is not a real requirement.  

There is nothing inherently unsuitable about 
the provision of affordable workspace in a 
town centre.  Indeed it is a format that has 



604 
 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Response Comments 

employment floorspace (GIA), excluding 
those located within defined District or 
Town centres: 
 
1. For development in CIL charging zones F 
and H shown in Figure 6.3, this affordable 
workspace must be provided at a capped 
rate of at least 50 per cent less than the 
prevailing market rate for comparable 
premises for a period of at least 20 years;  
2. For development in all other locations 
this affordable workspace must be provided 
at a capped rate of at least 50 per cent less 
than the prevailing market rate for 
comparable premises in perpetuity 

proved successful in town centre locations 
across the capital.  

5 JMW Barnard LLP 
(Jeremy Barnard) 

J  Please see my comments regarding Policy 
46, above. The idea that there is an 
unfulfilled need for "affordable" offices in 
RBKC when in real terms office rents have 
collapsed in at least two of the Employment 
Zones over a forty year period, is clearly 
false. Affordable rents are already available 
on the open market - there is a glut not a 
shortage, of poorly located space, forced to 
remain in office use by RBKC policies. 

The Council takes a long term approach to 
the need to provide affordable workspace, 
and remains satisfied that the office market 
will recover in 2023/24. 

 

In additional the definition of an “affordable 
office” is that used by the GLA and different 
from merely being a cheaper office, valuable 
though that may be.  The Council expects an 
affordable office to be one offered at a 50% 
reduction, for a given period of time (or in 
perpetuity) given the location. It would 
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normally be operated by a third party provider 
who would offer a range of services/ facilities 
rather than simply a reduced rent. 

  

6 Kensington Society 
(Amanda Frame) 

 P, J and 
E 

BC3A1. Earl’s Court Opportunity Area  
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…” 

Noted.  The policy relates to the OA only.  
This is not the Earl’s Court Road.  The OA 
itself will provide a minimum of 20,000 sq m 
of office space. It is from this element which 
the Council will expect affordable workspace.   

7 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, 
C and L 

 No comment Noted. 

8 Savills for Adena Property 
Investments Incorporated 
(Jourdan Alaxander) 

P, J, E, 
C and L 

 Our comments are set out below, and 
where the NLPR proposes policy wording 
this is set out in blue alongside any of our 
recommended changes which are shown in 
red for deletions and green for additions. 
See pdf. 
 
Policy BC3 – Affordable Workspace 

Affordable workspace will only be required for 
the very largest of proposals, where there will 
be an uplift of more than 5,000 sq m of  Class 
E(g) business floorspace.   

 

The ELS is satisfied that the 10% 
requirement would not render a development 
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The draft Local Plan sets out the following 
new policy in relation to the provision of 
affordable workspace; 
A. The Opportunity Areas  
1. Earl’s Court Opportunity Area – A 
minimum of 10 per cent of the E(g) 
business floorspace on the site to be 
affordable workspace, with an upper limit 
subject to an assessment of need. This 
affordable workspace must be provided at a 
capped rate of at least 50 per cent less than 
the prevailing market rate for comparable 
premises in perpetuity.  
2. Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area – A 
minimum of 500 sq m of affordable 
workspace, or a minimum of 10 per cent of 
any E(g) business floorspace provided on 
the Opportunity Area, if more than 5,000 sq 
m of E(g) floorspace is provided. This 
affordable workspace must be provided at a 
capped rate of at least 50 per cent less than 
the prevailing market rate for a period of at 
least 20 years.  
B. For all other sites, new developments 
that provide an uplift of more than 5,000 sq 
m (GIA) of Class E(g) business floorspace 
must provide affordable workspace, 
equating to a minimum of 10 per cent of the 
additional employment floorspace (GIA).  

unviable.  Where of a scale which would 
trigger the need for affordable housing, this 
has been included in the viability calculation. 

 

The Council does not concur with the view 
that the need for affordable housing is greater 
than that for affordable workspace.  Both can 
be accommodated on appropriate sites.   

However, the Council does recognise that 
viability will always be material when 
considering any application, and when the 
development economics of a particular site at 
a particular point of time must be considered. 
This will be the case for all requirements for 
all developments. As such there is little value 
in adding the caveat. In addition there is 
concern that the caveat may (wrongly)  
suggest that the requirement for affordable 
workspace is not a real requirement. 

 

Criteria B (in lieu or of site provision) was 
removed as the Reg 19 policy significantly 
increased the threshold where AWS would be 
provided.  It will only be required which there 
is an uplift in 5,000 sq m.  These are the most 
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1. For development in CIL charging zones F 
and H shown in Figure 6.3, this affordable 
workspace must be provided at a capped 
rate of at least 50 per cent less than the 
prevailing market rate for comparable 
premises for a period of at least 20 years;  
2. For development in all other locations 
this affordable workspace must be provided 
at a capped rate of at least 50 per cent less 
than the prevailing market rate for 
comparable premises in perpetuity.  
 
C. New affordable workspace must be 
provided on site. 
 
Adena Property Investments Inc and 
Freston Ventures support the delivery of 
creative and collaborative office space in 
the Borough. However, due consideration 
should be had to how the affordable 
workspace is delivered in the Borough. 
Policy should therefore not be written in a 
manner where affordable workspace 
requirements may create a barrier that 
prevents development coming forwards due 
to matters of viability.  
 
The borough has a substantial need for 
affordable homes, and arguably this need is 

significant development sites which will be 
expected to provide the AWS on site.   
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greater than affordable workspace 
requirements. However, in policy ‘H03 – 
Community Housing’ the policy is written to 
allow for situations where policy compliant 
levels of affordable housing cannot come 
forwards due to viability reasons. It instead 
states that schemes may then use the 
viability tested route to demonstrate the 
maximum deliverable amount of community 
housing through an open book financial 
viability assessment. 
 
It is our view that similar provisions should 
be provided within Policy BC3, to ensure 
that affordable workspace does not create a 
barrier to development, given that there will 
be circumstances, regardless of the scale of 
development, where affordable workspace 
requirements would make a scheme 
unviable to bring forwards. 
In addition, within the Council’s Regulation 
18 consultation, the policy previously 
contained the following wording: 
“B - New affordable workspace will be 
provided on site unless in exceptional 
circumstances justified by robust evidence 
exist which support provision off-site or 
providing a payment in lieu.”  
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It is not clear why criterion B has now been 
removed. However, site circumstances may 
dictate that it not possible to deliver 
affordable workspace on site. We would 
therefore request that criterion B is 
reinserted to allow for a payment in lieu 
where the applicant has demonstrated to 
the satisfaction of the council that on-site 
provision is not feasible and/or that a 
greater economic impact would be achieved 
through this route.  
 
Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea 
Local Plan: Viability Study Update, 
September 2022 prepared by BNP Paribas 
to form the evidence base for the Local 
Plan states in paragraph 6.45. “… other 
authorities have made provision for 
exceptional circumstances which would 
allow a reduced or nil affordable workspace 
requirement upon submission of a proven 
viability issue”. 
 
It is our view that provision is necessary 
within the policy, just as other local 
authorities have also made provision, for 
affordable workspace requirements to be 
reduced should under exceptional 
circumstances the impact on residual land 
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values result in policy compliant levels of 
affordable workspace being unable to be 
brought forward. 
 
We therefore propose the following 
amendments to BC3: 
A. The Opportunity Areas  
1. Earl’s Court Opportunity Area – A 
minimum of 10 per cent of the E(g) 
business floorspace on the site to be 
affordable workspace, with an upper limit 
subject to an assessment of need. This 
affordable workspace must be provided at a 
capped rate of at least 50 per cent less than 
the prevailing market rate for comparable 
premises in perpetuity.  
2. Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area – A 
minimum of 500 sq m of affordable 
workspace, or a minimum of 10 per cent of 
any E(g) business floorspace provided on 
the Opportunity Area, if more than 5,000 sq 
m of E(g) floorspace is provided. This 
affordable workspace must be provided at a 
capped rate of at least 50 per cent less than 
the prevailing market rate for a period of at 
least 20 years.  

 
B. For all other sites, new developments 
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that provide an uplift of more than 5,000 sq 
m (GIA) of Class E(g) business floorspace 
must provide affordable workspace, 
equating to a minimum of 10 per cent of the 
additional employment floorspace (GIA).  

 
1. For development in CIL charging zones F 
and H shown in Figure 6.3, this affordable 
workspace must be provided at a capped 
rate of at least 50 per cent less than the 
prevailing market rate for comparable 
premises for a period of at least 20 years;  
2. For development in all other locations 
this affordable workspace must be provided 
at a capped rate of at least 50 per cent less 
than the prevailing market rate for 
comparable premises in perpetuity.  

 
C. New affordable workspace will be 
provided on site unless in exceptional 
circumstances justified by robust evidence 
exist which support provision off-site or 
providing a payment in lieu. 

  
D. All exceptions to criterion B, will be 
required to follow an open book financial 
viability tested route to demonstrate the 
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maximum amount of policy compliant 
affordable workspace is delivered. 

9 Savills on behalf of 
Commercial Estates 
Group (Kirsty Turner) 

  In CEG’s written representation for the 
Regulation 18 stage Draft Local Plan, 
comments were made on Policy BC3 Part 
(A) (now Part (B)) which have not been 
addressed. As such, these comments still 
stand and we respectfully request that 
these are considered as part of this 
consultation process. They are set out 
below. 
 
Policy BC3 refers to affordable workspace 
and states in Part (A) that: 
‘New developments that provide more than 
5,000 sq m (GIA) of business floorspace 
must provide affordable workspace, 
equating to a minimum of 10% of the gross 
employment floorspace.’ 
 
CEG support the delivery of affordable 
workspace across the Borough. However, 
due consideration should be had in areas of 
RBKC where SMEs are declining due to 
high land costs, and in those 
circumstances, there would be a clear 
tension between Policy BC3 and eligible 
proposals. For example, if an applicant was 

The ELS confirms that that there is 
considerable demand for AWS across the 
borough, and the quantum/ terms required 
are viable. In addition the Council notes that 
demand may be considerably higher than the 
10% sought in some locations. However, we 
do not consider it reasonable to require more 
than the 10% as this may have an impact on 
viability. 

AWS will only be required for the largest 
proposals, where there is a net increase of 
5,000 sq m of office floorspace. The delivery 
is intended to be flexible to ensure that the 
product meets the local demand. This may 
change by location and over time, with what 
is required in 2023 potentially being very 
different from that required in 2033. The 
policy offers the necessary flexibility.  

Criteria B (in lieu or of site provision) was 
removed as the Reg 19 policy significantly 
increased the threshold where AWS would be 
provided.  It will only be required which there 
is an uplift in 5,000 sq m.  These are the most 
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required to provide 10% of the gross 
proposed floorspace in an area with little 
SME demand, the space would likely be 
unlettable. This would therefore be 
ineffective in delivering employment land 
insofar as applicants may be deterred from 
proposing and delivering employment 
floorspace above the thresholds to 
circumvent the potentially ineffective 
affordable workspace policy, as currently 
drafted. 
 
We therefore propose the following 
amendments to BC3: 
‘New developments that provide more than 
5,000 sq m (GIA) of business floorspace 
must provide affordable workspace, with the 
quantum required calculated through an 
evidenced need assessment.’ 
 
Further to our previous point, Part C of the 
policy states:  
‘New affordable workspace must be 
provided on site.’ 
 
Whilst we support the affordable workspace 
policy in principle, due to its current 
inflexibility it is considered that it would not 
be effective and would not be “sound”. The 

significant development sites which will be 
expected to provide the AWS on site.   
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policy as currently drafted requires 
applicants to deliver a minimum of 10% of 
the net additional economic floorspace on 
site in all cases, even in an area that may 
see little SME demand, or for sites where it 
would be unviable to do so. This inflexibility 
may result in negative consequences for 
the delivery of other public benefits, which 
may have to be minimised or removed in 
order to achieve an on-site delivery. It is 
therefore suggested that this inflexibility be 
removed and the policy wording amended 
by reverting back to the Regulation 18 
stage policy wording below: 
 
‘New affordable workspace must be 
provided on site unless in exceptional 
circumstances justified by robust evidence 
exist which support provision off-site or 
providing a payment in lieu.’ 
 
(See PDF for edits in colour) 

10 St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson) 

 P, J, E 
and C 

Demand for affordable workspace remains 
high in North Kensington and many of our 
members are involved in the creative 
industries. 

Support noted. 
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11 Sydney St. & District R.A. 
(R. Alexander) 

 P, J, E, C 
and L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it 
are very persuasive. 

Support noted. 

12 TfL - Commercial 
Development (Brendan 
Hodges) 

  The Earls Court Development Company 
(ECDC) has responded separately in 
respect of this policy on behalf of the ECPL 
JV, of which TfL is a part. TTLP, as part of 
the JV, supports those representations. 

Noted. 

13 Turley on behalf of Warrior 
Property Group and 
Portobello Group (Alice 
Hawkins) 

  The need for affordable workspace is 
acknowledged by our Client, particularly to 
support start-ups, smaller businesses, 
creative industries, maker spaces and other 
businesses that provide social value. 
 
However, the mechanism and thresholds 
for requiring affordable workspace on site 
as contained within the draft policy are not 
supported. Requiring affordable workspace 
to be provided on site as a set minimum 
percentage of all new larger scale 
commercial schemes is not supported as it 
is considered not the most appropriate way 
to address need and could impact on 
development viability, thereby de-
incentivising the redevelopment and 
therefore revitalisation of fit-for-purpose, 
modern commercial floorspace.  
 

The Council welcomed the recognition of the 
need for affordable workspace. 

 

The policy only requires AWS on the largest 
developments, those which include a net 
increase of 5,000 sq m or more. The ELS has 
considered the viability of this approach and 
is satisfied that, generally, such an approach 
will not render such proposals unviable.  

Clearly the viability/ individual circumstances 
of a site/ application are material when 
determining an application. 

 

The high threshold does mean that such 
proposals will be rare.  A requirement for on- 
site provision, for a minimum of 500 sqm 
floorspace does mean that the provision will 
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Instead, our Client considers that the policy 
should allow for flexibility to deliver 
meaningful affordable workspaces in 
appropriate locations and developments.  
 
In relation to the nature of the need, it is 
noted that the majority of businesses that 
would benefit from affordable and 
discounted workspace are precisely the sort 
of smaller, creative industries that thrive 
best when clustered together. The draft 
Employment Land and Premises Study 
(October 2021) notes that “culture, media 
and entertainment” sectors are particularly 
prevalent in the Borough and “when 
combined, these sectors make up 8.5% of 
RBKC’s employment compared to 6.4% for 
London and just 3.1% for the UK as whole, 
meaning RBKC accounts for 1.5% of the 
UK’s employment in these sectors. Sound 
recording and music publishing activities 
are particularly prominent in RBKC with 
11.1% of the UK’s employment in this 
sector being in the Borough.”  
 
It is considered that it would be most 
beneficial for the creative industries and 
smaller businesses that make up a distinct 
character of the Borough, to be provided for 

be of a size that will be attractive for a range 
of third part providers.  Its will allow a critical 
mass rather than the piecemeal provision 
which is not supported by the consultee. 

The nature of the AWS proved will be 
established on a case by case basis through 
an Affordable Workspace Statement.  The 
discount required will be to this provider, with 
the nature of the units provided agreed 
between the developer, the provider and the 
Council. 
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in clusters rather than spread out through 
piecemeal affordable workspace across the 
Borough. Furthermore, their inclusion within 
larger scale commercial schemes would 
potentially be an unattractive option for 
small businesses and creative industries 
and stifle their development. 
 
As such, it is considered that the policy 
should instead seek to support a wide 
range of workspaces in large commercial 
development without a requirement for 
formally discounted space. This allows for 
flexibility of options of workspace provision 
that might suit different businesses and 
different individual locations in the Borough, 
providing a mix. It is noted that Part B of the 
draft policy allows for off-site payments, 
however this is noted as being in 
exceptional circumstances and therefore 
this Part is not supported.  
 
We would also suggest that where 
affordable workspace is not considered to 
be appropriate or to meet the needs of the 
smaller and creative industries likely to use 
them, that an option is provided for 
developers to potentially provide for off-site 
affordable workspace on alternative sites 
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(particularly on land owned by the 
landowner elsewhere within the Borough) 
that would benefit from small business 
agglomeration. 
 
In relation to the viability of providing 
affordable workspace on all new 
commercial schemes, it is noted that 
viability differs broadly across the Borough. 
The ELPS notes that whilst the majority of 
zones would be able to absorb a 10% 
affordable workspace requirement, this is 
not the case in the Kensal area (Zone F), 
where the market rents are significantly 
lower than elsewhere in the Borough. As 
such, it is considered that any affordable 
workspace policy that requires all new 
commercial development to provide 
affordable workspace (as per the current 
draft policy) seeks to reflect the difference 
in viability across the Borough, so that the 
demand for affordable workspace can be 
met without unduly and unfairly placing 
higher pressures on areas of the Borough 
such as Kensal, where higher levels of 
provision could struggle to deliver viable 
commercial redevelopment, even at 10%. 
This could prejudice development and 
delivery of other planning benefits (such as 
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potentially affordable housing on mixed use 
schemes) in such areas. It is considered 
that the delivery of affordable homes should 
be the priority for the Council above 
requiring affordable workspace on every 
new mixed use scheme with a commercial 
element.  
 
The provisions of points 1 and 2 under Part 
B are therefore not considered to reflect the 
differing viability levels across the Borough, 
with the key difference only being the 
requirement for securing the capped rents 
for 20 years vs. in perpetuity. As such, this 
is not supported, and it is considered that in 
CIL charging zones F and H, the discounted 
rental cap should also be lowered to ensure 
development viability. It should also be 
clarified how the term ‘prevailing market 
rate’ should be calculated or approached. 

14 Zakiya Amlak C  This policy is neither positively prepared, 
justified, nor effective because it fails to set 
out any real options for much needed 
affordable space in the North of the 
borough that does not require the Kensal 
development. There are too many 
unaffordable commercial spaces in the 
North that are financially inaccessible to 

The Council supports and recognises the 
need for affordable workspace across the 
borough, including in the north.  However, the 
planning system can only seek contributions 
when reasonable and not to preclude the 
development coming forward. The Council’s 
Employment Land Study has considered this 
viability and confirms that affordable work 



620 
 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Response Comments 

local residents, although acknowledging 
this; it does not go far address it. Radical 
alternatives are required. There is a need to 
identify current sites that could be handed 
over to community organisation, groups and 
collectives to operate as affordable 
workspace. 

spaces, offering helpful discounts will not be 
viable for smaller developments. 

 

It is not within the remit of the Local Plan, or 
indeed the planning system, to require 
privately owned business sites to be 
transferred to community organisations or 
collectives to operate as affordable 
workspace. 
 

 

 

  



621 
 

7. Social Infrastructure 
Q48: Policy SI1: Social infrastructure and facilities 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent 
Name 
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1 DP9 Limited - for 
Welcome Trust 
(Zoe Smythe) 

  Wellcome Trust support the policy, particularly 
Part D (sub para 3) which permits the change 
of use of community/social uses where it is re-
provided elsewhere in the Borough or there is 
a greater benefit to the Borough resulting from 
this enabling development. 

Support noted.  

2 Iceni Projects 
Limited For 
Imperial College 
London (William 
Clutton) 

P, J, E, C, L  There has been significant discussion at a 
national level on the strategic importance of the 
‘Levelling Up’ agenda and addressing 
inequality via Higher Education Institutions and 
the Research and Development sectors. Within 
this overarching Government policy objective, 
the importance of education, both as a key 
land use within the borough and the wider 
benefits it affords, should have been positioned 
front and centre in the draft policies relating to 
social infrastructure.  
As such, it is disappointing that despite 
Imperial’s previous comments, draft policy SI1 
and the supporting text does not sharpen its 
focus on the benefits of education, with no 
separate sub-section as suggested. Therefore, 
it is surprising and disappointing to see the role 

Comment noted.  
The Council recognises the value the 
education and the role it plays in reducing 
inequalities. Education facilities are 
considered to be social and community 
uses and therefore benefit from protection 
under the Policy SI1, which is considered 
sufficient for the purposes of providing and 
protecting the valued uses. 
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of education once again omitted from the list of 
the council’s priorities when it comes to 
addressing inequalities and given little attention 
within draft policy making. It is not considered 
that this policy within the draft Local Plan allies 
sufficiently with the wider strategic objective of 
reducing inequality within the Borough and 
maintaining South Kensington’s status as a 
‘world class education hub’, as outlined in draft 
policy PLV11. 

3 Isis Amlak P, E, C  Over the last 20 years North Kensington has 
lost most of its social infrastructure and 
community facilities. The List of Assets of 
Community Value that was started in 2016 only 
contains 8 premises to date. The policy fails to 
mention or acknowledge the value of 
community assets and the limitations in the 
borough.  
There is a need to incorporate community 
facilities and space into all developments and 
to build more across the borough in general. 
The loss of a community space poses a 
significant and negative impact on the 
surrounding the neighbourhood. There is 
significant research that shows the connections 
between barriers to local access to programs 
and facilities in neighbourhoods, with a rise in 
indicators of poverty and poor health, such as 
declining childhood literacy rates or a rise in 
obesity rates. 

Comment noted.  
The list of Assets of Community Value does 
not reflect the whole variety of community 
facilities available in the borough. Instead, it 
is designed to give community groups the 
opportunity to identify land or property that 
they believe furthers the social wellbeing or 
social interests of the local community and 
gives them time to bid for that asset if an 
owner decides to sell. It is important to note 
that the Council itself does not have the 
power to nominate assets, it is for the local 
community organisations to do so.  
The draft NLPR recognises the importance 
of social and community facilities and seeks 
to protect and enhance those through the 
Policy SI1.  
The Policy protects all social and 
community facilities within the planning 
control regardless of the level of 
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The policy fails to mention resident 
participation in decisions about the protection 
of existing community assets, the creation of 
new ones and a commitment to co-design and 
co- production processed in relation social 
facilities. The policy is positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with national 
policy. 

involvement from local community, thus 
providing a higher degree of protection. The 
Council is committed to the co-production of 
facilities where possible, however in case if 
facility is provided by a developer and not 
the Council, the onus is on developer to 
engage with local community.   

4 Kensington & 
Chelsea Citizens 
Advice (Arantxa 
Gaba) 

P, J, E, C, L  
 

Noted. 

5 Kensington and 
Chelsea Social 
Council (Joe 
Batty) 

P, J, E, C, L  Policy on hubs and co-location could lead to 
the loss of surrounding community spaces, 
which are much valued, often community-led 
and are essential to a socially cohesive 
environment. This can be avoided by retaining 
and supporting these as satellites or spokes to 
the hub, and by requiring a co-design process. 
The hierarchy of community facilities in 
paragraph 7.4 is not justified as laundrettes, 
libraries, places of worship, post offices are 
essential to a lifetime neighbourhood but are 
seen as merely “other uses”, less important 
than art galleries and auction houses. 
The local needs assessment of social and 
community infrastructure in paragraph 7.11 
must be included in the policy. The definition of 
social and community facilities also needs 

Co-location of facilities on its own does not 
lead to the loss of existing facilities, it is 
designed to co-locate them within the same 
space thus enabling the best use of land 
available.  
The sequence in which social and 
community facilities are listed in paragraph 
7.4 does not represent a hierarchy and all 
uses that are mentioned in the definition are 
provided the same level of protection within 
planning control (see para 7.10 for 
exceptions).  
The reference to evidence in paragraph 
7.11 is provided as guidance to applicants 
to clarify what will be expected at the 
planning application stage. It is not 
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policy support. The supporting text must draw 
on evidence from the register of community 
assets. 

appropriate to provide this level of detail in 
the policy itself.   

6 Lots Village 
Residents 
Association 
(Kerry Davis-
Head) 

  “Social and community facilities are 
identified within the London Plan as a 
range of services and facilities that meet 
local and strategic needs and contribute 
towards a good quality of life. Their role in 
stimulating a sense of community and 
providing valuable social infrastructure is 
recognised through the protection and 
enhancement of these facilities, and is 
essential to the Borough’s status as one of 
London’s most desirable places to live.” 

This needs tightening, not only were 
community facilities lost when the Chelsea 
Academy was built, even meagre facilities 
offered were designed out by rooms never 
being available, too many pupils, too many 
staff. The community ‘room’ within the Chelsea 
Waterfront planning was designed out of being 
of any use. Despite objections to the proposed 
change, the Council permitted it to be moved to 
sub basement. A similar move was permitted 
for the Doctors’ Surgery space. Designed out 
of reach. 

Local community facilities are effectively 
protected under the Policy SI1 and criterion 
C specifically requires new provision to be 
“well-designed, inclusive and easily 
accessible”. Paragraph 7.7 further 
elaborates on that point to prevent poor 
design solutions and issues with 
accessibility.  

7 Moni Red  P, J, E, C, L 
 

Support noted. 
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8 Notting Hill and 
North Kensington 
Liberal 
Democrats 
(Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

P, J, C E, L We would like to see the restrictions for the re-
siting of social infrastructure further clarified, 
and distance limits put on the distance of 
replacement facilities from those which will be 
replaced. The policy should ensure that the 
route between old and new sites is accessible 
for all pedestrians, including those with 
impaired mobility. 

The policy requires on-site provision of 
social and community uses and does not 
encourage re-siting of such uses. 
   

9 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, C, L  important Noted. 

10 Silvera Williams   How is the value of community facilities 
determined? 

The value of community facility is 
determined by the quality of provision it 
offers, by the number of people in local 
community it serves and to what extent it 
contributes to the cultural, recreational or 
social wellbeing or interests of the local 
community.  

11 South 
Kensington 
Estates (Robert 
Couchman) 

J P, E, C, L Social and community uses fall both within the 
private and public sector. Whilst public sector 
uses normally serve an identified community 
need, there are instances where private uses 
may not be viable due to demand, the 
economic climate or other reasons. The Policy 
should be flexible and allow for the loss of such 
private uses where supported. We suggest 
the following addition to Part D 2: 

‘Permit the change of use of land and/ or 
buildings where; the current or last use was 
a social or community use from one social 

The main purpose of any community facility, 
irrespective of ownership, is to serve local 
community and its needs. In RBKC, the 
majority of social and community facilities 
are provided by private and third sectors. 
The distinction between publicly and 
privately owned community facilities could 
potentially result in the greater loss of 
existing local community facilities.   
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and community use to another social and 
community use which predominantly 
serves, or which provides significant 
benefits to borough residents and where it 
is demonstrated that there is a greater 
benefit to the Borough resulting from this 
change of use; or for private social and 
community uses, where it is demonstrated 
that the is no demand for the current use or 
it is no longer financially viable’. 

12 Sport England 
(Mark Furnish) 

  SI1: Social Infrastructure and Facilities 
Similar to Policy GB16, Policy Sl1 A reflects 
Sport England’s Planning Objections however 
Sport England does not consider that the entire 
Policy is sound. Policy Sl1 D.2 allows the 
change of use from one social and community 
use to another if it is demonstrated that there is 
greater benefit for the proposed use. The 
NPPF, paragraph 99, seeks to protect to sports 
facilities unless they are either surplus, are 
replaced or a new sports facility is proposed 
the benefits of which outweigh the loss of the 
existing use. Since Policy Sl1 D.2 as currently 
drafted allows the loss to a non-sporting facility 
this policy is contrary to National Planning 
Policy and Sport England Policy and 
consequently is not sound.  
Similarly, Policy Sl1 D.3 allows for the loss of 
sports facilities for enabling development which 
again is contrary to the NPPF, paragraph 99, 

Policy SI1 supports sporting provision as 
well as protects from loss.  
The sequential approach of the Policy 
outlined in part D means that the protection 
of the uses comes first and only in 
exceptional circumstances the loss is 
allowed to other valuable uses where it was 
demonstrated that there is a greater benefit 
to the Borough. To align more closely 
with the paragraph 99 of the NPPF, 
paragraph 7.11 will be subject to a minor 
modification and clarify that “If the 
development is concerned with the loss 
of sports or leisure use, the approach 
set out in paragraph 99 of the NPPF will 
also apply.” 
 
The Council is satisfied that the evidence on 
the issue produced is relevant, up-to-date 
and proportionate, as required by the 
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and Sport England Policy as these do not 
permit losses for enabling development.  
The above illustrates the difficulties of including 
all forms of community infrastructure within the 
one policy as it does not recognise the 
nuances between different types of community 
uses, some of which are addressed in different 
paragraphs of the NPPF. As a result, Sport 
England strongly recommends the Council 
seek to draft specific policies relating to sport 
facilities that are informed by a robust and up-
to-date assessment and strategy (thereby 
meeting NPPF, paragraph 98) and align with 
the requirements of paragraph 99 of the NPPF.  
Sport England also would like to highlight that 
paragraph 7.11 indicates that the Council will 
seek evidence of prolonged marketing of a site 
and a needs assessment for a change of use 
to be permitted. The NPPF, paragraph 99, is 
clear that any losses should be surplus and not 
merely based on a marketing exercise. 
Furthermore, paragraph 7.11 appears to also 
suggest that applicants provide the 
evidence/needs assessment but this should 
have been robustly undertaken to inform the 
Local Plan to align with the NPPF, paragraph 
98. Sport England would question if it is 
reasonable to expect an applicant to provide 
impartial, robust and up-to-date borough wide 
assessment of sporting need and strategy to 
inform an application on a particular site, 

paragraph 31 of the NPPF: “The 
preparation and review of all policies should 
be underpinned by relevant and up-to-date 
evidence. This should be adequate and 
proportionate, focused tightly on supporting 
and justifying the policies concerned, and 
take into account relevant market signals.”  
Evidence is considered up to date, as since 
the publication of the Facilities Planning 
Models for swimming pools and sports halls 
in 2020, according to the last two Council’s 
Annual Monitoring Reports, no schemes 
were completed that would result in either 
net increase or decrease in the total 
floorspace of sports facilities available in the 
Borough.   
 
The evidence work identified that there is 
not much need in terms of demand and 
given that there is very limited land 
available in the Borough, the opportunities 
for new provision are scarce. 
In addition, separate to the Local Plan 
process, the Council has formally 
committed to producing a Sports and 
Physical Activity Strategy later in the year 
as outlined in Item 3 under the Parks and 
Leisure priorities in the Environment Select 
Committee Report (p.3). The strategy will 
be developed in consultation with the 

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/monitoring
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/committees/Document.ashx?czJKcaeAi5tUFL1DTL2UE4zNRBcoShgo=DoSPjVAOFKbt7J6ahpslFQAIzxa79eUSoihGKtP9LKvnLQwYRF7HPg%3d%3d&rUzwRPf%2bZ3zd4E7Ikn8Lyw%3d%3d=pwRE6AGJFLDNlh225F5QMaQWCtPHwdhUfCZ%2fLUQzgA2uL5jNRG4jdQ%3d%3d&mCTIbCubSFfXsDGW9IXnlg%3d%3d=hFflUdN3100%3d&kCx1AnS9%2fpWZQ40DXFvdEw%3d%3d=hFflUdN3100%3d&uJovDxwdjMPoYv%2bAJvYtyA%3d%3d=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&FgPlIEJYlotS%2bYGoBi5olA%3d%3d=NHdURQburHA%3d&d9Qjj0ag1Pd993jsyOJqFvmyB7X0CSQK=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNR9xqBux0r1Q8Za60lavYmz=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNQ16B2MHuCpMRKZMwaG1PaO=ctNJFf55vVA%3d
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/committees/Document.ashx?czJKcaeAi5tUFL1DTL2UE4zNRBcoShgo=DoSPjVAOFKbt7J6ahpslFQAIzxa79eUSoihGKtP9LKvnLQwYRF7HPg%3d%3d&rUzwRPf%2bZ3zd4E7Ikn8Lyw%3d%3d=pwRE6AGJFLDNlh225F5QMaQWCtPHwdhUfCZ%2fLUQzgA2uL5jNRG4jdQ%3d%3d&mCTIbCubSFfXsDGW9IXnlg%3d%3d=hFflUdN3100%3d&kCx1AnS9%2fpWZQ40DXFvdEw%3d%3d=hFflUdN3100%3d&uJovDxwdjMPoYv%2bAJvYtyA%3d%3d=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&FgPlIEJYlotS%2bYGoBi5olA%3d%3d=NHdURQburHA%3d&d9Qjj0ag1Pd993jsyOJqFvmyB7X0CSQK=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNR9xqBux0r1Q8Za60lavYmz=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNQ16B2MHuCpMRKZMwaG1PaO=ctNJFf55vVA%3d
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especially since these could take up to a year 
to develop. 
Sport England have reviewed the New Local 
Plan Review Document in light of these 
planning objectives and National Planning 
Policy set out in the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) and does not consider that 
document is justified, complies with National 
Policy and positively plans for sport. As a 
result, Sport England does not consider that 
document is sound. Sport England will 
elaborate on this position and highlight other 
comments below: 
Evidence Base 
The NPPF requires each Local Plan to address 
the spatial implications of economic, social and 
environmental change based on an adequate, 
up-to-date and relevant evidence base. The 
NPPF, at paragraph 98, requires that: 
“Planning policies should be based on robust 
and up-to-date assessments of the need for 
open space, sport and recreation facilities 
(including quantitative or qualitative deficits or 
surpluses) and opportunities for new provision. 
Information gained from the assessments 
should be used to determine what open space, 
sport and recreational provision is needed, 
which plans should then seek to 
accommodate.” 

CSPAN, with draft strategy to be in place for 
public consultation later on this year.  
Planning contributions are also required 
from development proposals to improve 
facilities. Policy IP1 provides an overarching 
approach to securing such contributions.  
The Sports Facilities Assessment has 
informed the Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
and its conclusions are incorporated at 
paragraphs 9.59 to 9.63.  
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Sport England consider that specific polices 
relating to indoor and outdoor sport facilities, 
including playing fields, should be included 
within the Local Plan and these should be 
based on a robust and up-to-date evidence 
base, such as Playing Pitch and Built/Indoor 
Facility Strategies, that would steer which 
types and amount of indoor and outdoor sports 
facilities need protecting, enhancing and where 
new facilities, if any, are needed to meet 
current deficits and/or demand from future 
growth. These strategies would provide a clear 
strategic steer and action plan with delivery 
priorities for playing pitches and built/indoor 
sport facilities within the borough which should 
direct the objectives and policies of the New 
Local Plan. Sport England is aware that the 
Council have development a Sports Facilities 
Assessment but Sport England considers this 
falls short of a robust and up-to-date 
assessment of sport facilities and does not set 
a clear strategy and action plan that informs 
the policies within the Local Plan. Sport 
England notes the Sports Facilities 
Assessments states it follows Sport England’s 
Assessing Needs and Opportunities guidance 
(ANOG) however there does not appear to be 
any consultation with Sport National Governing 
Bodies, clubs and facility users, consideration 
of trends/incentives that may influence 
growth/sport etc. The document has used 
reports from Sport England’s Facility Planning 
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Model however this is based on data from 
2020 and sets out the position at that time (i.e. 
2020) within the borough and does consider 
future growth etc. Sport England would also 
like to highlight that document indicates it has 
used ANOG to assess playing pitches but it is 
Sport England’s Playing Pitch Guidance that 
steers the assessment of playing pitches/fields 
which includes factors not incorporated within 
the ANOG guidance, such as quality and 
capacity assessments of playing pitches. 
Overall, Sport England are unable to conclude 
that the assessment is robust or up-to-date 
therefore it does not consider that the Local 
Plan is justified, positivity planned or complies 
with National Policy. 
As a result, without a robust assessment of 
need and strategy or strategies in place, there 
is no evidence that new sport and leisure 
facilities are required or which existing facilities 
may need enhancing to address current 
deficits and future growth so communities have 
inclusive access to sport and have 
opportunities to be physically active. Although 
Sport England supports the provision of new 
facilities, such as that indicated Policy SA3: 
100/100A West Cromwell Road, there is a risk 
that this policy may be open to challenge and 
deemed unsound on the basis that it is not fully 
justified. 
Sport Facility Impact 
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The Council are seeking to plan for a minimum 
of 4,480 new homes within the borough. The 
occupiers of these homes will generate 
demand for sporting provision but the existing 
provision within the area may not be able to 
accommodate this increased demand without 
exacerbating existing and/or predicted future 
deficiencies. As noted above, the lack of an up-
to-date and robust evidence base means that 
the Council would have difficultly fully 
understanding the impact of the increase in 
demand on local facilities, which could explain 
the limited mention of sport facilities or sport 
facility specific policies. Sport England is, 
therefore, concerned that the Local Plan does 
not fully plan for sport, particularly in relation to 
expected growth, which could be detrimental to 
existing local facilities and existing and future 
local communities as a whole. This could 
impact how effective the Local Plan could be in 
achieving its Vision of seeking to support the 
health and wellbeing of residents and visitors 
and having access to a wide range of 
sport/leisure facilities.  

13 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

 P, J, E, C This policy, with its sequential approach, is 
important to the neighbourhood and is 
reinforced by policies on health facilities in the 
StQW Neighbourhood Plan. 

Support noted. 
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14 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, C, L Well considered and the reasons given for it 
are very persuasive. 

Support noted. 

15 Theatres Trust 
(Tom Clarke 
MRTPI) 

 P, J, E, C, L We are supportive of this policy, and welcome 
that it has been revised in line with our 
previous representation to better protect 
existing uses before looking to alternative 
uses. 

Support noted. 

16 The Pembridge 
Association 
(Fiona Fleming-
Brown) 

  SI1 (with regard to Pembridge Villas and 
Westbourne Grove surgeries (the latter to be 
“dispersed” April 2023) The council should 
clarify perimeters for the re-siting of social 
infrastructure, putting limits on the distance of 
replacement facilities from those which will be 
replaced and ensuring that the route between 
old and new sites is accessible for pedestrians 
and those with impaired mobility. 

Setting up restrictions and distance limits for 
social infrastructure relocation considered 
unreasonable as local community needs 
change with time as well as the re-location 
process itself generally occurs in stages 
rather than within one development 
application thus making it hard to enforce.  
The importance of new facilities to be well-
designed, inclusive and easily accessible is 
supported by criterion C of the Policy SI1.  

17 Zakiya Amlak C  This policy is not positively prepared, justified 
or effective because the policy on hubs and co-
location could lead to the loss of surrounding 
community spaces, which are much valued, 
often community-led and are essential to a 
socially cohesive environment. There is a need 
to incorporate community facilities and space 
into all developments and to build more across 
the borough in general. The loss of a 
community space poses a significant and 

Co-location of facilities on its own does not 
lead to the loss of existing facilities, it is 
designed to co-locate them within the same 
space thus enabling the best use of land 
available.  
The sequence in which social and 
community facilities are listed in paragraph 
7.4 does not represent a hierarchy and all 
uses that are mentioned in the definition are 
provided the same level of protection within 
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negative impact on the surrounding the 
neighborhood. This can be avoided by 
retaining and supporting these as satellites or 
spokes to the hub and by requiring a co- 
design process.  
7.4 is not justified as launderettes, libraries, 
places of worship, post offices are essential to 
lifetime neighborhoods but are seen as merely 
“other uses”, less important than art galleries 
and auction houses. 
The local needs assessment of social and 
community infrastructure in paragraph 7.11 
must be included in the policy. The definition of 
social and community facilities also needs 
policy support. The supporting text must draw 
on evidence from the register of community 
assets. 

planning control (see para 7.10 for 
exceptions).   
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1 375 Portobello Road 
Residents' Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

P, J 
and E 

 A. This should not be a prime consideration. Better 
to prioritise accessible public space than street 
layout. 
B. This should clearly state that new streets should 
be designed to reduce traffic overall and private car 
use in particular. On-street parking should be 
minimised and green space maximised. 

Most publicly accessible space in the borough is 
provided by the streets network. We agree that it 
is important that our streets are generally lightly 
trafficked and pleasant places to be. This is the 
aim of Policies T3, T4 and T6 
 
Part C of Policy T1 confirms that new streets are 
“to be designed to give priority to pedestrian and 
cyclist movement”  

2 CPRE London (John Sadler)   Under Policy T1 Street Network, the borough 
should adopt a policy to redeploy space 
given to parking, to free up space needed for 
Green Infrastructure and sustainable travel 
infrastructure including pavements, cycle 
infrastructure, rain gardens/SUDS. 

Part F of the policy confirms that development 
that changes the existing street networks 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. Measure 
that can improve the healthy streets score 
include those listed in the comment.  

3 Jonathan Kelly P, J, E, 
C and 
L. 

 
 

Please refer to the relevant Policy Formulation 
Report  

4 Kensington Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

E P and J 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. 

PTAL levels are not constant over time and will 
change over the lifetime of the Local Plan. 
Therefore, it is not considered appropriate to 
include a PTAL map within the Local Plan.   
 
Streets abutting development sites are covered 
by Policy T1F - Existing Streets 
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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.” 

 
Speed limits are not regulated through planning 
policy, however, we agree that streets should be 
designed appropriately so that they are attractive 
to use on foot or on bicycle. The wording of Part 
C is considered to be appropriate to this end.  
 
The importance of coordinating development 
related utility works is acknowledged however 
land use planning policies are oy considered to 
be an effective or appropriate means to that end.  
 
Lighting is implicit in “safety”. Notwithstanding we 
can added the words “well lit” to Paragraph 8.8 
after “standards” – MAIN MODIFICATION to 
para 8.8 
  

5 Moni Red P, J, E, 
C and 
L. 

 Stop restricting streets to car who are not resident 
in a particular area. You are restricting freedom and 
demoralise drivers who can only drive along certain 
roads. It’s a travesty 

The policy does not restrict or otherwise prevent 
vehicular access to premises. The policy to 
prioritise pedestrian and cyclist movement, be 
attractive, safe, provide planting, minimise 
opportunities for crime, and be inclusive to all, in 
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line with the Healthy Streets approach does not 
preclude vehicular access.  

6 Notting Hill and North 
Kensington Liberal Democrats 
(Samuel Dodgshon) 

P, J 
and C 

E and L A should be removed - this proposal does no good 
to residents and only stands to ensure that through 
traffic will continue on residential streets. 
 
B must make reference to reducing motor traffic on 
the new street network, ensuring the provision of 
low traffic neighbourhoods. 
 
We support the implementation of C. 
 
E is favourable, but should make reference to the 
designation of new public rights of way. Estates 
which do not allow the public through, have poor 
way finding, or give the public only permissive 
access should also be discouraged in favour of 
signposted and legally protected public rights of 
way on foot, cycle, and horseback. This is 
contingent with many other local authorities outside 
of inner London, in line with statue surrounding the 
definitive map and public access. 

Parts A and B are about the spatial arrangement 
of new streets. They do not seek to prioritise or 
promote motorised traffic.  
 
Part C explains that pedestrian and cyclist 
movement will be prioritised.  
 
The Council agrees that such access rights 
will often be beneficial and necessary. We 
have added the final sentence to Paragraph 
8.8 to address this point. MAIN 
MODIFICATION to Para 8.8  
 
  

7 Olivier Bouan P, J, E, 
and C. 

L As far as I can read, the proposed plan is not 
sufficiently clear about the need to encourage 
active travel and reduce car traffic through the 
borough. This fails to account for unmet needs of 
neighbouring boroughs, is not justified based on 
mountains of evidence from within and beyond the 
UK regarding better street and road network 
designed, and will not be effective at addressing 
cross-boundary strategic efforts like reducing car 
usage across London and investing in truly healthy 
streets. 
 

The Council is committed to creating a borough-
wide network of cycle routes to enable more 
people to cycle. The potential future cycle routes 
shown in the Figure 8.1 are indicative. Future 
proposals for cycle routes will be worked up with 
stakeholders and consulted upon.  
 
The Council in its function as traffic authority sets 
out its plans for managing traffic in the Local 
Implementation Plan, prepared to be consistent 
with the Mayor’s Transport Strategy.  
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Furthermore, I believe this may not be consistent 
with national policy which seeks to significantly 
increase active travel and cycling, which this plan 
will fail to do. 
 
The borough claims an existing network of cycle 
routes. However closer inspection reveals many of 
these routes are "cycle routes" in name only, with 
little to no affordances made to make cycling safe 
or appealing. The council needs to consider 
standards that make it safe enough for children or 
the elderly (or any other more risk averse groups) 
to be able and willing to cycle. This means cycle 
routes should either be very quiet, or 
segregated/protected from car traffic. Furthermore, 
they should be clearly designated and waymarked.  
 
Furthermore, the cycle network as proposed is 
incomplete, making cycling journeys impossible, 
impractical, or dangerous for those who choose to 
cycle.  
 
Finally, too little attention has been given to the 
importance of bus priority lanes, where buses in 
RBKC are frequently slowed by congestion, despite 
moving a large number of residents and visitors. 
The embankment is a good example here. 
 
Therefore, this policy isn't justified and won't be 
effective. 

8 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, 
C and 
L. 

 then stop disrupting the flow of traffic with useless 
cycle lanes which have increased congestion and 
pitted cars against cycles, there has to be 
allowance of both cycles and cars. 

The Council is committed to creating a borough-
wide network of cycle routes to enable more 
people to cycle.  
The policy does not restrict or otherwise prevent 
vehicular access to premises. The policy to 
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prioritise 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 does not 
preclude vehicular access.  

9 Silvera Williams   This is one example of when a previous Policy - T2 
has been “saved” and there is no opportunity to 
review or comment on it. 
 
Is the expectation that a consultee taking part in 
this round has to go and review previous 
documentation? If someone wanted to comment on 
a “saved” policy, where is this possible? 
 
Surely all policies - whether saved or amended - 
should be explicitly included in this document so 
they can be reviewed as part of this process. 

Policy T2 is not to be submitted to the Planning 
Inspector for review. Accordingly, we have 
not sought comments on it. The policy can 
be read in our current plan which is available 
to view here:  
Local Plan | Royal Borough of Kensington 
and Chelsea (rbkc.gov.uk) 
  

10 St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

 P, J, E 
and C. 

No additional comment Noted 

11 Sydney St. & District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C and L. 

Well considered and the reasons given for it are 
very persuasive. 

Noted 

12 TfL - Commercial 
Development (Brendan 
Hodges) 

  We welcome the added references to Healthy 
Streets. 

Noted 

13 TfL - London Plan and 
Planning Obligations team 
(Josephine Vos) 

  We welcome the inclusion of additional wording in 
T1F which states that ‘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.’ 

Noted 

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/local-plan
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/local-plan
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14 The Pembridge Association 
(Fiona Fleming-Brown) 

  T1 (traffic) 
 
Point E is favourable, but should make reference to 
the designation of new public rights of way. Gated 
communities without physical gates should also be 
discouraged, and routes through new 
developments should be permeable by public right 
not by permissive access. 

Add a new sentence to 8.8 “The Council expects 
new walking routes through development areas 
to be dedicated as highway so that they can be 
enjoyed by the public by right”.  
 
The Council agrees that such access rights 
will often be beneficial and necessary. We 
have added a sentence to Paragraph 8.8 to 
address this point. 
 
MAIN MODIFICATION to Para 8.8  

15 Wornington Trees (Sam 
Dodgshon) 

P, J, E 
and C. 

L A should be removed - this proposal does no good 
to residents and only stands to ensure that through 
traffic will continue on residential streets. It has a 
restrained the planning and development of 
Wornington Green, when previously nobody had 
had issues with the street scheme as redrawn 
when the scheme was built in the 60s. To decree 
that the Victorian/Edwardian vision of street 
planning is and always will be superior makes no 
sense, and improvements to the layout of streets 
should be encouraged and made at every 
opportunity instead of forcing developers to stick to 
the historic precedent. 
 
B must make reference to reducing motor traffic on 
the new street network, ensuring the provision of 
low traffic neighbourhoods. 
 
We wholeheartedly agree with point C. 
 
E is favourable, but should make reference to the 
designation of new public rights of way. Gated 
communities without physical gates should also be 
discouraged, and routes through new 

Parts A and B are about the spatial arrangement 
of new streets. They do not seek to prioritise or 
promote motorised traffic.  
Part C explains that pedestrian and cyclist 
movement will be prioritised. 
 
The Council agrees that such access rights 
will often be beneficial and necessary. We 
have added a sentence to Paragraph 8.8 to 
address this point. 
 
MAIN MODIFICATION to Para 8.8  
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developments should be permeable by public right 
not by permissive access. 
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Q50: Policy T3: Living Streets and outdoor life 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comments Response 

1 Kensington Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

E P and 
J 

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. 

Weblink can be provided  
 
The Council agrees the wording of the policy 
would be improved by making the suggested 
minor modification.   
 
Minor Modification to T3A 
 
We consider that the text in the brackets adds 
clarity. 

2 Knightsbridge Association 
(Carol Seymour-Newton) 

  Again, the policy wording is not clear enough and 
should emphasize that resident’s amenity as well as 
safe and clean streets (waste management?) would be 
safeguarded when considering applications against 
Policy T3. 

Policy T3B3 requires al fresco hospitality uses 
to be proportionate in scale to their context.  
 
Expectations for the management of al fresco 
hospitality uses are included in the Council 
guidance “Supporting al fresco hospitality in 
Kensington and Chelsea”.   

3 Knightsbridge Neighbourhood 
Forum (Simon Birkett) 

  The KNF supports this policy, particularly clause B 
relating to al fresco hospitality.  
 
On a busy main thoroughfare such as Brompton Road 
the safe, secure passage of pedestrians and those 
with mobility needs is vital; this is particularly an issue 

Expectations for the management of al fresco 
hospitality uses are included in the Council 
guidance “Supporting al fresco hospitality in 
Kensington and Chelsea” 
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on the north side of Brompton Road where the 
pavement is raised and, as a result, narrows.  
 
Chairs and tables on the pavement must not be 
allowed to encroach unacceptably. This is also 
relevant in smaller streets where there are such uses. 
Cheval Place and the west side of Montpelier Street 
are not appropriate for such uses. 
 
Clause B would be further strengthened if the number 
of existing al fresco uses operating in the surrounding 
area was taken into account, i.e. the intensity of such 
activity. The more of these types of uses that there 
are, the greater the potential for encroachment which 
requires enforcement. Clause B should have a 4th 
criterion added as follows, ‘4. ensure there is no 
concentration of al fresco activity in an area.’ 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A restriction on the number of outdoor 
hospitality uses in a given area is not 
considered reasonable or necessary. Policy 
T3B3 is considered sufficient to avoid undue 
impacts.  

4 Moni Red   I only care about proper accessibility for cars and build 
more underground parking 

Noted  

5 Notting Hill and North 
Kensington Liberal Democrats 
(Samuel Dodgshon) 

P J, E, C 
and L 

We should strive to permanently close commercial 
streets to motor vehicles where appropriate; to allow 
for more markets, events, al-fresco shopping and 
dining in a way which is safe for pedestrians and does 
not damage businesses footfall as half-baked attempts 
have in the past. This is similar to the policy actions 
described in T1 C. 

This comment is consistent with Policy T3 

6 Penelope Horlick P, J, E, 
C and 
L 

 Yes, good idea Support Noted  

7 Princes Gate Mews RA (J 
Whewell) 

J, E, C 
and L 

 Insufficient attention has been paid in this policy to the 
negative impacts of markets and Street activity on 
local residents in particular, the disabled and the 
elderly who rely on transport to get to and from their 

Part A of the Policy is clear that markets and 
street activity must be inclusive to all. 
Proposals must proportionate in scale to their 
context. The context will often include nearby 
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homes. We are not opposed to markets and events on 
the street, but it is vital that an appropriate balances 
struck, and such a balance is not struck as currently 
proposed. 

residential properties and that will be a material 
consideration. Markets and al fresco dining 
terraces are licensed with conditions that aim 
to protect (among other things) residential 
amenity. We consider the wording of the Policy 
to allow appropriate balances to struck.  
  

8 South Kensington Estates 
(Robert Couchman) 

 J, E, C 
and L 

The promotion of al fresco dining in particular 
circumstances is supported given the positive effects 
of allowing further outdoor seating during Covid had on 
stimulating footfall and increasing dwell time in town 
centres. This policy is considered sound. 

Support noted 

9 Sport England (Mark Furnish)   Policy T3: Living Streets and Outdoor Life  
 
Sport England welcome that temporary events should 
not have an impact on the predominant use of an open 
space, taking into consideration cumulative impact 
when considering proposals. Sport England would 
encourage that the supporting text states that events 
on playing field should not be permitted as temporary 
uses/events can cause damage that could take time to 
remedy which could result in playing pitches not being 
available when they are needed the most. 

Further elaboration is not considered 
necessary  

10 St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

 P, J, E 
and C.  

No additional comment Noted  

11 Sydney St. & District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J , 
E, C 
and L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it are very 
persuasive. 

Noted  

12 TfL - Commercial 
Development (Brendan 
Hodges) 

  We maintain that it would be appropriate to refer to the 
Healthy Streets approach and Vision Zero in a policy 
concerned with living streets and outdoor life. 

This is covered in Policy T1  
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13 The Natural History Museum 
(N/A) 

 P, J , 
E, C 
and L 

Exhibition Road presents a unique opportunity for 
outdoor events which could improve the vitality of the 
area. The NHM is therefore keen to embrace 
opportunities for outdoor life post pandemic and 
continues to support the aims of Policy T3.  
 
The NHM considers that Policy T3 is consistent with 
national policy, and is on the whole “sound” as it 
reflects the content of paragraph 130 of the NPPF. 

Support noted  

14 Turley on behalf of Warrior 
Property Group and 
Portobello Group (Alice 
Hawkins) 

  This policy is generally supported by our client, in 
particular the support for al fresco hospitality, which 
has helped to significantly boost the vitality of the 
economy of town centres particularly post-pandemic. 

Support noted  

15 Wornington Trees (Sam 
Dodgshon) 

P and 
C 

J, E 
and L 

The council should strive to close roads to motor 
vehicles where appropriate, to allow for markets, 
events, al-fresco shopping and dining in a safe way, as 
described in T1 C. Wornington Green estate and 
Portobello Road are good examples of this, where 
encouragement to close roads would re-vitalise this as 
a destination. Other councils are making greater steps 
in this direction. 

Noted  
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Q51: Policy T4: Streetscape 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

 Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comments Response 

1 Ballymore Group Limited and 
Sainsbury’s Supermarkets 
Limited (Ballymore Group) 

E J, C 
and L 

Draft Policy T4 requires all major development to 
contribute to delivering new arts and culture in line 
with the Council’s Culture Plan. This may either be on-
site or where such on-site provision is not appropriate, 
through planning contributions towards delivering the 
Council’s Culture Plan. 
 
Ballymore and SSL support the provision of public art 
and intend to incorporate public art into the emerging 
scheme at Kensal Canalside. However, we do not 
consider the requirement for financial contributions 
towards off-site provision to be appropriate or justified. 

Noted  

2 Gayle Verdi   Saint Anne’s Road currently forms a border between 
LBHF and RBKC at its Southern end. This is clearly 
visible in the quality of the maintenance of certain 
aspects of the area: shops, pavements etc. This is 
inequitable and the RBKC border should be the 
Westway Access Road instead of Saint Anne’s Road. 

Noted – the borough boundary cannot be 
changed through the process to review the 
Local Plan  

3 Kensington Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

E P and J 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. 

This is a constructive comment. We shall add 
a cross reference to the policy on permeable 
paving in the Green Blue Future Chapter.  
Minor Modification to 8.20 
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4 Lots Village Residents 
Association (Kerry Davis-
Head) 

P  More consultation should be policy Refer to the Council Plan 

5 Moni Red P, J , 
E, C 
and L 

 Clean and maintained the existing street furniture . We 
don’t need more signs or lights 

Noted 

6 Penelope Horlick P, J , 
E, C 
and L 

 the streets are now full of untethered bicycles and 
scooters which are dangerous to people who are in 
wheelchairs, the blind, this issue is serious and needs 
to be dealt with. 

The policy requires that safe inclusive access 
be maintained for all groups.  
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7 Savills on behalf of 
Commercial Estates Group 
(Kirsty Turner) 

  In CEG’s written representation for the Regulation 18 
stage Draft Local Plan, comments were made on 
Policy T4 Part (I) (now Part (C)) which have not been 
addressed. As such, these comments remain and we 
respectfully request that these are considered as part 
of this consultation process. They are set out in below. 
 
Section 8 of the NLPR seeks to ensure that any new 
development does not have any adverse impacts on 
travel and congestion, while promoting healthy streets 
and active travel. With regard to streetscape, Policy 
T4 states that: 
‘All major development must provide new public art 
that is of high quality and either incorporated into the 
external design of the new building or carefully located 
within the public realm.’ 
 
While CEG support the vision to improve the visual, 
functional, and inclusive quality of RBKC’s streets, 
providing public art as part of all major development 
could have adverse viability impacts for some 
developments. Therefore, it is suggested that policy is 
amended to state: 
‘All major development, where viable, should seek to 
provide new public art that is of high quality and either 
incorporated into the external design of the new 
building or carefully located within the public realm.' 
 
(See PDF for edits in colour) 

Viability is covered under Policy IP1 

8 St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

E P, J 
and C 

Policy T4 7 reads Resist the construction of high 
garden walls and fences along street boundaries 
 
Supporting text at 8.20 reads Front gardens offer a 

Permitted development rights are 
published in legislation. The Local Plan is 
not intended to be a repository for such 
information.  
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valuable contribution to the streetscape. The loss of 
front gardens to off-street parking has long had 
harmful effects upon visual amenity and townscape 
quality. It can also reduce public safety. The 
introduction of high opaque garden walls that give a 
closed feel to the streetscape has also had harmful 
effects. 
 
As with impermeable surfaces, there are increasing 
numbers of example of high front boundary fences 
and walls in the streets of the StQW neighbourhood. 
Many house owners do not understand that permitted 
development allows for 1m front boundary walls but 
greater heights require planning consent. For T4 7 to 
be ‘effective’ this needs explaining in the text of via a 
footnote. 

9 Sydney St. & District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J , 
E, C 
and L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it are very 
persuasive. 

Supported noted  

10 TfL - London Plan and 
Planning Obligations team 
(Josephine Vos) 

  At Regulation 18 we noted that the RBKC Streetscape 
guide was last revised in 2012, which was before the 
current policy context was established. TfL produced 
updated Streetscape guidance in 2022 available at 
https://content.tfl.gov.uk/streetscape-guidance-2022-
revision-2pdf. We note that a new edition of the RBKC 
Streetscape guide is expected to be published in 2023 
but reference should also be made to the TfL 
Streetscape guidance because this will be particularly 
relevant for development proposals close to the TLRN. 

We have added a reference to the TfL 
Streetscape Guidance in the Local Plan as 
requested. Minor Modification to Paragraph 
8.15 
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Q52: Policy T5: Land use and Transport 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comment Response 

1 GLA (Hassan Ahmed)   There have been some positive changes since 
Regulation 18 but there are still a number of areas that 
need to be addressed to ensure conformity with 
strategic transport policies in the London Plan. These 
include amendments to site allocations SA1, SA2 and 
SA3 and Policies T5, T6, T7 and T8 as detailed in the 
appendix. In particular, we would want to see a much 
closer alignment between the proposals for cycle 
routes in the Local Plan and the cycling connections 
identified through TfL’s Strategic Cycling Analysis 
framework 

The Council is committed to creating a 
borough-wide network of cycle routes to 
enable more people to cycle. The potential 
future cycle routes shown in the Figure 8.1 are 
indicative. Future proposals for cycle routes 
will be worked up with stakeholders and 
consulted upon.  
 
The Council in its function as traffic authority 
sets out its plans for managing traffic in the 
Local Implementation Plan, prepared to be 
consistent with the Mayor’s Transport 
Strategy.  

2 Home Builders Federation 
(James Stevens) 

L  The policy is unsound because it is not in strict 
conformity with the London Plan. It draws a tighter 
boundary around locations permissible for residential 
development. This could militate against residential 
small site release. 
 
The London Plan, in the supporting text to Policy H2 
encourages residential development through 
‘incremental intensification’ of existing residential 
areas within PTALs 3-6 or within 800m distance of a 
station or town centre boundary. The London Plan at 
paragraph 4.2.4 states that developments in these 
locations are expected to play an important role in 
contributing towards the housing targets for small sites 
set out in Table 4.2. By contrast, the RBKC Plan 

London Plan Policy H2 relates to Small Sites. 
These are not high trip generating 
developments. Accordingly, they are not 
captured by Policy T5B 
 
The policy has been effective in securing 
development contributions towards 
beneficially improving public transport (or 
access to public transport) in locations with a 
PTAL of less than 4.  
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specifies that developments will be encouraged only at 
PTAL 4 or above. 
 
We recommend that the Plan is amended to reflect the 
London Plan allowing incremental intensification at 
PTAL 3. The Plan should refer also residential 
development being encouraged when it is within 800m 
radius of a station or town centre boundary. 

3 Jonathan Kelly P, J , 
E, C 
and L 

 
 

Refer to the Policy Formulation Report  

4 Notting Hill and North 
Kensington Liberal Democrats 
(Samuel Dodgshon) 

P, J 
and C 

E and 
L 

As well as assessment of whether transport is 
sufficient prior to proposing large developments, this 
policy should stipulate that large-scale developers are 
required to fund transport infrastructure as part of their 
planning permission. This is often already stipulated, 
and should be clarified and strengthened in the local 
plan.  

This is covered by Local Plan Policy IP1 on 
Infrastructure and Planning Contributions.  
 
Specific infrastructural requirements are 
included in the Site Allocations.   

5 Olivier Bouan P, J , 
E, and 
C. 

L As far as I can read, the proposed plan is not 
sufficiently clear about the need to encourage active 
travel and reduce car traffic through the borough. This 
fails to account for unmet needs of neighbouring 
boroughs, is not justified based on mountains of 
evidence from within and beyond the UK regarding 
better street and road network designed, and will not 
be effective at addressing cross-boundary strategic 
efforts like reducing car usage across London and 
investing in truly healthy streets. 
 
Furthermore, I believe this may not be consistent with 
national policy which seeks to significantly increase 
active travel and cycling, which this plan will fail to do. 
 
The borough claims an existing network of cycle 

Policy T5A requires development to be 
located in suitable areas where the transport 
requirements can be met in a sustainable 
manner, and which actively encourages travel 
by sustainable modes. The Council considers 
this wording to be clear. The comments on 
cycling are more relevant to Policy T6. Further 
commentary on this topic is provided below 
under Question 53 Policy T6 Active Travel  
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routes. However closer inspection reveals many of 
these routes are "cycle routes" in name only, with little 
to no affordances made to make cycling safe or 
appealing. The council needs to consider standards 
that make it safe enough for children or the elderly (or 
any other more risk averse groups) to be able and 
willing to cycle. This means cycle routes should either 
be very quiet, or segregated/protected from car traffic. 
Furthermore, they should be clearly designated and 
waymarked.  
 
Furthermore, the cycle network as proposed is 
incomplete, making cycling journeys impossible, 
impractical, or dangerous for those who choose to 
cycle.  
 
Finally, too little attention has been given to the 
importance of bus priority lanes, where buses in 
RBKC are frequently slowed by congestion, despite 
moving a large number of residents and visitors. The 
embankment is a good example here. 
 
Therefore, this policy isn't justified and won't be 
effective. 

6 Penelope Horlick P, J , 
E, C 
and L 

 get rid of scooters, they provide no exercise for the 
ride and are also dangerous 

Noted. The regulation of scooters is not a 
planning matter.  

7 St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

E P, J 
and C 

Policy T5 A reads Require development to be located 
in suitable areas where the transport requirements can 
be met in a sustainable manner, and which actively 
encourages travel by sustainable modes. 
 
While the StQW Forum supports this policy, the RBKC 
SPD on Kensal Canalside (adopted 2021) provides for 

Local Plan Policy T5A is consistent with 
London Plan Policy T1 B which states “that all 
development should make the most effective 
use of land, reflecting its connectivity and 
accessibility by existing and future public 
transport, walking and cycling routes, and 
ensure that any impacts on London’s transport 
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a minimum provision of 3,500 new homes in the 
Opportunity Area. Pre-application advice to major 
developers appears to have confirmed that such 
aspirations can be met. 
 
This figure is the same as the London Plan ‘indicative’ 
target set in 2016 with the assumption of an Elizabeth 
Line station at the centre of the Opportunity Area. 
 
At present there is no evidence that T5 A will be 
implemented when it comes to development in the 
Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area. Effectiveness is 
therefore questionable and unless this can be assured 
we suggest that T5 A is deleted. Other draft Local 
Plan policies address the same set of issues. 

networks and supporting infrastructure are 
mitigated”. 
 
The comment relates primarily to SA1 Kensal 
Canalside which is supported by a policy 
formulation report which addresses transport 
and highway capacity considerations.  

8 Sydney St. & District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J , 
E, C 
and L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it are very 
persuasive. 

Support noted 

9 TfL - Commercial 
Development (Brendan 
Hodges) 

  We welcome the addition of a final sentence in 
paragraph 8.23, as we suggested, which reiterates 
that “Higher density developments should generally be 
promoted in locations that are, or will be, well 
connected to jobs, services, infrastructure and  
amenities by public transport, walking and cycling.” 
 
Albeit our preference remains that this should be part 
of the policy itself. 

Noted  

10 TfL - London Plan and 
Planning Obligations team 
(Josephine Vos) 

  We welcome the inclusion of wording at the end of 
paragraph 8.23 which states that ‘Higher density 
developments should generally be promoted in 
locations that are, or will be, well connected to jobs, 
services, infrastructure and amenities by public 
transport, walking and cycling.’ 
 

The maximum car parking standards set by 
the London Plan permit a moderate provision 
of parking spaces in some contexts. The 
wording on 8.22 reflects this.  
 
We have edited the wording of paragraph 8.23 
to remove language that was in previous 
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We reiterate other comments made at Regulation 18 
as follows: 
In paragraph 8.22, we recommend changing ‘while not 
encourage the use of private cars’ to ‘supporting car 
free development’. 
 
We discourage references to PTAL being described 
as ‘good’ or ‘bad’ and suggest that any references to 
PTAL 4 as ‘good’ as in paragraph 8.23, should be 
removed. In some places, PTAL 2 represents ‘good’ 
connectivity, and it should be noted that the 
connectivity of areas depends on several factors, such 
as walking and cycling links or the presence of 
amenities in close proximity. 
 
At Regulation 18 we stated that ‘An important 
omission from the list of issues in the transport chapter 
is the need to secure land for transport and outline 
future plans and proposals in line with policy T3 in the 
London Plan 2021 and the emerging Sustainable 
Transport, Walking and Cycling London Plan 
Guidance. We therefore welcome the inclusion of part 
D in Policy T5: ‘Resist the loss of buildings and land 
used for public transport, active travel or related 
support functions (unless satisfactory alternative 
facilities are provided).’ 

versions of the London Plan but not in the 
latest version which places greater emphasis 
on the presence of a good range of local 
amenities.  Main modification to 8.23 

11 Wornington Trees (Sam 
Dodgshon) 

P, J 
and C 

E and 
L 

We would like to see a requirement for large-scale 
developers to fund transport infrastructure as part of 
their planning permission, in areas where it is found to 
be insufficient for the proposed development. The 
particularly pertains to Wornington Green and Kensal 
Canalside where developers have not had to fund 
these changes, and as a result the area seems as if it 
will remain isolated and a Crossrail station will be 
withdrawn. 

This is covered by Local Plan Policy IP1 on 
Infrastructure and Planning Contributions.  
 
Specific infrastructural requirements are 
included in the Site Allocations.  
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Q53: Policy T6: Active Travel 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comment Response 

1 Alex Scott-Perry J, E and 
C 

P and 
L 

Thank you for including quietway in the brief however 
connecting KBKC to London's cycle superhighways 
would be wonderful. Cycling on RBKC streets feels 
unwelcome and intentionally hostile compared to other 
parts of London.  
 
Including physical dedicated cycle lanes that connect 
RBKC to the rest of the superhighway would improve 
the view of RBKC as pro cycling rather than hostile or 
barely tolerant. 

Like all boroughs, RBKC is developing its 
network of routes. RBKC’s approach will be 
guided by the study it commissioned from 
Centre for London, and by resident reaction 
to it.  

2 Ballymore Group Limited and 
Sainsbury’s Supermarkets 
Limited (Ballymore Grou... 

 P, J , 
E, C 
and L 

Part (D) of Draft Policy T6 requires new development 
adjacent to the River Thames or Grand Union Canal to 
deliver improved access and connections to the water 
for walking, cycling and recreation alongside it.  
 
Ballymore and SSL support this policy. The northern 
boundary of the KCOA adjoins the Grand Union Canal 
and emerging proposals for the redevelopment of the 
Site are seeking to deliver improved access to the 
water for recreation (through the reinstatement of a 
historic basin), as well as improving public access for 
walking along the canal edge. 

Noted  

3 Canal & River Trust (Claire 
McLean) 

  We are pleased to note the reference to improved 
access along the canal towpath, and that the canal 
towpath features on the existing cycle routes map. We 
would suggest a slight amendment: 
"D. New development adjacent to the River Thames or 
Grand Union Canal will be required to deliver improved 
access and connections to the water and along the 
towpath for walking, cycling and recreation." 

The Council considers the wording of Policy 
T6D to accurately reflect our intentions. I 
note you consider that direct access to the 
water is not always desirable. Given the 
paucity of such opportunities in this 
Borough, the Council’s position is that every 
such opportunity should be taken, subject 
to the other policies in this Local Plan.  
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sound 

Sound Comment Response 

 
Alternatively this could read  
New development adjacent to the River Thames or 
Grand Union Canal will be required to deliver improved 
access and connections to and along the water for 
walking, cycling and recreation . However, the Trust 
does not generally support new walkways being 
created along the offside (non-towpath side) so the 
above wording is clearer. 

4 Iceni Projects Limited For 
Imperial College London 
(William Clutton) 

  Previously, it was suggested that the plan should 
improve cycle connections from Imperial’s South 
Kensington Campus to White City via Holland Park 
Avenue and Notting Hill Gate and to support 
improvements to Latimer Road. It is pleasing to that 
previous recommendations have been retained in 
paragraph 9.28, which promotes that 
 
“There is the opportunity to improve connectivity, 
including pedestrian/cycle access to White City and 
Westfield and the Imperial College buildings to the east 
through a new underpass under the West London line 
providing a better route beneath the Westway itself 
together with improvement to the public realm and 
improved security, both beneath and to the area 
immediately around the Westway”.  
 
It is pleasing to see the provision of active travel 
infrastructure as a core theme of the emerging policy 
position, including all various area-based policies. it is 
noted also that emerging policy acknowledges 
London’s Healthy Streets Approach and seeks to 
encourage greater movement on foot and by bicycle 
through draft policy T6 (Active Travel). It is welcomed 
that these requirements are interlinked to 
developments coming forward, although even greater 

Support noted  
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comment Response 

emphasis within the supporting text that contributions 
will be sought through developer contributions, where 
appropriate, would be welcomed, as this remains 
somewhat vague within Policy T6(B). 

5 Jonathan Kelly P, J , E, 
C and L 

 Specifically in respect of infrastructure for travelling by 
bicycle the claims put forward in the document are not 
supported by the actions set out in the document, and 
the gap between claims and action are so great as to 
question whether this reflects a lack of basic knowledge 
and competence on behalf of the council, or a 
conscious attempt to mislead. Claims made in para 
8.29 remain unfulfilled, with council leadership 
members actively opposing national and regional policy 
to implement a strategic London network thus not only 
failing to provide a connected local network but has 
resulted in a dangerous gap in the London strategic 
cycling network impacting local residents, visitors and 
those needing to travel through RBKC. 
 
Even assuming the proposed "local" cycle network was 
complete, and were actually compliant with best 
practice standards as well as the principles laid out in 
this document, it would be far from a borough-wide 
network. The chances of someone's journey starting 
and finishing in a RBKC cycle route are very low. 
Obvious destinations such as high streets don't have 
cycle routes on them, schools streets are largely 
disconnected, hospitals/ universities and other large 
employers or attractions are ignored. 
 
- A real borough wide network would comply with 
national and May of London policies as well as strive to 
be world class (Paris/ Copenhagen/Oslo) in order to 
affect change and deliver on the many aspirational 

Noted, but comments on the perceived 
quality of existing cycle routes do not alter 
the fact that they are routes, and people 
cycle on them.  
 
Like all boroughs, RBKC is developing its 
network of routes. RBKC’s approach will be 
guided by the study it commissioned from 
Centre for London, and by resident reaction 
to it.  
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comment Response 

statements included in this document and other council 
policy papers. 
 
A real borough network would allow anyone to leave 
their house and travel from there safely by bicycle to 
their destination either in the borough or through the 
borough to their final destination. 
-This is being achieved across London via a 
combination of liveable street programmes/ low traffic 
neighbourhoods where all roads are suitable for travel 
by bicycle, protected bicycle lanes on busy roads 
connecting with Mayors strategic network,  
-RBKC has no plans for protected cycle lanes, low 
traffic neighbourhoods or other measures that would 
deliver safe routes 
 
This contrast with other London boroughs who publish 
similar policy documents but who actually act on 
enabling people to choose healthier and greener forms 
of transport. RBKC has policies but no plans. 
 
The cycle routes on the map in Figure 8.1 have 
material issues that RBKC must either be aware of 
(and so are being deliberately misleading in presenting 
them), or lack basic competence. As examples: 
 
The cycle route on Chelsea Embankment in the map is 
in fact the pavement. While this features on the 
National Cycle Network, in reality it is unsatisfactory 
shared space, with poor signage, little used by people 
on bike, uneven or slippery surfacing and so on. RBKC 
will be aware that in fact a real bike lane has been 
discussed for decades on this route, as a continuation 
of C8. No mention of this is made in the document 
however, despite the route having high demand and 
being very dangerous. 



659 
 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comment Response 

 
Indeed, the route does not appear on RBKC’s own 
cycle routes map! And it is not on TfL’s map either, for 
these reasons. 
 
Other existing routes RBKC will be aware fail to meet 
basic thresholds. For example, Oakley Street is 
portrayed as a cycle route. There is no actual 
infrastructure here for people on bikes. RBKC will know 
that it has not qualified as a cycleway under TfL’s 
criteria 
 
Some “routes” are not routes at all, and have start/end 
points that are impractical/dangerous. For example, the 
north/south route by Holland Park starts/ends abruptly 
by some pavement on Holland Park Avenue at one 
end, and then at the south end has High St Ken, which 
again has no cycle route. Similarly the “route” that has 
Kensington Palace Gardens as the missing link sits 
there – but what are people meant to do with a gap 
(and as RBKC know, they are not allowed even to walk 
with bikes on this gap during hours of darkness)? 
 
Parts of routes stated as “quietways” are not quiet at 
all. One goes through the junction outside South 
Kensington tube station 
 
We have asked repeatedly, but never been told, which 
roads, if any, does RBKC consider suitable for children 
to travel by bike? 
 
There are obvious gaps East-West where CS10, C9, 
C8 would connect. Even on “potential future routes” 
there is nothing to fill these gaps 
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comment Response 

6 Moni Red P, J , E, 
C and L 

 
 

Please refer to the Policy Formulation 
Report  

7 Notting Hill and North 
Kensington Liberal 
Democrats (Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

P, J , E, 
C and L 

 In A, reference to safety of pedestrians and cyclists 
must be made - ‘making it easier, more attractive, and 
safer to walk and cycle within the borough’. 
 
In B, ‘pedestrian and cycle links’ should be more 
specific, and the policy should push for segregated 
pedestrian and cycle links. 
 
In C, more focus should be given to connectivity with a 
wider cycling and walking network, as opposed to 
islands of infrastructure. ‘New development must 
incorporate measures to improve road safety both on 
site and in the surrounding areas’ 
 
In E, specific metrics should be given for the number of 
cycle spaces per residential unit or sq ft of office space. 
 
In F more specificity is required ‘…land over which the 
public have a right of way (presumed, dedicated, 
permissive, or otherwise).’ 
 
Specific reference within this policy should be made to 
the council's ambition to create a borough wide cycle 
network (although this should be a borough wide safe 
and segregated cycle network), and developers’ 
responsibility to build infrastructure which ties into and 
enhances that network. 
 
Developers and the council (in every planning decision 
they take) must strive to make junctions and road 
crossing safer and minimise the amount of contact 
between vehicular traffic, pedestrians, and cyclists (with 
pedestrian and cycle priority given at all times). 

Part C of the policy addresses the safety of 
pedestrians and cyclists. No change to Part 
A is warranted.   
 
Part B is to be applied to scales of 
development across the borough – it cannot 
be made more specific – few developments 
in the borough are likely to involve 
segregated cycleways.  
 
Part B required improvement to off-site 
cycle routes.  
  
Paragraph 8.30 explains that the relevant 
standards are in the London Plan. 
 
The Council agrees that public access 
rights will often be beneficial and 
necessary. We have added a sentence 
to Paragraph 8.8 to address this point. 
MAIN MODIFICATION to Para 8.8 
 
The Council is committed to creating a 
borough-wide network of cycle routes to 
enable more people to cycle. The potential 
future cycle routes shown in the Figure 8.1 
are indicative. Future proposals for cycle 
routes will be worked up with stakeholders 
and consulted upon. 
 
Policy T1F states that “development that 
changes the existing street network 
including the addition or modification of 
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comment Response 

 
Ambitions to build a safe cycling and walking network in 
the borough which works as part of a greater whole 
across London must be referenced more in the local 
plan, and the council should commit to this ambition: 
including the specific provision of LTNs, segregated 
cycle routes, the redesign of dangerous junctions, the 
removal of gyratories, permanent road closures, and 
other active travel measures. 
 
The 'borough wide cycle plan' set out in the attached 
image is totally insufficient, and the local plan should 
stipulate that all cycle infrastructure be built to 
acceptable standards as defined by Transport for 
London. Several of the routes on the council's plan 
have been condemned as inadequate by TfL, and we 
should be striving for better. 

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.” 
 
Like all boroughs, RBKC is developing its 
network of routes. RBKC’s approach will be 
guided by the study it commissioned from 
Centre for London, and by resident reaction 
to it. 
 
 
 
 
  

8 Olivier Bouan P, J , E, 
C and L 

L As far as I can read, the proposed plan is not 
sufficiently clear about the need to encourage active 
travel and reduce car traffic through the borough. This 
fails to account for unmet needs of neighbouring 
boroughs, is not justified based on mountains of 
evidence from within and beyond the UK regarding 
better street and road network designed, and will not be 
effective at addressing cross-boundary strategic efforts 
like reducing car usage across London and investing in 
truly healthy streets. 
 
Furthermore, I believe this may not be consistent with 
national policy which seeks to significantly increase 
active travel and cycling, which this plan will fail to do. 
 
The borough claims an existing network of cycle routes. 
However closer inspection reveals many of these 
routes are "cycle routes" in name only, with little to no 

Not accepted. The text is very clear about 
the importance of increasing active travel.  
Noted, but comments on the perceived 
quality of existing cycle routes do not alter 
the fact that they are routes, and people 
cycle on them.  
 
Like all boroughs, RBKC is developing its 
network of routes. RBKC’s approach will be 
guided by the study it commissioned from 
Centre for London, and by resident reaction 
to it. 
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Sound Comment Response 

affordances made to make cycling safe or appealing. 
The council needs to consider standards that make it 
safe enough for children or the elderly (or any other 
more risk averse groups) to be able and willing to cycle. 
This means cycle routes should either be very quiet, or 
segregated/protected from car traffic. Furthermore, they 
should be clearly designated and waymarked.  
 
Furthermore, the cycle network as proposed is 
incomplete, making cycling journeys impossible, 
impractical, or dangerous for those who choose to 
cycle.  
 
Finally, too little attention has been given to the 
importance of bus priority lanes, where buses in RBKC 
are frequently slowed by congestion, despite moving a 
large number of residents and visitors. The 
embankment is a good example here. 
 
Therefore, this policy isn't justified and won't be 
effective. 

9 Penelope Horlick P, J , E, 
C and L 

 I walk everywhere, cycle sometimes and sometimes I 
drive, a combination of these modes of transport has to 
be accepted, as not everyone cannot ride a bicycle. 

Noted  

10 Princes Gate Mews RA (J 
Whewell) 

P, J , E, 
C and L 

 The policy does not strike a sensible balance between 
the needs of the young and active and the needs of the 
older, less active and the disabled. 
 
Measures to encourage active travel must not be at the 
cost of those who are not able to use public transport or 
cycle or walk due to age, infirmity and disability. 
Insufficient measures are proposed to balance the 
needs of the disabled and elderly with those able to use 

It is not axiomatic that meeting the mobility 
needs of the young and those of older or 
disabled people must be in conflict.  
 
It is not clear what policies that have been 
proposed would compromise the needs of 
those who cannot walk, cycle or use public 
transport.  
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active travel facilities to s point where this policy 
appears potentially to conflict with equality legislation 

11 Savills on behalf of 
Commercial Estates Group 
(Kirsty Turner) 

  We support the principles for promoting active travel 
across the Borough set out in Policy T6, and support 
the Council aligning any requirements with the London 
Plan position. 

Support noted  

12 South Kensington Estates 
(Robert Couchman) 

 P, J , 
E, C 
and L 

The shift towards sustainable modes of transport such 
as walking, and cycling is supported and this policy is 
considered sound. Schemes to widen pavements and 
create more pedestrian safe environments in town 
centres should be promoted. 

Support noted  

13 St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson) 

 P, J , E 
and C. 

No additional comments Noted  

14 Sydney St. & District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J , 
E, C 
and L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it are very 
persuasive. 

Support noted  

15 TfL - London Plan and 
Planning Obligations team 
(Josephine Vos) 

  The approach of the Local Plan should be developed in 
line with relevant London Plan policies and the Mayor’s 
Transport Strategy (MTS). In particular, it is important 
that Local Plans support the Healthy Streets Approach, 
Vision Zero and the overarching aim of enabling more 
people to travel by walking, cycling and public 
transport, rather than by car. This is crucial to achieving 
sustainable growth, as in years to come, more people 
and goods will need to travel on a relatively fixed road 
network. 
 
We support the Council’s vision to encourage active 
travel, and to reduce both car use and the borough’s 
dependence on car journeys. There have been some 
positive changes since Regulation 18 but there are still 
a number of areas that need to be addressed to ensure 

The policies were written to be consistent 
with the London Plan and the Mayor’s 
Transport Strategy.  
 
We note and welcome your 
acknowledgement that many the points you 
raised on the draft plan have been 
addressed.  
 
Like all boroughs, RBKC is developing its 
network of routes. RBKC’s approach will be 
guided by the study it commissioned from 
Centre for London, and by resident reaction 
to it. 
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conformity with strategic transport policies in the 
London Plan. 
 
We also welcome inclusion of a map of existing and 
proposed cycle routes in Figure 8.1 (see detailed 
comments under T6) and the inclusion of Crossrail 2 
safeguarding on the Proposals Map which is 
referenced in paragraph 8.36. 
 
We welcome modified wording that now refers to 
‘walking and cycling’ rather than 
‘pedestrians and cyclists’. 
 
As stated above, we welcome inclusion of a map of 
existing and proposed cycle routes in Figure 8.1. 
However, we would strongly encourage you to be more 
ambitious and evidence-led when considering the 
potential future cycle routes to be delivered. The 
Strategic Cycling Analysis (SCA), TfL’s data-led 
framework for planning the strategic cycling network, 
identifies cycling connections with the greatest potential 
to contribute to cycling growth in London. 
 
In RBKC, there are three top potential east-west cycling 
connections identified, which would provide important 
radial connections as well as connecting up the existing 
north-south cycle routes in the borough. 
 
The specific east-west top potential connections 
identified are: 
- Queensway to Shepherd’s Bush, via Notting Hill Gate 
- Hammersmith to Imperial College London, via 
Kensington High Street 
-Chelsea Bridge to Fulham Palace, via the north bank 
of the Thames. 
 

We have added a reference to the London 
Cycle Design Standards in Paragraph 8.20 
as we agree it would helpfully inform users 
of the Local Plan. Minor Modification to 
Paragraph 8.30 
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Two of these connections have the potential to connect 
to planned Cycleways in adjacent boroughs (C34 and 
C9, both in Hammersmith & Fulham). These routes are 
expected to generate increased levels of cycling, and 
providing a connected, coherent network will be 
important to address gaps in the cycle network and 
ensure a consistent, high-quality experience for people 
cycling in London. 
 
Another top cycling connection is identified north of 
Wandsworth Battersea Bridge to Clapham Junction, via 
Wandsworth Battersea Bridge. There is also a high 
potential cycling connection identified linking 
Kensington High Street and Earls Court Road and 
medium cycling connection from Gloucester Road tube 
station to Battersea Bridge and from along the wider 
Fulham Road corridor. We would expect Local Plan 
cycle routes to respond to the SCA and other TfL 
strategic data and set out clear proposals for 
addressing these important connections in the future – 
also taking into account strategic safety, walking and 
bus data. 
 
It is important to note that the connections identified in 
the SCA are not intended to refer to specific roads, so 
proposals for new cycle routes along these corridors 
could use main roads, quiet side roads, or a mix of 
these approaches. Use of the London Cycling Design 
Standards and TfL’s Cycling Quality Criteria will be 
important, to ensure new cycle route proposals both 
meet the required quality for cycle routes in London 
and are also compliant with the national LTN 1/20 
guidance. 
 
To ensure soundness we therefore require figure 8.1 to 
reflect the connections identified in the SCA and 
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accompanying text in paragraph 8.29 to provide further 
explanation and justification for all the cycle route 
proposals. 
 
We are pleased to see the inclusion of paragraph 8.30 
which expands on the requirements of part E and refers 
to London Plan standards for cycle parking. However, 
we would encourage an additional reference to meeting 
quality standards for cycle parking in the London 
Cycling Design Standards (LCDS). 

16 The Friends of Kensal Green 
Cemetery (JOHANNA 
HOLMES) 

J P, E, C 
and L. 

Policy T6 and associated statements NLPR pp.180-182 
privilege walking and cycling objectives over other 
NLPR policies and propose securing "necessary off-site 
improvements by planning obligation". This seems to 
recognise that the exploitation of "development 
potential" (for active travel infrastructure) presented by 
the OA sites, may result in development, which would 
"otherwise be unacceptable in planning terms" (NLPR 
paragraph 11.6, page 272). 
 
There is no obligation to demonstrate the necessity, 
impact, safety or viability of proposals for new routes in 
individual cases, nor for high value designations or 
other NLPR policies to be taken into account in 
determining whether a planning obligation is to be 
imposed. NLPR Policy T6 (B) should be amended 
accordingly. 

Planning obligations for transport 
infrastructure are secured under Local Plan 
Policy IP1 on Infrastructure and Planning 
Contributions.  
 
Specific infrastructural requirements are 
included in the Site Allocations. 
 
Any proposal for an element of transport 
infrastructure must itself be consulted upon 
and duly assessed. The securing of a 
planning obligation for off-site works does 
not make specific off-site interventions 
certain.   

17 The Pembridge Association 
(Fiona Fleming-Brown) 

  T6 (cycling and walking) 
 
In A, reference to safety of pedestrians and cyclists 
must be made - ‘making it easier, more attractive, and 
safer to walk and cycle within the borough’. 
 
In B, ‘pedestrian and cycle links’ should be more 

Part C of the policy addresses the safety of 
pedestrians and cyclists. No change to Part 
A is warranted.   
 
Part B is to be applied to scales of 
development across the borough – it cannot 
be made more specific – few developments 
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specific, and the policy should push for segregated 
pedestrian and cycle links where communities agree to 
these charges. 
 
In C, ‘New development must incorporate measures to 
improve road safety both on site and in the surrounding 
areas’ 
 
In E, specific metrics should be given for the number of 
cycle spaces per residential unit or sq ft of office space. 
 
In F more specificity is required ‘…land over which the 
public have a right of way (presumed, dedicated, 
permissive, or otherwise).’ 
 
Specific reference within this policy should be made to 
the council’s ambition to create a borough wide cycle 
network and developers’ responsibility to build 
infrastructure which ties into and enhances that 
network. 
 
Developers and the council, in every planning decision 
they take, must strive to make junctions and road 
crossing safer and minimise the amount of contact 
between vehicular traffic, pedestrians, and cyclists (with 
pedestrian and cycle priority given at all times). 

in the borough are likely to involve 
segregated cycleways.  
 
Part B required improvement to off-site 
cycle routes.  
  
Paragraph 8.30 explains that the relevant 
standards are in the London Plan. 
 
The Council agrees that public access 
rights will often be beneficial and 
necessary. We have added a sentence 
to Paragraph 8.8 to address this point. 
MAIN MODIFICATION to Para 8.8 
 
The Council is committed to creating a 
borough-wide network of cycle routes to 
enable more people to cycle. The potential 
future cycle routes shown in the Figure 8.1 
are indicative. Future proposals for cycle 
routes will be worked up with stakeholders 
and consulted upon. 
 
Policy T1F states that “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.” 
 
Like all boroughs, RBKC is developing its 
network of routes. RBKC’s approach will be 
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guided by the study it commissioned from 
Centre for London, and by resident reaction 
to it. 
  

18 Wornington Trees (Sam 
Dodgshon) 

P, J , E, 
C and L 

 These policies need to be decidedly stronger to be in 
line with other local plans nationwide and with the 
Greater London Plan as a whole. 
 
In A, reference to safety of pedestrians and cyclists 
must be made - ‘making it easier, more attractive, and 
safer to walk and cycle within the borough’. 
 
In B, ‘pedestrian and cycle links’ should be more 
specific, and the policy should push for segregated 
pedestrian and cycle links. 
 
In C, more focus should be given to connectivity with a 
wider cycling and walking network, as opposed to 
islands of infrastructure. ‘New development must 
incorporate measures to improve road safety both on 
site and in the surrounding areas’ 
 
In E, specific metrics should be given for the number of 
cycle spaces per residential unit or sq ft of office space. 
 
In F more specificity is required ‘…land over which the 
public have a right of way (presumed, dedicated, 
permissive, or otherwise).’ 
 
Specific reference within this policy should be made to 
the council’s ambition to create a borough wide cycle 
network (although this should be a borough wide safe 
and segregated cycle network), and developers’ 
responsibility to build infrastructure which ties into and 
enhances that network. 

Part C of the policy addresses the safety of 
pedestrians and cyclists. No change to Part 
A is warranted.   
 
Part B is to be applied to scales of 
development across the borough – it cannot 
be made more specific – few developments 
in the borough are likely to involve 
segregated cycleways.  
 
Part B required improvement to off-site 
cycle routes.  
  
Paragraph 8.30 explains that the relevant 
standards are in the London Plan. 
 
The Council agrees that public access 
rights will often be beneficial and 
necessary. We have added a sentence 
to Paragraph 8.8 to address this point. 
MAIN MODIFICATION to Para 8.8 
 
The Council is committed to creating a 
borough-wide network of cycle routes to 
enable more people to cycle. The potential 
future cycle routes shown in the Figure 8.1 
are indicative. Future proposals for cycle 
routes will be worked up with stakeholders 
and consulted upon. 
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Developers and the council, in every planning decision 
they take, must strive to make junctions and road 
crossing safer and minimise the amount of contact 
between vehicular traffic, pedestrians, and cyclists (with 
pedestrian and cycle priority given at all times). 
 
Ambitions to build a safe cycling and walking network in 
the borough which works as part of a greater whole 
across London must be referenced more in the local 
plan, and the council should commit to this ambition: 
including the specific provision of LTNs, segregated 
cycle routes, the redesign of dangerous junctions, the 
removal of gyratories, permanent road closures, and 
other active travel measures. 

Policy T1F states that “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.” 
 
Like all boroughs, RBKC is developing its 
network of routes. RBKC’s approach will be 
guided by the study it commissioned from 
Centre for London, and by resident reaction 
to it. 
  

19 TfL - London Plan and 
Planning Obligations team 
(Josephine Vos) 

  Various sites within Kensington & Chelsea are on or 
adjacent to London Underground assets, therefore we 
recommend the Local Plan clearly mentions 
requirements for infrastructure protection during 
construction and end state, with any additional 
safeguarding that may be required to meet the 
infrastructure needs. We support enhancements to bus 
infrastructure and/or the network, subject to TfL being 
consulted and the approvers of any changes. These 
must meet the prevailing TfL standards at the time of 
construction. 

Section 10 – Transport 

As stated at Regulation 18 the approach to transport 
outlined in this section needs to incorporate the 
Mayor’s objectives for transport, including the target for 
80 per cent of all trips in London to be by public 

The Council recognises the need for 
infrastructure to be safeguarded and we 
have included policy T5D to that end. 
Construction Management is covered by 
Policy GB7. We do not consider that a 
reference to Asset Protection Agreements 
is needed within the local plan. Due 
diligence on a development project would 
identify the need for one.   
 
The Local Plan policies were written to be 
consistent with the London Plan and the 
Mayor’s Transport Strategy. The borough’s 
most recent Local Implementation Plan was 
accepted by the Transport for London and 
being consistent with the Mayor’s objectives 
for transport, including modal targets.  
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transport, walking and cycling by 2041. The target for 
inner London is 90 per cent, and the approved Local 
Implementation Plan for RBKC sets a target of 85 per 
cent of trips by public transport, walking and cycling by 
2041. These targets should be reflected in the overall 
vision and used as justification for the specific policies 
and proposals designed to achieve them. 

At Regulation 18 we stated that ‘An important omission 
from the list of issues in the transport chapter is the 
need to secure land for transport and outline future 
plans and proposals in line with policy T3 in the London 
Plan 2021 and the emerging Sustainable Transport, 
Walking and Cycling London Plan Guidance. We 
therefore welcome the inclusion of part D in Policy T5: 
‘Resist the loss of buildings and land used for public 
transport, active travel or related support functions 
(unless satisfactory alternative facilities are provided).’ 
We also welcome inclusion of a map of existing and 
proposed cycle routes in Figure 8.1 (see detailed 
comments under T6) and the inclusion of Crossrail 2 
safeguarding on the Proposals Map which is 
referenced in paragraph 8.36. 
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Q54: Policy T7: Public Transport 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comment Response 

1 Ballymore Group Limited 
and Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets Limited 
(Ballymore Group... 

P, J and 
E. 

 Draft Policy T7 requires development to promote 
sustainable travel through the delivery of 
enhancements to existing public transport 
infrastructure. Ballymore and Sainsburys support this 
ambition and intend to deliver significant upgrades to 
the existing bus network as part of the KCOA 
redevelopment.  
 
Draft Policy T7 also encourages the council to work 
with partners to ensure that step-free access is 
delivered at all underground and rail stations, requiring 
new developments to contribute toward step-free 
access and ensure it is delivered at Underground and 
rail stations in the Borough where there is a 
redevelopment opportunity, giving priority to those 
which deliver the greatest overall benefits. 
 
While we have no objection to this policy in principle 
and support improvements to public transport 
services, particularly in areas that currently have lower 
levels of accessibility, it should be clear that a 
proportionate contribution will be required based on 
anticipated population levels of a development and 
that developments will not be required to mitigate 
historic underfunding or existing deficiencies in the 
public transport network.  
 
It is again important that the cost of these 
improvements or upgrades is clear to developers so 
they can be factored into a scheme at the earliest 
stages. Further, any contributions should meet the 

Noted, no modifications required. Draft 
Policy T7 does not create an obligation that 
is disproportionate.  
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relevant tests and be used to offset direct impacts of a 
development, rather than being used to address wider 
deficiencies within existing public transport services 
(which should be covered by CIL payments).  
 
To ensure any financial contribution towards public 
transport improvements meets the relevant CIL tests, 
it is considered that Part (B) of this policy should be 
amended to the following: 
 
“New developments must provide or contribute toward 
improvements to public transport services, access to 
them and interchange between them, giving priority to 
areas that currently have lower levels of accessibility. 
Any financial contribution towards public transport 
improvements (including upgrades or extensions to 
bus services, or step free access to underground and 
rail stations) will be proportionate to the anticipated 
increase in demand resulting from a proposed 
development.” 
 
Without this clarification, it is considered that the policy 
is not effective or justified. 

2 DP9 for Native Land 
(Kensington Limited), 
TTLSouth Kensington 
Properties and ... 

P, J , E 
and C. 

L We support Policy T7D which promotes step free 
access at stations where there is a 
redevelopment opportunity, giving priority to those 
which deliver the greatest overall 
benefits. However, as one of the busiest stations in 
London without step free access and serving a 
number of nationally and internationally important 
institutions, we consider this policy should identify the 
delivery of step free access at South Kensington 
Station as the Council’s highest priority. 

It is not considered appropriate to rank the 
priority of stations in the Local Plan. The 
Council will act to take advantage of 
opportunities as they arise. Notwithstanding 
the importance of South Kensington is 
acknowledged at Paragraph 8.37 



673 
 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comment Response 

3 Jonathan Kelly P, J , E, 
C and L 

 
 

 Noted  

4 Kensington Society 
(Amanda Frame) 

  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 

The Council commissioned Network Rail to 
investigate the feasibility of providing an 
Elizabeth Line station at Kensal Canalside. 
Whilst that work did not conclude, potential 
station configurations on operational railway 
land were identified. These configurations 
would not in any way undermine the 
development potential of the KCOA - we 
have established that the former gasworks 
site must continue to provide access to the 
railway in any event, so Paragraph 35 is not 
prejudicial to sustainable development.    
 

5 Moni Red  P, J , 
E, C 
and L 

 
Noted  

6 Notting Hill and North 
Kensington Liberal 
Democrats (Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

P J , E, C 
and L 

B is a good point, but should make specific reference 
to the contribution of money and new infrastructure to 
provide public transport. 
 
C should make specific reference to the building of a 
new station at Westway Circle/St Quintin Park and 
Wormwood Scrubs, as well as ensuring plans for Old 
Oak Common serve to benefit those in North 
Kensington and the new stations can be accessed 
directly from the borough by foot and cycle. 

Planning obligations for transport 
infrastructure are secured under Local Plan 
Policy IP1 on Infrastructure and Planning 
Contributions.  
 
Specific infrastructural requirements are 
included in the Site Allocations. 
 
We do not have grounds to believe that 
any of the proposals for additional 
stations on the West London Line are 
supported by the external parties whose 
support would be necessary. Indeed 
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TfL’s response makes clear that it does 
not regard Westway Circus as viable.   

 
  

7 Olivier Bouan P, J , E 
and C. 

L As far as I can read, the proposed plan is not 
sufficiently clear about the need to encourage active 
travel and reduce car traffic through the borough. This 
fails to account for unmet needs of neighboring 
boroughs, is not justified based on mountains of 
evidence from within and beyond the UK regarding 
better street and road network designed, and will not 
be effective at addressing cross-boundary strategic 
efforts like reducing car usage across London and 
investing in truly healthy strreets. 
 
Furthermore, I believe this may not be consistent with 
national policy which seeks to significantly increase 
active travel and cycling, which this plan will fail to do. 
 
The borough claims an existing network of cycle 
routes. However closer inspection reveals many of 
these routes are "cycle routes" in name only, with little 
to no affordances made to make cycling safe or 
appealing. The council needs to consider standards 
that make it safe enough for children or the elderly (or 
any other more risk averse groups) to be able and 
willing to cycle. This means cycle routes should either 
be very quiet, or segregated/protected from car traffic. 
Furthermore, they should be clearly designated and 
waymarked.  
 
Furthermore, the cycle network as proposed is 
incomplete, making cycling journeys impossible, 
impractical, or dangerous for those who choose to 

The Council is committed to creating a 
borough-wide network of cycle routes to 
enable more people to cycle. The potential 
future cycle routes shown in the Figure 8.1 
are indicative. Future proposals for cycle 
routes will be worked up with stakeholders 
and consulted upon.  
 
The Council in its function as traffic authority 
sets out its plans for managing traffic in the 
Local Implementation Plan, prepared to be 
consistent with the Mayor’s Transport 
Strategy. 
 
RBKC’s approach to cycle routes and bus 
lanes will be guided by the study it 
commissioned from Centre for London, and 
by resident reaction to it. 
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cycle.  
 
Finally, too little attention has been given to the 
importance of bus priority lanes, where buses in 
RBKC are frequently slowed by congestion, despite 
moving a large number of residents and visitors. The 
embankment is a good example here. 
 
Therefore, this policy isn't justified and won't be 
effective. 

8 Penelope Horlick P, J , E, 
C and L 

 the why are buses being removed? for example the 
number 10? on one hand we are told to take public 
transport and then the bus routes are reduced? 
illogical. 

Bus services are planned and delivered by 
Transport for London. The Council has 
successfully resisted the proposed loss of 
bus routes in the borough.   

9 St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson) 

E and C. P and 
J. 

Paragraph 8.23 of the text explains PTAL but is not 
accompanied by PTAL maps of the Borough as at 
2021 and as forecast by 2031 (as available via the 
GLA/TfL WebCAT tool). This is basic information 
which the public expect to find in a Local Plan for a 
London planning authority. 
 
Policy T7 C reads Support improvements to West 
London Line services and enhancements to facilities 
that improve access to the services. Paragraph 8.34 
rehearses proposals from the West London Line 
Group and the StQW Forum for an additional 
Overground station at ‘Western Circus’. 
 
We have noted that the TfL response to the Reg 18 
Draft Local Plan commented that there was no 
sufficient business case for such an extra station. The 
last such study was undertaken by RBKC in 2008. 
 
We see no evidence that such a case has been re-

PTAL levels are not constant over time and 
will change over the lifetime of the Local 
Plan. Therefore, it is not considered 
appropriate to include a PTAL map within the 
Local Plan. 
 
The site of the proposed station at Westway 
Circus falls within the catchment of two 
existing London Underground stations. It is 
not close enough to Kensal Canalside to be 
of count towards the accessibility level of the 
Opportunity area.  
 
We do not have grounds to believe that 
the proposals for additional platforms on 
the West London Line are supported by 
the external parties whose support 
would be necessary.  
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examined by TfL or others in the light of the following 
events: 
• The acknowledgment that an Elizabeth line station at 
Kensal Canalside will not happen in the plan period for 
the new RBKC Local Plan 
• The abandonment of plans for a new Overground on 
the WLL at Hythe Road (previously part of the OPDC 
Regulation 18 Local Plan) 
• High density housing consented and/or under 
construction on 3 sites at Mitre Bridge on Scrubs Lane 
in LBHF (OPDC area) and the near completed 
development of Imperial College’s White City campus 
on Wood Lane. 
• Proposals for high density housing at the western 
end of the Kensal Canalside OA 
• The delayed target date from 2026 to 2030-32 for the 
opening of the Old Oak Common HS2/Elizabeth line 
interchange in the OPDC part of North Hammersmith. 
 
The current 2019 Local Plan includes a policy CT2 B 
which reads ‘the Council will: support the creation of a 
new station on the West London line at Westway 
Circus, as proposed by the St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
The OPDC Local Plan (adopted in 2021) includes no 
funded proposals to create alternative public transport 
options in areas of low PTAL at Mitre Bridge, Scrubs 
Lane NW10. The same applies to the western end of 
the Kensal Canalside OA, which fails to achieve the 
lowest PTAL levels of 1a or 1b (even by 2031 
according to the TfL WebCAT planning tool). High 
density developments at both these locations are 
therefore reliant on a ‘bus strategy’ operating on 
already congested routes. 
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We suggest that policy T7C should be amended to 
read Support improvements to West London Line 
services including 10 year temporary platforms and a 
halt at either North Pole Road or at ‘Westway Circus’ 
beneath the Westway elevated roundabout. 
 
‘Westway Circus’ is the obvious location, given that 
platforms could be located on undeveloped land on 
the site of the planned underpass between Wood 
Lane and Latimer Road, thereby eliminating the need 
for a bridge across the tracks. North Pole Road was 
the site of a previous station on the WLL, not replaced 
after WW2 fire damage. 
 
Since 1999 three new stations have been added to the 
West London Line including the simple platforms at 
Imperial Wharf at a cost of only £10m in 2009 (the 
others being West Brompton and Shepherds Bush). 
Four stations were added to the East London Line as 
part of the relaunch of the London Overground. 
 
The ‘intensification’ of housing densities in the OPDC 
area and at the Kensal Canalside OA is not being 
accompanied by additional rail, Overground, or 
Underground options in a part of Inner London poorly 
served at present. Even when completed in the 2030s, 
there will be no Overground link to the eastern end of 
Old Oak Common station. TfL’s detailed feasibility 
study for a new station at Hythe Road has a forecast 
budget of £100m, ten times the station cost at Imperial 
Wharf. This may have affected their view on a 
business case for Westway Circus. 
 
Proposed densities at Kensal Canalside are not 
supportable in terms of London Plan policies D2 and 
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D3 without improved public transport access and 
options. 

10 Sydney St. & District R.A. 
(R. Alexander) 

 P, J , 
E, C 
and L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it are very 
persuasive. 

Support noted  

11 TfL - Commercial 
Development (Brendan 
Hodges) 

  Regarding paragraph 8.37, it would be helpful to 
understand how the Council will contribute towards the 
provision of step free access within the borough eg. 
S106 monies, CIL and other funds the Council could 
make available. 

Noted  

12 TfL - London Plan and 
Planning Obligations team 
(Josephine Vos) 

  We made a number of comments on Policy T7 at 
Regulation 18 which are still relevant: 
 
In part D, and paragraph 8.37, we support the 
Council’s vision to deliver step-free access for all 
Underground and rail stations and requirement for 
‘new developments to contribute towards step-free 
access’. The Council recognises that complete 
delivery is improbable during the plan period and is 
prioritising High Street Kensington, Ladbroke Grove 
and South Kensington stations, while also committing 
financial provisions towards delivery. This approach is 
welcomed. Opportunities for third party funding and/or 
delivery of step-free access elsewhere should 
continue to be pursued as and when they arise. 
 
We note aspirations for a new West London line 
station in the north Kensington area at Westway 
Circus. However, as previously stated, this is not 
currently viable because there are Underground 
stations within walking distance of the proposed site 
and a station in this location is unlikely to have a 
strong business case. The benefits to people living 
and working in the area would be limited, and an 

 
 
Support for step free policy noted  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TfL’s comments on the potential for an 
additional station on the West London Line in 
North Kensington are noted.  
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additional station would lengthen journey times along 
the line. This is unlikely to be justified by the demand 
generated by a new station in this location. Improving 
access for people walking and cycling, such as a 
potential link across the West London line, offers more 
realistic options to improve connectivity for the north-
western part of the borough. 
 
In paragraph 8.35 it is noted that the Council, working 
with Network Rail and TfL, has not yet been able to 
demonstrate that the delivery of an Elizabeth line 
station at Kensal Canalside is feasible, and that no 
further feasibility work is intended within the lifetime of 
the plan. We would be happy to work with you to 
explore how alternative modes of transport to link to 
existing London Underground and London 
Overground stations, and Old Oak Common can be 
enhanced to provide the local connectivity to support 
the development of the area. 
 
We previously commented on paragraph 8.33 in which 
the Council notes that its focus has been on improving 
north-south bus connections which have been secured 
through development contributions. The Council also 
notes that the bus network has faced challenges since 
the most recent Local Plan was adopted that have 
resulted in rationalisation of bus services. To ensure 
soundness and consistency with the London Plan, we 
suggest the following edit to the final sentence: ‘It is 
now more important than ever that new development 
secures developer contributions towards improved bus 
services, bus stands and improved walking access to 
ensure that bus capacity can meet demand in an 
inclusive manner.’ 
 
We made the point that ‘Land for transport, including 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TfL’s offer to explore how alternative modes 
of transport can be enhanced to provide the 
local connectivity to support the development 
of Kensal Canalside is noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
We consider the wording of paragraph 
8.33 to be sufficient.  Improved walking 
access is covered by policies T6B and 
T7B. Under Policy T1 all modifications to 
the street network should aim to be 
inclusive to all.  
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operational bus garages and rail 
infrastructure, must be both protected from 
development, and maintained or enhanced, and 
safeguarding is required for future infrastructure 
projects.’ This should all be reflected in the Local Plan. 
As stated above, we therefore welcome the inclusion 
of part D in Policy T5: ‘Resist the loss of buildings and 
land used for public transport, active travel or related 
support functions (unless satisfactory alternative 
facilities are provided).’ We also welcome the inclusion 
of Crossrail 2 safeguarding on the Proposals Map 
which is referenced in paragraph 8.36. 

TfL’s support for Policy T5D is noted.  

13 The Friends of Kensal Green 
Cemetery (JOHANNA 
HOLMES) 

 P and J 
 

 Noted  

14 West London Line Group 
(Mark Balaam) 

P, J , E, 
C and L 

 Although we welcome the general support for the 
West London Line and paras C and 8.34, we would 
like to see more detailed policies pursued in line with 
our comments of our email dated 22 December 2022. 

Noted  

15 Wornington Trees (Sam 
Dodgshon) 

P J , E, C 
and L 

B is a good point, but should make specific reference 
to the contribution of money and new infrastructure to 
provide public transport. 

Support For Part B noted. We consider the 
wording to be satisfactory  
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Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comment Response 

1 Ballymore Group Limited 
and Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets Limited 
(Ballymore Group) 

P, J , E 
and C. 

 Point C of draft Policy T8 states that all new residential 
development must be permit-free and car parking 
must be provided at or below the adopted car parking 
standards. Parking in non-residential development 
must be for essential need only. 
 
It is our view that Policy should recognise that in areas 
of change (such as the Kensal Canalside Opportunity 
Area) which currently have low levels of accessibility 
that will increase over time as a result of the proposed 
development and associated improvements to public 
transport (such as extended bus routes and increased 
London Underground services), developments will 
need a certain level of car parking to support incoming 
residents, and this should not be prevented. 
 
Further, the restriction of Point C of ‘Parking in non-
residential development must be for essential need 
only’ conflicts with the parking standards set out in the 
adopted London Plan. Notably, in relation to retail 
parking, London Plan Policy T6.3 (and associated 
Table 10.5) allows up to 1 space per 75sqm GIA 
within Inner London Boroughs. It is therefore 
considered that the draft Local Plan policy should 
reflect this level rather than the more onerous 
restriction as currently drafted. As such, we contend 
that Point C of the draft policy should be amended to 
the following: 
 
“All new additional residential development must be 
permit-free. Car parking provided in new residential 

THe wording of Point C is necessary to 
ensure consistency with the London Plan 
2021.  
 
Paragraph 8.42 explains “car parking 
standards for development are set out in the 
London Plan 2021 and are expressed as 
maxima. Zero levels of car parking are 
encouraged in order to minimise the 
negative impacts of increased car use and 
traffic congestion. In some locations and for 
some scales of development car parking will 
need to be below the maximum adopted 
standards in order to ensure the impacts of 
any additional car trips are acceptable”. 
 
There is a Site Allocation which lists 
infrastructural requirements for Kensal 
Canalside.  
 
The term “essential need” is open to 
interpretation. For most uses this amounts to 
no more than the provision of disabled 
parking spaces to standard. In respect of a 
replacement large format supermarket, one 
could recognise some car parking as being 
essential, subject to adherence to relevant 
London Plan policies.  
 
The London Plan encourages local 
authorities to impose car parking standards 
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and non-residential development must be at or below 
the adopted car parking standards as set out in the 
London Plan.”  
 
Point D of draft Policy T8 states the Council will 
require all parking spaces within new development to 
be equipped with electric vehicle charging points. 
While we understand the Council’s desire to 
encourage the use of electric vehicles, the current 
drafting of this policy exceeds London Plan 
requirements regarding electric vehicle charging and 
is considered to be excessive in requiring electric 
charging provision for all new spaces. Instead, we feel 
the policy should be amended to require 20% 
provision from the outset with passive provision for all 
remaining spaces. This reflects current levels of 
electric vehicles but also ensures the necessary 
infrastructure is in place to support increased usage of 
electric vehicles in the future, while not overburdening 
developments with charging facilities that won’t be 
used in the short term.  
 
Further, the London Fire Brigade and HSE are not 
currently supporting charging points in underground or 
podium car parks due to fire risk. There should 
therefore be additional flexibility added into the policy 
which requires developers to provide the required 
infrastructure ready for charging points when electric 
cars are sufficiently advanced to avoid the risk of fire. 

below the maxima set out in the London 
Plan. The Council recognises that in some 
locations and for some scales of 
development car parking will need to be 
below the maximum adopted standards in 
order to ensure the impacts of any additional 
car trips are acceptable. In such 
circumstances, it is reasonable for car 
parking provision be limited to blue badge 
parking or “essential need” only.  
 
Policy T8 Part D is justified by Paragraph 
8.45. We recognise that the provision of 
electric charging points in large numbers 
places a strain on power networks however 
this impact would be tempered by providing 
fewer parking spaces and limiting parking 
provision to essential need only.  
 
Most off-street car parking spaces in new 
Inner London developments are provided in 
basements. The final paragraph implies that 
no electric charging points can be provided 
in basements. This outcome would be 
untenable. Appropriate mitigations 
potentially including partitions, fire detection 
systems and sprinklers would be needed.   

2 Cheyne Walk Trust (David 
Waddell) 

  This Chapter recognises the requirement for a well-
connected, inclusive and legible network of streets to 
be maintained and enhanced. 
 
However, at 10.27 to 10.39, Policies T7 and T8, the 
Plan seeks excessively to minimise the use by 

It is considered that the words “minimise 
reliance” are appropriate and contain an 
implicit recognition that some private vehicle 
use will continue to be necessary. 
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residents of private vehicles in the Borough and in so 
doing fails to recognise the entirely appropriate 
reliance of the elderly and families on this essential 
means to mobility and administration. In particular in 
Policy T8 A. should be amended in its first line by 
replacing the term ‘minimise’ with ‘reduce’ in order to 
emphasise the appropriate balance of need in this 
activity. 

3 Earls Court Development 
Company (Taylar Vernon) 

P, J , E, 
C and L 

 ECDC retains it concerns with Part B of this proposed 
Policy, which states that “The  
Council will require it to be demonstrated that 
development will not result in any material increase in 
traffic congestion or on-street parking pressure”. The 
requirement to ensure no more than a ‘material 
increase’ is very onerous and is not consistent with the 
NPPF (Paragraph 111), which states that 
development should only be "refused on highways 
grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact on 
highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on 
the road network would be severe”. The requirement 
for development generally therefore should be to 
demonstrate that traffic can be satisfactorily 
accommodated on the highway network (with no 
severe impact), or else provide appropriate mitigation.  
 
This matter was raised previously by ECDC as part of 
the Regulation 18 consultation, to which RBKC have 
responded that “A material increase in traffic 
congestion has the potential to be harmful given 
existing problems of traffic congestion and poor air 
quality. The Council’s policy objective is reasonable in 
the context of the borough and not in conflict with 
NPPF (Paragraph 111).” ECDC disagree with such an 
assertion, noting that the supporting text even refers to 
“significant increases”. What may be considered 

The Council continues to submit that a 
material increase in traffic congestion has 
the potential to be harmful given existing 
problems of traffic congestion and poor air 
quality. However, we recognise the wording 
of the policy could be interpreted as not 
being consistent with NPPF Paragraph 111. 
To avoid that risk, the below Main 
Modification is proposed  
 
Require it to be demonstrated that following 
mitigation, development will not adversely 
result in any material increase in traffic 
congestion or on street parking pressure. 
 
Main Modification to Policy T8B 
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“material” is subjective and in some instances may be 
only a very minor impact, yet development having a 
minor impact may be entirely precluded under the 
wording of this policy. 
 
Whilst ECDC will endeavour to ensure that the 
proposals for Earl’s Court do not result in any adverse 
highways impacts, ECDC still considers that RBKC 
should reflect national policy and reflect that 
development will be generally acceptable where any 
impacts are adequately mitigated. Accordingly, ECDC 
considers that at this stage this policy sufficient 
flexibility should be afforded to development it is not 
envisaged that the development at Earl’s Court will 
result in any material impacts, it still considered that 
this policy not justified nor effective, and could 
therefore be more positively prepared through these 
suggested amendments. 

4 Gayle Verdi   The car park beside Rifle Place is divided between 
spaces for Housing Trust residents in RBKC and 
spaces privately owned by LBHF residents. 
It is monitored by PCM, a private company who often 
issue tickets incorrectly. This frustration could be 
avoided if Hunt Close were to be taken into RBKC and 
all of this car park were managed by the RBKC 
parking control system. 

This location is in LBHF – the borough 
boundary cannot be changed through the 
process to review the Local Plan  

5 Home Builders Federation 
(James Stevens) 

  Part D of the policy is unsound because it is contrary 
to Part S of the Building Regulations. 
 
Part D of the policy requires and electrical vehicle 
charging point (EVCP) for each car-parking space. 
The new Part S of the Building Regulations, 
introduced in 2022, by contrast, requires one ECVP 
per dwelling. While it is unlikely that new dwellings in 

The Policy is attuned to the densely 
developed Inner London context of the 
borough – there is no chance of more than 
1:1 parking provision being appropriate in 
any circumstances in the borough.  
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RBKC will come with more than one car parking space 
(if that – see the London Plan) requiring an EVCP 
charging point for each parking space would go further 
than the Building Regulations. This is unnecessary 
and we recommend that the policy is amended to refer 
to the requirements of Part S. 

6 Kensington Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

J and E P 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. 

Paragraph 8.42 explains “car parking 
standards for development are set out in the 
London Plan 2021 and are expressed as 
maxima. Zero levels of car parking are 
encouraged in order to minimise the 
negative impacts of increased car use and 
traffic congestion. In some locations and for 
some scales of development car parking will 
need to be below the maximum adopted 
standards in order to ensure the impacts of 
any additional car trips are acceptable”. We 
consider paragraph 8.42 provides due 
justification to Policy T8.  
 
The wording of the Policy T8 recognises that 
some limited private vehicle use will 
continue to be necessary. 
 
Paragraph 8.39 does not set out policy on 
autonomous vehicles; it simply notes that 
the advent of such vehicles may change the 
context for parking demand significantly. It is 
appropriate in this context.    

7 Moni Red P, J , E, 
C and L 

 Make it easier for people to park and build more 
underground parking 

This would not be consistent with the 
London Plan  

8 Norland Conservation 
Society (Martin Ingell) 

E P, J, C 
and L 

SECTION 8 - Policy T8: Car Parking  
 
Electric Vehicles 

D. All parking spaces within new 
development to be equipped with electric 
vehicle charging points. 
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comment Response 

 
8.45 - Congestion and air quality: Under the London 
Plan, for new developments, the Council must provide 
one fifth of parking spaces with on-site charging points 
for electric vehicles. The Council recognises that with 
the low levels of new off-street parking in the Borough, 
to support its 2040 carbon neutral target, and improve 
poor air quality, a more ambitious requirement for off-
street charging points is necessary. However, the Plan 
is silent on how this might be achieved.  
 
Therefore, Policy T8 is not ‘effective’. 

9 Notting Hill and North 
Kensington Liberal 
Democrats (Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

P and C J, E 
and L 

In A, we should strive to minimise car use ‘arising from 
new developments and existing residents and 
businesses, and promotes sustainable travel…’. 
References to managing congestion and the supply of 
car parking are vague - this should make specific 
mention of a reduction in on street car parking, and 
the reduction of traffic using non-primary routes.  
 
In C, all new residential development should be car 
free. RBKC should not be encouraging residents to 
drive within the borough, and new developments 
should be encouraged to fund alternative such as park 
and ride from outside of the borough for residents who 
have cars. 
 
Both of these points would bring us more into line with 
the Greater London Plan and the plans of the majority 
of other inner London boroughs. 

The Council in its function as traffic authority 
sets out its plans for managing congestion 
and on street parking in the Local 
Implementation Plan, prepared to be 
consistent with the Mayor’s Transport 
Strategy. 
 
All new additional residential units in the 
borough are required to be permit free with 
no entitlement to park on street.  
 
Paragraph 8.42 explains “car parking 
standards for development are set out in the 
London Plan 2021 and are expressed as 
maxima. Zero levels of car parking are 
encouraged in order to minimise the 
negative impacts of increased car use and 
traffic congestion. In some locations and for 
some scales of development car parking will 
need to be below the maximum adopted 
standards in order to ensure the impacts of 
any additional car trips are acceptable” 
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comment Response 

The effect to the policy will greatly limit the 
provision of additional car parking spaces in 
the future.   

10 Olivier Bouan P, J and 
E 

C and 
L 

Parking should be made more expensive, and 
generally reduced (as a result of pricing reducing 
demand, allowing us to reduce supply). London real 
estate is amongst the most expensive in the nation -- 
we should not be subsidizing what precious 
streetscape we have to free or cheap parking of 
private vehicles, whose trips it should be our goal to 
minimize. 

The Council in its function as traffic authority 
sets out its plans for managing congestion 
and on street parking in the Local 
Implementation Plan, prepared to be 
consistent with the Mayor’s Transport 
Strategy. 

11 Penelope Horlick P, J , E, 
C and L 

 then stop charging so much and reducing bus routes Buses are provided by Transport for London 

12 Savills on behalf of 
Commercial Estates Group 
(Kirsty Turner) 

  Furthermore, we support the Council’s decision to 
adopt the London Plan’s position on Car Parking set 
out in Part (C) of Policy T8, which states the following: 
‘All new additional residential development must be 
permit-free. Car parking provided in new residential 
development must be at or below the adopted car 
parking standards. Parking in non-residential 
development must be for essential need only.’ 

Support noted  

13 Silvera Williams   There are instances of proposal for car free 
developments. How does this fit with the provision of 
lifetime homes or where a resident’s accessibility 
needs change over time and they may require a 
vehicle to live an independent life. Will they just have 
to move? 
 
Just because no car parking spaces are provided 
within developments does not necessarily ensure 
reduced car use. It may, in fact, just create more 
congestion for car users. 

Para 8.41 explains the Council operates a 
Purple Badge scheme for people with 
disabilities living or working in the Borough. 
Purple Badge holders are exempt from the 
permit free requirements. The Car parking 
standards set out in the London Plan 
address the societal need for Lifetime 
homes.  
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comment Response 

14 St Quintin and Woodlands 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Henry Peterson) 

 P, J , E 
and C. 

The StQW Forum continues to support RBKC’s policy 
of a Borough-wide zone for residents parking and for 
‘car-free’ policies to be applied to new developments. 

Noted  

15 Sydney St. & District R.A. 
(R. Alexander) 

 P, J , 
E, C 
and L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it are very 
persuasive. 

Support noted 

16 TfL - Commercial 
Development (Brendan 
Hodges) 

  We note the reference in paragraph 8.42 to the 
parking standards set out in the London Plan. We 
consider that this should be referenced in the policy 
itself, and / or in the supporting text which should 
clearly state that maximum car parking standards will 
be imposed in accordance with Policy T6 (Car 
parking) and associated tables in the London Plan. 
We agree that: 
 
“In some locations and for some scales of 
development car parking will need to be below the 
maximum adopted standards set out in the London 
Plan (policy T6) in order to ensure the impacts of any 
additional car trips are acceptable.” 
 
The text should clarify that the maximum adopted 
standards are those set out in the London Plan and 
we have suggested additional wording above in red 
accordingly. 

Paragraph 8.42 is considered sufficient.  
 
The London Plan is part of the development 
plan. It is not necessary or desirable for 
content of the London Plan to be replicated 
in the Local Pan.   
 
The policy wording gives the Council the 
flexibility to adopt different (i.e., lower) car 
parking standards at a future date whilst 
maintaining adherence to the London Plan.  

17 TfL - London Plan and 
Planning Obligations team 
(Josephine Vos) 

  As stated above, we welcome the inclusion of a direct 
reference to London Plan parking 
standards in paragraph 8.42. However, we would 
prefer this to be included in part C of the policy itself to 
clarify what is meant by ‘adopted standards’. 
 
In part F, we suggest stronger wording: The Council 
will resist not allow new public car parks and the loss 
of off-street coach parking’. Car parks in an inner 

Paragraph 8.42 is considered sufficient.  
 
The London Plan is part of the development 
plan. It is not necessary or desirable for 
content of the London Plan to be replicated 
in the Local Pan.   
 
The policy wording gives the Council the 
flexibility to adopt different (i.e., lower) car 
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comment Response 

London borough is an inefficient/poor use of land, and 
the borough should be actively redeveloping existing 
car parks to address housing need and demand for 
other, more beneficial uses. 
 
The autonomous vehicle reference in paragraph 10.33 
should be removed as this should be addressed at a 
Greater London level and is not appropriate at the 
borough level. 
 
We welcome the removal of a reference to resisting 
reductions in on-street parking in 
paragraph 8.40 

parking standards at a future date whilst 
maintaining adherence to the London Plan. 
 
The Council considers the text at T8F to be 
sufficiently strong. There is no prospect of 
proposals for new public car parking 
materialising in the borough.  
 
10.33 does not set out policy on 
autonomous vehicles; it simply notes that 
the advent of such vehicles may change the 
context for parking demand significantly. It is 
appropriate in this context.   

18 Wornington Trees (Sam 
Dodgshon) 

P, J and 
C 

E and 
L 

In A, we should strive to minimise car use ‘arising from 
new developments and existing residents and 
businesses, and promotes sustainable travel…’. 
References to managing congestion and the supply of 
car parking are vague - this should make specific 
mention of a reduction in on street car parking, and 
the reduction of traffic using non-primary routes.  
 
In C, all new residential development should be car 
free. RBKC should not be encouraging residents to 
drive within the borough, and new developments 
should be encouraged to fund alternative such as park 
and ride from outside of the borough for residents who 
have cars. 

The Council in its function as traffic authority 
sets out its plans for managing congestion 
and on street parking in the Local 
Implementation Plan, prepared to be 
consistent with the Mayor’s Transport 
Strategy.  
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Q56: Policy T9: Servicing 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comments Response 

1 Directors of the Board of 
Charles II Place 
Management (1991) Limited 
(Directo... 

 P, J , 
E, C 
and L 

Policy reference to servicing activities not giving rise to 
traffic congestion, conflict with pedestrians or 
detriment to residential amenity is supported (part A). 
 
The requirement for a Servicing Management Plan for 
all sites with on-site servicing space that will control 
the hours of servicing, including details on how 
vehicles will be managed, and controls on the types 
and sizes of vehicles to ensure they are appropriate to 
the local area and are environmentally acceptable, is 
supported (part C). 
 
The requirement for proposals for larger developments 
to be supported by a Delivery Management Plan to 
explain how deliveries would be consolidated (through 
use of a concierge or mail office) to limit van traffic 
generation is supported (part H). 

Support noted 

2 Kensington Society 
(Amanda Frame) 

J and E P 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 

Parking is coved by Policy T8. The 
suggested amendment to the policy wording 
of Part A and F is too prescriptive. 
 
 
Add “or the amenity of residents” to part G. 
“Passing pedestrians” is included in “the 
function of the highway”.  
 
Main Modification to Policy T9 Part G  
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comments Response 

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.” 

3 Penelope Horlick P, J , E, 
C and L 

 servicing? new developments? whatever does this 
mean? 

Please refer to the relevant policy 
formulation report.   

4 Silvera Williams   How will you ensure successful facilitation of servicing 
in all respects, but particularly with regards firefighters 
and emergency services? 

Add “Emergency Vehicle Access” to Part F 
after “Congestion”.  
 
Main Modification to Policy T9 Part F  

5 Sydney St. & District R.A. 
(R. Alexander) 

 P, J , 
E, C 
and L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it are very 
persuasive. 

Noted 

6 TfL - London Plan and 
Planning Obligations team 
(Josephine Vos) 

  As stated at Regulation 18, we support 
acknowledgement of the need to better address and 
manage the adverse effects of servicing on 
congestion. We support servicing off-street where 
possible, in accordance with London Plan policy T7. 

Support noted  
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Ref Respondent Name Un 
sound 

Sound Comments Response 

However, where this cannot be provided we welcome 
the requirement for ‘Servicing Management Plans 
and/or Coach Management Plans’ in part F. We 
welcome the support for use of cargo bicycles and 
river freight in paragraph 8.48 

7 Turley on behalf of Warrior 
Property Group and 
Portobello Group (Alice 
Hawkins) 

  Part B of this policy notes that “Developments must 
provide sufficient on-site servicing space, 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.” 
 
It is considered that on street servicing will remain a 
reality for a number of sites within the Borough apart 
from large scale major development proposals, given 
the impact that accommodating servicing vehicles 
within development sites would have on floorspace, 
viability and ground floor activation. It is suggested 
that this is acknowledged within the policy. 

The wording of Part B was updated at the 
Regulation 19 stage to include the caveat 
“where feasible” to address this comment.  
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General comments from West London Line Group pertaining to transport issues. 
 
Ref Respondent Name  Comments Response 
8 West London Line Group 

(Mark Balaam) 
General 

The West London Line corridor straddles the total lengthy 
boundary between the Royal Borough and the London 
Borough of Hammersmith & Fulham. While the Group 
welcomes the general support in the Plan to the West 
London Line, we believe that the Plan needs to be more 
explicit in detail in terms of supporting developments along 
the Line, as well as detailing and taking into account the 
presence of populations and traffic generators on both side 
of the boundary. 

- There are many key omissions in the Plan that ought to be 
rectified, including (in not necessarily this order of priority):-
The need for good transport, especially rail, connections 
between the Royal Borough and the Old Oak and Park 
Royal Development Corporation (OPDC) Area and Region, 
not only via the proposed Kensal Portobello station (which 
may not proceed), but also via the West London Line. 

- The desirability of the Royal Borough to be connected into 
the High Speed rail networks on the Continent (HS1) and in 
the UK (HS2) with physical connections at Old Oak 
Common and by dovetailing the present redevelopment at 
Kensington Olympia to prepare this station for HS2-HS1 
services 

- The need for a new station at Westway Circus to link its 
developing quadrants together and provide a plethora of 
new rail journey options for employment and leisure 
opportunities across London, particularly for Grenfell Tower 

 

Policy T7D affirms that the Council supports 
improvements to West London Line services and 
enhancements to facilities that improve access to the 
services. 

 

We do not have grounds to believe that any of the 
proposals for new stations and interchanges, most of 
which do not fall within the borough, are supported by 
the external parties whose support would be 
necessary.  

 

TfL’s response makes clear that it does not regard 
Westway Circus as viable.   
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and nearby local communities needing continuing support 
and regeneration. 

- The desirability of a new WLL station at West Cromwell 
Road to provide interchange between the WLL and the 
Piccadilly Line and with the District Line at West Kensington 
to serve the Earls Court redevelopment and environs and 
provide an out-of-centre single-change link between 
Heathrow and Gatwick and intervening centres. This would 
take pressure off Earl’s Court station and could be an 
additional or alternative HS2-HS1 station to Kensington 
Olympia, as well as being a hub for small-to-medium-sized 
rail freight for West London businesses. 

-The need for a new WLL interchange at Imperial Wharf 
with Crossrail 2 to serve the regeneration area of SE 
Fulham and SW Chelsea, as an alternative if not additional 
metro station to Chelsea Old Town Hall. The benefits of 
linking this poorly-served area to the centre of London 
should outweigh the disadvantages of adjusted tunnel 
alignments, additional wheelwear and marginally increased 
travel times on Crossrail2. 

-The need for a new pedestrian and cycle bridge alongside 
the Cremorne rail bridge. 

We also trust that, although outside the scope of this Plan, 
the Royal Borough would also support and/or seek to 
secure the following:- 

- Lillie Bridge Depot to become an extension to or 
replacement site for the LT Museum's Acton Depot with 
good access to other electrified lines to showcase other 
electric trains to provide a cultural attraction sought for the 
Earls Court redevelopment. 



695 
 

- Battersea High Street WLL station to be rebuilt for this 
Thameside quarter. 

- Clapham Junction Platform 0 to be re-instituted to expand 
station and WLL capacity. 

- WLL - Gatwick/Brighton direct rail services to be restored 
to provide a railair link for West London and North West 
Hertfordshire to complement the new services between 
Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire and the Sussex coast 

- WLL - South East London direct rail services to be 
provided between London's western and southern sectors 
to expand rail journey options to and from the Royal 
Borough and to encourage modal shift from the polluted 
and congested Earl’s Court One-Way System to rail. 

- Electrification of the non-electrified gaps around London 
(particularly Willesden SW Sidings) that presently result in 
unwanted diesel locomotive pollution in inner city areas, 
such as the West London Line corridor, and farther afield. 
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9. Places 
Q57: PLV1: Do you consider the vision for Kensal Canalside to be… 
P - Positively prepared? J - Justified? E – Effective? C – Consistent with national policy? L – Legally compliant? 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Anthony 
Hunter 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Further development of Cluny Mews would 
unacceptably compromise the local area and 
character of the immediately adjoining philbeach 
gardens conservation area. 

Cluny Mews lies within the Opportunity Area 
and therefore the Council must seek to 
encourage and delivery the growth potential 
of land with OAs. Due to its location within an 
OA, it has been considered for suitability for 
tall buildings, informed by the independent 
building heights study (part of the NLPR 
evidence base) carried out by Urban 
Initiatives Studio. Although maximum height 
parameters are included in the policy, a 
planning application on this site would be 
assessed against all other planning policies 
including design and heritage policies. 

2 Ballymore 
Group Limited 
and 
Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets 
Limited 
(Ballymore 
Grou... 

 P Ballymore and SSL support the vision of Kensal 
Canalside and believe the KCOA can be 
transformed into a well-connected mixed and 
inclusive community. However, there is clear 
evidence (including evidence produced by and on 
behalf of the Council) that the viability position 
will be challenging as demonstrated by the 
adopted SPD and additional funding streams are 
likely to be required to assist with the delivery of 
the required infrastructure and / or affordable 
housing. Given the importance of both affordable 

Noted.  
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

housing and infrastructure delivery, we strongly 
feel that this challenge should be recognised 
within the site allocation or its supporting text, so 
the viability challenges are clear to all 
stakeholders.  
The draft site allocation fails to make any 
reference to the DIFS undertaken as part of the 
Kensal Canalside SPD which is an integral part 
of the evidence base for the SPD and is therefore 
also an important consideration for the draft site 
allocation. The DIFS work undertaken to date 
should therefore be referenced explicitly either 
within the draft site allocation or supporting text to 
link the infrastructure and viability work already 
carried out to the New Local Plan Review and 
draft site allocation.  
Further, this policy fails to recognise the 
significant costs associated with delivering a 
‘policy compliant’ level of affordable housing and 
infrastructure. The current drafting of this policy 
fails to recognise the significant work undertaken 
with the Council and their viability consultants 
(Carter Jonas) to date to understand the viability 
challenges with delivering this important site and 
should be amended accordingly. 

 
 
 
 
 

3 Hillgate Village 
RA (Sam 
Dunkley) 

P, J, E  As noted above, 31 storeys at this location is 
absurd and will overstretch the existing 
infrastructure which is already creaking. 

Noted. Additional infrastructure to support the 
new development is required as part of the 
site allocation.  
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

4 Hugh Meller   I am the author of "London Cemeteries", first 
published in 1981 and currently awaiting 
publication of a 6th edition. In 1981 I adopted the 
name "The Magnificent Seven" in describing the 
most notable of London's numerous cemeteries 
and of those seven, Kensal Green ranks among 
the top three and is of national importance. Its 
attributes are many - fine buildings, some 
exceptional monuments, including those 
commemorating royalty, and wildlife that is rarely 
found elsewhere in Londo. For example, 85 
species of birds have been spotted in the 
cemetery. 
In the crowded metropolis Kensal Green offers a 
rare "green lung" sanctuary, distinct from 
manicured parks, that is appreciated by those 
who know it. 
It is, nevertheless, a potentially vulnerable site if 
uncontrolled access is allowed. Cemeteries are 
fragile places; monuments, buildings, flora and 
fauna have been badly damaged in other less 
protected cemeteries and it would be a disaster if 
Kensal Green became a victim of irresponsible 
planning. Ideally it would be in Kensal Green's 
interest if no new entrances and footpaths were 
created If however they are I would hope they 
would be appropriately secured and policed. 

Noted.  Any access to the cemetery would 
need to be with the permission of the 
cemetery company and managed 
accordingly.   
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

5 Isis Amlak P, J, E  The Kensal development is a nightmare in the 
making and as the proposed development plans 
stand will not serve the best interests of the most 
in need and vulnerable communities in the North 
of the borough. There is nothing about the plan 
that will create a thriving, well-connected mixed 
and inclusive community, in fact quite the 
opposite. Having the North of the borough 
saturate with more in unaffordable private 
housing and commercial units would be 
counterproductive. 
The policy fails to include any reference to 
resident participation, co-design or co-production 
in the process. 
Building a large scale housing development will 
only be conducive to the bests interests of the 
community it is 100% community/social/council/ 
housing and social infrastructure facilities i.e., 
medical facilities, schools (nursery and primary) 
parks and green spaces and increased transport 
links via bus services. The policy is not positively 
prepared, justified or effective. 

Noted.  The site allocation sets out the vision 
that any application will be expected to put 
forward.  The allocation includes a 
requirement for affordable housing in line with 
Council’s housing policies.  
 
 
 
 
The site is largely in private ownership, but 
any Council owned land would have to 
involve residents in the redevelopment as per 
Council’s commitment.  The Council also 
ensure that community engagement is a key 
part of any major scheme through the 
statement of community involvement which is 
separate to the NLPR.  
 
The site is privately owned and as such to 
enable development the site allocation must 
take into consideration the viability of a site 
being delivered.  The levels of affordable 
housing and social/community infrastructure 
required are based both on need and context 
in the case of viability.  
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

6 Kensington & 
Chelsea 
Citizens Advice 
(Arantxa Gaba) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 There has not been genuine consultation and 
engagement with the community about this 
proposal and many residents are concerned that 
RBKC plan to approve tall buildings higher than 
18 metres. Given the fire in Grenfell Tower and 
the fact that the Grenfell Tower Inquiry has not 
yet concluded its findings and there has been a 
failure to implement the Inquiry’s 
recommendations, residents we have spoken to 
do not trust the borough to approve these 
developments and we are concerned that the 
plan for Canalside proposes only one stairway for 
buildings of the height proposed.  
Kensington Canalside is not in the best interests 
of the community, does not provide genuinely 
social rent housing and proposes to demolish 
Canalside House where many thriving community 
organisations, some arisen from the trauma of 
Grenfell Tower fire, will lose their 
accommodation. The Council must ensure that 
any developments are co-designed with the 
community. 

The site allocation identifies Kensal as an 
area whereby tall buildings are acceptable 
subject to further work.  The map at 10.1 
shows the maximum height ranges and 
locations.   
 
Planning policy must not duplicate other 
legislation and the issue is being looked at in 
Building Regulations. The Government is 
currently consulting on a change to Building 
Regulations on this aspect. 
Publication Policy CD15 requires the highest 
standards in fire safety. Any changes to 
building regulations or to the London Plan in 
connection with the requirement for two 
staircases would automatically apply to 
relevant developments in the Borough. 
 
The demolition of Canalside House is 
predicated on re-providing it within the site in 
order to allow comprehensive redevelopment 
of the whole area to achieve a better outcome 
for residents.   

7 Kensington 
and Chelsea 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 This response is also made for Q76. 
The policy is unsound as it does not protect the 
existing uses of Canalside House, nor provide 

 
The demolition of Canalside House is 
predicated on re-providing it within the site in 

https://cas5-0-urlprotect.trendmicro.com/wis/clicktime/v1/query?url=https%3a%2f%2fwww.gov.uk%2fgovernment%2fconsultations%2fsprinklers%2din%2dcare%2dhomes%2dremoval%2dof%2dnational%2dclasses%2dand%2dstaircases%2din%2dresidential%2dbuildings%2fsprinklers%2din%2dcare%2dhomes%2dremoval%2dof%2dnational%2dclasses%2dand%2dstaircases%2din%2dresidential%2dbuildings%23paragraph%2d106%2dand%2d107%2d%2dcall%2dfor%2devidence&umid=edcc430a-8c1a-11ed-8159-00224884ba0d&auth=f23bd3b3794c7a5914053bd0a99b1b4837b89b14-6f9fb5b16b1f42f98429122de29ead78130f565d
https://cas5-0-urlprotect.trendmicro.com/wis/clicktime/v1/query?url=https%3a%2f%2fwww.gov.uk%2fgovernment%2fconsultations%2fsprinklers%2din%2dcare%2dhomes%2dremoval%2dof%2dnational%2dclasses%2dand%2dstaircases%2din%2dresidential%2dbuildings%2fsprinklers%2din%2dcare%2dhomes%2dremoval%2dof%2dnational%2dclasses%2dand%2dstaircases%2din%2dresidential%2dbuildings%23paragraph%2d106%2dand%2d107%2d%2dcall%2dfor%2devidence&umid=edcc430a-8c1a-11ed-8159-00224884ba0d&auth=f23bd3b3794c7a5914053bd0a99b1b4837b89b14-6f9fb5b16b1f42f98429122de29ead78130f565d
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

Social Council 
(Joe Batty) 

suitable and affordable office and meeting space 
for voluntary and community sector groups. 
Alternative options for Kensal have not been 
considered and consulted upon. To make this 
policy sound the community engagement process 
needs to be re-opened. 

order to allow comprehensive redevelopment 
of the whole area to achieve a better outcome 
for residents. 
The site allocation does not propose options 
for delivery but sets the framework for 
delivery expectations.  Options are able to be 
considered by the developers in the 
development management process.  

8 Kensington 
Society 
(Amanda 
Frame) 

P, J, E  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 

 
 
 
 
Additional sentence not considered 
necessary nor positively worded.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It is considered that with appropriate 
infrastructure improvements as stipulated in 
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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 Areas and their vision statements are 
included here.  The reference to Chapter 3 is 
incorrect as these Site Allocations are in Chapter 
10.  
COMMENT ON PLV1 
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. 

the site allocation that the development can 
be a well-connected area.   
 
Minor mod suggested: 
Corrected to read chapter 10.  
 
 
 
 
As above.  

9 Mark Macleod P, J, E, C  Comment: As with the Earl’s Court Opportunity 
Area, Kensal Canalside is a once-in-a-generation 
opportunity not just to design a better piece of 
city or addition to our borough considered 

Noted.  There are opportunities for exemplar 
design to take cues from existing context.  
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acceptable, but to set a global standard for 
Green, Inclusive and Liveable and an example of 
how a city forged from the industrial age pivots to 
the era of the Climate Emergency. Limiting 
design to taking cues only from familiar 
typologies is to limit its potential in the context of 
multiple crises. 
Furthermore, the vision is modest for an 
opportunity area giving an impression it was 
drafted after the design of the scheme, rather 
than as a starting point in a design-led process. 
Further public engagement and co-design is 
required to gather support for raising the 
scheme’s ambitions. 
Suggested changes and additions: 

PLV1: Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area 
B. Prioritising affordable housing and 
infrastructure delivery the Council supports a 
high-density, environmentally sustainable and 
well-connected development that can be 
delivered through high-quality architecture 
that takes cues from the Borough’s urban 
form and existing typologies and townscape, 
public realm and open space, as well as new 
typologies that may include urban agriculture 
to optimise managing and mitigating the 
effects of climate change, pollution, water and 
waste. An updated approach, to this 
development may justify an Elizabeth Line 
station and the council continues to support 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  Significant public engagement was 
undertaken throughout the NLPR’s 
development.  Developers are encouraged to 
continue engagement before and during the 
development management planning 
application stages.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Wording not considered appropriate given the 
context.   
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this, as well as remain open to decking 
superstructures to enclose the railway lines. 

The Elizabeth line station remains an option 
for later that the plan period whilst ensuring 
its potential development is key.  

10 Moni Red P, J  
 

Noted.  

11 Notting Hill and 
North 
Kensington 
Liberal 
Democrats 
(Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

  At Kensal Canalside we support the vision to 
provide ‘well-connected development’ in 
principle, but more specificity is needed in this 
plan. 
Commitments to public transport infrastructure 
(most imperative of all the building of a 
Crossrail/Elizabeth Line station at Ladbroke 
Grove) are vital and should be enshrined in this 
local plan. 
Commitments to make this development traffic 
free should also be included here, with provisions 
in place to ensure that road traffic generated 
during the construction and once the 
development is completed will not impact on 
Ladbroke Grove at what is already a dangerous 
bottleneck. 

Noted.  Further detail is provided in Policy 
SA1.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
Car parking requirements are maintained 
elsewhere in the London Plan.  

12 RBKC Labour 
Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Most recent plans for this site are aimed at 
profiteering and not focussed on local need. I 
was appalled to see very tall towers - with single 
staircase - proposed on site. Every single 'social' 
space and amenity has been monetised. This is 
no way to tackle our housing crisis in K&C. Green 

Noted.  
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space offered is a minimum. The transport 
problems will NOT be addressed by a 
pedestrian/cycle bridge over the railway, for 
which the costs of engineering will doubtless 
allow the developer/s to reduce the amount of 
social housing on this site. 
It seems to be a free for all and unworthy in 
relation to actual local need. 

13 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

J, E, C P The text at 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. 
Suggested additional sentence at 9.7: 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. 
 

The vision sets out that the area should 
become a ‘well connected development’.  The 
maps highlight the barriers and context for 
development at the site.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Additional sentence not considered 
necessary nor positively worded.  
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On PLV1 Parts A and B of this ‘vision’ include the 
term ‘well-connected’. Kensal Canalside 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. 
NPPF para 16(b) requires that “Local Plans 
should (b) be prepared positively, in a way that is 
aspirational but deliverable. The preparation 
and review of all policies should be underpinned 
by relevant and up-to-date evidence” (our 
emphasis). See comments above on T7C on 
changes in recent years which have significantly 
reduced potential connectivity at Kensal 
Canalside. 

It is considered that with appropriate 
infrastructure improvements as stipulated in 
the site allocation that the development can 
be a well-connected area.   
 
 

14 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. 
(R. Alexander) 

 P, J, E, C, 
L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it are 
very persuasive. 

Noted.  

15 The Friends of 
Kensal Green 
Cemetery 
(JOHANNA 
HOLMES) 

P, J  The fact that Kensal Green Cemetery straddles 
the borough boundary has been ignored. The 
implications of this fact on planned off-site 
development should be discussed in the Site 
allocation for the OA. The description of the OA 
location within the Borough is incorrect (the OA is 
not the "very" north of the borough) and the 
implication that degrees of ‘northness’ in the 

Noted.  Minor modification - Kensal 
Canalside lies in the very north of the 
Borough. The site sits close to borders 
with the London Boroughs of Brent, 
Hammersmith and Fulham and 
Westminster. The Old Oak and Park 
Royal Development Corporation (OPDC) 
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borough are relevant in policy formulation is 
offensive in the light of recent occurrences. 
Paragraph 9.10 should be amended to read: 

Kensal Canalside lies in the very north of the 
Borough. The site sits close to borders with 
the London Boroughs of Brent, Hammersmith 
and Fulham and Westminster. The Old Oak 
and Park Royal Development Corporation 
(OPDC) site adjoins the Opportunity Area site 
to the south west. 

Paragraph 9.12 should be amended to read: 
The site is split in two by the Great Western 
Mainline Railway. The Grand Union Canal 
forms the northern border of the site, whose 
northern bank and adjoining Kensal Green 
Cemetery form an existing conservation area. 
Kensal Green Cemetery is a Grade I 
registered park and garden, one of the 
Council’s four SINCs of metropolitan 
importance and the site of a number of Grade 
II and Grade I listed buildings and over 150 
listed monuments. The Cemetery site is 
bisected by the boundary between RBKC and 
LB Hammersmith and Fulham. Ladbroke 
Grove forms the border to the east for the 
northern part of the site and Barlby Road sits 
to the south. The southern boundary consists 
of back gardens to the homes and residential 
estates of the Dalgarno ward. The OPDC 

site adjoins the Opportunity Area site to 
the south west. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This is not considered necessary and the 
RBKC boundary is noted on the map at 9.1 
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area sits to the west of the site and contains 
the western portion of the North Pole Railway 
Depot (east). 

16 TRA Travellers 
Site Stable 
Way (Patrick 
Joseph 
O'Donnell) 

P, J, E, C  The new development proposes to build between 
3500-5000 new homes. This is a massive 
development that will have a huge impact of the 
local community and surrounding environment. 
Ballymore have a mixed reputation on many of its 
previous major developments. Sainsbury's have 
not previously delivered such a large 
development. I'm concerned that between them 
they will not have the communities best interests 
at heart. 
The proposed site is in too strategic a location 
and to go ahead without further scrutiny. 

Noted.  
 
 
It is not for the NLPR to discuss developer 
reputation.  

17 Turley on 
behalf of 
Warrior 
Property Group 
and Portobello 
Group (Alice 
Hawkins) 

  The general approach to the vision of Kensal 
Canalside is supported. The wider Kensal area, 
including the currently allocated Employment 
Zone is one that has undergone and will continue 
to undergo change – as such it may also benefit 
from allocation as an area of change – 
considering the wider potential impact of the 
delivery of the Canalside Opportunity Area, and 
opportunities to the eastern side of Ladbroke 
Grove. 

Noted. The Kensal Employment Zone has a 
specific section within the Places chapter at 
PL5 
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18 Wornington 
Trees (Sam 
Dodgshon) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 The project is being developed with no view to 
the environmental impact on the surrounding 
area. No transport provision is being made, and 
the development is not contingent on a Crossrail 
station. Too few links into North Kensington are 
being built, which will cause a social and physical 
divide between us. No vision for active travel has 
been put forward, leading us to believe that this 
will be a car dependant neighbourhood. No 
discussion of offsetting the environmental impact 
of this development has so far been forthcoming 
and satisfactory. 

The vision for the area sets out the aim for an 
environmentally sustainable, well-connected 
development with further detail contained as 
to how this will be achieved both in the site 
allocation SA1 but also in the green and blue 
chapters which refer to major development 
site requirements.   
 
Infrastructure requirements include the 
delivery of bridges to overcome the north 
south divide and car parking policies are 
contained within the London Plan.   

19 Zakiya Amlak C  This policy is not positively prepared, justified or 
effective because the detrimental impact of the 
development, in terms of health & wellbeing, air 
pollution and the social and business 
densification, outweighs the benefits as currently 
set out.  
Land use 
B. A minimum of 3,500 new homes (C3). – If the 
planned number of homes were all designated as 
council/social/community housing the value of 
addressing the dire homeless problem in the 
borough would be justified. Private housing is not 
justified in a borough already over saturated with 
unaffordable, empty private housing. The policy 
fails to demonstrate how the social infrastructure, 

Noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
Any new development will be required to 
deliver appropriate on site or financial 
contributions towards improved social 
infrastructure to accommodate for the 
increase in population growth.  
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transport, health and education provision will 
accommodate the proposed number of homes. 
C. A minimum of 12,000 sq m of commercial floor 
space of which 5,000sq m is E(g) as part of a 
new Neighbourhood Centre. - Again this would 
have a negative impact on the social 
infrastructure of the area and would not bring real 
benefits to local people who already cannot 
afford to hire commercial space. What is needed 
is affordable workspace and only affordable 
workspace. 
D. The provision of affordable workspace to the 
quantum of either: 500 sq m or 10 per cent of the 
commercial floor space E(g), whichever the 
greater, to be located within the Neighbourhood 
Centre. - This is ambiguous and does not provide 
a guarantee that it will be provided. 
E. The relocation and re-provision of the existing 
Sainsbury’s Supermarket – This fails to set out 
what will happen to the loss of such a vital 
amenity for local people between relocation and 
re-provision.  
I. Tall buildings and the site wide building heights 
strategy must not exceed the parameters set out 
in in Figure 10.1. Where tall buildings are 
deemed appropriate, they must not exceed 98 m 
from the ground level to the top of the building or 
approximately 31 storeys – 31 story tower blocks 
are far too high. The local community is 
extremely concerned about the impact to health 

 
 
 
This is not a viable option for delivery.  
However, affordable workspace provision is 
accounted for within the site allocation.  
 
 
 
This is as far as the policy can go to ensure it 
is provided within the context of the NLPR.  
 
 
 
It is expected that the Sainsburys store will be 
rebuilt before the existing store is closed to 
continue to serve the local population as it is 
being relocated.  
 
 
This is noted.  Planning policy must not 
duplicate other legislation and the issue is 
being looked at in Building Regulations. The 
Government is currently consulting on a 

https://cas5-0-urlprotect.trendmicro.com/wis/clicktime/v1/query?url=https%3a%2f%2fwww.gov.uk%2fgovernment%2fconsultations%2fsprinklers%2din%2dcare%2dhomes%2dremoval%2dof%2dnational%2dclasses%2dand%2dstaircases%2din%2dresidential%2dbuildings%2fsprinklers%2din%2dcare%2dhomes%2dremoval%2dof%2dnational%2dclasses%2dand%2dstaircases%2din%2dresidential%2dbuildings%23paragraph%2d106%2dand%2d107%2d%2dcall%2dfor%2devidence&umid=edcc430a-8c1a-11ed-8159-00224884ba0d&auth=f23bd3b3794c7a5914053bd0a99b1b4837b89b14-6f9fb5b16b1f42f98429122de29ead78130f565d
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and wellbeing, the trauma of the Grenfell Tower 
atrocity will continue to have ramifications far into 
the future, the safety threat in light of the issues 
with building regulations and fire safety 
regulations. There is also the environmental 
impact of loss of light and privacy. 
U. Potential future Elizabeth Line station – this is 
misleading as it is well known that there will 
never be an Elizabeth line built on the sight. 
Local people will be faced with serious transport 
issues if that many more people were living and 
working on the site. 
S. Social and community facilities (including 
health, education and police) depending on the 
population change – No specific guarantee of 
Social and community facilities. 

change to Building Regulations on this 
aspect. 

Publication Policy CD15 requires the highest 
standards in fire safety. Any changes to 
building regulations or to the London Plan in 
connection with the requirement for two 
staircases would automatically apply to 
relevant developments in the Borough. 

 

Tall buildings are subject to London plan 
requirements regarding environmental 
impacts and wider development plan policies 
regarding light and amenity.  

 

Whilst not expected within the plan period the 
potential to allow for a future Elizabeth Line 
station has been included to ensure the future 
opportunities are safeguarded for residents.  

 

Replaced with: 

Delivery on site, or financial contributions 
towards social and community facilities 

https://cas5-0-urlprotect.trendmicro.com/wis/clicktime/v1/query?url=https%3a%2f%2fwww.gov.uk%2fgovernment%2fconsultations%2fsprinklers%2din%2dcare%2dhomes%2dremoval%2dof%2dnational%2dclasses%2dand%2dstaircases%2din%2dresidential%2dbuildings%2fsprinklers%2din%2dcare%2dhomes%2dremoval%2dof%2dnational%2dclasses%2dand%2dstaircases%2din%2dresidential%2dbuildings%23paragraph%2d106%2dand%2d107%2d%2dcall%2dfor%2devidence&umid=edcc430a-8c1a-11ed-8159-00224884ba0d&auth=f23bd3b3794c7a5914053bd0a99b1b4837b89b14-6f9fb5b16b1f42f98429122de29ead78130f565d
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(including health and education) to 
address increases in demand resulting 
from the anticipated population change 

 
 
 

 
Q58: PLV2: Do you consider the vision for the Earl’s Court to be... 
P - Positively prepared? J - Justified? E – Effective? C – Consistent with national policy? L – Legally compliant? 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Anthony 
Hunter 

P, E, C, L  Further development of Cluny Mews would 
unacceptably compromise the local area and 
character of the immediately adjoining 
philbeach gardens conservation area 

Cluny Mews lies within the Opportunity Area 
and therefore the Council must seek to 
encourage and delivery the growth potential of 
land with OAs. A planning application on this 
site would be assessed against other material 
planning considerations including design and 
heritage policies. 

2 Earls Court 
Development 
Company 
(Taylar 
Vernon) 

  As part of the Regulation 18 consultation ECDC 
identified that this Policy calls for a “significant 
cultural facility of world class renown” as part of 
any development of the Site. EDC highlighted 
that it shares RBKC’s ambition for culture to 
play a significant role in the masterplan, 

The Council’s Culture Study report which forms 
the evidence for this element of the vision for 
Earl’s Court OA is consistent with the 
aspirations expressed here by ECDC. The 
Council’s aspiration for an ‘anchor’ facility 
remains necessary to be at the heart of a wider 
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however, considers that this does not 
necessarily imply a cultural facility of scale, in 
order to be significant – significance should 
focus more on innovation, flexibility and 
creativity. Whilst ECDC is committed to 
delivering a ‘world-class’ cultural offer, it 
questions the use of the use of such a term in a 
planning policy document. What is considered 
to ‘world-class’ could readily be interpreted in 
different ways by different people, leading to 
ambiguity in interpretation and therefore 
difficulty in establishing whether a planning 
application is ultimately in compliance with the 
policy. Furthermore, it is important that the 
wording allows for flexibility to deliver the 
cultural offer across a range of spaces, should 
that be considered desirable. In response to 
earlier comments provided by ECDC, RBKC 
has agreed that further detail is needed to 
clarify what is meant by ‘world class renown’ 
and stated that this would be explored through 
the further guidance being undertaken for this 
site. 
In parallel to these representations, ECDC has 
provided representations in relation to the 
emerging RBKC Earls Court Placemaking 
Framework. Within those representations 
ECDC have stated that the cultural strategy for 
the masterplan is currently being developed, 
and may yet take the form of several cultural 
facilities, which can broadly align with the 

cultural offer to ensure the site becomes a 
cultural destination within Earl’s Court. The 
Culture Study (part of the NLPR evidence base) 
explores what is meant by ‘world class’ which in 
turn informs the criteria set out in the emerging 
Placemaking Framework with regard to the 
cultural offer. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
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recommendations of the Council’s Earl’s Court 
Cultural Use Study (July 2022), the preparation 
of which ECDC actively engaged in.  
References to future culture use of the site 
should consistently refer to the cultural offer of 
the development, rather than an individual 
cultural facility, which may unnecessarily 
restrict the eventual form which the cultural 
strategy takes. Further, references to ‘world-
class’ should relate to quality and not quantity. 
The size of any cultural facility will be based on 
the relative need for cultural facilities within the 
borough, its compatibility with the wider cultural 
offer for a new masterplan and is the subject of 
ongoing engagement with key stakeholders. 
When considering the emerging NLPR in 
conjunction with the emerging Earls Court  
Placemaking Framework, ECDC is of the view 
that comments raised as part of the Regulation 
18 consultation, as summarised above, remain 
valid. Both documents should clarify what is 
meant by references to ‘world-class’ and if this 
terminology is to be retained, it should relate to 
quality and not quantity, and that the provision 
of cultural uses on the Site does not necessarily 
suggest that a single facility of significant scale 
will be pursued. The cultural offer will be 
informed by local need identified through 
extensive, ongoing engagement with key 
stakeholders. Overall, it is considered that the 

 
 
Part L. of the site allocation, “A world-renowned 
cultural use and its associated activities and 
facilities define the character of the place” 
supplements the requirement for a cultural 
facility to ensure a wider cultural offer is 
delivered. There is no minimum floor area 
specified in the site allocation; rather, the 
quality of the offer is the criterion. 
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proposed requirement for a single, “world-class” 
facility is not justified. ECDC is not aware of any 
evidence or need for such a facility and 
consider the cultural need will be better 
established through the ongoing masterplan 
process and may include the provision of 
multiple smaller facilities. As presently drafted, 
ECDC consider the policy to be potentially 
ineffective in meeting local need and the policy 
overall could be more positively prepared. 

3 Hillgate 
Village RA 
(Sam 
Dunkley) 

P, J, E  See 57 and my earlier answer Regarding building heights, the maximum 
height parameters have been tested via a 
townscape and visual impact assessment. 

4 Kensington 
and Chelsea 
Social 
Council (Joe 
Batty) 

P, J, E, C, L  This response is also made for Q70, Q 77. 
It is unsound to propose a short rather bland 
vision, followed by a very detailed site 
allocation which constrains what the Earls 
Court design team could be proposing. 
Innovative solutions are needed for this 
complex site, and the Local Plan must show 
ambition and embrace alternative options. 

Noted. The requirements and principles in the 
site allocation are high-level, leaving flexibility 
for a variety of design solutions. Further 
guidance for this site is to be provided by the 
Council’s emerging Placemaking Framework for 
the Earl’s Court Opportunity Area. 

5 Kensington 
Society 
(Amanda 
Frame) 

E P, J,  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. 

Noted. 
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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 

The site allocation sets out the Council’s 
requirements for the development of the site, 
informed by the vision PLV2. As noted here, the 
emerging Placemaking Framework contains 
design guidance structured around the 
Council’s four priorities for this site. 
 
Noted. Support for Earl’s Court Road is 
included in the vision, site allocation and 
emerging Placemaking Framework for the 
Earl’s Court Opportunity Area site. 
 
 
 
Noted. Solutions for achieving a strong physical 
connection/route between the Opportunity Area 
and Earl’s Court Road District Centre are being 
explored by the Council and other stakeholders. 
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Earl’s Court Tube Stations on Earl’s Court 
Road and Warwick Road along the pre-
existing connection/link.” 

6 London 
Borough of 
Hammersmit
h and Fulham 
(David 
Woodward) 

 P, J, E, C, 
L 

LBHF request that further wording is added to 
the vision to include reference to the design, 
layout, massing and density of development 
having regard to the local context and setting of 
local heritage assets. It is the view of the 
Council that care needs to be taken to protect 
and enhance the character and appearance of 
nearby heritage assets, including the Brompton 
Cemetery which is a Grade I Registered 
Historic Park and Garden of Historic Interest.  
Additionally, it is requested that the concept 
diagram shown in Figure 9.2 shows a new 
pedestrian link into the LBHF part of the 
opportunity area to demonstrate the need for 
connectivity across the whole of the opportunity 
area. 

Noted. This is included in the site allocation 
SA2 with further detail provided in the emerging 
Placemaking Framework.  
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 9.2 indicates only high-level information 
and aspirations while it is the Placemaking 
Framework that sets out the design guidance 
for the site in far greater details; this includes 
east-west connections through the site linking 
into the London Borough of Hammersmith and 
Fulham (LBHF). Note that the wording of the 
site allocation part P was amended as a result 
of LBHF’s comments on the Regulation 18 
stage of the NLPR to highlight the importance 
of links through to LBHF. 

7 Mark 
Macleod 

P, J, E, C  Comment: The vision for Earl’s Court 
Opportunity Area is still emerging from the 
multiple inputs expected in a development of 

Noted. These topics are covered by the 
emerging Placemaking Framework which sets 
out the Council’s priorities for the site. The 
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this scale and profile, and a commitment to 
public engagement continues to add a 
continuous stream of a variety aspirations from 
the local community and further afield. Added to 
this is RBKC’s Framework consultation 
responses being submitted at the same time as 
NLPR Regulation 19 responses. This level of 
public consultation is perhaps unprecedented in 
the UK, presenting a unique challenge for the 
developers and the design teams to consider 
and reconcile the inputs in a way that can be 
accommodated on a site with many constraints 
and limitations. A bold and ambitious approach 
to bring wonder on a world class scale to Earl’s 
Court has been their mission from the outset. It 
is inspirational and one that our borough’s 
policies should support. PLV2 should remain 
open to significant changes and new ideas. The 
principles of A, B and C seem sensible, but are 
also modest given the expectations. Before 
defining the borough’s vision questions must 
continue to be pondered: What is a cultural 
facility, what is a set of them? What constitutes 
world class renown in the age of the Climate 
Emergency? What continues and what 
changes? What is a better piece of city? 

Only until due consideration has been given to 
these questions and many others can we begin 
solving the what and how of what is built. 
Suggested addition: 

suggested additions are therefore not deemed 
necessary. 
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PLV2: Earl’s Court Opportunity Area 
D. Ongoing public consultation, 
collaboration with stakeholders, designers, 
planners and cooperation between councils 
across borough boundaries continue to 
shape the vision and brief. The Council 
remains open and flexible to proposals. 

Comment: Further to Appx7, Regulation 18, 
page 212, the ambitions for the site can be 
raised by the following amendments: 

9.15 The Earl’s Court Opportunity Area site 
provides an opportunity for a visionary 
urban quarter to be created which will 
complement and enhance the existing 
District centre and manifest a piece of city 
that will set a global standard for green 
design, manufacture and construction. It will 
be a destination in its own right, well served 
by existing public transport facilities which 
are in close proximity. A significant set of 
cultural facilities of world class importance 
is anticipated which could include a diverse 
range of future-oriented commercial, 
employment, residential, logistics, urban 
agriculture and landscaping innovations. 

The site will be integrated into the 
surrounding areas with strengthened links 
to the Earl’s Court Road District Centre, 
across the A4, particularly to 100 West 
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Cromwell Road as well as through Cluny 
Mews. High quality new green open 
spaces, both inside and out, will form part 
of an ambitious multi-level, laterally and 
vertically accessible public realm network 
that creates new connections, and a 
multiplicity of convenient routes between 
key destinations within and beyond the 
Opportunity Area. 

An existing rail network of London 
Underground and West London Line, and 
lines serving the Lillie Bridge Depot could 
form the basis of a rail-only logistics 
system. 

Also, to be consistent with a change already 
adopted: 
PLV2  

B. A significant cultural facility, or facilities 
of world class renown will restore a 
distinctive identity to the area and attract a 
variety of uses to make Earl’s Court a 
vibrant destination, which will in turn 
enhance the wider neighbourhood including 
the Earl’s Court Road District Centre. 

8 Moni Red P, J, E, C, L  Don’t build any more high rise buildings nor any 
more buildings. The area is already 
overcrowded and infrastructure aren’t good 
enough ; they are old and badly maintained. 

Noted. As an Opportunity Area, the Council is 
required to optimise development on the site. 
The maximum height parameters have been 
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You built a ridiculously large pavement 
extension for people waiting for buses opposite 
the tube station. Nobody uses it and it was 
already sufficiently large before the extension. 
Driving has become a nightmare there as the 
road it’s too narrow! Shame on you! 

tested via a townscape and visual impact 
assessment. 

9 Notting Hill 
and North 
Kensington 
Liberal 
Democrats 
(Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

P, J, E, C, L  
 

No comment made. 

10 RBKC Labour 
Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

P, J, E, C, L  I have been following the various iterations of 
this site for many years. However much the 
developers shroud their plans with 'community' 
events and 'opportunities' my fear is that we will 
have a series of towers clustered around the 
pre-existing tower, there will be little reflection 
or respect paid to neighbouring streets, it will be 
a luxury enclave that sucks business out of 
Earl's Court, which has suffered so much since 
the exhibition centre was demolished. We await 
the plans that are coming soon, but fear the 
worst for the future of E Court. 

The Council’s emerging Placemaking 
Framework provides further design guidance to 
supplement the vision and site allocation for 
Earl’s Court Opportunity Area and deals with 
the point raised. 
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11 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. 
(R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, C, 
L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it are 
very persuasive. 

Noted. 

12 TfL - 
Commercial 
Development 
(Brendan 
Hodges) 

  ECDC has prepared representations on behalf 
of the ECPL JV which includes TfL. TTLP 
supports these representations and the 
suggested changes to the NLPR. 

Noted. 

13 West London 
Line Group 
(Mark 
Balaam) 

P, J, E  Although we welcome the general comments in 
para C, we would like to see more detailed 
policies pursued in line with our comment 4 
(and 7) in our email dated 22 December 2022. 

Noted. 
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1 Claire 
Simmons 
(Ward 
Councillor for 
Notting Dale) 

P, E, L  I believe the vision as presented is misleading, ill-
defined, non-inclusive, non-equitable and 
potentially divisive, in what is a very sensitive 
ward. I believe the Council has a statutory duty to 
deliver services fairly and equitably, including its 
statutory duty to engage and consult. 
The PLV3 is defined as “Lancaster West Estate 
and Notting Dale”, yet there seems to be very little 
mention in PLV3 of any part of Notting Dale 
outside of LWE. 
Lancaster West Estate (LWE) is one housing 
estate (c.824 homes) within the ward of Notting 
Dale (c.3864 homes). The naming of PLV3 is 
therefore confusing and unclear, in relation to the 
proposals it then describes. It implies a 
commitment to the ward as a whole, and yet the 
Plan does not appear to offer very much in the 
way of improvements for residents outside of the 
one estate (which has already seen massive 
investment, unlike the rest of the ward). 
At 9.17 the document states: 

"The Council considers that the area around 
Grenfell Tower and Lancaster Road (West) 
should be recognised as an area that will 
undergo positive change in partnership with 
residents, with the Lancaster West 

Paragraph 9.21 of the NLPR states “The 
Lancaster West Future Neighbourhood Vision 
will set out a road map to create an eco-
neighbourhood, developing opportunities to 
deliver sustainable projects, increase social 
homes, improve accessibility to transport and 
housing and reduce social inequality. This 
approach will be replicated across the rest of 
Notting Dale to benefit residents in the local 
area.” 
Paragraph 9.23 states that, “The Council is 
committed to maximising investment 
opportunities to decarbonise homes across 
the ward as a whole, specifically Silchester 
Estate, Henry Dickens Estate, Nottingwood 
House, Allom House, Barlow House, Bramley 
House, and other social housing in the ward 
to be carbon neutral by 2030.” 
Priority 1 articulates commitments beyond net 
zero carbon including green jobs and training 
opportunities which are available to everyone 
in the ward. Priority 4 makes it clear that all 
properties within the ward will have the 
opportunity to connect to the Notting Dale 
Heat Network by 2040. 
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Neighbourhood Team providing a range of 
Council services and a dedicated point of 
community engagement in the area." 

The Lancaster West Neighbourhood Team is a 
housing management team for one estate. As 
such they have no mandate, no remit, no authority 
and no formal or statutory relationship with the 
majority of Notting Dale, and in any case they 
already provide the services and engagement to 
LWE residents as referred to at 9.17.  
Does the Plan intend that the proposed range of 
Council services and dedicated point of 
community engagement be accessible to all 
residents? If so, the Plan must ensure that all 
residents of the ward are able to access Council 
services in a fair and equitable way that meets 
their needs, and not be forced to engage with a 
housing management team of one estate, or a 
model that was (co-)designed by others in order 
to do so. 
Where is the positive change proposed for the 
rest of Notting Dale? Where is the "partnership 
with residents" in the rest of Notting Dale? 
I welcome the council’s commitment that the area 
containing my home should undergo “positive 
change” in partnership with residents. However, I 
am concerned as to whether this “partnership with 
residents” extends only to residents of Lancaster 
West and/or those who receive housing 

Therefore, the vision and supporting text do 
relate to the wider Notting Dale ward although 
they are focused on the Lancaster West 
Estate. 
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management services from the council, or 
whether there is a binding commitment of such to 
all residents of the ward. I am also concerned that 
this “positive change” does not extend beyond the 
carbon-neutral commitments, when there is so 
much scope for further positive change that could 
deliver huge benefits to the community. 
This vision lacks ambition, and also lacks 
understanding of the fact that this is a ward which 
continues to be traumatised by the Grenfell Tower 
disaster, and the majority of which has seen very 
little improvement in the Council's conduct since 
2017, despite repeated public and formal 
commitments. Following the disaster, the council 
has a duty of care to all affected residents (the 
Immediate Community of local residents 
experiencing daily impacts from the disaster is 
defined by NHS and DLUHC as residents within 
500m of Grenfell Tower. This is roughly the ward 
of Notting Dale, including but not only LWE). All 
such residents deserve to benefit equitably and 
inclusively from improvements included in the 
New Local Plan for PLV3. The document as it 
stands does not commit to this. 
I would therefore like to suggest the following 
additions to the above list of Priorities for the ward 
(some of which I believe are included elsewhere 
in the Plan, but I would like to draw attention in 
particular to nos 7-9): 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
With regards to the additional priorities 
suggested, it is considered that many of 
these are adequately covered elsewhere in 
the Local Plan. A response is provided below. 
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5. Ensure any new development or physical 
improvement works in Notting Dale are co-
designed with and consented-to by the 
residents of Notting Dale (not limited to LWE 
residents). 

6. Ensure that all green spaces and all 
amenities and community spaces are 
protected, in partnership with all residents. 

7. Ensure that no remaining 
services/amenities in or within walking 
distance of Notting Dale be lost or moved 
away from walking distance of Notting Dale. 
Ensure that all vital services and amenities 
previously lost/removed from Notting Dale and 
the surrounding wards (before and after 
Grenfell) be replaced (including child care, 
health services (including palliative care), 
children's and family services (eg CAMHS), 
music venues, recreational areas, youth clubs 
etc). 

8. Improve the range of amenities and 
services currently available within Notting 
Dale, or within walking distance of the ward, in 
partnership with and consideration of the 
needs of all residents of the ward. 

9. Following on from 7 & 8 above: Given that 
75% of residents in Notting Dale do not have 
access to a car, the positive improvement to 
the ward of Notting Dale that I have suggested 

5. Co-designed and consented to by 
residents – the Council is committed to its 
Charter for Public Participation outside of the 
Local Plan which will be followed in any 
relevant project affecting the community. 
6. Policy GB16: Parks Gardens and Open 
Spaces protects a hierarchy of open spaces.  
7. Social and community spaces are 
protected under existing Local Plan Policy 
CK1 which is continued in Publication Policy 
SI1: Social Infrastructure and Facilities. It 
should be noted that the Government has 
changed planning use classes so that some 
uses can now change into another flexibly. 
There is no planning control for example a 
medical use or a creche can change to a 
range of other uses including a shop or office 
and not be classed as development (Class E 
of the Town and Country Planning (Use 
Classes) (Amendment) (England) 
Regulations 2020). 
8. Publication Policy SI1: Social Infrastructure 
and Facilities supports new social and 
community uses. 
9. Support for walkable neighbourhoods is 
covered in Policy PLV19: Keeping life local – 
walkable neighbourhoods. We recognise that 
the nature of the use will determine how close 
it should be. For example, a 5 minute walk is 

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/committees/Document.ashx?czJKcaeAi5tUFL1DTL2UE4zNRBcoShgo=Q4O6KqVgAsYbvhOcAxz1wsNYVgX%2fp5GrKIR0h2ZBUbuRnnzq4njRaA%3d%3d&rUzwRPf%2bZ3zd4E7Ikn8Lyw%3d%3d=pwRE6AGJFLDNlh225F5QMaQWCtPHwdhUfCZ%2fLUQzgA2uL5jNRG4jdQ%3d%3d&mCTIbCubSFfXsDGW9IXnlg%3d%3d=hFflUdN3100%3d&kCx1AnS9%2fpWZQ40DXFvdEw%3d%3d=hFflUdN3100%3d&uJovDxwdjMPoYv%2bAJvYtyA%3d%3d=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&FgPlIEJYlotS%2bYGoBi5olA%3d%3d=NHdURQburHA%3d&d9Qjj0ag1Pd993jsyOJqFvmyB7X0CSQK=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNR9xqBux0r1Q8Za60lavYmz=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNQ16B2MHuCpMRKZMwaG1PaO=ctNJFf55vVA%3d
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(which would also benefit residents of 
surrounding wards of North Kensington) is for 
it to be a “15-Minute City”. I believe this would 
improve residents’ quality of life by removing 
barriers to services and amenities, and that 
this will foster inclusivity, counteract 
inequalities, and support the health and 
environmental benefits of active travel. 

I hope that the Council will be willing to consider 
including these suggestions in the New Local 
Plan, and give especial consideration to nos 7-9. 
This is consistent with PLV19. I would like to see 
a formal commitment within the NLP to making 
Notting Dale a walkable neighbourhood. This 
would justify including Notting Dale in the PLV3 by 
delivering benefits to all residents, not just one 
estate. 

more appropriate to a shop that meets day to 
day needs while 20 minutes may be fine for a 
secondary school. This is shown in Figure 
9.19. 
. 
 

2 Gayle Verdi P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Notting Dale should include Hunt Close. 
Residents of Hunt Close are impacted by 
developments in the adjoining Notting Dale 
(walking/driving through it, proposals for high rise 
buildings to overshadow/reduce light to their flats 
etc.). A solution would be to take Hunt Close into 
RBKC so that residents can feel part of Notting 
Dale and not as if living in a ‘no man’s land’ as at 
present. 

The Council cannot change ward boundaries 
through the Local Plan process. 
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3 Kensington 
and Chelsea 
Social Council 
(Joe Batty) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 The absence of specific commitments for the 
estates that are mentioned make this policy 
unsound. There needs to be co-production with 
the residents of these estates to create a clear 
vision and specific programme to emulate 
Lancaster West. The social and environmental 
inequality in Notting Dale ward makes it 
imperative that the residents are at the heart of all 
action taken. 

The commitments are fairly specific as 
articulated in the text. The Council is 
committed to its Charter for Public 
Participation outside of the Local Plan which 
will be followed in any relevant project 
affecting the community. 
 

4 Notting Hill and 
North 
Kensington 
Liberal 
Democrats 
(Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

 P, J, E, C, 
L 

 
Noted. 

5 RBKC Labour 
Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

  Council colleagues will respond. Noted. 

6 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

J, E P, L The RBKC adopted Local Plan at paragraph 7.1.1 
includes a section on a ‘place’ termed as 
‘Latimer’. The content refers largely to the 
Silchester Estate (which we understand to be the 
second largest in the Borough). 

Noted. As per the comment Lancaster West 
Estate and Notting Dale is a better reflection 
of the area being covered as the previous title 
Latimer caused confusion. 

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/committees/Document.ashx?czJKcaeAi5tUFL1DTL2UE4zNRBcoShgo=Q4O6KqVgAsYbvhOcAxz1wsNYVgX%2fp5GrKIR0h2ZBUbuRnnzq4njRaA%3d%3d&rUzwRPf%2bZ3zd4E7Ikn8Lyw%3d%3d=pwRE6AGJFLDNlh225F5QMaQWCtPHwdhUfCZ%2fLUQzgA2uL5jNRG4jdQ%3d%3d&mCTIbCubSFfXsDGW9IXnlg%3d%3d=hFflUdN3100%3d&kCx1AnS9%2fpWZQ40DXFvdEw%3d%3d=hFflUdN3100%3d&uJovDxwdjMPoYv%2bAJvYtyA%3d%3d=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&FgPlIEJYlotS%2bYGoBi5olA%3d%3d=NHdURQburHA%3d&d9Qjj0ag1Pd993jsyOJqFvmyB7X0CSQK=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNR9xqBux0r1Q8Za60lavYmz=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNQ16B2MHuCpMRKZMwaG1PaO=ctNJFf55vVA%3d
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/committees/Document.ashx?czJKcaeAi5tUFL1DTL2UE4zNRBcoShgo=Q4O6KqVgAsYbvhOcAxz1wsNYVgX%2fp5GrKIR0h2ZBUbuRnnzq4njRaA%3d%3d&rUzwRPf%2bZ3zd4E7Ikn8Lyw%3d%3d=pwRE6AGJFLDNlh225F5QMaQWCtPHwdhUfCZ%2fLUQzgA2uL5jNRG4jdQ%3d%3d&mCTIbCubSFfXsDGW9IXnlg%3d%3d=hFflUdN3100%3d&kCx1AnS9%2fpWZQ40DXFvdEw%3d%3d=hFflUdN3100%3d&uJovDxwdjMPoYv%2bAJvYtyA%3d%3d=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&FgPlIEJYlotS%2bYGoBi5olA%3d%3d=NHdURQburHA%3d&d9Qjj0ag1Pd993jsyOJqFvmyB7X0CSQK=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNR9xqBux0r1Q8Za60lavYmz=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNQ16B2MHuCpMRKZMwaG1PaO=ctNJFf55vVA%3d
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The paragraph explains why estate renewal 
proposals for this estate, which had been far 
advanced, had been dropped by RBKC following 
the Grenfell fire. It is stated that: “As a result the 
whole place vision for the Latimer area has also 
been withdrawn from the Plan, to enable it to be 
reviewed in the light of any new proposals for the 
Silchester estate. The Council commits to an early 
review of the Local Plan, at least in part, to 
consider issues related to North Kensington, the 
Latimer ‘Place’, estate renewal and housing 
supply, to be adopted within three years of this 
Local Plan’s adoption.” 
In the Regulation 19 Draft, there is no mention of 
a Latimer ‘Place’. We do not object to this, as this 
title caused confusion with the separate site 
allocation for Latimer Road (long since divided 
from the Silchester Estate by the building of the 
Westway, 
There is also only very brief mention of the 
Silchester Estate, included under the section on 
PVL3 ‘Lancaster West Estate and Notting Barns’. 
We are aware that the Silchester Estate RA are 
making representations that what remains of 
content on the Silchester Estate in the Reg 19 
version of the Local Plan is inadequate and in 
some cases is inaccurate. We support their view 
that residents on the Estate are entitled to more 
precise information on what is now planned (and 
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not planned) for this estate and for any 
inaccuracies to be corrected. 

7 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. 
(R. Alexander) 

 P, J, E, C, 
L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it are 
very persuasive. 

Noted. 

8 West London 
Line Group 
(Mark Balaam) 

P  We would hope that the aspiration for Westway 
Circus station (comment 3 in our email dated 22 
December 2022) could be included in this part of 
the Plan, given its proximity to the area and the 
new benefits it could provide to local residents 
and businesses. 

Noted. 
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1 Frank Knight 
on behalf of 
Frasco 
Investment 
Limited. (Becky 
Anderson) 

  We continue to support the Westway vision as set 
out in Policy PLV4, in seeking to develop a vibrant, 
well-connected and accessible space with strong 
links to history and culture of the local area, and 
consider the Policy is legally compliant and sound. 
However, we consider more can be done in 
ensuring the Westway Vision can be delivered 
within the Plan Period, for example through 
allocating specific sites that can act as a catalyst for 
regeneration to help contribute to delivering the 
aims of the Vision. 
As an adjoining neighbour to the Westway (West 
Way Trust), the proposals for 136-142 Bramley 
Road align with and could contribute to delivering 
the proposed Westway vision. The Site is adjacent 
to the Westway and currently comprises vacant 
office accommodation that has fallen into a state of 
disrepair. The redevelopment of the Site will deliver 
a high-quality building, contributing to the local 
townscape. Alongside this, the proposals could 
deliver substantial improvement to the public realm 
around the Westway through creating new 
connections with neighbouring uses, enhancing the 
setting of the Wall of Truth and Hope Gardens, 
increasing landscaping and tree planting and 
providing active commercial/community uses on the 
lower floors of the building. The public facing uses 

Noted.  
 
 
 
Sites if proposed have not met the site 
allocation requirements thus far for the plan 
period along this space.  
 
 
The plan does not prevent development in 
accordance with policy from coming forward 
without a site allocation.  
 
Bramley Road site was assessed in the Site 
Allocations Paper (October 2022) and was 
not allocated due to the following reason:  

“Office use is protected and there is no 
capacity to accommodate more 
development to enable a mixed use. If it is 
robustly justified that the current office use 
is no longer viable, the principle of the loss 
of office floorspace and change of use to the 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149440101.1/PDF/-/10%20Site%20Allocations%20Paper%20Oct%202022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149440101.1/PDF/-/10%20Site%20Allocations%20Paper%20Oct%202022.pdf
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could potentially include for Gallery/Exhibition space 
for local artists. 
An allocation of the Site within the NLPR could 
provide a specific requirement for the landowner to 
embed the Westway Vision into their proposals and 
ensure public realm improvements are provided as 
part of the development. These various measures 
will improve visual amenity and security of the area, 
and fully align with the aspirations Borough. 
Our Recommendations / Summary 
We recommend Policy PLV4 allocates or identifies 
specific sites along the Westway to contribute 
towards achieving the Westway Vision and ensure 
this Policy is effective and deliverable. 
We recommend the Council considers the part that 
136-142 Bramley Road can play in fulfilling the 
ambitions of the Westway Vision Policy, and how 
the proposals being discussed at pre-application 
meetings with the Council can assist in creating an 
inclusive and socially cohesive community. 

purpose-built student accommodation may 
be considered. However, the suggestion to 
allocate the site for 250-300 PBSA units is 
not supported as it would require a 
significant increase in height and density in 
order to deliver such a high number of units 
on site. The NLPR does not identify this as 
a suitable location for tall buildings.” 

This position remains unchanged, and it is 
suggested that the development can be 
dealt with through the planning process if 
the change of use will be found acceptable 
and does not require allocation per se. 

 
Without this greater flexibility is allowed 
depending on the needs of the community.  

2 Isis Amlak P, E  The policy fails to include the fact that the 23 acres 
under the Westway belongs to the community. 
There need to be more specific information that 
acknowledges why the land was given to the local 
community.  
The policy needs to include council’s commitment to 
ensure that the community has control in how it is 

Acknowledgement is given to the role of the 
Westway Trust at 9.25.  
 
The Westway Trust sets policies for their 
own land management.  
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managed through the Westway Trust; there is no 
mention of resident participation, co-design or co-
production. The policy is not positively prepared or 
effective. 

3 Kensington 
Society 
(Amanda 
Frame) 

E P, J 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 

Noted.  It is considered that this is a vision 
for the area and as such is subject to a 
variety of contextual dependencies.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Wording not considered necessary. 
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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. 

Amend via main modification: ‘It must, 
however, be clear that protecting and 
improving commercial spaces remains 
the priority for our Employment Zones as 
Policy BC1 ensures. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Para 9.37 deleted via main modification  
 

4 Maria Bonet   Ladbroke Grove (by the tube station) 
- is such an eyesore. Peppered with takeaway 
shops etc. 
- with the advent of eating healthily a decade back, 
and especially aimed for school kids, surely we 
should be insisting on some good quality cafes, 
takeaways. Kids pile in to these after school. 
Facade of the buildings (by Ladbroke Grove tube) 
- this is the first thing you see as a visitor coming to 
the area to visit the world famous Portobello market. 

Noted.  
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- It is a huge eyesore. It really is. The regeneration 
of Pavillion Road, SW1 looks wonderful. 
- why can we have something that is incredibly 
pleasing to the eye, in keeping with the buildings 
architecture but make it ‘good looking’ and 
appealing. It is so dirty looking this whole stretch. 

5 Notting Hill and 
North 
Kensington 
Liberal 
Democrats 
(Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

 P, J, E, C, 
L 

The council should take more responsibly for 
working with Westway Trust and aiding the process 
where necessary, particularly on portions of the 
Westway Estate which they own. 

Noted.  

6 Sport England 
(Mark Furnish) 

  PLV4: The Westway Vision  
Sport England welcome that the proposal seeks to 
improve connectivity and safety but it advises that, 
in the interests of clarity, sport facilities should be, at 
least, protected and improvements should be 
explored to respond to local need. 

Noted.  These are protected where possible 
under SI1 

7 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

J, E P, C  Vision 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 

Noted.  It is considered that this is a vision 
for the area and as such is subject to a 
variety of contextual dependencies.  
 
Wording not considered necessary.  
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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. 

8 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. 
(R. Alexander) 

 P, J, E, C, 
L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it are 
very persuasive. 

Noted.  

9 West London 
Line Group 
(Mark Balaam) 

P  We would hope that Westway Circus station 
(comment 3 in our email dated 22 December 2022) 
could be included in this part of the Plan, given the 
mention of the underpass under the WLL in para A 
of PLV4, its proposed location at the western 
gateway to the area and the new benefits it could 
provide to local residents, businesses and new and 
existing users of the Westway Sports Centre. 

We do not have grounds to believe that at 
Westway Circus is supported by the 
external parties whose support would be 
necessary. Indeed, TfL’s response makes 
clear that it does not regard Westway Circus 
as viable. 

10 Zakiya Amlak C  This policy is not positively prepared, justified or 
effective because it fails to make it clear that the 23 

Acknowledgement is given to the role of the 
Westway Trust at 9.25.  
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acres under the Westway was created for the local 
community, with the Westway Trust as its steward.  
The land was given to the community as 
compensation for the destruction of homes and lives 
when the motorway was built. This section has to be 
rewritten to acknowledge this history and to ensure 
that the community have control over how it is used. 

 
The Westway Trust sets policies for their 
own land management. 
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Q61: PLV5: Do you consider the vision for Kensal Employment Zone to be...  
P - Positively prepared? J - Justified? E – Effective? C – Consistent with national policy? L – Legally compliant? 
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Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. 
(R. Alexander) 

 P, J, E, C, 
L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it are 
very persuasive. 

Noted. 

2 Turley for Ian 
Oliver 316-324 
Kensal Road 
(Laurence 
Brooker) 

  In relation to paragraph 9.38 the comparison of 
the Kensal Employment Zone to Paddington is 
not appropriate. Paddington is a designated 
Opportunity Area within the City of Westminster 
benefitting from over 30 years of master planning 
and strategic sized schemes and levels of 
regeneration, underpinned by exceptional public 
transport accessibility and infrastructure 
investment (including in the Elizabeth Line and 
mainline and London Underground upgrades), 
with offices now attracting national and 
international HQ’s alongside a range of other 
uses. To compare the Kensal Employment Zone 
(which is 15-20 minutes’ walk from the nearest 
London Underground Station and including 
pockets of much smaller scale development with 
fragmented ownership is not appropriate. 

Comparison is provided for its canalside 
location solely as an Employment Zone.  

3 Turley on 
behalf of 
Warrior 
Property 
Group and 

  These employment zones are considered under a 
section of supporting text noted as ‘Optimising 
Employment Areas’ at paragraphs 9.30-9.37. It is 
considered that this approach should be reflected 
within an overarching strategic policy for 

The Employment Zones have dual purposes.  They 
are the existing concentrations of businesses, but 
they are also locations where new homes can be 
provided.   
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Portobello 
Group (Alice 
Hawkins) 

employment zones, in addition to the area-
specific policies.  
The approach to optimising Employment Zones 
through intensification and mixed use is 
supported, particularly the point at paragraph 9.31 
that recognises that “residential uses can unlock 
enhancements to the viability of wider 
improvements to the Employment Zones” and 
paragraph 9.35 which notes “These sites 
therefore have the capacity to accommodate 
good growth, by not only helping meet evolving 
employment and local business needs, but also 
delivering housing as a complementary use.” 
However, given the current mapping of the 
Employment Zones and the amount of protection 
given to commercial uses already through other 
policies, it is considered that there is the 
opportunity for the Employment Zone designation 
to be removed from the plan, or at least for 
designations to be reviewed.  
It is also considered that, if retained, the approach 
to Employment Zones should state that in 
assessing the quantum of existing commercial 
floorspace, this should be calculated on net 
lettable space and not gross floor space, which is 
not representative of actual usable commercial 
space. It is noted that the current 2019 Local Plan 
specifies under policy CF5 that loss is considered 
in terms of ‘net’ floorspace – and our view is that 
this should be calculated on NIA/NLA. The further 

 

The borough must meet housing delivery targets set 
by the Mayor of London in a context of limited 
development site opportunities due to the 
constrained and built-up nature of the. The Council 
as local planning authority is required optimise the 
land use of a site subject to context. A mixed-use 
site allocation strikes the appropriate balance 
between enhancing the Employment Zone and 
housing need. 

 

The ELS includes an assessment of viability across 
the borough which concludes that mixed use 
development is normally a viable proposition.   This 
will reflect the more modest value of land within an 
Employment Zone, which until 2010 was only 
considered by the Local Plan to be suitable for 
commercial uses. 

 

The introduction of significant amounts of residential 
floorspace, along with the removal of the original 
requirement that development within an 
Employment Zone must be business led will add the 
necessary value to allow the new development to 
bring forward additional business floorspace. 

 

The viability, or otherwise, of a proposal will always 
be a material consideration, and the Council will 



740 
 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

test relating to the introduction of residential floor 
space in employment zones, which requires a 
significant uplift in the quality and quantity of 
commercial space should also be measures in 
NIA/NLA to truly represent the quantum of lettable 
commercial space on site.  
This is relevant in many parts of the designated 
employment zones, whereby it can be challenging 
to achieve significant increases in density and 
massing of proposals (i.e. the gross floorspace 
achievable on a site) bearing in mind other 
policies in the plan. Therefore, to achieve 
balanced outcomes in protecting and promoting 
employment space, against townscape, amenity 
and design policies (amongst others), using a 
NIA/NLA calculation would no doubt assist in  
better achieving the unlocking and enhancement 
of sites and the wider employment zones. Should 
gross floor space be retained as the 
measurement then there will likely be an ongoing 
tension in delivering a significant uplift in floor 
space and the density/massing of proposed 
buildings. 

always consider the particular circumstances of a 
property/ application in this regard. This does not 
mean that initial “requirement”, that residential 
development is only permitted in an Employment 
Zone if associated with an uplift in commercial 
floorspace does not remain valid. 
 

4 West London 
Line Group 
(Mark Balaam) 

P  
 

Noted.  
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Q62: PLV6: Do you consider the vision for Freston/ Latimer Employment Zone to be...  
P - Positively prepared? J - Justified? E – Effective? C – Consistent with national policy? L – Legally compliant? 
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Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Gayle Verdi P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Hunt Close should be incorporated in to this area. An extension of the Employment Zones is not 
considered appropriate here.  

2 Mizzi Studio 
Ltd (Tania 
Martin) 

 P, J, E, C, 
L 

We consider policy BC1 meets the 4 tests of 
soundness - Latimer struggles as a business 
location - and does not provide employment that 
it should in its current state - with many buildings 
either used as storage or with a handful of people 
operating them. 
Transport is not good and there are no local 
amenities - even the pub has closed down. 
If the street is to be successful as a mixed use 
street and development viable, given the height 
limitations of new buildings set out in The Design 
Code for 1-14, - “significant uplift in the 
commercial space in any development” needs to 
be removed. 

Noted.  

3 Notting Hill and 
North 
Kensington 
Liberal 
Democrats 
(Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

P J, E, C, L This policy and the vision for Freston Road 
should make specific reference to the historical 
and cultural importance of Frestonia and the 
surrounding area. The council should at all times 
be striving to preserve, educate, and enhance 
around the cultural history of the site. 

Noted.  Reference is made to the cultural 
industries and creative nature.  
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4 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

 P, J, E, C We welcome the vision statement PVL6, which is 
consistent with the objectives of the StQW 
Neighbourhood Plan in relation to the future of 
Latimer Road. 
‘Complimentary’ needs to be replaced with 
‘complementary’. 

Noted.   
 
 
Minor modification to amend spelling  

5 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. 
(R. Alexander) 

 P, J, E, C, 
L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it are 
very persuasive. 

Noted 

6 Turley on 
behalf of 
Warrior 
Property Group 
and Portobello 
Group (Alice 
Hawkins) 

  These employment zones are considered under 
a section of supporting text noted as ‘Optimising 
Employment Areas’ at paragraphs 9.30-9.37. It is 
considered that this approach should be reflected 
within an overarching strategic policy for 
employment zones, in addition to the area-
specific policies.  
The approach to optimising Employment Zones 
through intensification and mixed use is 
supported, particularly the point at paragraph 
9.31 that recognises that “residential uses can 
unlock enhancements to the viability of wider 
improvements to the Employment Zones” and 
paragraph 9.35 which notes “These sites 
therefore have the capacity to accommodate 
good growth, by not only helping meet evolving 
employment and local business needs, but also 
delivering housing as a complementary use.” 

The Employment Zone designation goes 
beyond the protection of business uses.  The 
Employment Zones are the only part of the 
borough where new residential development 
will be expected to associated with an uplift in 
business floorspace.  The ELS is satisfied that 
this approach is approach should be viable, 
where the requirement that new development 
is “business-led” is removed. Policy BC1 
recognises this. 

 

The Council is of the view that an net uplift is 
best measured as a GIA figure. This will be 
consistent with how we measure floorspace 
elsewhere in the plan. However, we do 
recognises that there will be circumstances 
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However, given the current mapping of the 
Employment Zones and the amount of protection 
given to commercial uses already through other 
policies, it is considered that there is the 
opportunity for the Employment Zone designation 
to be removed from the plan, or at least for 
designations to be reviewed.  
It is also considered that, if retained, the 
approach to Employment Zones should state that 
in assessing the quantum of existing commercial 
floorspace, this should be calculated on net 
lettable space and not gross floor space, which is 
not representative of actual usable commercial 
space. It is noted that the current 2019 Local 
Plan specifies under policy CF5 that loss is 
considered in terms of ‘net’ floorspace – and our 
view is that this should be calculated on 
NIA/NLA. The further test relating to the 
introduction of residential floor space in 
employment zones, which requires a significant 
uplift in the quality and quantity of commercial 
space should also be measures in NIA/NLA to 
truly represent the quantum of lettable 
commercial space on site.  
This is relevant in many parts of the designated 
employment zones, whereby it can be 
challenging to achieve significant increases in 
density and massing of proposals (i.e. the gross 
floorspace achievable on a site) bearing in mind 
other policies in the plan. Therefore, to achieve 

where another measurement may be 
appropriate.  Para 6.24 has been amended 
accordingly.  This is a main modification.     

 

Para 6.24. 

The Council recognises that our Employment 
Zones are locations which may have the 
potential to accommodate new homes. These 
new homes, be they part of residential or 
business led redevelopment, may also 
introduce “value” into an area and help deliver 
new business floorspace. In order to ensure 
that the business potential of these zones is 
enhanced, residential uses will normally only 
be permitted when they also include a 
significant uplift in business floorspace. This 
floorspace must be at least of equal quality as 
that which currently exists. This increase will 
normally be measured in terms of a gross 
internal area (GIA), although there may be 
circumstances where other measurements 
may be appropriate. 
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balanced outcomes in protecting and promoting 
employment space, against townscape, amenity 
and design policies (amongst others), using a 
NIA/NLA calculation would no doubt assist in 
better achieving the unlocking and enhancement 
of sites and the wider employment zones. Should 
gross floor space be retained as the 
measurement then there will likely be an ongoing 
tension in delivering a significant uplift in floor 
space and the density/massing of proposed 
buildings. 

 

 

 

 
 

7 West London 
Line Group 
(Mark Balaam) 

P  We would hope that Westway Circus station 
(comment 3 in our email dated 22 December 
2022) could be included in this part of the Plan, 
given its proposed location in the centre of the 
area and the new benefits it could provide to local 
residents and businesses. 

We do not have grounds to believe that at Westway 
Circus is supported by the external parties whose 
support would be necessary. Indeed, TfL’s 
response makes clear that it does not regard 
Westway Circus as viable.   
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Q63: PLV7: Do you consider the vision for Lots Road Employment Zone to be...  
P - Positively prepared? J - Justified? E – Effective? C – Consistent with national policy? L – Legally compliant? 
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1 Cheyne Walk 
Trust (David 
Waddell) 

  The CWT is also very supportive of the Lots Road 
Neighbourhood Forum and its well-expressed LP 
related concerns on protecting and fostering the 
employment zone and resisting further increase 
in the already very high existing ratio of 40% 
Affordable Housing in the Lots Road triangle. 

Noted.  
The site is within an Employment Zone and the 
allocation requires a minimum quantum of 
commercial floorspace to preserve and, 
through redevelopment, modernise this space. 
The site allocation thereby ensures the 
contribution of the Employment Zone. 
The site was allocated in the 2019 Local Plan 
for “a mixed-use development to include 
residential and employment floorspace”, 
establishing the principle of residential uses on 
the site. The borough must meet housing 
delivery targets set by the Mayor of London in 
a context of limited development site 
opportunities due to the constrained and built-
up nature of the. The Council as local planning 
authority is required optimise the land use of a 
site subject to context. A mixed-use site 
allocation strikes the appropriate balance 
between enhancing the Employment Zone and 
housing need. 
The affordable housing quantum would be 
covered by Policy HO3 Community Housing. 
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2 Lots Road 
Neighbourho
od Forum 
(Richard 
Jacques) 

E  The proposed Local Plan adopts the following 
vision for the Lots Road Employment Zone: 

‘The Employment Zone will provide improved 
and additional workspaces and facilities for 
innovative and creative small and medium 
sized businesses with a focus on art, 
architecture, antiques and interior design. To 
make the best use of land, complementary 
uses that contribute to the area’s eclectic mix 
and character will be incorporated.’ 

However, the Plan fails to address the concerns 
of the residents and businesses that responded 
to the Reg. 18 consultation. Most notably the 11 
responses that were received regarding the vision 
for the employment zone that expressed 
scepticism that the vision would be undermined 
by the introduction of residential uses, in 
particular in relation to the Lots Road South 
allocated site and the quantum specified in that 
allocation.  
Despite protection and enhancement of the 
Employment Zone for commercial activity being 
raised in a large number of responses, there was 
resistance to a large volume of housing harming 
the realisation of the vision for the Employment 
Zone.  
The Plan should not be considered effective or 
sound if it cannot reconcile its vision for the Lots 
Road Employment Zone with widespread 

The site is within an Employment Zone and the 
allocation requires a minimum quantum of 
commercial floorspace to preserve and, 
through redevelopment, modernise this space. 
The site allocation thereby ensures the 
contribution of the Employment Zone. 
The site was allocated in the 2019 Local Plan 
for “a mixed-use development to include 
residential and employment floorspace”, 
establishing the principle of residential uses on 
the site. The borough must meet housing 
delivery targets set by the Mayor of London in 
a context of limited development site 
opportunities due to the constrained and built-
up nature of the. The Council as local planning 
authority is required optimise the land use of a 
site subject to context. A mixed-use site 
allocation strikes the appropriate balance 
between enhancing the Employment Zone and 
housing need. 
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concerns that the vision is unachievable with a 
residential led development of Lots Road South. 
 

3 Lots Village 
Residents 
Association 
(Kerry Davis-
Head) 

P  An Employment Zone is an employment zone 
and not a housing opportunity. 

The site is within an Employment Zone and the 
allocation requires a minimum quantum of 
commercial floorspace to preserve and, 
through redevelopment, modernise this space. 
The site allocation thereby ensures the 
contribution of the Employment Zone. 
The site was allocated in the 2019 Local Plan 
for “a mixed-use development to include 
residential and employment floorspace”, 
establishing the principle of residential uses on 
the site. The borough must meet housing 
delivery targets set by the Mayor of London in 
a context of limited development site 
opportunities due to the constrained and built-
up nature of the. The Council as local planning 
authority is required optimise the land use of a 
site subject to context. A mixed-use site 
allocation strikes the appropriate balance 
between enhancing the Employment Zone and 
housing need. 
 

4 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. 
(R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, C, 
L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it are 
very persuasive. 

Noted 
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5 Thames 
Water 
Utilities 
Limited 
(Chris 
Colloff) 

J, E  The supporting text in section 9.46 of the Local 
Plan references Thames Water ensuring that 
operation and maintenance of the Thames 
Tideway Tunnel remains compatible with 
surrounding development and future land uses. 
This requirement is not considered to be justified 
and would not be effective as Thames Water 
would not be in control of surrounding 
Development and future land use proposals put 
forward by third parties. The text should therefore 
be revised to state that future land uses in 
proximity to the Thames Tideway Tunnel 
infrastructure at Cremorne Wharf should ensure, 
through dialogue with Thames Water, that there 
would be no adverse impact on future operations 
and maintenance. It is suggested that the text at 
9.46 is replaced with the following text: 

“9.46 Thames Tideway Tunnel infrastructure 
is also located at Cremorne Wharf. New 
development proposals and land uses within 
close proximity to Thames Tideway Tunnel 
infrastructure will need to be designed to 
avoid impacting on future operations and 
maintenance activities. Proposals should be 
discussed with Thames Water at an early 
stage prior to submission of any planning 
application.” 

Noted. The Council supports the 
supplementary text as currently written. 
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6 Turley on 
behalf of 
Warrior 
Property 
Group and 
Portobello 
Group (Alice 
Hawkins) 

  These employment zones are considered under a 
section of supporting text noted as ‘Optimising 
Employment Areas’ at paragraphs 9.30-9.37. It is 
considered that this approach should be reflected 
within an overarching strategic policy for 
employment zones, in addition to the area-
specific policies.  
The approach to optimising Employment Zones 
through intensification and mixed use is 
supported, particularly the point at paragraph 
9.31 that recognises that “residential uses can 
unlock enhancements to the viability of wider 
improvements to the Employment Zones” and 
paragraph 9.35 which notes “These sites 
therefore have the capacity to accommodate 
good growth, by not only helping meet evolving 
employment and local business needs, but also 
delivering housing as a complementary use.”  
However, given the current mapping of the 
Employment Zones and the amount of protection 
given to commercial uses already through other 
policies, it is considered that there is the 
opportunity for the Employment Zone designation 
to be removed from the plan, or at least for 
designations to be reviewed.  
It is also considered that, if retained, the 
approach to Employment Zones should state that 
in assessing the quantum of existing commercial 
floorspace, this should be calculated on net 

Policy BC1 parts I to L cover the Council’s 
policy on Employment Zones generally. 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Employment Zone designation goes 
beyond the protection of business uses.  The 
Employment Zones are the only part of the 
borough where new residential development 
will be expected to associated with an uplift in 
business floorspace.  The ELS is satisfied that 
this approach is approach should be viable, 
where the requirement that new development 
is “business-led” is removed. Policy BC1 
recognises this. 
This local plan review has not included a full 
review of boundaries of the Employment Zone, 
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lettable space and not gross floor space, which is 
not representative of actual usable commercial 
space. It is noted that the current 2019 Local Plan 
specifies under policy CF5 that loss is considered 
in terms of ‘net’ floorspace – and our view is that 
this should be calculated on NIA/NLA. The further 
test relating to the introduction of residential floor 
space in employment zones, which requires a 
significant uplift in the quality and quantity of 
commercial space should also be measures in 
NIA/NLA to truly represent the quantum of 
lettable commercial space on site.  
This is relevant in many parts of the designated 
employment zones, whereby it can be 
challenging to achieve significant increases in 
density and massing of proposals (i.e. the gross 
floorspace achievable on a site) bearing in mind 
other policies in the plan. Therefore, to achieve 
balanced outcomes in protecting and promoting 
employment space, against townscape, amenity 
and design policies (amongst others), using a 
NIA/NLA calculation would no doubt assist in  
better achieving the unlocking and enhancement 
of sites and the wider employment zones. Should 
gross floor space be retained as the 
measurement then there will likely be an ongoing 
tension in delivering a significant uplift in floor 
space and the density/massing of proposed 
buildings. 

although those parts of the Kensal 
Employment Zone, not included by the DLUHC 
within the A4D to remove the freedoms 
otherwise offered under Class MA of the 
GPDO, have been omitted from the 
Employment Zone. This is shown on the 
proposals map.  
 
 
 
 

The Council is of the view that a net uplift is 
best measured as a GIA figure. This will be 
consistent with how we measure floorspace 
elsewhere in the plan. However, we do 
recognise that there will be circumstances 
where another measurement may be 
appropriate.  Para 6.24 has been amended 
accordingly.  This is a main modification.     

 

Para 6.24. 

The Council recognises that our Employment 
Zones are locations which may have the 
potential to accommodate new homes. These 
new homes, be they part of residential or 
business led redevelopment, may also 
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introduce “value” into an area and help deliver 
new business floorspace. In order to ensure 
that the business potential of these zones is 
enhanced, residential uses will normally only 
be permitted when they also include a 
significant uplift in business floorspace. This 
floorspace must be at least of equal quality as 
that which currently exists. This increase will 
normally be measured in terms of a gross 
internal area (GIA), although there may be 
circumstances where other measurements 
may be appropriate. 

7 West London 
Line Group 
(Mark 
Balaam) 

P  We would hope that Plan's wording would 
support LBHF's desire to see a Crossrail station 
here and for this to be an interchange with the 
West London Line (comment 5 in our email dated 
22 December 2022), given the benefits it could 
bring to residents and businesses and other 
organisations in the area. 

The decision for a new station is not something 
that the Council can make. The scale of this 
site allocation is not sufficient to trigger the 
need for a new station. 
The safeguarded route for Crossrail 2 does not 
pass close to Lots Road.  
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Q64: PLV8: Do you consider the vision for Kensington High Street to be... 
P - Positively prepared? J - Justified? E – Effective? C – Consistent with national policy? L – Legally compliant? 
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1 Corey Evans C  I am writing to object to the prioritisation of the 
evening economy of High Street Kensington 
found on page 209 of the report. 
If it were simply a matter of the affairs of late 
night businesses of the high street staying on 
the high street this would be of no concern - and 
encouraged. But the high street itself and 
immediate environs is home in large part to 
residential areas and quite frankly an "if it ain't 
broke, don't fix it'' approach should be taken to 
this provision. Areas such as my own, 
Kensington Square, already act as parking lots 
for high street businesses during the day. This is 
mostly without issue (with the exception of 
motorbike delivery drivers), but as one has 
already experienced with the Virgin Roof 
Garden, the spillover is extremely disruptive to 
residential life - anti-social behaviour with 
rowdiness, public urination, etc.; increased 
vehicular traffic and others. From young families 
with kids to senior nuns, there is a large spread 
of community life here that opted to not live in 
Mayfair and Soho.  
The residents have already absorbed increased 
disruption from the imposition of a la carte 
dining, especially when dealing with the 
limitations imposed by being in listed buildings 

Noted 

The Evening and Night Time Economy will be 
a strategic piece of work that will be further 
explored in 2023, with the intention of creating 
a strategy for the Borough. The inclusion of 
‘Evening’ in the wording reflects the Council’s 
understanding that a balance should be struck 
between protecting residents and promoting 
activity, and refers to any time from 5pm – 2pm 
(or later). 
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

and limited options to insulate from noise. Of 
course the borough should be encouraging 
businesses, especially because there are so few 
decent dining options as it is in the borough, but 
it cannot be at the expense of what is first and 
foremost an area for residents. 

2 Jonathan 
Kelly 

P, E, C  Specifically in reference to "Improve the 
pedestrian and cyclist environment including 
supporting the removal of pavement clutter 
where not used." - the council is actually in the 
middle of a judicial review brought by Better 
Streets for Kensington and Chelsea due to their 
actions to install a cycle lane then remove it after 
just seven weeks without having completed the 
scheme or piloting it for the planned duration. 
This not only has cost the taxpayer significant 
amounts but demonstrates how the council 
actively undermines their own policy 
commitments and ignores national/London 
policy. 

Noted. 

3 Kensington 
Society 
(Amanda 
Frame) 

E P, J 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.  

Noted.  
Text amended to include public realm 
improvements to be brought forward in 
partnership with the BID, including the creation 
of a new public space between the Odeon 
cinema and the Design Museum. 
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

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. 

 Moni Red P, J, E, C, 
L 

 The cycle lanes have made a nightmare to drive 
there. Please don’t build anymore 

Noted  
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. 
(R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, C, 
L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it are 
very persuasive. 

Support noted 

 TfL - London 
Plan and 
Planning 
Obligations 
team 
(Josephine 
Vos) 

  We welcome the addition of priority 9 in 
paragraph 9.58 ‘Improve the pedestrian and 
cyclist environment including supporting the 
removal of pavement clutter where not used. 

Noted 
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Q65: PLV9: Do you consider the vision for Portobello Road to be... 
P - Positively prepared? J - Justified? E – Effective? C – Consistent with national policy? L – Legally compliant? 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Isis Amlak P, E  Over the years Portobello Road has increasingly 
succumb to gentrification and the proliferation of 
chain stores in direct contravention of the 
promises made by the council to the community 
that it would remain unique, bohemian and the 
home of independent traders. 
How do you preserve small independent 
business based on what a neighbourhood 
needs? Our neighbourhoods used to be great. 
You used to be able to walk to your butcher, 
your dry cleaner, the fruit stand to pick up your 
stuff … and you had relationships with those 
small, independent, family-run businesses. 
Famously, in the mid-2000s San Francisco 
adopted policies to limit chain stores, known as 
formula retail which is defined as shops with 11 
or more locations anywhere in the world, a 
uniform aesthetic, and a few other criteria.  
The policy fails to mention any strategies for 
ensuring that the number of chain stores on 
Portobello Road is limited and affordable units 
made available for small independent traders. 
The policy is not positively prepared or justified. 

Noted 

2 Kensington 
and Chelsea 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 There is the absence of a vision to sustain and 
enhance Portobello Road. Instead the approach 
seems intent on pushing out local traders and 

Noted- vision text amended  
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

Social Council 
(Joe Batty) 

introducing expensive shops and malls that 
make this area totally unaffordable to the local 
community. The policy needs to commit to a 
revised vision and masterplan produced through 
co-design with local residents and local 
businesses. 

3 Kensington 
Society 
(Amanda 
Frame) 

E P, J,  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. 

Noted, text amended to include Golborne 
Market and relevant map to be updated.  

4 Maria Bonet   Ladbroke Grove (by the tube station) 
- is such an eyesore. Peppered with takeaway 
shops etc. 
- with the advent of eating healthily a decade 
back, and especially aimed for school kids, 
surely we should be insisting on some good 
quality cafes, takeaways. Kids pile in to these 
after school. 

Noted 
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

Facade of the buildings (by Ladbroke Grove 
tube) 
- this is the first thing you see as a visitor coming 
to the area to visit the world famous Portobello 
market. 
- It is a huge eyesore. It really is. The 
regeneration of Pavillion Road, SW1 looks 
wonderful. 
- why can we have something that is incredibly 
pleasing to the eye, in keeping with the buildings 
architecture but make it ‘good looking’ and 
appealing. It is so dirty looking this whole stretch. 

5 Molly Dineen P, J, E, C, 
L 

 The policy should accept that in order to protect 
the market, individual stall holders must have 
access to electricity and affordable storage as 
they have previously had. Food traders feel 
forced out of the area. Again this policy must 
protect the locals and local trade against 
developers. 

Noted – vision amended 

6 Nigel Crump   9.59 AND 9.60 
Portobello Road has recently been nominated as 
one of the 10 best streets in the world. 
What about all the graffiti and the tatty condition 
of shops like Vernon’s Yard and the overall 
grubby condition the area is in because of the 
council’s unwillingness and inability to clean the 
area up. 

Noted 
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

Why formulate a policy that makes no reference 
to the appalling condition of the locality which is 
because of the failure by the council to clean the 
area up. 
So I suggest the council organises a clean up 
team to get started and force landlords of grubby 
shops to clean them up using Section 215 
Notices the planning department can issue and 
enforce. At least one person in your council is 
trying to help, Ashleigh Wilson in the planning 
department has served some section 215 
notices. 
The council’s rather vague and unconvincing 
statement in clause 9.6 is meaningless, wishy-
washy and confusing. 
What do you mean by ‘Improve the public 
realm’? 
The London Plan describes the public realm as 
'the space between and within buildings that is 
publicly accessible, including streets, squares, 
forecourts, parks and open spaces. 
If this is what you mean why hasn’t the council 
already improved these spaces littered with 
graffiti and debris, you don’t need to publish a 
new Local Plan in order to have this clean up 
work done! 
I find  the wording of the new Local Plan rather 
embarrassing to be honest. 
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

7 Notting Hill 
and North 
Kensington 
Liberal 
Democrats 
(Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

P, J, E C, L The area of Portobello Road affected by this 
policy should be extended further along Thorpe 
Close to bring the Portobello units into its remit, 
as well as Portobello Arcade. Improvements to 
the links between Portobello and Ladbroke 
Grove Station should be specifically sought here 
as well as in the vision for Westway. 
The length of Portobello between Golborne 
Road and the Westway should also be included 
in this remit, as markets take place here and the 
road should be viewed as one continuous stretch 
of retail. 
The retail and dining units on Portobello Road 
south of Chepstow Villas should also be included 
in the remit of this policy for the same reason. 
Proper consideration of the permanent 
pedestrianisation of Portobello Road and 
Kensington Park Road should be given in this 
policy, as regular consultations within the 
community have asked these questions in recent 
years and a commitment to investigating this 
further should be cemented in the policy 
framework. 

Noted  
Priority 5 amended to include ‘Improve the 
public realm... and pedestrian experience and 
explore the potential of further 
pedestrianisation’  
 
Para added: 
The hinterland south of Chepstow Villas is 
recognised as important for the wider economy 
and noted that it is an entry point for visitors to 
the market.  

8 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. 
(R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, C, 
L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it are 
very persuasive. 

Support noted 
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

9 TfL - 
Commercial 
Development 
(Brendan 
Hodges) 

P  It would appear that our representations of the 
Reg 18 draft of the Local plan have been 
misinterpreted. It is noted that in response, text 
has been added to priority 3 to support the 
significant opportunities for meanwhile uses, 
cultural uses and pop-up uses within vacant 
units and under the Westway. While we support 
this additional aspiration for the area, our Reg 18 
representations were concerned with vacant 
sites / land not existing units. We refer in 
particular to the vacant land owned by London 
Underground Limited which is located to the 
south of the Westway and Circle / Hammersmith 
and City Lines, between Ladbroke Grove and 
Portobello Road. It would benefit the townscape 
and help meet local housing and employment 
needs for this gap in the streetscape to be filled. 
Hence, we have suggested that the vision also 
makes it clear that growth which is sensitive to 
context and the character of the area would be 
appropriate. In particular, the infill of vacant sites 
/ land, and development of underutilised sites 
and existing buildings.  
The suggested change would ensure that the 
vision is effective and positively prepared.  
TTLP is very keen to attract and nurture small 
independent traders within our estate which 
includes land on Portobello Road. 

Noted 
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

10 TfL - London 
Plan and 
Planning 
Obligations 
team 
(Josephine 
Vos) 

  We welcome clarification in paragraph 9.60  
“Improve wayfinding, navigation and walkability 
from Notting Hill Gate, Ladbroke Grove and 
Holland Park underground stations.” 

Support noted 

11 The 
Pembridge 
Association 
(Fiona 
Fleming-
Brown) 

  PLV9 (Portobello Rd) 
Whilst the importance of the markets is stressed 
in the opening sentence there is no strategy 
indicating how small independent shops will 
continue in this area which is rapidly being 
eroded by chain food and beverage/takeaway 
units which degrade the appeal of the area for 
both residents and visitors.  
“Something different” is not defined and should 
be categorised specifically as the antiques 
arcades of Portobello Road and the vintage and 
flea markets of Portobello Road and Golborne 
Road both of which require protection and 
sensitive promotion. There is a glaring omission 
of the value of fruit, vegetable and specialist 
pantry food stalls in the market which are 
important for residents especially those on low 
incomes, or who struggle to travel. These goods 
and especially the traders are a vital part of the 
character of the market area and part of its 
appeal to visitors as well as an important local 

Noted  
PLV9 Vision text amended  
Supporting para added on Chepstow Villa 
area: The hinterland south of Chepstow Villas 
is recognised as important for the wider 
economy and noted that it is an entry point for 
visitors to the market. 
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

service. The market should also be recognised 
for its important as a social space especially 
valuable in a diverse Borough where it is a 
nexus of social cohesion. 
4. “Improve wayfinding…walkability” have been 
expressed needs for over a decade. The NLP 
should establish a process and timescale as a 
priority. 
5. ”Improve the public realm” is far too 
unspecific. What is intended here? The 
expressed aim of local consultative groups 
throughout the various market plans and 
consultations has been to remove graffiti, 
improve waste disposal from takeaways and to 
target derelict areas such as the railway bridge 
for cleaning, planting and maintenance. 
Improving flood resilience is another key priority. 
What has been rejected is wholescale schemes 
of the Exhibition Road type or removal of parking 
spaces which affect traders ability to use their 
stock. 
6. “Support ..uses that deliver greater public 
value” needs to be more specific as to which 
public needs are envisaged and how they should 
be met. 
The area designated as Portobello Road for the 
purposes of this policy should be extended to 
include the retail and dining units on Portobello 
Road south of Chepstow Villas, to provide a 
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

whole picture and unified approach to Portobello 
Road. This portion of Portobello is the main point 
of access for most non-residents visiting the 
market, and even though not part of the town 
centre the needs of residents here need to be 
considered as part of any planning taking place 
further north. 
The policy should make specific reference to 
streetscape improvements and further 
pedestrianisation of Portobello Road, as has 
been previously investigated by the council. This 
should be encouraged as part of any further 
development along the road, and any proposals 
which would hinder this should be discouraged. 

12 Turley on 
behalf of 
Warrior 
Property 
Group and 
Portobello 
Group (Alice 
Hawkins) 

  The description of the vision for Portobello Road 
is generally supported. However, in the context 
of the description “Portobello Road Market will 
continue to be vibrant with distinctive street 
markets serving the day-today needs of local 
residents and attracting visitors from across the 
world. The area will maintain a rich variety of 
small independent shops offering ‘something 
different.’”, it is considered that there should be 
an acknowledgement of the variety of uses that 
add to this character, and that this is not only 
‘shops’ which contribute, but a range of 
commercial space as reflected in the Class E 
use class. As such, it is suggested that this text 
is updated to read “the area will maintain a rich 

Support noted  
PLV9 Vision text amended 
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

variety of commercial, business and services 
uses”.  
The impact of the Covid crisis on commercial 
uses should also be borne in mind in relation to 
this designation, and in relation to policies 
around commercial uses – in that flexibility is 
needed to ensure resilience and the ongoing 
viability and vitality of commercial/retail areas 
given the vacancy of a number of units, including 
many of the internal retail arcades along the 
street. The reform of the use classes order has 
gone some way to delivering this, however it will 
be important to allow a wider estate 
management view to be taken into account.  
Supporting text paragraph 9.60 notes the 
following priorities to achieve the vision: 

• 1.Support existing independent businesses 
to adapt, diversify and increase revenues to 
combat rent and business rates. 

• 2.Support the provision of commercial, 
retail and services to meet the daily needs of 
local residents. 

• 3.Support the significant opportunities for 
meanwhile uses, cultural uses and pop-up 
uses within vacant units and under the 
Westway. 

• 4.Improve wayfinding, navigation and 
walkability from Notting Hill Gate, Ladbroke 
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

Grove and Holland Park underground 
stations. 

• 5.Improve the public realm. 

• 6.Support the provision of uses that deliver 
greater public value, particularly where the 
Council and Westway Trust own land and 
assets. 
 

These points are generally supported and we 
note that points 1 and 2 have been updated in 
accordance with our suggestions made in 
representations on the Regulation 18 
consultation, which are welcomed and 
supported.  
Policy should also note and encourage the 
benefits that the inclusion of residential use in 
this and other designated shopping centres, as 
set out in Central Government policy. Residential 
at the upper floors of buildings (above ground 
floor commercial use) is a common feature of 
Portobello Road and numerous other 
commercial centres in the borough – which 
should be optimised given the significant need to 
optimise housing delivery in the borough. 
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Q66: PLV10: Do you consider the vision for Notting Hill Gate to be... 
P - Positively prepared? J - Justified? E – Effective? C – Consistent with national policy? L – Legally compliant? 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Hillgate 
Village RA 
(Sam 
Dunkley) 

E P, J See comments above regarding existing 
eyesores, and future protection of conservation 
areas surrounding the gate 

Noted 

2 Kensington 
Society 
(Amanda 
Frame) 

E P, J 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.” 

Noted 

3 Mark Macleod P, J, E  Comment: The following addition was proposed 
Appx 7 Regulation 18, page 214: 

PLV10: Notting Hill Gate 
A. Priority Public realm improvements will 
extend throughout the Designated Town 
Centre in its entirety: east to the edge of 
RBKC boundary as far as Ossington Street, 
north along Pembridge Road to the top of 
Portobello Road, south along Kensington 
Church Street and west to Ladbroke Terrace. 
Pedestrian links along and across will be 
improved throughout. 

Noted, map to be amended so that public 
realm improvements boundary matches 
Designated Town Centre boundary  
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

Council Response: Noted. Removed from map 
as priorities make clear that public realm 
improvements are town centre wide. 

Comment: However Figure 9.10 still features 
the linear sausage-shape of dotted lines 
denoting Priorities Public Realm Improvements. 
Priorities must be Designated Town Centre 
wide, shown in solid pink. 

4 Molly Dineen P, J, E, L  My concern is that the vision for NHG leaves us 
with years of construction traffic, environmental 
pollution, noise and a much tall building. Its 
currently a flourishing shopping and interaction 
point which should be sustained and valued. 

Noted 

5 Notting Hill 
and North 
Kensington 
Liberal 
Democrats 
(Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

  We wholehearted support the notion that 
pedestrian and cycle infrastructure in Notting 
Hill Gate should be improved. As a gateway to 
Portobello Road and the wider Notting Hill area, 
Pembridge Road functions very poorly with 
narrow and consistently overcrowded 
pavements, dangerous roadside barriers, an 
excess of vehicular traffic, very poor way-
finding. If Portobello Road is to remain a viable 
tourist destination then significant improvements 
need to be made in this area, and more 
specificity should be given in the policy as to 
areas for improvement the council will 
investigate. 

Noted 
Para added after 9.62 reflecting improvements 
to Pembridge Road and crossing between 
Notting Hill Gate and Kensington Church 
Street.  
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

In particular, specific reference should be made 
to junction and crossing improvements on 
Notting Hill Gate and Kensington Church Street, 
as pedestrians are currently given very low 
priority, little protection from vehicles, and few 
safe points to cross. 
Improved access to Notting Hill Gate station 
should be designated as part of the local plan, 
with commitments to step-free access and a 
greater number of access points (through the 
Newcombe House development in particular). 
As well as declaring an intention to support 
more regular markets and seasonal events, we 
would ask that a provision to protect the existing 
markets in this area is added to the policy. 

6 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. 
(R. Alexander) 

 P, J, E, C, L Well considered and the reasons given for it are 
very persuasive. 

Support noted 

7 The 
Pembridge 
Association 
(Fiona 
Fleming-
Brown) 

  PLV10 (Notting Hill Gate) 
No mention is made in this section to the very 
poor quality of the public realm in NHG which 
urgently requires improvements to pavements, 
shop front design, street and visual clutter from 
telecoms hubs and advertisements, poorly 
maintained planters. These are important 

Noted – investments to the public realm is 
listed as a priority to achieve the vision 
 
Paragraph added after para 9.62 reflecting 
improvements to Pembridge Road and 
crossing between Notting Hill Gate and 
Kensington Church Street 
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

priorities for users and affect residents, 
businesses and visitors.  
We agree that pedestrian and cycle 
infrastructure in Notting Hill Gate should be 
strengthened. As a gateway to Portobello Road 
and the wider Notting Hill area, Pembridge 
Road functions very poorly with narrow and 
consistently overcrowded pavements, 
dangerous roadside barriers, very poor way-
finding. If Portobello Road is to remain a viable 
tourist destination then significant improvements 
need to be made in this area. 
We would like specific reference to be made to 
junction and crossing improvements on Notting 
Hill Gate and the one-way system at the north 
of Kensington Church Street, as pedestrians are 
currently given very low priority, little protection 
from vehicles, and few safe points to cross. 
The council’s intention to support more regular 
markets and seasonal events is pleasing, but 
without more weight behind it is meaningless. 
Who is going to evolve these and how does 
RBKC envisage it’s involvement. Will this be 
business led or resident informed? We would 
ask that a provision to protect the existing 
Farmers markets in this area is added here. The 
current Farmers Market was an initiative led by 
a residents’ association (the Pembridge 
Association) with a private management group 
(London Farmers Market) supported by RBKC 
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

Highways and markets officers. The Local Plan 
needs to stress the need to engage these key 
stakeholders in evolving events as equal 
partners. 
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Q67: PLV11 Do you consider the vision for South Kensington to be... 
P - Positively prepared? J - Justified? E – Effective? C – Consistent with national policy? L – Legally compliant? 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Cynthia Oakes J, E, C P - The quiet residential nature of South 
Kensington has been overlooked and should be 
acknowledged. 
- Maintaining balance among the commercial, 
cultural and residential aspects of South 
Kensington is not sufficiently addressed 
- The Royal College of Art and The Royal Albert 
Hall are not within South Kensington 
- South Kensington most definitely does not 
have a night.time economy of "international and 
national" significance. 
9.65 Please add the following priorities: 
"Preserve and strengthen the heritage and 
residential character of the area". This was a 
priority in the Local plan 2019. 
"Reduce the traffic congestion around the 
Station and specifically along Pelham Street" 
and Thurloe Square 
"Maintain the function of Brompton Cross as a 
high quality specialist boutique retail centre with 
international appeal". 

Noted  
The Borough boundary will be revised 
reflecting that the Royal College of Art and 
The Royal Albert Hall are not in RBKC 
Brompton Cross is addressed in its own 
section 
 

2 DP9 for Native 
Land 

P, J, E, C L We support the identification of South 
Kensington as having two distinct identities and 

Support noted 
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

(Kensington 
Limited), 
TTLSouth 
Kensington 
Properties and 
... 

the support for the centre to thrive and maintain 
its functions. However, we consider Policy PV11 
should identify the need and opportunity to 
redevelop land in the vicinity of South 
Kensington Station to repair the unfortunate 
interventions of previous railway works, 
enhance the street scene and make a more 
effective use of currently undeveloped sites 
which detract from the character and 
appearance of this area. 
We support the priorities listed at Paragraph 
9.65 including support for new and existing 
shops, improvements to the underground 
station including step free access, public realm 
improvements and the provision of new 
workspace, but consider these should also 
include the need to make the most effective use 
of underdeveloped sites to meet the need for 
more and better-quality homes, including 
Community Housing. 

3 Kensington 
Society 
(Amanda 
Frame) 

J, E P, Paragraph 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  

Noted – Corrections required to Borough 
boundary reflected above  



774 
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Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

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. 

4 Moni Red P, J, E, C, 
L 

 The plans for more high rise buildings by the 
underground are a disgrace. Thins needs to be 
left as they are. 

Noted 

5 Onslow 
Neighbourhood 
Association 
(Susanna 
Trostdorf) 

J, E, C P A. The fact that South Kensington is also a 
residential neighbourhood of distinction, which 
is equally important, has been omitted and 
should be reintroduced/clearly stated.  
The reconciliation of this residential character 
with and the need to balance it against the one 
of a cultural destination should be equally 
stated. 

Noted  
Priority 1 text amended to: Support 
opportunities to deliver more accessible 
community uses in the centre including the 
provision of public toilets  
Priority 4 text amended to include ‘greener’ 
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

9.63 As Imperial College, The Royal College of 
Art,and The Royal College of Music are located 
outside of South Kensington their mentioning in 
9.63 should be deleted. 
9.64 As a material part of South Kensington is 
residential and as all the museum's as well as 
the underground station located at its heart 
close at night, South Kensington does not have 
a night.time economy of "international and 
national" significance. The point relied on Royal 
Albert Hall which is located outside and with a 
substantial distance to South Kensington (about 
1 mile). 9.64 should be deleted. 
9.65 to 3. Please add incl .... and "Changing 
Places Toilets", which do not exist. 
9.65 to 4 Please add and foster a safer "and 
greener environment". 
9.65 to 7 Please add new workspaces ... "in 
particular for innovative, start-up and small 
businesses."  
9.65 Please add the following priorities: 
"Preserve and strengthen the heritage and 
residential character of the area". This was a 
priority in the Local plan 2019. 
"Reduce the traffic congestion around the 
Station and specifically along Pelham Street" 

Priority 7 text amended to include ‘in 
particular for innovative, start-up and small 
businesses’ 
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

"Maintain the function of Brompton Cross as a 
high quality specialist boutique retail centre with 
international appeal". 
ONA cannot comment on legal compliance as 
we would need to take legal advice to answer 
the question. 

6 Pelham 
Residents 
Association 
(Nicholas 
Gould) 

P, J, E, C  South Kensington is a residential 
neighbourhood of distinction, This is important, 
and has been omitted. It should be 
reintroduced/clearly stated.  
The need to balance this residential character 
with the cultural destinations should be clearly 
stated. 
9.63 As Imperial College, The Royal College of 
Art, and The Royal College of Music are located 
outside South Kensington their mention in 9.63 
should be deleted. 
9.64 As a material part of South Kensington is 
residential and as all the museums as well as 
the underground station located at its heart 
close at night, South Kensington does not have 
a night.time economy of "international and 
national" significance. The suggestion that it 
does appears to be based on the Royal Albert 
Hall, but since that is located outside and about 
a mile away from South Kensington, 9.64 
should be deleted. 

Noted – para 9.63 reflects that it is a 
residential area  
Brompton Cross is addressed in its own  
section.  
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

9.65 Please add the following priorities: 
"Preserve and strengthen the heritage and 
residential character of the area". This was a 
priority in the Local plan 2019. 
"Reduce the traffic congestion around the 
Station and specifically along Pelham Street" 
"Maintain the function of Brompton Cross as a 
high quality specialist boutique retail centre with 
international appeal". 

7 Princes Gate 
Mews RA (J 
Whewell) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 We are extremely puzzled by the proposed 
version for South Kensington, which appears to 
have been written by someone with a little 
knowledge of the area. 
South Kensington is highly highly residential 
with almost every shop topped by multiple flats 
with numerous families, including young 
children, living in dense proximity to the station 
and the surrounding area. There are also 
numerous houses cheek by jowl with South 
Kensington station. 
The proposed vision does not even 
acknowledge this situation and makes a number 
of assertions, proposals and comments, which 
fly in the face of the reality on the ground. This 
area was a residential area long before the 
majority of cultural institutions in the area even 

Noted  
 
Para 9.63 notes that these are within close 
proximity to South Kensington, and are 
considered to contribute to the area.  
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

existed and it is incorrect to comment and 
assert that South Kensington is a cultural area. 
It is not. 
It has its own unique culture and character. 
There are no cultural institutions open to the 
public south of Cromwell Road with the 
exception of the very recent addition of an art 
gallery. The incorrect description of the locality 
needs to be amended and the characteristics of 
this area need to be accurately described. 
Furthermore a far more appropriate balance 
between the needs of residence and the needs 
of commercial interests needs to be struck. It is 
also simply incorrect to state that South 
Kensington is an area of nighttime economy. 
There are no nightclubs. There are no theatres 
and there are no late night activities taking 
place of any note in the area after 11 o’clock at 
night. 
9.63 Imperial College, The Royal College of 
Art,and The Royal College of Music are not in 
South Kensington their mentioning in 9.63 
should be deleted. 
9.64 The majority of South Kensington is 
residential, all the museums close at 6pm and 
outside eating craves at 10pm in is glaringly 
factually inaccurate to say South Kensington 
has a night.time economy of "international and 
national" significance. This is simply not true. 
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

Even the Royal Albert Hall which is around a 
mile away from South Kensington shuts most 
evenings by10.25. 9.64 should be deleted. 
9.65 Please add the following priorities: 
"Preserve and strengthen the heritage and 
residential character of the area". This was a 
priority in the Local plan 2019. 
Please also amend section 9.65 as below in 
capitals to correct the unbalanced and 
Inaccurate impression given that the area is 
only given over to cultural uses. 
Many thousands of residents share this area 
with the institutions and cultural uses should not 
be pursued, except in balance with the needs of 
residents. 

5. Support the use of new and existing 
outdoor space for temporary outdoor 
exhibitions WHERE THESE WILL NOT 
OBSTRUCT ACCESS FOR RESIDENTS. 

6. Support the area as a world class cultural 
and educational hub AS WELL AS A 
RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBOURHOOD. 

8 Renata Cesar J, E, C  A. South Kensington is also a residential 
neighbourhood of distinction, which is equally 
important--this has been omitted and should be 
clearly stated.  

Noted 
Priority list has been amended to reflect the 
need for toilets and a greener environment 
(outlined above) 
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

The reconciliation of this residential character 
with and the need to balance it against the one 
of a cultural destination should be noted here. 
9.63 As Imperial College, The Royal College of 
Art,and The Royal College of Music are located 
outside of South Kensington their mentioning in 
9.63 should be deleted. 
9.64 As a material part of South Kensington is 
residential and as all the museums and the 
underground station located at its heart close at 
night, South Kensington does not have a 
night.time economy of "international and 
national" significance. The point relied on Royal 
Albert Hall, which is located outside and with a 
substantial distance to South Kensington (about 
1 mile). Residents do not consider Royal Albert 
Hall part of the area. 9.64 should be deleted. 
9.65 to 3. Please add incl .... and "Changing 
Places Toilets", which do not exist. 
9.65 to 4 Please add and foster a safer "and 
greener environment". 
9.65 Please add the following priorities: 
"Preserve and strengthen the heritage and 
residential character of the area". This was a 
priority in the Local plan 2019 and should 
remain so. 

Brompton Cross is addressed in a separate 
section.  
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

"Reduce the traffic congestion around the 
Station and specifically along Pelham Street" 
"Maintain the function of Brompton Cross as a 
high quality specialist boutique retail centre with 
international appeal". 

9 South 
Kensington 
Estates 
(Robert 
Couchman) 

 P, J, E, C, L  It is considered that the vision for South 
Kensington remains broadly appropriate.  
The focus on promoting South Kensington as a 
world-class cultural destination and suggested 
improvements to public realm are supported. 
Support for upgrades to the South Kensington 
Underground Station in terms of greater 
accessibility is also welcomed.  
Supporting paragraph 9.64 which references 
that ‘South Kensington has been identified 
within the London Plan as having a night-time 
economy of “international or national” 
significance’ is welcomed.  
Whilst not integral to the soundness of the 
policy, it is considered that the supporting text 
should make reference to the flexibility created 
through the amendments to the Use Classes 
Order and the introduction of Class E in 
particular. Following Covid, it should be 
recognised that town centers need to be agile to 
respond to changing demand and respecting 
the flexibility Class E provides and not overly 

Support noted  
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

restricting this through conditions should be 
noted. 

10 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. 
(R. Alexander) 

 P, J, E, C, L Well considered and the reasons given for it are 
very persuasive. 

Support noted 

11 TfL - 
Commercial 
Development 
(Brendan 
Hodges) 

P, J, E  We support the amended wording of the policy, 
which reflects our Reg 18 representations.  
Part 3 of the vision, which relates to the 
opportunities to improve the underground 
station, should be augmented to refer to the 
benefits for the area that would result from 
development of the station and adjacent land. 
Currently, the station’s setting does not befit this 
important location, containing, as it does, vacant 
and underused land and tired buildings which 
no longer meet the needs of modern 
businesses. The positive placemaking / design, 
housing delivery, economic and social benefits 
accruing from redeveloping this vacant and 
under-used land and outmoded buildings should 
be recognised in the vision. It should also 
recognise that such development would help to 
deliver the improvements to Step Free Access 
that are sought.  
We consider Figure 2.12 is misleading as it 
could be interpreted as showing the  
Bullnose building and 20-34 Thurloe Street as 

Noted  
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

‘significant public buildings’. They are in 
commercial / residential use and are not public 
buildings in the same way as the others that are 
highlighted (mainly public museums). We 
suggest that the map is amended to show only 
the parts of the station that are above ground 
level as a public building, with the Bullnose 
building and 20-34 Thurloe Street excluded. 
The suggested changes would ensure that the 
vision is justified, effective and positively 
prepared. 

12 The Natural 
History 
Museum (N/A) 

 P, J, E, C, L The NHM is supportive of the aim of Policy 
PLV11 to maintain South Kensington as a world 
class cultural destination based around the 
South Kensington Strategic Cultural Area. The 
NHM is also supportive of the desire to create a 
vibrant place with an international reputation 
and understands the importance of ensuring 
this does not negatively impact those who live in 
its hinterland. The NHM is supportive of the 
ambition to boost the area’s connectivity and 
attractiveness through public realm 
improvements.  
The NHM is pleased to note the incorporation 
into the language of the policy the recognition of 
South Kensington as a world class “cultural” 
hub; this was the NHM’s recommendation from 
the Regulation 18 consultation representations. 
NHM believes this appropriately recognises the 

Support noted 
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

key contribution of cultural uses to the Borough 
and therefore prioritises its maintenance.  
The NHM considers this policy to pass the test 
of “soundness”. It is consistent with national 
planning policy as it reflects the mention in 
Chapter 8 of the NPPF, where at paragraph 93 
it is stated that planning policies can promoting 
healthy and safe communities by providing 
“cultural facilities…the community needs”, and 
“take into account and support the delivery of 
local strategies to improve…social and cultural 
well-being for all sections of the community”.  
The recognition of South Kensington as a key 
area to promote these cultural uses aligns with 
the NPPF. 

13 Jacques Cesar   I oppose South Kensington becoming a night time 
economy and would like clause 9.64 to be removed 
from the CLP.  

Noted 

  



785 
 

Q68: PLV12: Do you consider the vision for King’s Road (East) to be... 
P - Positively prepared? J - Justified? E – Effective? C – Consistent with national policy? L – Legally compliant? 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, C, L Well considered and the reasons given for it are 
very persuasive. 

Support noted 
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Q69: PLV13: Do you consider the vision for King’s Road (West) to be... 
P - Positively prepared? J - Justified? E – Effective? C – Consistent with national policy? L – Legally compliant? 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, C, L Well considered and the reasons given for it are 
very persuasive. 

Noted 
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Q70: PLV14: Do you consider the vision for Earl’s Court Town Centre to be... 
P - Positively prepared? J - Justified? E – Effective? C – Consistent with national policy? L – Legally compliant? 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Hillgate Village 
RA (Sam 
Dunkley) 

P, J, E  20 storeys In an area where the predominant 
height is more like six storeys is an outrage – 
what happened to conservation in RBKC? 

Noted 

2 Kensington and 
Chelsea Social 
Council (Joe 
Batty) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 This response is also made for Q70, Q 77. 
It is unsound to propose a short rather bland 
vision, followed by a very detailed site allocation 
which constrains what the Earls Court design 
team could be proposing. Innovative solutions 
are needed for this complex site, and the Local 
Plan must show ambition and embrace 
alternative options. 

Noted 
The requirements and principles in the site 
allocation SA2 are derived from the 
overarching vision. Further guidance for this 
site is to be provided by the Council’s 
emerging Placemaking Framework for the 
Earl’s Court Opportunity Area. The Council is 
seeking to strike a balance between providing 
a framework and allowing flexibility for 
innovative design solutions. 

3 Kensington 
Society 
(Amanda 
Frame) 

J, E P 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. 

Noted 

4 Molly Dineen P  The policy should realise more immediate 
potential for a number of low rise, landscaped 

Noted 
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

housing blocks and necessary liveability 
infrastructure. 

5 Moni Red P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Good to repurpose the Empress building. As for 
the empty Earl’s Court land please turn it into a 
park where nature can thrive and everyone can 
relax in it. The closest park is Hyde park which 
is too far for us residents. 

Noted 

6 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, C, 
L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it are 
very persuasive. 

Support noted 
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Q71: PLV15: Do you consider the vision for Brompton Cross to be... 
P - Positively prepared? J - Justified? E – Effective? C – Consistent with national policy? L – Legally compliant? 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Moni Red P, J, E, C, L  I am against any redevelopment of South 
Kensington tube station. It has a lovely look with 
an island for pedestrians. 

Noted 

2 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, C Well considered and the reasons given for it are 
very persuasive. 

Support noted 
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Q72: PLV16: Do you consider the vision for Westbourne Grove to be... 
P - Positively prepared? J - Justified? E – Effective? C – Consistent with national policy? L – Legally compliant? 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 
 
 

Notting Hill and 
North 
Kensington 
Liberal 
Democrats 
(Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

P, J, E, C L The local plan’s vision for Westbourne Grove is 
inadequate, with no actual promises other than 
to ‘support’ others in doing things in the area as 
and when they present themselves. A promise 
to engage in cross-authority working with 
Westminster City Council needs to be enshrined 
in this document, and the council should make 
steps to bring together residents and 
businesses from either side of the boundary in 
shared policy forums. Business rates across 
this divide should be re-examined, to ensure 
that businesses are able to exist and compete 
on a level playing field no matter which authority 
they lie in. 
The Westbourne Grove area considered in the 
local plan should be re-drawn to include the 
restaurants beyond Westbourne Grove Mews 
(Jusu Brothers, Taqueria, etc), the former bank 
building (currently being redeveloped) and other 
retail units on the RBKC side of the 5-points 
junction - improved integration with this area is 
just as important as integration with Portobello 
Road. The vision which the local plan sets out 
for Westbourne Grove should be for a second 
retail spine through Notting Hill, which is 
integrated and has a shared vision throughout 
it’s length from Queensway to Kensington Park 

PLV16 text amended to include:  
It will continue to function as a second 
retail spine for Notting Hill Gate 
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

Road. As the Elizabeth Line brings more people 
to Paddington, this has become more of an 
entry point for tourists arriving in Notting Hill and 
consideration should be given to this as a 
through pedestrian and cycle route in the local 
plan, with appropriate wayfinding and street 
improvements. 
A local plan which only accounts for a portion of 
Westbourne Grove and does not consider it as 
a whole does not meet the needs of the wider 
area. 

2 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, C, 
L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it are 
very persuasive. 

Support noted 

3 The Pembridge 
Association 
(Fiona Fleming-
Brown) 

  PLV16 (Westbourne Grove) 
The local plan’s vision for Westbourne Grove is 
inadequate, with few actual commitments made 
for improvement or protection. A promise to 
engage in cross-authority working with 
Westminster City Council needs to be included 
in this document. 
A local plan which only accounts for a small 
portion of Westbourne Grove and does not 
consider it as a whole does not meet the needs 
of the wider area:  
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

9.77: The characterisation of the area is out 
dated as luxury and fashion units are equalled 
by many food and beverage outlets attached to 
other retailers or as sole purpose units. 
Traditionally Westbourne Grove had a few pubs 
and cafes with retail space used for antique 
storage and a few specialist interiors shops until 
its re emergence in the 1990’s as a mixed 
upmarket retail centre. It is a shopping 
destination now because it provides both 
shopping and hospitality as each supports the 
other but the balance is delicate and neither 
sector needs to overwhelm the other.  
1.There is limited space in this area to hold 
“markets” unless the week day use of the 
antiques arcades is envisaged in which case 
this should be explicit in the Local Plan. 
2. Which “leisure services” are envisaged? 
There are already a surfeit of private gyms 
(Lambton Place, Soul Cycle, Bodyism, the new 
dance and gym studios in 133-139 Westbourne 
Grove etc)  
The Westbourne Grove area considered in the 
local plan should be re-drawn to include the 
restaurants beyond Westbourne Grove Mews 
(Jusu Brothers, Taqueria, etc), 133-139 
Westbourne Grove (the former bank building 
currently being redeveloped) and other retail 
units on the RBKC side of the 5-way junction - 
improved integration with this area is just as 
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

important as improved integration with 
Portobello Road.  
The vision which the local plan sets out for 
Westbourne Grove should be that of a retail 
spine for Notting Hill, which is integrated and 
has a shared vision throughout its length from 
Westbourne Grove to Kensington Park Road. 
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Q73: PLV17: Do you consider the vision for Knightsbridge to be... 
P - Positively prepared? J - Justified? E – Effective? C – Consistent with national policy? L – Legally compliant? 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Dp9 Ltd (for 
Knightsbridge 
Estates) (Miss 
Hardy) 

 P, J, E, C, 
L 

Figure 9.17 shows the designations that relate 
to Knightsbridge. The Knightsbridge Estate 
forms a large part of this designation, lying 
between Hans Crescent to the south and 
Sloane Street to the north. All of the 
Knightsbridge Estate is shown as being in the 
Central Activities Zone. It appears that most of 
The Knightsbridge Estate is shown as being 
within the Knightsbridge International Centre 
town centre designation, with the exception of 
most properties fronting Basil Street. All of the 
Brompton Road properties, Hans Crescent-
facing properties, 4a/5 Sloane Street and the 
eastern half of 2-14 Basil Street appear to be 
shown within the designation but the western 
half of 2-14 Basil Street appears to be excluded 
from the designation.  
We would respectfully request that RBKC 
provide a more detailed map to help establish 
exactly which properties are within the town 
centre boundary and ask that an explanation is 
given as to why parts of The Knightsbridge 
Estate (including part of the major K1 mixed use 
development) have been excluded.  
The supporting text for PLV17 states priorities 
for Knightsbridge include (i) improving the 
attractiveness and walkability of the centre, (ii) 

Support noted 
 
We will clarify on the existing figure 9.17 or 
provide a more detailed map.  
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

supporting the ongoing redevelopment of the 
underground station to allow for greater 
capacity, (iii) taking opportunities to create 
space for and hold events and markets, (iv) 
support the delivery of more accessible 
community and cultural uses, (v) support a BID 
scheme for Knightsbridge and (vi) support and 
promote the importance of Sloane Street as a 
key connection between Knightsbridge and 
Kings Road to encourage footfall between the 
two.  
Chelsfield would support the priorities under 
PLV17. Chelsfield are playing an active role in 
supporting the BID. 

2 Knightsbridge 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Simon 
Birkett) 

  The KNF supports this policy, particularly the 
recognition of the balance of roles between the 
International Centre and the residential quarter.  
Improvements to public realm are also 
supported. It will be important to work with the 
Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Forum and 
Westminster City Council on detailed schemes. 
It will be particularly important that 
‘improvements to existing links’ do not create 
unacceptable traffic (pedestrian or vehicular) 
through residential areas. 
The KNF is concerned about the 
commercialisation of the public realm. It should 
not be considered appropriate to give this space 

Support noted 
Correction to be made in regard to BID 
company name – reflected as 
Knightsbridge Partnership BID.  
Text amended in PLV17 to include ‘The 
Public realm will be retained for the benefit 
of the wider public’.  
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

over to businesses when, as past experience 
has shown, this leads to increased noise, 
busking and antisocial behaviour. The intention 
should be to leave the public realm for the 
benefit of the public and to concentrate on 
making it more beautiful. In this regard, Policy 
PLV17 should be amended as follows:  
‘…to reflect both roles. The public realm will 
also be retained for the benefit of the wider 
public and made more beautiful.’ 

Paragraph 9.81 makes reference to a 
Knightsbridge Business Improvement District 
(BID). Earlier text refers to the existence of the 
Brompton Road BID. This requires amendment 
as the BID is now operating as the 
Knightsbridge Partnership BID. 

3 Moni Red P, J, E, C, 
L 

 
 

Noted  

4 Princes Gate 
Mews RA (J 
Whewell) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 The vision fails to take account of the fact that 
Knightsbridge is a traffic artery of enormous 
significance, not just within the borough, but 
within the city. 
Continued attempts to narrow the road result in 
rat, running and chaos for local residents. 
Commercial interests, seeking to expand onto 
public, space have already made residents’ life 

Noted 
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

a misery as they attempt to walk down. 
Pavements narrowed almost to extinction by 
tables chairs, and hookah pipes. Public space, 
including on the road, should remain public 
space and attempts to narrow the roads till 
further to permit what are effectively parking 
spaces for limousines to aid international 
shopping should be resisted. 

5 South 
Kensington 
Estates (Robert 
Couchman) 

 P, J, E, C 
L 

It is considered that the vision for Knightsbridge 
remains broadly appropriate and the stated aim 
to maintain Knightsbridge as one of London’s 
most exclusive national and international 
shopping destinations is also supported. 
Whilst not integral to the soundness of the 
policy, it is considered that the supporting text 
should make reference to the flexibility created 
through the amendments to the Use Classes 
Order and the introduction of Class E in 
particular. Following Covid, it should be 
recognised that town centers need to be agile to 
respond to changing demand and respecting 
the flexibility Class E provides and not overly 
restricting this through conditions should be 
noted. 

Support noted 

6 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, C, 
L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it are 
very persuasive. 

Support noted 
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

7 TfL - London 
Plan and 
Planning 
Obligations 
team 
(Josephine 
Vos) 

  We welcome the removal of inaccurate text 
which referred to ‘ongoing redevelopment of 
[Knightsbridge] station. 

Noted 

  



799 
 

Q74: PLV18: Do you consider the vision for Fulham Road (West) to be... 
P - Positively prepared? J - Justified? E – Effective? C – Consistent with national policy? L – Legally compliant? 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Moni Red P, J, E, C, 
L 

 
 

Noted 

2 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, C, 
L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it are 
very persuasive. 

Noted 
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Q75: PLV19: Do you consider the vision for the Walkable Neighbourhoods to be... 
P - Positively prepared? J - Justified? E – Effective? C – Consistent with national policy? L – Legally compliant? 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Dp9 Ltd (for 
Knightsbridge 
Estates) (Miss 
Hardy) 

 P, J, E, C, 
L 

Chelsfield support the improvement and 
creation of new public spaces and 
pedestrianisation of roads under appropriate 
circumstances. 

Support noted. 

2 Kensington 
Society 
(Amanda 
Frame) 

E P, J 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.  
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” 

The vision has been drafted to reflect the 
contribution that all our town centres, and not 
just neighbourhood centres, can have in 
meeting day-to-day needs.  
The term, “reasonable distance” is considered 
appropriate.  This is not a question of 
soundness. 
Reference to “other local facilities” helpful.   
Amend para 9.89 as a minor mod to read, 
“So whilst all our residents should live within a 
20 minute walk of a secondary school, a 
library or a larger shopping centre, a 5 minute 
walk will be more appropriate for a choice of 
shops and other local facilities which meet 
day-to-day needs. 

3 Lots Village 
Residents 
Association 

P  More thought needs to go into the plan to take 
account of pedestrians of all abilities, including 
places to sit and rest en route. 

This is part of the walkable neighbourhood 
concept. This is carried forward by specific 
policies including Policy T6, which seeks to 
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(Kerry Davis-
Head) 

encourage “active travel”, which includes 
“improvements to the walking environment.” 

4 Moni Red P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Cities need to be vibrant busy and productive. 
The WN is useless! They want to turn a 
prosperous city into a village. You can’t have 
villages in a city like London where WN seeks to 
reduce noise or traffic. People need to go where 
they need to go not to be restricted and herd 
into certain routes only. London as it is already 
a great city for pedestrians. Please don’t make it 
even more miserable and impossible for drivers! 

Noted.  The Council recognises that there is a 
need to improve active travel and to 
(re)balance the needs of drivers with those of 
non-drivers. Exactly where this balance lies/ 
should lie is subjective.   

5 Notting Hill and 
North 
Kensington 
Liberal 
Democrats 
(Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

 P, J, E, C, 
L 

Other policies in this plan seem to contradict, 
undermine, or water down this policy. Truly 
walkable neighbourhoods are in direct 
contradiction to borough wide parking permits, 
for example. 

Noted.  The Council recognises that the need 
to balance the needs of residents who wish to 
drive and those who do not/ cannot is 
complex.    
The plan as a whole endorses the concept of 
the walkable neighbourhood by supporting the 
provision of the facilities sought by our 
residents and by supporting “active travel”, 
and the walking environment. 

6 Penelope 
Horlick 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Everywhere is walkable, don't be ridiculous Noted. The Council is of the view that 
“walkability” is not merely a function distance 
but also of the environment. It takes the view 
that not all of the borough is equal in this 
regard.  
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7 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

 P, J, E, C  We support this vision for walkable 
neighbourhoods. It is consistent with the overall 
vision and 11 key objectives developed for the 
StQW neighbourhood as set out in the adopted 
neighbourhood plan (particularly Policy KL1. 
This reads To ensure that the StQW 
neighbourhood remains as a strong and 
sustainable part of inner London within which 
families and individuals can flourish and support 
one another within a safe and attractive 
physical environment and a successful local 
economy, with an expectation that housing 
needs at different stages of life will be met and 
with local services, shops and other amenities 
available within walking distance). 

Support noted. 

8 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, C, 
L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it are 
very persuasive. 

Support noted. 

9 Turley on behalf 
of Warrior 
Property Group 
and Portobello 
Group (Alice 
Hawkins) 

  This policy is generally supported, in particular 
noting the variety of uses that town centres 
should have, at Point A(1)- “Maintaining access 
to a range of neighbourhood facilities, both 
within and outside our town centres, and 
seeking to increase the facilities which assist in 
creating walkable neighbourhoods as 
opportunities arise”. 

Support noted. 
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10 Wornington 
Trees (Sam 
Dodgshon) 

 P, J, E, C, 
L 

Neighbourhoods should be walkable, but this 
policy needs to drive the other decisions the 
council makes. Too often this is forgotten, and 
in other policies in this local plan there are direct 
contradictions to and watering down of the 
ambitions set out here. 

Noted. The plan as a whole endorses the 
concept of the walkable neighbourhood by 
supporting the provision of the facilities sought 
by our residents and by supporting “active 
travel”, and the walking environment.  
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General comments on Places 
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Name 
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1 Natural History 
Museum  

  Areas with potential for some change 

The NHM continues to support recognition of the 
need to define areas that have potential for some 
change, and approves of those areas given this 
designation within the draft Plan. However, the NHM 
reiterates its concern that the current approach to 
this section of the Local Plan could restrict areas not 
currently identified as having potential for some 
change, but that could have potential for some 
change in the future, coming forward. The NHM 
therefore recommends that the following sentence is 
added, following paragraph 9.16: 

“The areas with potential for change referenced 
in this section have been identified at the time 
this Local Plan was prepared. However it is 
possible that further areas will be identified 
during the plan period.  Therefore,  if an area is 
not identified in this section, it does  not mean it 
might not be considered as an area with 
potential for change at a later point in the plan 
period where that can be justified, or, that 
development cannot come forward in 
accordance with the Local Plan when considered 
as a whole” 

At present, the NHM believes that this policy on 
‘Areas with potential for some change’ fails the test 
of soundness as it is not consistent with national 

Chapter 9, Places, identifies the areas which the 
Council expects to grow or change over the lifetime 
of the plan.   This includes three types of area: the 
opportunity areas, “areas with potential for 
change”, (including the Employment Zones, the 
Lancaster West Estate and the Westway,) and our 
Larger Town Centres.  These include South 
Kensington, which itself includes the Natural 
History Museum. 

This is not to say other areas will not come forward 
for change, merely that the areas identified above 
are those where most change is expected. 

Clearly development is not precluded elsewhere, 
and any application will be assessed on a case by 
basis using all of the policies within the 
Development Plan. 
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planning policy due to its omission to support 
economic growth and productivity through flexibility. 

In order for the policy to be consistent with national 
policy, and therefore sound, paragraph 35 of the 
NPPF prescribes that policy must enable the delivery 
of sustainable development in accordance with the 
policies in the NPPF and other statements of 
national planning policy. 

Paragraphs 81 and 82 of Chapter 6 ‘Building a 
strong, competitive economy’ of the NPPF state that, 
when drafting policy, a local authority should place 
“significant weight…on the need to support 
economic growth”, and “should allow each area to 
build on its strengths…and address the challenges 
of the future”. Key in encouraging “sustainable 
economic growth” is to “identify strategic sites” which 
will “meet anticipated needs over the plan period” for 
growth, but also for policies to “be flexible enough to 
accommodate needs not anticipated in the 
plan…and to enable…response to changes in 
economic circumstances”. 

At present, the NHM puts forward that the policy 
‘Areas with potential for future change’ does not instil 
an appropriate degree of flexibility to allow for the 
identification of new or additional sites as areas of 
change across the life cycle of the Plan, in order to 
support longer term sustainable economic growth 
objectives. As such, the policy is considered to be 
overly restrictive and the NHM requests that 
inclusion of the above suggested phrase to 
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paragraph 9.16 would introduce the requisite 
flexibility to make this policy consistent with national 
planning policy, and therefore make it sound. 
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10. Site Allocations 
Opportunity Areas 
 
SA1: Kensal Canalside 
Q76: SA1: Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area. Do you consider the site allocation to be... 
P - Positively prepared? J - Justified? E – Effective? C – Consistent with national policy? L – Legally compliant? 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 375 Portobello 
Road 
Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 The plans that have so far been shown for Kensal 
Canalside represent everything that has gone 
badly wrong with late 20th century planning and 
architecture. This development will introduce 
somewhere between 8,750 - 12,500 residents, 
more than doubling the present population of 
Dalgarno ward (current pop. 6,903) with little 
thought given to increasing inclusivity, reducing 
inequality, increasing connectivity, positive 
environmental impact, greening and contribution to 
the Urban Forest, beauty, enhancing the 
townscape, building community, or longevity. 
Housing 
Whilst housing is much needed in RBKC, our 
greatest and most pressing need is for permanent 
and truly affordable housing that allows people to 
put down roots, bring up their children, and build 
communities. Provision for housing for social rent 
must be, at minimum, 50%. The term ‘affordable’ 
indicates 80% of market rent. Given the level of 

Noted. The allocation includes consideration of 
the infrastructure required to support such a 
development within the area.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  The policies on community housing will 
be applied at the site to deliver the required 
numbers, type and tenure of homes. 
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market rents in RBKC this is completely 
unaffordable for working families. 
Amenities and services  
Kensal Canalside will effectively be a new town 
hence all necessary services and amenities must 
be provided. These would include (but are not 
limited to):  
 
• schools for all ages  
• adult education facilities  
• a hospital  
• a care home  
• a nursery  
• GPs  
• dentists  
• pharmacies 
• other healthcare provision  
• policing  
• locally owned and diverse small shops and 
services (the idea of a whole town being 
dependent on one superstore is grotesque – as 
one local describer the plan: “it’s a meat factory for 
Sainsbury’s”) 
• a substantial park by the canal 
• a nature reserve and enhanced wilding along the 
canal 
• other smaller green spaces 
• additional publicly accessible leisure facilities 
(e.g. an outdoor lido, playing fields, tennis courts, 
rock climbing, boating facilities) 

 
 
 
 
Noted.  Any proposal that comes forward will 
be required to either deliver the on site 
infrastructure requirements in the allocation or 
the financial provision for improved local 
services as evidenced.   
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• locally owned cafes and restaurants 
• creative workspace for local people 
• community meeting space and community 
kitchens 
• cultural and performance spaces 
• many hundreds of trees, and more… 
 
Dalgarno ward is already underprovided with 
many of these essential services, thus it seems 
obvious that increased strain will be placed on 
existing services in the neighbouring and already 
deprived and overpopulated Golborne ward.  
Transport 
Transport provision is woefully inadequate for 
such a large population increase.  
• Even if car ownership is minimised, the inevitable 
increase in delivery vehicles, taxis, and other 
vehicles will overburden local roads that are 
permanently constrained by 'pinch points' at the 
canal and railway bridges on Ladbroke Grove.  
• Access times for emergency vehicles is a real 
concern. 
• Vastly increased passenger numbers on local 
buses and tubes will overwhelm existing services. 
Bus journey times north and south will be 
increased by existing bus routes looping around 
the new development. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Policy Formulation Reports identifies the 
evidence for the allocation in terms of transport 
capacity.  
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• Also concerning is the likelihood of large 
numbers of people commuting on bikes and 
scooters via the canal towpath, effectively turning 
it into a commuter superhighway that is dangerous 
for children, the disabled, pedestrians, and dogs. 
Quite simply, without provision of a new station on 
the Queen Elizabeth line this development is not 
viable. 
Amenity green space and the Urban Forest 
Any new development of such density must be 
designed around an expansive landscape, rather 
than trying to fit so-called ‘landscaping’ around 
building and street layouts. Greening must include 
a large park, accessible to all in perpetuity and a 
substantial number (many hundreds) of large trees 
that will survive and grow to full maturity. Also 
important are food growing areas and sufficient 
wild areas to meaningfully establish biodiversity. 
Publicly owned and accessible green space 
should be provided on land adjacent to the canal 
in order to enhance biodiversity, amenity, and 
light. 
Community and permanence 
We must not permit Kensal Canalside to become 
a ‘transient town’ where people live for a few years 
and then move on. The plan as currently 
presented, with little thought for schools, playing 
fields, parks, sports facilities, small business 
incubators, community spaces, and cultural 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Open space policies will apply and 
expectations for tree planting and a 
comprehensive landscaping plan.  The site 
allocation also requires (X) Landscaping, 
biodiversity and amenity improvements to the 
Grand Union Canal. 
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venues has transience ‘baked in’. It seems 
obvious that the target demographic will be foreign 
investors renting to single or dual-high-income 
households on a short-term basis. 
Sustainability 
A development of this size and impact must not be 
allowed to merely fulfil minimal sustainability 
requirements. It must be a model for future urban 
planning and construction incorporating 100% 
renewable energy, passive heating, sustainable, 
carbon neutral materials throughout the supply 
chain, energy efficient mass transportation and all 
the greening measures described above. 
Architecture 
A development of this size and impact demands 
world-class modern architecture. The drawings 
presented to date are pedestrian, and derivative, 
to say the least. The developers need to go back 
to the drawing board and hold an international 
architectural competition to attract designers with 
a vision for living worthy of this site. 

 
 
Noted, the NLPR should be read as a whole.  
The site allocation stipulates specific details for 
the site however wider policies will apply where 
not specified here.  
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  Policy GB2 applies to any development 
coming forward on the site.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  The site allocation does not restrict the 
architecture coming forward outside of the 
design principles.  
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2 Ballymore 
Group Limited 
and 
Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets 
Limited 
(Ballymore 
Grou... 

  Please see attached detailed comments on draft 
Site Allocation SA1, including Height and Massing 
Study (prepared by FaulknerBrowns Architects) 
and Townscape Response to Draft Allocation 
Policy – Kensal Canalside (prepared by The 
Townscape Consultancy). 
Site Allocation SA1: Kensal Canalside 
Draft Site Allocation SA1 covers the whole of the 
Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area which aligns 
with the Kensal Canalside SPD. This includes land 
to the north of the Great Western railway lines 
which comprises mainly Ballymore and SSL, St 
William and RBKC land holdings, with the 
southern portion of the Opportunity Area known as 
the ‘North Pole’ site currently under the ownership 
of the Department for Transport (DfT). We are not 
convinced that the boundary of the North Pole 
portion of the Opportunity Area is correct and 
suggest that a review of this is undertaken to 
ensure the true site boundary of the DfT land is 
reflected within the site allocation. 
The Ballymore and SSL land is bordered by the 
Grand Union Canal to the north, Ladbroke Grove, 
and a parcel of RBKC land to the east, Great 
Western railway lines to the south and the St 
William parcel of land to the west (also known as 
Plot 3). Ballymore and SSL therefore have an 
intrinsic interest in the Draft Site Allocation and 
have been working extensively with the Council 

 
 
 
 
 
The boundary of the site has been worked to 
with DfT throughout.  
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through pre-application engagement and policy 
consultations to develop an early masterplan for 
the Opportunity Area, with the intention of 
submitting a planning application for the 
redevelopment of the Ballymore and SSL land in 
2023. 
Ballymore and SSL consider this to be an 
incredibly important site which has the potential to 
deliver an exciting and thriving new 
neighbourhood, but the current drafting of the site 
allocation and the supporting evidence base are 
not considered to achieve this and will instead be 
a barrier to bringing forward a successful 
redevelopment of this critical site. 
Wording of the Draft Site Allocation 
Ballymore and SSL fully support the key objectives 
of the draft site allocation to deliver a minimum of 
3,500 new homes and new employment 
opportunities by transforming the Opportunity Area 
into a high-quality, well-connected, and 
sustainable neighbourhood for people to live, work 
and visit. However, we have a number of concerns 
regarding the current wording of the draft site 
allocation. For ease of reference, we address each 
criterion of the draft site allocation in turn below: 
A. Ballymore and SLL support the requirement of 
the KCOA to deliver a high-quality mixed-use 
development. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  
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B. Ballymore and SSL also support the provision 
of a minimum of 3,500 new homes across the 
KCOA, which aligns with the London Plan 
Opportunity Area designation for the site and will 
provide a significant proportion of the Council’s 
housing supply through the lifetime of the Plan. 
C. While Ballymore and SSL agree that there 
should be an element of workspace proposed as 
part of the overall commercial offer across the 
Opportunity Area, which includes maker type 
spaces for creative industries, we do not agree 
that the level outlined within the draft site 
allocation can be supported. 
The Opportunity Area is intended to be a new 
Neighbourhood Centre, the function of which 
should serve the needs of residents on site and in 
the immediate surrounding area. Neighbourhood 
Centres are the lowest scale of town centres and 
are not intended to draw significant volumes of 
visitors to the site from a wider area or act as a 
destination. The London Plan defines Local and 
Neighbourhood Centres as: “typically serve a 
localised catchment often most accessible by 
walking and cycling and include local parades and 
small clusters of shops, mostly for convenience 
goods and other services. They may include a 
small supermarket (typically up to around 500 
sqm), sub-post office, pharmacy, laundrette, and 
other useful local services.” In our view, providing 
more than 5,000sqm of workspace would conflict 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  It is considered that the workspace 
required is appropriate for the scale of new 
development here and the wider area.  
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with this designation as a Neighbourhood Centre 
and is not of a scale proportionate to the 
Neighbourhood Centre designation. 
Further, the recent Covid-19 pandemic has altered 
working patterns, with an increase in flexible 
working and working from home. As a result, there 
is reduced demand and need for traditional office 
space. 
Instead, we consider it to be more appropriate to 
allow flexibility in the proposed commercial spaces 
which can respond to need and demand rather 
than setting a blanket requirement of 5,000sqm 
workspace across the Opportunity Area (the 
greatest proportion of which would be located 
within the Ballymore and SSL land). From the 
work undertaken by the development team, we 
feel the redevelopment of the Opportunity Area 
would benefit from a range of non-residential uses, 
including workspace, retail and community uses. 
In this regard, we suggest amending part C of 
the draft site allocation as follows: 

Up to 12,000sqm of non-residential 
floorspace (in addition to the relocated 
supermarket), including workspace, 
community, and local shopping facilities 
commensurate with the site’s Neighbourhood 
Centre designation. 

This should allow sufficient flexibility to address 
local needs and demands in terms of the non-

 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  It is considered that the allocation does 
not restrict delivery to ‘traditional office space’ 
and that innovation can be used in design and 
creation of this space to ensure a successful 
place.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Amend (C) to: 

A minimum of 12,000 sq m of non-
residential floorspace (in addition to the 
relocated supermarket), including 
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residential uses which are provided on site, 
particularly given the long development 
programme associated with bringing forward such 
a large site. 
D. Ballymore and SSL support the principle of this 
policy requirement, recognising the benefits that 
this can offer to local and small businesses. 
However, we do not consider the requirement to 
provide either 500sqm or 10% of floorspace 
(whichever is greater) to be a robust approach. 
The requirement for affordable workspace should 
be based on proposed floorspace along and 
should therefore be limited to 10% of any uplift in 
commercial floorspace. The current drafting is not 
effective as it is not clear how the 500sqm 
provision should be allocated across the different 
land ownerships within the KCOA. It would 
therefore be much clearer to simply require 10% of 
workspace within each development to be 
provided as affordable workspace. 
We therefore suggest that the wording of this 
policy should be amended to the following: 
“10% of the uplift in commercial floorspace (Class 
E(g)) should be provided as affordable 
workspace.” 
Please see our comments on draft Policy BC3 in 
relation to the level of discount required for any 
affordable workspace. 

workspace, community, and local shopping 
facilities commensurate with the site’s 
Neighbourhood Centre designation of which 
5,000 sq m is E(g) as part of a new 
Neighbourhood Centre. 

Support for the principle of affordable 
workspace noted. 
 
Policy BC3(B) notes that affordable workspace 
must be provided of 10% of the additional 
employment floorspace only. 
 
The Council recognises that the minimum 
affordable workspace which would be attractive 
for a third party provider would be 500 sq m.  
We would expect this to be viable for an 
opportunity area of the scale and nature of 
Kensal Canalside. 
 
It is for the various landowners to decide how 
best to deliver a development which delivers 
the allocation over the site allocation as a 
whole. 
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E. Ballymore and SSL support the requirement to 
relocate and re-provide the existing Sainsbury’s 
supermarket within the redevelopment of the 
KCOA. The existing Sainsbury’s store is of 
significant local importance and provides an 
essential service to surrounding residents. 
Our emerging proposals will seek a modest 
increase in the retail floorspace of the store to 
provide a modern, spacious and well-lit store with 
increased floor to ceiling heights and aisle widths. 
This will help to reduce congestion within the store 
and conflict between customers and 
replenishment colleagues. The proposals will also 
include enhanced online shopping and ‘Click and 
Collect’ facilities, as well as the provision of an 
enclosed service yard which will be well integrated 
into the design of the development, improving the 
operation of the store and the amenity of future 
adjacent neighbours. Despite the overall increase 
in floor area for the store and ancillary uses, the 
Sainsbury’s footprint has in fact been reduced by 
the efficient stacking of uses. 
It has been demonstrated through extensive pre-
application engagement with Officers that the 
current store location is challenging and relocating 
the store further into the site assists greatly in the 
placemaking of the site, as well as improving 
public transport flows (reducing congestion at the 
site entrance) and drawing people into the site and 
new neighbourhood centre. 
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To ensure the reprovided store is viable and 
addresses the needs of the surrounding 
community, it is important that the store reprovides 
existing facilities and services that are not limited 
to the replacement sales floor area. This includes 
an element of customer car parking (the quantum 
of which will be justified through appropriate 
evidence, taking account of other relevant car 
parking policies), servicing space for store 
deliveries and Goods Online vehicles and other 
ancillary spaces such as a customer café. As 
such, we request Part (E) of the site allocation 
is amended to the following: 

“The relocation and re-provision of the 
existing Sainsbury’s supermarket, including 
associated services and amenities such as 
customer car parking and provision for 
deliveries and collections.” 

F. Point F of the draft site allocation requires 
development of the Opportunity Area to provide 
“On-site renewable energy sources”. While we 
support the aspiration to deliver on-site renewable 
and sustainable energy technologies, we feel the 
policy should support a balanced approach 
towards all forms of sustainability. The only way 
the KCOA could successfully generate sufficient 
renewable energy to serve the whole of the 
Opportunity Area would be to provide significant 
energy infrastructure (e.g. the provision of a wind 
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turbine) which isn’t realistic or appropriate for this 
site. 
Instead, we are currently proposing to utilise 
electrically led air or ground source heat pump 
technology as well as maximising PV provision 
across available rooftops. The emerging proposals 
seeks to adopt a low-carbon design while 
supporting a wider, holistic and balanced 
approach to sustainability and while the energy 
strategy for the development is a key part of the 
approach to sustainability, it is not the only facet of 
sustainability. 
It is therefore considered that the current drafting 
for Part (F) is not effective or justified. We 
suggest the wording should be amended to the 
following: “On-site renewable energy sources as 
part of the wider energy strategy”. 
G. Ballymore and SSL support the requirement to 
provide a comprehensive development in 
accordance with the adopted Kensal Canalside 
Opportunity Area SPD. Ballymore and SSL 
worked closely with the Council in the preparation 
and adoption of the SPD and this work should be 
carried through the draft site allocation. 
H. Part (H) of the draft site allocation seeks to 
secure low levels of car dependency and 
ownership. It is considered that the site allocation 
should recognise that the KCOA is within an area 
undergoing substantial change, with current low 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.   The additional wording is not 
considered necessary and does not restrict this 
from coming forward.  
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levels of public transport accessibility which will 
increase over time as a result of the proposed 
development and associated improvements to 
public transport. 
As such, the redevelopment of the KCOA will likely 
require a certain level of car parking to support 
incoming residents, and this should not be 
prevented. 
I. Firstly, we welcome the recognition that the 
Opportunity Area is capable of accommodating tall 
buildings. Ballymore and SSL strongly believe that 
the successful development of the Opportunity 
Area will require the provision of tall buildings, and 
this will help to create a sense of place, as well as 
providing a number of other benefits including 
wayfinding towards points of interest (such as the 
Sainsbury’s store entrance), creating a varied 
townscape and allowing greater space at street 
level. We also recognise the challenges which the 
site presents, including the proximity to Kensal 
Green Cemetery which will need to be properly 
considered. 
However, there are also several wider 
considerations which policy should recognise 
(including impact on neighbouring properties, 
overshadowing of homes and open spaces, 
residential quality, wayfinding, creating a vibrant 
new neighbourhood and sense of place) and 
policy should balance these matters rather than 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The current wording of the policy does not 
restrict the renewable energy sources from 
being part of a wider energy strategy.  
 
Noted 
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applying a rigid height strategy across the 
Opportunity Area. 
We note the Council’s reference to a maximum 
height of 98m (from ground level to the top of the 
building – excluding rooftop plant and lift 
overruns). London Plan Policy D9 requires 
Boroughs to determine if there are locations where 
tall buildings may be an appropriate form of 
development as well as identifying the appropriate 
heights for tall buildings within their Development 
Plans. It is therefore not considered necessary for 
the Council to set a strict height limit across the 
Opportunity Area. 
Further, in accordance with the London Plan, the 
site allocation should recognise that taller 
buildings may be appropriate if it can be 
demonstrated that they meet the other 
requirements of Policy D9. The draft site allocation 
should therefore allow sufficient flexibility so that 
tall buildings can be proposed in alternative 
locations across the Opportunity Area where it can 
be demonstrated that there are suitable urban 
design and planning reasons for doing so. This is 
particularly important as the Urban Initiatives 
Capacity Study fails to take account of other 
important planning considerations (set out in more 
detail below), which may mean the identified 
locations suitable for tall buildings aren’t 
appropriate. As such, a balanced consideration of 
all relevant planning considerations must be 

Any car parking should be in adherence with 
development plan policies including those 
within the London Plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
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undertaken when considering the most 
appropriate location and height of tall buildings 
across the site, rather than simply an assessment 
of where tall buildings would have the least visual 
impact in townscape terms. 
To support the Council’s proposed height strategy 
for the KCOA, Urban Initiatives prepared a heights 
study across the Opportunity Area. At Paragraph 
10.8, the Council recognises that this work looks 
solely at townscape impacts of redevelopment at 
the KCOA, and precise locations for tall buildings 
will be the subject of detailed masterplanning work 
and an assessment of impact in line with Policy D9 
(C and D) of the London Plan, the need to take 
into account site constraints and other factors 
such as legibility, sunlight and daylight. 
As set out within our Regulation 18 
representations on the draft Local Plan, we 
consider the work prepared by Urban Initiatives to 
have a number of shortcomings (including the size 
of the replacement Sainsbury’s store, Network Rail 
operational requirements along the northern 
boundary of the railway tracks, the developable 
area of the North Pole site, and generally poor 
urban design lacking in placemaking narrative). 
However, it is understood that the Urban Initiatives 
Capacity Study was only intended to assess the 
potential townscape impacts of development on 
the Opportunity Area, and the work was 
undertaken without the benefit of being party to 

The policy is worded to ensure it aligns with 
London Plan Policy D9.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Details of the development proposals will be 
considered and a balance made at planning 
application stage.   
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the significant work undertaken by the Council and 
Applicant Teams to date in developing a 
masterplan for the Opportunity Area. It is therefore 
not unsurprising that the Urban Initiatives work has 
several shortcomings and has limited usefulness 
in assessing future redevelopment of the KCOA. 
Notwithstanding this, we do agree with the 
conclusion of the height strategy that the KCOA 
can support tall buildings, including buildings of up 
to 98m in height. 
To support this position, we have prepared the 
attached Height and Massing Study (prepared by 
FaulknerBrowns Architects) and Townscape 
Response to Draft Allocation Policy – Kensal 
Canalside (prepared by The Townscape 
Consultancy). These build upon the height 
principles established by the Urban Initiatives work 
and further demonstrate that the site can 
accommodate tall buildings (including buildings of 
up to 98m in height), as well as outlining the urban 
design and placemaking benefits of tall buildings 
in large scale regeneration sites such as this. 
The Height & Massing Study begins by setting out 
the site context and heritage, key constraints and 
opportunities, followed by a number of urban 
design principles which supports the Council’s 
position. The Study also sets out a number of 
principles which demonstrate this sites suitability 
for accommodating tall buildings, as well as the 
benefits of tall buildings, which include aiding 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  The limitations of the background study 
have been acknowledged in the supporting 
text.  
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legibility and wayfinding, allowing a greater 
quantum of open space at grade, and allowing 
greater sunlight penetration to streets and spaces. 
Finally, the draft site allocation suggests a building 
of 98m in height would be approximately 31 
storeys which equates to a slab to slab level of 
3.15m. While this does reflect industry standards 
for residential floors, it fails to recognise the base 
of these buildings are likely to be occupied by 
commercial units which will have a much greater 
floor to ceiling height. We therefore anticipate that 
98m is more likely to result in buildings which are 
approximately 28 storeys in height, rather than 31 
storeys. 
J. At Part (J), the draft site allocation identifies a 
number of townscape principles which 
redevelopment of the KCOA should comply with. 
While the Council’s aspirations in regard to these 
principles is understood, it is considered the 
current drafting of these principles is unclear and 
could be confusing to readers. The townscape 
principles are therefore not considered to be 
effective in their current drafting. 
As such, we would suggest amending the 
townscape principles as follows so that the 
Council’s intentions and requirements are clear 
and understandable to all: 

1. Development along the canalside should be 
of smaller scale, finer grain and varied 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
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appearance, that in combination create a 
continuous and coherent lower-rise frontage 
on the southern edge of Kensal Green 
Cemetery. Buildings along this frontage should 
be of varying heights, introducing variation in 
the skyline seen from Kensal Green Cemetery. 

2. Development should maintain a sense of 
openness directly in the backdrop of the main 
gateway entrance to Kensal Green Cemetery, 
located along Harrow Road. 

3. Development of greater height should be 
located further away from Kensal Green 
Cemetery and closer to the railway line (see 
Figure 10.1). 

4. Development should respond to the range of 
heights seen along Ladbroke Grove and 
should avoid creating an overly stark street 
enclosure. 

5. Tall buildings should address the site’s 
entrance by creating distinctiveness and 
legibility to the local skyline. 

6. Development should generally be set back 
from the canal to allow for tree planting along 
its edge, as part of a comprehensive 
landscaping plan. 

7. The heights of taller buildings should vary in 
order to achieve a dynamic skyline. The 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  The heights is given for detail and the 
floor level is more general.   
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maximum height within the site can be defined 
by distinct points of height. 

8. In views from the east, tall buildings should 
be clustered along the railway and staggered 
to allow sky views in between. 

K. Alongside other new and improved transport 
infrastructure, the Part K of the draft Site 
Allocation requires any redevelopment of the 
KCOA to provide safeguarded land for a potential 
future Elizabeth Line station. However, the Council 
recognises that the Elizabeth Line station won’t be 
coming forward within the lifetime of the plan at 
Paragraph 8.35. It is therefore not considered 
appropriate to require the redevelopment of 
the KCOA to provide safeguarded land 
(included access land) for a potential future 
Elizabeth Line station within the draft Site 
Allocation (at points K and U) and such 
references to a new Elizabeth Line Station 
should be removed. The site allocation should 
instead prioritise the delivery of other deliverable 
transport infrastructure improvements (such as 
improvements to Ladbroke Grove station) which 
will bring measurable benefits to existing and 
incoming residents. 
L. Ballymore and SSL agree that Section 106 
contributions towards infrastructure should be 
apportioned fairly and proportionally across the 
allocation area and that there should be a 
consistency of approach across the allocation 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The current wording is considered clear in its 
meaning.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



827 
 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

area, regardless of when development comes 
forward. This will allow the separate land 
ownership parcels across the KCOA to come 
forward individually, without being held to 
restrictive Grampian conditions relating to 
infrastructure delivery. 
Further clarity needs to be provided regarding how 
this funding will be secured (for example on a £ 
per sqm or unit charge). Part (L) of the site 
allocation is therefore not effective in its 
current form as it is not clear how the relevant 
contributions towards infrastructure will be 
calculated to ensure consistency across the 
site allocation area. 
M. Ballymore and SSL have no objection to the 
proposed requirement to provide attractive, usable 
and flexible public realm providing an appropriate 
setting for mixed-use canalside development 
featuring leisure, education and business uses as 
well as housing. 
N. Part (N) of the draft site allocation seeks to 
secure the improvement and relocation of facilities 
currently provided by Canalside House and the 
Boathouse Centre on-site if relocation is required 
to achieve comprehensive redevelopment along 
the canalside and Ladbroke Grove. Ballymore and 
SSL support the requirement to reprovide the 
existing 16 affordable housing units over and 
above the policy compliant level of affordable 
housing for the site, however, as noted above, 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Council commissioned Network Rail to 
investigate the feasibility of providing an 
Elizabeth Line station at Kensal Canalside. 
Whilst that work did not conclude, potential 
station configurations on operational railway 
land were identified. These configurations 
would not in any way undermine the 
development potential of the KCOA - we have 



828 
 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

consider the relevant policies to be amended so 
that if this does occur (i.e. the existing affordable 
housing is provided on a like for like basis), then 
the Fast Track Route as set out in the London 
Plan can still be followed. Ballymore and SSL also 
agree that the existing community facilities 
provided by the Boathouse Centre should be 
reprovided within the redevelopment of the site. 
O. Part (O) of the draft site allocation relates to the 
provision of electricity and gas infrastructure 
across the site. Reference is made to the potential 
requirement for a gas pressure reduction station, 
replacing the gas holders. It is assumed that this is 
in reference to the existing gas governor (or 
GPRS) which is located within the Ballymore / 
Sainsburys site ownership, at the front of the site 
next to Ladbroke Grove and will be reprovided at 
the western end of the site. 
P. Ballymore and SSL support the Council’s 
aspiration to maintain access to, and respect for, 
the memorial site of the victims of the Ladbroke 
Grove rail disaster. 
Q. Ballymore and SSL agree that the setting of 
surrounding designated heritage assets will be an 
important consideration when assessing any 
redevelopment proposals of the KCOA, however, 
the site allocation should also recognise that, 
given the level of development required on this 
site by other aspects of the site allocation (such as 
the minimum housing targets), there will 

established that former gasworks site must 
continue to provide access to the railway in any 
event, so Part K is not prejudicial to bringing 
development forward during the lifetime of the 
plan. Part K safeguards the possibility of a 
station being provided in the future.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  
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undoubtably be an element of change to the 
setting of surrounding heritage assets, including to 
views from the Grade I Listed cemetery. Given the 
existing context of the site, it would be 
unreasonable to expect the redevelopment of the 
KCOA to result in no harm at all to the setting of 
surrounding heritage assets. 
It is therefore considered that Part (Q) of the draft 
site allocation should be amended to reflect the 
tests set out within paragraphs 200-202 the NPPF, 
i.e. that less than substantial harm to designated 
heritage assets and their settings should be 
outweighed by the public benefits of a scheme. On 
this basis, we suggest Part (Q) is amended to 
the following: “A suitable setting to surrounding 
designated heritage assets, recognising that there 
will be a level of change to their setting, and any 
harm should be balanced against public benefits 
of the scheme”. 
This amended wording will ensure the site 
allocation is effective and consistent with national 
policy. 
R. Part (R) of the draft site allocation requires the 
delivery of a public art strategy to enhance the 
public realm and quality of the development. 
Ballymore and SSL are keen to provide culture 
and arts across the KCOA and support the 
Council’s aspirations for this to help contribute to 
local distinctiveness and character. 

 
 
As per the Planning Contributions SPD.  
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  
 
 
 
Noted. Policy HO3 S requires “All schemes 
involving demolition and replacement of 
affordable housing will be required to follow the 
viability tested route and should seek to provide 
an uplift in affordable housing in addition to the 
replacement of affordable housing floorspace in 
accordance with the London Plan.” See Policy 
H8 E of the London Plan. 
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S. Ballymore and SSL support the requirement for 
improved social and community facilities to 
address increases in demand resulting from a 
proposed development, however, any financial 
contribution needs to meet the three tests set out 
in Regulation 122 of the CIL Regulations: being (a) 
necessary to make the development acceptable in 
planning terms; (b) directly related to the 
development; and (c) fairly and reasonably related 
in scale and kind to the development. 
The Council has already carried out a 
Development Infrastructure Funding Study (DIFS) 
(February 2021) which identifies infrastructure 
requirements resulting from the future 
redevelopment of the KCOA. The Development 
Infrastructure Funding Study identifies that the 
redevelopment of the KCOA is not likely to 
generate an on-site requirement for health or 
education provision (either primary or secondary), 
except in the highest density scenario. It is 
therefore likely that a financial contribution will be 
required for both health and education services. 
Any financial contribution should be based on 
increases in demand resulting from a proposed 
development, rather than addressing existing 
deficiencies in provision (in accordance with the 
relevant tests). 
The DIFS does not identify a requirement for 
contributions towards the police service, instead 
assuming that the contribution towards police will 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  
 
 
Noted.  Additional wording not necessary as 
the relevant tests are elsewhere in policy as 
stated.   
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be nil (page 23 of the DIFS Refresh Appendix). 
Further, Council Tax and Business Rates 
payments fund the police force funding grants, the 
incoming residents and businesses across the 
KCOA will therefore fund any increase in police 
services required to address the increase in 
population at the site. Therefore, on the basis of 
current evidence, it is not considered justified to 
suggest a contribution is needed at this stage. 
On the basis of the above, we suggest the 
wording for Part (S) be amended to the 
following: “Delivery on site, or financial 
contributions towards social and community 
facilities (including health and education) to 
address increases in demand resulting from the 
anticipated population change.” 
T. Ballymore and SSL support the delivery of 
affordable housing as part of the future 
redevelopment of the KCOA, however, the site 
allocation as currently drafted fails to recognise 
the significant amount of work undertaken to date 
by the Council and the Ballymore / SSL team to 
understand the viability position of the site as well 
as the infrastructure delivery required to support 
redevelopment of the site (and the cost associated 
with this) and the challenging relationship between 
the infrastructure costs, affordable housing 
provision and density. The Council invested in a 
thorough review of this through the adoption of the 
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Kensal Canalside SPD which should be carried 
through to the site allocation. 
The draft site allocation and supporting text as 
currently drafted fails to recognise the significant 
shortfall in funding towards the infrastructure 
required to support redevelopment as recognised 
by the Council’s own Kensal Canalside 
Development Infrastructure Funding Study (DIFS) 
(February 2021) which was carried out as part of 
the SPD evidence base. The Kensal Canalside 
DIFS concludes that even at the highest levels of 
density (i.e. 5,000 homes across the Opportunity 
Area), there is only a funding surplus at 25% 
affordable housing with all other scenarios (25-
35% affordable housing and 3,500 to 4,200 
homes) resulting in a significant funding gap. This 
clearly demonstrates that viability will be a 
significant challenge in bringing this site forward 
and density, affordable housing and infrastructure 
delivery will need to be very carefully balanced. 
However, this is not reflected in the current 
drafting of the site allocation. 
This is further supported by the work Ballymore 
and SLL have undertaken to date, including 
through detailed discussions with the Council and 
their independent viability consultant (Carter 
Jonas). In their October 2021 report on the 
emerging development proposals, Carter Jonas 
(on behalf of the Council) concluded “increasing 
the density of development on the Site has a 

Noted.  
 
 
 
 
Noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
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positive impact on Scheme viability and the ability 
to deliver a viable scheme which maximises 
affordable housing provision and DIF 
contributions” and that “none of the 3 scheme 
scenarios (in the Carter Jonas base analysis) are 
viable at 35% affordable housing”. In this instance, 
the 3 scheme scenarios focussed on the 
Ballymore and SSL land only and therefore 
comprised 2,002, 2,409 and 2,800 homes 
(equivalent to the Ballymore / SSL portion of the 
three density scenarios set out in the Kensal 
Canalside SPD). 
There is therefore clear evidence (including 
evidence produced by and on behalf of the 
Council) that the viability position will be 
challenging as demonstrated by the adopted SPD 
and additional funding streams are likely to be 
required to assist with the delivery of the required 
infrastructure and / or affordable housing. Given 
the importance of both affordable housing and 
infrastructure delivery, we strongly feel that this 
challenge should be recognised within the site 
allocation or its supporting text, so the viability 
challenges are clear to all stakeholders. 
U. As above (in relation to Point K), reference to 
an Elizabeth Line Station at this site should be 
removed. It is clear that the station is no longer 
being pursued within the lifetime of the Plan and it 
is therefore not justified by appropriate evidence to 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Change accepted – major modification to read: 
Delivery on site, or financial contributions 
towards social and community facilities 
(including health and education) to address 
increases in demand resulting from the 
anticipated population change 
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require redevelopment of the KCOA to safeguard 
land for this purpose. 
V. Ballymore and SSL support the Council’s 
aspirations to ensure the proposed redevelopment 
of the KCOA provides high quality public realm 
and public spaces, which are already being 
provided within emerging development proposals 
for the site. 
Part (V) of the draft site allocation also references 
improvements to Little Wormwood Scrubs and 
Kensal Green Cemetery. While we understand the 
Council’s aspirations to secure improvements to 
other public spaces, any off-site improvements 
should be proportionate and directly related to 
impacts generated by the proposed development. 
Any contribution to off-site spaces should 
therefore be based on anticipated population 
generation and on-site provision of open space. 
To ensure this is captured within the site 
allocation, we suggest Part (V) is amended to 
the following: “On-site public realm and public 
spaces, alongside contributions for off-site 
improvements (such as to Kensal Green 
Cemetery, subject to access through the cemetery 
and a linking bridge over the canal) where these 
are justified on the basis of anticipated population 
generation and on-site provision of open space”. 

W. Part (W) of the draft site allocation seeks to 
secure improved transport infrastructure, including 
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new roads and improvements to the junctions with 
Ladbroke Grove and east-west connections to the 
south. Ballymore and SSL support the aspiration 
to secure improvements to the junction between 
Canal Way and Ladbroke Grove (which will be 
included as part of the Ballymore and SSL 
planning application for the site), but it is not clear 
which other junctions the site allocation is making 
reference to. 
As set out above, the DIFS identifies a number of 
infrastructure improvements which are required to 
support the redevelopment of the KCOA, this 
includes highways and transport infrastructure. 
However, the DIFS only identifies improvements to 
the junctions between Ladbroke Grove and Canal 
Way (which services the northern portion of the 
Opportunity Area) and Barlby Road (which serves 
the southern portion of the Opportunity Area). It is 
therefore not considered justified to require 
contributions to other surrounding junctions as 
these have not been identified by the current 
evidence base which supports the site allocation. 
Any other highways related financial contributions 
(not already identified by the DIFS) must be based 
on evidence which will be provided through the 
Transport Assessment supporting any future 
planning application for the site, this will look at 
whether upgrades to any other junctions are 
needed. Evidence to support the current wording 
of the draft site allocation therefore isn’t available 

The difficulties and complex nature of the site is 
identified through the supporting text and 
evidence base documents in their limitations 
and the flexibility built in to the wording of the 
policy.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  The flexibility in the wording of the 
policy and the maps highlight the constraints of 
the site and complex nature of bringing it 
forward.  
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at this stage and shouldn’t be a requirement of the 
site allocation. 
As such, Part (W) of the draft site allocation 
should be worded to the following: “Improved 
transport infrastructure including better bus links, 
enhancements to Ladbroke Grove underground 
station, and new roads and improvements to the 
junctions between Ladbroke Grove and Canal 
Way and Barlby Road.” 

X. Ballymore and SSL support the aspiration to 
deliver landscaping, biodiversity and amenity 
improvements to the Grand Union Canal and 
emerging proposals for the redevelopment of the 
Ballymore and SSL land seek to improve the canal 
edge within the application site boundary. 
However, the site allocation should recognise that 
the canal path is owned by the Canal & River 
Trust and therefore landowners within the KCOA 
will not be able to make improvements to this third 
party land. Any financial contribution towards 
improvements to the canal path should be 
proportionate to the scale of development 
proposed (in accordance with the relevant tests 
set out within the CIL Regulations) and subject to 
viability testing. 
Y. The requirement to provide on-site renewable 
energy sources is already covered by Part (F) of 
the draft site allocation (addressed above). To 

 
 
 
The Council commissioned Network Rail to 
investigate the feasibility of providing an 
Elizabeth Line station at Kensal Canalside. 
Whilst that work did not conclude, potential 
station configurations on operational railway 
land were identified. These configurations 
would not in any way undermine the 
development potential of the KCOA - we have 
established that former gasworks site must 
continue to provide access to the railway in any 
event, so Part K is not prejudicial to bringing 
development forward during the lifetime of the 
plan. Part K safeguards the possibility of a 
station being provided in the future.   
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avoid duplication, we suggest Part (Y) (or F) is 
deleted. 
Z. Part (Z) of the draft site allocation requires 
surface water runoff rates to be restricted to 
greenfield run off rates. Ballymore and SSL 
support the Council’s aspirations to improve 
surface water run off rates, however, it is 
considered that the current wording of the draft 
site allocation is too restrictive in this regard and 
will therefore not be effective. The majority of the 
KCOA is currently covered by impermeable 
hardstanding, therefore the proposed 
redevelopment of the site will deliver significant 
improvements over the current run off rates, 
however, it may not be feasible to achieve 
greenfield rates and the site allocation should 
allow for this, as long as it can be demonstrated 
that run off rates have been improved as much as 
feasible. 
On this basis, we suggest Part (Z) is amended 
to the following: “The overall water infrastructure 
need (including potable water demand and 
sewerage capacity) will be informed by an 
Integrated Water Management Strategy. Surface 
water runoff rates should be restricted to as close 
to equivalent greenfield rates as feasible.” 

AA. Ballymore and SSL have no objection to the 
reference to other contributions as set out in 
relevant SPDs, however, it should be clear that 
this relates to adopted SPDs, as draft SPDs hold 

Noted.  
 
 
 
Noted and this is worded accordingly. 
Additional wording unnecessary as all 
contributions will be assessed on the proposal 
submitted at planning application stage on the 
basis of anticipated population generation and 
development plan wider policies.  
 
 
 
 
The Wording of Part W has been amended to 
more clearly specify the requirement – see 
main modification table.  
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only limited weight in determining planning 
applications. 
BB. Ballymore and SSL support the Council’s 
intention to forward fund infrastructure where 
necessary, particularly to allow the separate land 
ownership parcels across the KCOA to come 
forward individually, without being held to 
restrictive Grampian conditions relating to 
infrastructure delivery. As set out throughout pre-
application discussions with the Council, the 
imposition of Grampian conditions in relation to 
infrastructure delivery (such as delivery of the 
pedestrian and cycle bridge over the railway) 
would prevent development coming forward 
across the KCOA. 
As set out above, further clarity needs to be 
provided regarding how this funding will be 
secured (for example on a £ per sqm or unit 
charge). 
In addition, there are a number of background 
documents which the Council have prepared or 
commissioned to support the site draft allocation 
for the KCOA, including the Kensal Canalside 
Development Infrastructure Funding Study (DIFS) 
Refresh (February 2021) prepared by Stantec. 
While we support the production of a study which 
assesses the infrastructure delivery needed to 
support the redevelopment of the KCOA, in our 
view, the costs set out within the DIFS Refresh 
need to be reviewed and updated. This should 
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either be through the plan making process, or it 
should be clear within the site allocation that the 
costs set out within the DIFS are indicative only 
and will need to be reviewed and updated as part 
of any future planning application coming forward 
on this site. The costs are dated February 2021 
and therefore do not take account of the significant 
cost inflation which has been seen over recent 
months, nor any further inflation experienced until 
planning permission is granted. The DIFS also do 
not include a contribution towards improvements 
to any London Underground services or stations 
which are likely to be requested by TfL and could 
be significant. Finally, it is difficult to differentiate 
between what would be considered a development 
cost (for example the delivery of on site play 
space) or a Section 106 financial contribution. We 
therefore do not consider the current DIFS 
Refresh document to be robust in its current form 
and request it is updated before it can be used to 
determine infrastructure delivery costs for any 
future redevelopment of the KCOA. 
In conclusion, Ballymore and SSL support the 
vision for the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area 
to deliver a new high quality, high density new 
neighbourhood, providing a minimum of 3,500 new 
homes, the relocation and reprovision of the 
existing Sainsburys store and the sites suitability 
for tall buildings. However, there are elements of 
the current wording of the draft site allocation 
which require amendments to ensure they are 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Land ownership is identified in the site 
information.  Additional wording is not 
considered necessary.   
 
 
Noted – main modification - (F) deleted.  
 
Z Noted – A proposed Main Modification has 
been included to amend GB12 accordingly. 
This will be amended to: 
 
“New development needs to address surface 
water to reduce the peak flow into the 
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effective and justified. These are set out in detail 
above, alongside suggested amendments to 
ensure the policy meets the relevant tests of 
soundness, as set out within the NPPF. 
We look forward to continuing to work with RBKC 
on the Draft Local Plan and emerging 
redevelopment proposals for the Kensal Canalside 
Opportunity Area.  

combined sewer network such that surface 
water discharge into the network is restricted to 
greenfield run-off rates in line with the 
requirements of Policy GB12. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



841 
 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

 
Noted.  The relevant weight of planning 
documents is noted elsewhere and not 
considered necessary to repeat here.  
 
 
Noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It is clear that any evidence document 
produced in the formulation of the NLPR is only 
as up to date as when it was created.  It is 
understood that when an application gets 
submitted to the Council that new evidence 
may have come to light or evidence may have 
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changed and the Council will take this into 
consideration as part of any planning 
application process.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  
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3 Canal & River 
Trust (Claire 
McLean) 

  We note that a tall building designation on the 
south side of the canal for Kensal Canalside is 
proposed as appropriate, for 30m high (page 122). 
The graphic on page 230 appears to suggest 
lower heights towards the canal, which is more 
appropriate, although the key still suggests these 
could be Up to 20m to 98m . It is not quite clear 
what this means. 
We consider the advice on page 231 to be 
appropriate for the canal, at SA1, J.1: 

"1. Development along the canalside should 
be smaller scale, finer grain and variation of 
the skyline when seen close up from Kensal 
Green Cemetery." 

However, we would suggest amendment to J.6: 
"The development should allow for setbacks 
for tree planting along the canal as part of a 
comprehensive landscaping plan.” 

We would have concern about trees planted closer 
than 5m to the canal wall, as future root growth 
can adversely affect the structural stability of this 
canal infrastructure. We would also advise that 
certain riverine species be avoided, such as 
willow, as their roots will grow towards the water 
and adversely affect the wall structure. 

Noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  
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As above, we consider that there should not be tall 
buildings proposed along the south side of the 
Grand Union Canal, to avoid overshadowing. 
Overshadowing of the canal should be assessed 
in a daylight and sunlight report and mitigated 
where appropriate. 
Infrastructure and Planning Contributions 
We note the reference to S106 supporting: 
Landscaping, biodiversity and amenity 
improvements to the Grand Union Canal. 

There does not appear to be mention of 
supporting towpath improvements to the east of 
the development site, where we have previously 
commented that there will be a large impact from 
the large numbers of new residents likely to 
commute along the canal to the Paddington area, 
and increased pressures on the towpath. We 
consider this should be added given the likely 
impact that the development should seek to 
mitigate. 
There is no reference to supporting the canal 
towpath as a route. There have been no 
improvements undertaken to the east of Ladbroke 
Grove as part of previous Quietway works, so we 
consider these will be required to mitigate the 
increased demand from the Kensal development. 
No other reference is made to supporting active 
travel routes (apart from a bridge over the canal) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
This reference is to the canal infrastructure 
also.  Alongside this reference is made to 
infrastructure improvements ‘including a bridge’ 
which does not restrict improvements solely to 
a bridge.  
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which fails to address the popular, car free, canal 
route. 

4 CPRE London 
(John Sadler) 

  Make more ambitious provision for green / amenity 
space in major developments like those at SA1 
Kensal Canalside and SA2 Earl’s Court Exhibition 
Centre, with specific requirements for quantity and 
quality and retain trees and hedgerows (e.g. along 
railway lines) as homes for nature, connecting to 
high quality, biodiverse green spaces within the 
development. 

Noted.  
The site allocation calls for a comprehensive 
landscaping plan as well as landscaping, 
biodiversity and amenity improvements to the 
Grand Union Canal.  
Similarly the site allocation stipulates a 
requirement for public realm and public spaces 
and improvements to Little Wormwood Scrubs 
and Kensal Green Cemetery (subject to access 
through the cemetery and a linking bridge over 
the canal). 
 

5 DP9 for St 
William LLP 
(Chris 
Gascoigne) 

  TALL BUILDINGS 
The NLPR recognises that the Site as an 
appropriate location for Tall Buildings as shown in 
Figure 4.4 and is described as such within the Site 
Allocation (Ref: SA1). This sets out that the Site is 
suitable for a range of buildings in accordance with 
the townscape principles outlines under Part J of 
the Site Allocation. 
St William support the principle of delivering tall 
buildings in this location as part of making 
effective use of brownfield land to deliver new 
homes1 in the KCOA SPD (2021). This is 
considered to be important in the context of 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  
 
 



846 
 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

meeting the borough’s housing needs as 
acknowledged in the Policy Formation Report for 
the KCOA Site Allocation. 
St William’s current proposals for the Site have 
been developed through a series of pre-
application meetings with RBKC and the GLA 
together with feedback from the borough’s Design 
Review Panel. In particular, the approach to a 
single taller point within the Site together with a 
range of lower, shoulder heights along the 
Canalside is supported by officers and aligns with 
the indicative heights strategy as per the KCOA 
SPD. 
As set out in our Regulation 18 representations, St 
William support the principle of tall buildings at this 
location, including support for limiting the height of 
tall buildings to 98m or 31 storeys across the Site; 
this was on the basis that further clarity was 
provided on Figure 3.1 (now Figure 10.1) to 
identify the specific locations for taller buildings, 
alongside amendments to the word of Part J to 
accord and be consistent with the adopted KCOA 
SPD (2021). 
Whilst we welcome the changes which have been 
made, we maintain our previous position that the 
heat map approach remains too vague to accord 
the principles of Policy D9 of the London Plan and 
the wording of Part J remains inconsistent with the 

 
 
Noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The map strikes a balance between meeting 
the requirements of the London Plan Policy D9 
whilst also ensuring flexibility is built in to allow 
for development to be deliverable.  
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principles and general approach to heights in the 
KCOA SPD (2021). 
The approach to the Site and the recommendation 
in support of the appropriateness of tall buildings 
is explained in further detail within enclosed 
appendices prepared by Tavernor Consultancy 
(‘Tavernor’) and Smith Jenkins. Specifically, both 
appendices demonstrate that the emerging 
proposals have taken into careful consideration to 
surrounding heritage context and townscape, 
whilst also contributing towards the legibility of the 
area. This has also been considered in the context 
of the Kensal Green Cemetery to the north of the 
Site and the impacts which the proposed 
development may have on the setting the 
Cemetery and associated heritage assets. 
The January 2022 proposals have been assessed 
by Tavernor against the criteria for local, mid-
range and long-range views. This concludes that 
the proposed approach to the Site would positively 
accord with the KCOA SPD and aspirations to 
utilise tall buildings for wayfinding and access, with 
the design representative of the exemplary quality 
envisaged as per the requirements under draft 
Policy CD7. 
Fundamentally, the provision of tall buildings is 
critical to the delivery of new homes in this location 
and meeting the borough’s housing needs. It is 
therefore considered that our evidence base 
positively reinforce the principles under draft 

 
Noted.  The limitations of the evidence base is 
taken into consideration in the supporting text 
and as such the tall buildings heights have 
flexibility built in.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  Kensal Canalside has been allocated 
as a place where tall buildings may be 
acceptable.  
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Policy CD7 and the aspirations set out under draft 
Site Allocation SA1, in meeting the test of 
soundness stipulated under Paragraph 35 of the 
NPPF. 
Notwithstanding, as per our representations to the 
Regulation 18 consultation, in order to be 
consistent with the requirements under Policy D9 
and the requirements set out in the KCOA SPD, 
further detail is required to identify specific 
locations for tall buildings beyond the heat map 
approach currently included within the NLPR. We 
would request that the heat map approach is 
updated to reflect the adopted KCOA SPD 
approach to tall buildings as set out in Figure 1 
below. 

 
 
In addition, the townscape guidance set out under 

 
 
 
Further detail is not considered to be required 
as the map alongside the principles strike a 
balance between flexibility and policy D9 
requirements.  
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Part J of the site allocation also remains 
inconsistent with the broader objectives for tall 
buildings in this location as set out in draft Policy 
CD7 (‘Tall Buildings’) and in the KCOA SPD. In 
particular, draft Policy CD7 states that:  

“Introducing new buildings which are tall 
relative to their context should be done with 
careful consideration of the impact they may 
have in the surrounding townscape. Buildings 
that are tall in their context should contribute to 
enhancing the character and legibility of the 
local area.” (emphasis added). 

The KCOA SPD similarly acknowledges that:  
“Tall buildings contribute to optimising housing 
delivery and may be used as landmarks to aid 
in legibility and wayfinding.” (emphasis added). 

For Area 2 in the KCOA SPD specifically:  
“Tall buildings must play a role in the 
townscape such as marking the entrance to a 
new bridge.” (emphasis added). 

The pre-application advice received from RBKC 
officers in relation to St William’s proposals 
similarly supports the principles set out above and 
as mentioned above, specifically supported the 
principle for a single taller point of height together 
with lower shoulder heights along the canalside as 
a general approach. These principles are 
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considered to be conflict with Part 3 of Part J 
under the draft Site Allocation which states:  

“Greater height in the development should be 
located further away from the cemetery 
towards the railway as shown in Figure 10.1.” 

In order to be fully justified and consistent with the 
wider Development Plan, we propose that the 
following amendment is made to the wording of 
Part J as follows:  

“Greater height in the development should be 
used as landmarks to aid in legibility and 
entrances to the site. Greater height should 
otherwise be located further away from the 
cemetery towards the railway as shown in 
Figure 10.1.” (emphasis added). 

Overall, it is considered that the evidential work 
carried out to date as part of the current proposals 
for the Site, together with the broader analysis 
demonstrate the acceptability of prescribing a 
series of heights across this site. In order to be 
consistent with the wider Development Plan and 
other supporting plan documents, further clarity 
should be provided on the approach to taller 
buildings in order to meet the test of ‘soundness’. 
COMMUNITY HOUSING 
St William has a track-record in delivering 
affordable housing across its site in London and 
supports the provision of delivering community 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Wording has been selected to allow flexibility 
into designs as they come forward whilst the 
principles are clear in their aspirations for the 
site.  
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housing3 in RBKC. As part of this long-standing 
commitment, St William is committed to 
maximising delivery at Kensal Gas Works 
including a minimum of 35% community housing 
subject to further viability testing as part of its 
emerging proposals. 
Part D of draft Policy HO3 sets out a strategic 
target of 50% community housing for Sites on 
public land based on floorspace. In order to benefit 
from the Fast-Track Route, Part E of the draft 
policy sets out that developments must provide 
community housing in accordance with the 
requirements under Part D as well as all other 
policy requirements. 
Whilst we support this strategic target, the 
methodology for calculating community housing 
remains inconsistent with the methodology as set 
out in the London Plan, which calculates 
affordable housing by habitable room. As such, 
there remains ambiguity over how proposals will 
be assessed when seeking to meet the 
requirements under the Fast Track Route. 
On this basis we request that further guidance is 
provided on how the community housing is 
calculated when also considering the requirements 
under the London Plan. This is made more 
complex when seeking to accommodate the target 
tenure and unit mixes as set out in Part K of draft 
Policy HO3 and in Tables 3.1 and 3.2 alongside 

 
 
Noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Council will require developments to be in 
accordance with the development plan and as 
such both requirements will apply.  
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the tenure split based on habitable rooms in the 
London Plan. 
CONCLUSION 
St William are committed to working 
collaboratively with RBKC regarding the 
preparation of the emerging Local Plan and to 
bringing forwards development proposals through 
a partnership approach with neighbouring 
landowners, key stakeholders and the local 
community. We welcome the opportunity to 
comment on the Regulation 19 NLPR and 
welcome the opportunity to submit further 
information supplementary to these 
representations if required. We trust that our 
comments will be taken into consideration in 
advance of submission of the NLPR to the 
Secretary of State. Should you have any questions 
regarding these representations, please contact 
Katharine Woods or Chris Gascoigne at this office. 
 
SEE FULL PDF FOR DP9 REPRESENTATION 
(TOO LONG TO INCLUDE WITHIN THE TABLE, 
REPS BY TAVERNOR AND SMITH JENKINS)  

 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
These have been noted and addressed above.  
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3 Environment 
Agency (North 
London 
Sustainable 
Places) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

The site lies in a Critical Drainage Area (identified 
by the RBKC). An Exceptions Test, including a 
site-specific Flood Risk Assessment, will be 
required.  

Noted. Flood Risk Assessment requirements 
are listed in the site constraints and the 
requirements of Policy GB11 will apply. 

4 GLA (Hassan 
Ahmed) 

  The area is clearly identified as being suitable for 
tall buildings which is welcomed. Figure 10.1 
provides detail on the ranges of appropriate 
building heights using a gradient of colour to 
illustrate where the greatest building heights would 
be most appropriate. RBKC should note that 
mapping out appropriate building height areas in a 
more precise manner may make decision making 
easier when determining planning applications. 
The development constraints posed by numerous 
heritage assets to the north are noted, this should 
be expanded to also include relevant assets within 
the neighbouring borough. 

Noted.  The constraints list is not exhaustive.  
 

5 Kensington & 
Chelsea 
Citizens Advice 
(Arantxa Gaba) 

P, J, E, L C Kensington Canalside is not in the best interests of 
the community, does not provide genuinely social 
rent housing and proposes to demolish Canalside 
House where many thriving community 
organisations, some arisen from the trauma of 
Grenfell Tower fire, will lose their accommodation. 
There needs to be genuine consultation with the 
community. 

Noted.  The development will be required as 
pre policy requirements to deliver social rented 
housing as a part of the affordable housing 
offer (T).  
The use of Canalside House is protected by 
section N. ‘The improvement and relocation of 
facilities currently provided by Canalside House 
and the Boathouse Centre on-site if relocation 
is required to achieve comprehensive 
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redevelopment along the canalside and 
Ladbroke Grove.’ of the site allocation where 
comprehensive development is able to be 
achieved.  

6 Kensington 
and Chelsea 
Social Council 
(Joe Batty) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 This response is also made for Q76. 
The policy is unsound as it does not protect the 
existing uses of Canalside House, nor provide 
suitable and affordable office and meeting space 
for voluntary and community sector groups. 
Alternative options for Kensal have not been 
considered and consulted upon. To make this 
policy sound the community engagement process 
needs to be re-opened. 

The use of Canalside House is protected by 
section N. ‘The improvement and relocation of 
facilities currently provided by Canalside House 
and the Boathouse Centre on-site if relocation 
is required to achieve comprehensive 
redevelopment along the canalside and 
Ladbroke Grove.’ of the site allocation where 
comprehensive development is able to be 
achieved. 
 
Community engagement was undertaken for 
the development of the Kensal Canalside SPD 
as well as the development of the NLPR.   
Options for development are able to be 
developed and changed during the 
development management process.  

7 Kensington 
Society 
(Amanda 
Frame) 

J, E P 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: 

Noted.  
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• Capacity of the sites to accommodate the 
number of homes and jobs: 
• Low public transport accessibility of the sites; 
• 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 

 
 
 
 
 
Capacity studies and character study have 
shown confirm that 3500 homes is achievable 
at the site subject to detail.   Improved public 
transport, including the bus network will be key 
to the success of the delivery of the site. 
Similarly links with neighbouring or adjoining 
areas will be crucial to tying in the development 
to the wider areas. 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted and acknowledged.  
 
Noted, such impacts will be required to be 
modelled in any planning application to weigh 
up the success of a scheme and its access 
arrangements. 
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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.  

 
These have been addressed in the transport 
section of the PFR. The site is not dependant 
on Old Oak being completed.   
 
 
 
As above. 
 
 
This would be developed through the planning 
application process and discussions with 
transport teams at the relevant time. 
 
This was not considered in any depth as a 
viable option for public transport for the site.  
this has not changed.  
 
 
Noted.  Infrastructure improvement required by 
the site allocation address this. 
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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, 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 

 
 
 
The site allocation reflects subsequent work 
undertaken, particularly during the SPD 
development process and later.  
 
 
 
 
 
The viability of the site was looked at as part f 
the development infrastructure funding study 
update.  
 
 
 
 
The design principles seek to address this 
point.   
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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. 

 
Repetition of other policies within the 
development plan is unnecessary.  
 
 
 
 
 
The Council commissioned Network Rail to 
investigate the feasibility of providing an 
Elizabeth Line station at Kensal Canalside. 
Whilst that work did not conclude, potential 
station configurations on operational railway 
land were identified. These configurations 
would not in any way undermine the 
development potential of the KCOA - we have 
established that former gasworks site must 
continue to provide access to to the railway in 
any event, so Part K is not prejudicial to 
bringing development forward during the 
lifetime of the plan. Part K safeguards the 
possibility of a station being provided in the 
future. 
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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. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. The suitable locations are defined by 
the shaded areas and as such the policy meets 
the expectations set out within policy D9 of the 
London Plan. 
 

8 National Grid 
(Avison Young) 
(Matt 
Verlander) 

  Following a review of the above Development Plan 
Document, we have identified that one or more 
proposed development sites are crossed or in 
close proximity to National Grid assets. Details of 
the sites affecting National Grid assets are 
provided below. 
SA1 - Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area (See 
PDF attached for a detailed plan) 
Asset Description: 

• 275Kv Underground Cable route: ST 
JOHNS WOOD - WILLESDEN 1 

Noted.  
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• 400Kv Underground Cable route: KENSAL 
GREEN - WILLESDEN 2 

• Electrical Substation: KENSAL GREEN 
400KV 

• 0Kv Underground Cable route: KENSAL 
GREEN - WIMBLEDON 1 

• 0Kv Underground Cable route: KENSAL 
GREEN - ST JOHNS WOOD 1 

Further Advice 
National Grid is happy to provide advice and 
guidance to the Council concerning their networks. 
If we can be of any assistance to you in providing 
informal comments in confidence during your 
policy development, please do not hesitate to 
contact us.  
To help ensure the continued safe operation of 
existing sites and equipment and to facilitate future 
infrastructure investment, National Grid wishes to 
be involved in the preparation, alteration and 
review of plans and strategies which may affect 
their assets. Please remember to consult National 
Grid on any Development Plan Document (DPD) 
or site-specific proposals that could affect National 
Grid’s assets. 

9 Notting Hill and 
North 
Kensington 
Liberal 
Democrats 

P, J, E, C L 
 

Noted. 
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(Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

10 Sport England 
(Mark Furnish) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

SA1: Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area  
 
Sport England supports that the boathouse 
facilities would be relocated and improved. Sport 
England considers this sound as it aligns with its 
policy and the NPPF, paragraph 99, provided the 
new location does not compromise the 
boathouse’s existing operations. 

Noted.  

11 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

P, J, E, C  Our neighbourhood forum has worked closely with 
the Kensington Society over the past two years, in 
responding to the RBKC SPD for Kensal 
Canalside and in meetings with developers 
Sainsbury’s/Ballymore and St William. 
Hence our views below are similar to those of the 
Society. We have also worked since 2016 with the 
Old Oak Neighbourhood Forum in responding to 
four iterations of the OPDC Local Plan (adopted 
June 2021), and to a series of applications for 
developments in the OPDC area. These include 
developments at Scrubs Lane, a location adjacent 
geographically to the Kensal Canalside but divided 
by the West London Line and with the canalside 
towpath the sole pedestrian/cycle link. 
As a result, we feel that our Forum has as good (if 
not better) a perspective of the realities of daily 

Noted.  
 
 
 
 
Noted.  
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life, travel to work, access to amenities, and 
connectivity at the Kensal Canalside OA than is 
the case for the policy planning teams at RBKC 
and at OPDC. We live on the boundary between 
these LPAs. As is often the case in London, 
officers and decision-makers tend to focus more 
on what they view as the ‘centre’ of their area of 
responsibility, rather than the ‘periphery’ of what is 
not more than an administrative boundary. This is 
particularly the case in terms of transport, where 
connections and barriers on the ground are not 
always obvious from maps and plans. 
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 
land, especially in the western part;  

• Lack of transport infrastructure, now and in 
the future. 

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. Also that 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Capacity studies and character study have 
shown confirm that 3500 homes is achievable 
at the site subject to detail.  Improved public 
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“Linkages with the Park Royal Opportunity Area 
and the potential strategic public transport 
infrastructure hub and interchange at Old Oak 
Common should be addressed.” 

RBKC in the Draft Local Plan is redefining the 
3,500 London Plan figure as a ‘minimum’ and not 
as an indicative figure to be tested. We do not 
see the justification for this, given changes in 
the transport context as listed below 
The RBKC Kensington Canalside SPD will be a 
material consideration in determining planning 
applications. This document includes at paragraph 
1.7 the comment ‘development over the 3,500 
home minimum allocation could also be 
supported’. 

Given pre-application presentations to date from 
the two developers involved 
(Sainsburys/Ballymore and St William) it seems 
clear that a total of nearer 4,000 new homes is 
being considered once the southern strip of land in 
the OA is also taken into account as a later phase 
of development. 
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 

transport, including the bus network will be key 
to the success of the delivery of the site. 
Similarly links with neighbouring or adjoining 
areas will be crucial to tying in the development 
to the wider areas.  
 
 
 
This has been addressed in the Policy 
Formulation Report (PFR).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The site allocation does not deal with current 
proposals that are being engaged on.  
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• 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 2030-32 (and likely 
to be at the latter end of this period) 

• 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 Kensal Canalside Opportunity 
Area through to Wormwood Scrubs and 
westward. 

• Abandonment by OPDC and TFL of 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). 

Prospects for connectivity envisaged in the 2016 
London Plan annexe on Opportunity Areas have 
disappeared over time. The geography of the site, 

These have been addressed in the transport 
section of the PFR. The site is not dependant 
on Old Oak being completed.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This would be developed through the planning 
application process and discussions with 
transport teams at the relevant time.  
 
 
 
 
As above.  
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bounded 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. 
As noted in our response to the Transport chapter, 
the western parts of the OA fail to achieve PTAL 
levels of 1a or 1b by 2031, according to the TfL 
WebCAT modelling tool. 
The StQW Forum therefore considers that SA1(B) 
which currently reads ‘A minimum of 3,500 new 
homes (C3)’ should be qualified with additional 
wording “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).” 

We appreciate that it is not the place of a Local 
Plan to comment directly on live pre-application 
discussions. The two developers at Kensal 

This was not considered in any depth as a 
viable option for public transport for the site.  
this has not changed.  
 
 
Noted.  Infrastructure improvement required by 
the site allocation address this.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Policy Formulation Reports identifies the 
evidence for the allocation in terms of transport 
capacity.   
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Canalside are understood to be revising their 
proposals. We hope that this above wording 
provides for various scenarios that may emerge in 
the lifetime of the new RBKC Local Plan and 
which establishes a link between the NPPF, 
London Plan and Local Plan. 
Our members are aware of recent statements by 
the Secretary of State on the status on housing 
targets at national level. We are not yet clear as to 
what impact (if any) these statements (and a 
forthcoming set of NPPF revisions) will have on 
London Plan targets. But it seems evident that 
there is scope for LPAs to assemble sound 
evidence that targets handed down from above 
can lead to unacceptable density levels and 
building typologies. We see Kensal Canalside as 
an example of where the EIP process should 
involve some serious ‘testing’ oof an outdated 
2016 London Plan target. 
Safeguarding of site for Queen Elizabeth Line 
station 
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.” 

The success of any scheme in the planning 
application stage is subject to a number of 
variables and naming one does not provide any 
additional benefit here.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  
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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. 
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). 
We consider Figure 10.1, even combined with a 
set of sub-paragraphs in Site Allocation Policy 
SA1(J), to be 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 
The current Figure 10.1 does not meet the terms 
of London Plan Policy D9 in identifying ‘suitable 
locations’. 

 
 
 
The Council commissioned Network Rail to 
investigate the feasibility of providing an 
Elizabeth Line station at Kensal Canalside. 
Whilst that work did not conclude, potential 
station configurations on operational railway 
land were identified. These configurations 
would not in any way undermine the 
development potential of the KCOA - we have 
established that former gasworks site must 
continue to provide access to the railway in any 
event, so Part K is not prejudicial to bringing 
development forward during the lifetime of the 
plan. Part K safeguards the possibility of a 
station being provided in the future.   
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Noted. The suitable locations are defined by 
the shaded areas and as such the policy meets 
the expectations set out within policy D9 of the 
London Plan.  

12 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. 
(R. Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it are 
very persuasive. 

Noted. 

13 TfL - London 
Plan and 
Planning 
Obligations 
team 
(Josephine 
Vos) 

  The residential and office developments should be 
car free (NB car free development includes 
provision for Blue Badge holders) and car parking 
for other uses should be minimised in line with the 
approach to car parking set out in Policy T6 of the 
London Plan 2021. Parking in surface car parks 
should not be re-provided and instead be 
redeveloped according to the London Plan policies 
to make the best use of land. These requirements 

Car Parking is covered by Policy T6 
 
Bus stands are included in “facilities” under part 
W 
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should be added to the list of principles to ensure 
soundness. 
Existing bus stands, stops and driver facilities 
need to be retained and enhanced in a suitable 
location and will require necessary long-term 
lease/access agreements to be agreed with TfL. 
This should be added to the list of principles to 
ensure soundness. 
At Regulation 18 we requested that you change 
‘improved transport infrastructure including better 
bus links, enhancements to Ladbroke Grove 
underground station’ to ‘improved transport 
infrastructure including improvements to bus 
services and facilities to serve OA growth, 
increased passenger capacity at stations, and step 
free access at Ladbroke Grove underground 
station’. No clear justification was provided for 
rejecting this change and so we reiterate the point 
and request that it is added to part W to ensure 
soundness. 

The strategic modelling assessment indicates 
that there would be no significant impact at 
stations other than at Ladbroke Grove 
Underground Station.  
The need for a contribution to step free access 
is covered by Policy T7D. 
Buses would be impacted – the text of Part W 
have been changed to make the requirements 
related to buses clearer.  
The wording of Part W has been amended 
see main modification table.  
 
 
 
 

14 Thames Water 
Utilities Limited 
(Chris Colloff) 

  Water response 
The scale of development/s in this catchment is 
likely to require upgrades of the water supply 
network infrastructure. It is recommended that the 
Developer and the Local Planning Authority liaise 
with Thames Water at the earliest opportunity 
to agree a housing phasing plan. Failure to liaise 
with Thames Water will increase the risk of 

Noted.  
 
 



870 
 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

planning conditions being sought at the application 
stage to control the phasing of development in 
order to ensure that any necessary infrastructure 
upgrades are delivered ahead of the occupation of 
development. The housing phasing plan should 
determine what phasing may be required to 
ensure development does not outpace delivery of 
essential network upgrades to accommodate 
future 
development/s in this catchment. The developer 
can request information on network infrastructure 
by visiting the Thames Water website 
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-
a-largesite/Planning-your-development. 
Waste response 
The wastewater network capacity in this area may 
be unable to support the demand anticipated from 
this development. Local upgrades to the existing 
drainage infrastructure may be required to ensure 
sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the 
development. Where there is a potential 
wastewater network capacity constraint, the 
developer should liaise with Thames Water to 
determine whether a detailed drainage strategy 
informing what infrastructure is required, where, 
when and how it will be delivered is required. The 
detailed drainage strategy should be submitted 
with the planning application 

https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-largesite/Planning-your-development
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-largesite/Planning-your-development
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15 The Friends of 
Kensal Green 
Cemetery 
(JOHANNA 
HOLMES) 

P, J, E C, L NB all suggested re-drafts of the NLPR are at the 
end of this commentary 
a) This site allocation is not Positively Prepared in 
that there is no evidence of collaboration with 
other local authorities or sensitivity to the needs 
and residents of boroughs which adjoin or are 
linked to the site. 
 
b) This site allocation is not Justified for the 
following reasons: 
 
i) The section on Planning Constraints (NLPR 
pp.228-229 is confused and incomplete: 
* it would be helpful to distinguish between on-site 
and off-site constraints 
* (third bullet point) reference to Kensal House and 
Day Nursery should be a separate bullet point 
from Kensal Green Cemetery; 
* the (currently third) bullet point relating to Kensal 
Green Cemetery should be a complete list of its 
high-value designations and character which, 
under the terms of this NLPR, might impose 
planning constraints. 
* The statement (currently third bullet point) that 
"views from the Cemetery to the development will 
be particularly sensitive" is an incomplete 
statement of the sensitivities of the site. 
 
ii) The diagram (NLPR Figure 10.1, page 230) is 
too impressionistic to be useful. Heights are not 

Noted.  
 
The Plan has been developed in conversation 
with neighbouring authorities.  
 
 
 
Noted.  The planning constraints are not an 
exhaustive list.  
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“indicated” as claimed. It would be preferable from 
the point of view of consistency and transparency 
to use the diagram provided by the independent 
advisors Urban Space on page 231 of their report, 
with suitable caveats concerning further 
discussions with developers. 
iii) The Policy Formulation Report supporting this 
site allocation is faulty, but appears to underpin 
provisions in the site allocation: 
* There are opacities in the evidence trail 
concerning anticipated road traffic flows in, 
through and out of the completed development, 
particularly given changes in public transport 
arrangements and implied changes in emphasis 
on the site from “town centre” features to 
community and workspace purposes. This makes 
it impossible to assess the contribution which new 
bridges to the south and north of the site may, or 
may not, make to relieving traffic congestion. 
* Consultation and option appraisals are 
mentioned in the PFR (PFR paragraph 2.4) only 
insofar as they have been undertaken in preparing 
the NLPR, yet a number of provisions appear in 
the site allocation which seem to based on 
consultations specific to Kensal Canalside. The 
origin of such provisions, and the nature of site-
specific consultations, should be transparent. 
* The PFR refers to studies undertaken in the 
context of preparing the NLPR and states that the 
resulting drat NLPR “forms the basis for” the 

Heights are indicated in the key for the map. 
The map is used to ensure necessary balance 
between flexibility and control is met.  
 
 
The proposed Canal Bridge would bring many 
benefits to the opportunity area, not just 
potential traffic alleviation. It’s role is alleviating 
traffic impacts (in conjunction with other walking 
facilities) would be to encourage more people 
to walk and cycle. This would only reduce traffic 
volumes marginally. The greatest benefits 
would be in terms of improved connectivity, 
better public health, improved access to local 
amenities, a more pleasant urban environment 
and a better quality of life for prospective 
residents, visitors and workers. The 
assumptions underpinning the strategic 
transport modelling assessment (carried out by 
Steer on behalf of the Council and approved by 
Transport for London’s modelling team) were 
devised to ensure that potential changes to the 
proposal use mix would not undermine the 
validity of the modelling exercise. The strategic 
transport assessment work did not assume the 
presence of pedestrian bridges.   
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Report (PFR paragraph 2.4.5). There no indication 
of which studies have been taken into account nor 
their influence on the PFR. An important instance 
is the ‘Character Study’ prepared by Arup in 
February 2022, which, in relation to Kensal Green 
Cemetery observes that the number of “high value 
designations” indicate that the area “would be 
unlikely to be able to accommodate significant 
change” (page 158), and therefore this area “is not 
examined further”. 
* Further studies are referred to (PFR paragraph 
2.5) which were “undertaken during and after the 
development of the Kensal Canalside SPD” (to 
which might be added studies undertaken during 
consideration of the scope of the Environmental 
Impact Assessment, in 2021, and during 
consultation on the NLPR in February 2022). None 
of these studies are identified, nor their influence 
on the PFR. 
 
iv) Proposals for a bridge over the Grand Union 
Canal and a northbound pedestrian and cycle 
route through Kensal Green Cemetery derive from 
now-obsolete plans (2016 masterplan for Kensal 
Gasworks site and accompanying Infrastructure 
Funding and Delivery plans. Provisions have been 
copied and pasted from one plan to another in the 
subsequent period up to and including the 2022 
draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan, and the original 
proposals, indicative at the time, have not been 
subject to any refresh to take account of changed 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Policy Formulation Report identifies the 
evidence for the site allocation and all evidence 
base documents are included alongside the 
New Local Plan Review (NLPR). 
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needs due to the loss of the originally-planned 
Elizabeth Line station. Appraisals should be 
updated or prepared of feasibility, impact upon 
heritage assets or biodiversity principles, options 
for mitigation of impact, future safety and 
sustainability, as envisaged in the 2016 
infrastructure studies, which anticipated a more 
detailed feasibility stage which has not yet been 
delivered. 
Therefore the infrastructure improvements 
proposed in NLPR SA1 paragraph K (page 232) 
and NLPR SA1 paragraph V (page 233) and the 
planning contributions mentioned in NLPR SA1 
paragraph U (pp.232-233) have little basis in 
evidence and have played little part in policy 
formulation up to this point. 
The site allocation SA1 should be transparent 
about the Council’s policies for improved 
pedestrian and cycle connections through the 
Cemetery and about the studies and consultations 
which are currently outstanding and will be 
undertaken before infrastructure funding and 
delivery plans are updated or planning obligations 
imposed. We suggest that this is dealt with 
through an additional paragraph (10.9) and 
revised wording of paragraphs K and U. A form of 
words is provided below. 
 
c) the site allocation is not Effective for the 
following reasons: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Development Infrastructure Funding Study 
was updated as part of the SPD development.   
Any planning application for such a bridge 
would need to ensure it meets with wider 
planning policy and national legislation.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



875 
 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

i) the statement (NLPR SA1 paragraph Q, page 
232) of the principle “A suitable setting for the 
heritage assets” is tokenistic and is silent on the 
realisation of this principle in respect of adjoining 
heritage assets. Neither the existence, nor the 
conclusions, of a Heritage Impact Assessment 
prepared for the OA in 2022 are included in the 
PFR or the site allocation. 
 
ii) the “indicative plan” for access routes through 
the Cemetery which is included on page 28 of the 
SPD for Kensal Canalside (2021) shows a western 
route which passes into LB Hammersmith within 
the Cemetery, before exiting onto the Harrow 
Road, the border with LB Brent. We would expect 
to see evidence of effective joint working between 
neighbouring local authorities before this proposal 
could be realised. 
We suggest that the site allocation SA1 be 
amended as follows: 
Site context: Planning constraints (third bullet) 

Kensal Green Cemetery is a Grade I 
Registered Park and Garden of Historic 
Interest and contains several Grade I and II* 
listed buildings and more than 150 listed 
monuments. The northern bank of the Grand 
Union Canal, together with Kensal Green 
Cemetery, is a Borough conservation area. 
Kensal Green Cemetery is a designated Site 
of Importance for Nature Conservation 

 
 
 
 
As above.  
 
 
 
 
The site allocation is limited to the area within 
the red line boundary and mention of improved 
connections where necessary has been made. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The PFR speaks specifically to transport and 
housing issues at the site.  The UI character 
study along with the SPD and supporting 
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(SINC) of Metropolitan importance, one of 
four in the Borough and comparable in this 
respect with Kensington Gardens and the 
Thames riverside. Kensal Green Cemetery 
continues to be in use for burials and 
although this use is declining, its function as 
a place of memorial for local families and for 
national and international families and groups 
persists. Views from the cemetery to the 
development will be particularly sensitive, as 
will the potential loss of winter sunlight 
caused by tall buildings. Changes in public 
access – pedestrian and cycle / scooter – 
occasioned by the requirements of this site 
allocation for a bridge over the Grand Union 
Canal and access through the Cemetery will 
be expected to respect the high-value 
designations, character and existing uses of 
this site and related NLPR policies. 

New paragraph 10.9 
Pedestrian and cycle access over the 
canal and through Kensal Green cemetery 
10.9 Pedestrian and cycle access northwards 
from the OA via a bridge over the canal and 
access through Kensal Green Cemetery 
would promote active travel, facilitate the 
integration of the allocation site into the wider 
area and improve access to open space for 
residents of the OA area and the 
immediately-surrounding wards. This 

documents has also been considered.  
Whether or not a proposed development meets 
the relevant tests will be determined at planning 
application stage.  
 
Noted.  Any future routes through the cemetery 
would be in collaboration both with the LBs of 
Brent, Hammersmith and Fulham and the 
General Cemetery Company.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Not considered an exhaustive list of constraints 
and so unnecessary.  
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proposal was initially included in the 
masterplanning process in 2016 but has not 
been revisited to take account of changed 
requirements. The proposal is not 
straightforward, involving several local 
authorities (RBKC, LB Hammersmith & 
Fulham, LB Brent) several landowners and 
significant infrastructure investment. The 
proposal is also highly sensitive. There are 
material local concerns about public safety 
when the access route(s) are open for use, 
about potential adverse impacts on 
biodiversity and heritage assets, and about 
the sustainability, not only of the 
infrastructure improvements associated with 
the through routes, but the leisure use of the 
Cemetery as open space, should a new point 
of access be opened. The lack of a detailed 
feasibility study will be rectified before 
provisions in the site allocation for these 
improvements are finalised or implemented. 

Changes to paragraphs in Site allocation 
K New or improved infrastructure, including a 
new pedestrian and cycle bridge over the 
railway, safeguarded land (included access 
land) for a potential future Elizabeth Line 
station, a new pedestrian and cycle bridge 
over the canal (subject to access through 
Kensal Green Cemetery to Harrow Road), 
remodelling of the Ladbroke Grove junction, 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Additional wording is not considered necessary.  
Engagement with the cemetery company 
(owner) as well as local authorities and 
residents is expected as with any site.   Site 
allocation reference (V) makes it clear that any 
improvement by way of public realm/open 
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and new streets that connect the allocation 
area into its surrounding context and other 
public transport links. 

U Construction and long term maintenance of 
(a) a new pedestrian and cycle bridge across 
the railway line and (b) a new pedestrian and 
cycle bridge over the canal and access 
routes through Kensal Green Cemetery, 
which improves north – south access (in the 
case of the new bridge across the railway 
line), promote active travel, provide 
necessary connections to surrounding 
infrastructure and facilitate the effective 
integration of the allocation site into the wider 
area – including rental obligations to 
safeguard and/or transfer land required to 
construct and maintain the bridges and/ or 
potential Elizabeth line station (including 
access), where appropriate. 

space etc are subject to access into the 
cemetery and the linking bridge over the canal.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Wording change not considered necessary as 
all options could be explored if available.  
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 Current grammar considered effective.  

16 Wornington 
Trees (Sam 
Dodgshon) 

P, J, E C, L 
 

Noted.  
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1 Anthony 
Hunter 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Further development of Cluny Mews would unacceptably 
compromise the local area and character of the 
immediately adjoining philbeach gardens conservation 
area. It would go against previous planning decisions. It 
should NOT be identified as a growth area particularly 
for a taller building. 

Cluny Mews lies within the Opportunity Area 
and therefore the Council must seek to 
encourage and delivery the growth potential of 
land with OAs. Due to its location within an 
OA, it has been considered for suitability for 
tall buildings, informed by the independent 
building heights study (part of the NLPR 
evidence base) carried out by Urban Initiatives 
Studio. Although maximum height parameters 
and townscape principles are included in the 
policy, a planning application on this site 
would be assessed against all other planning 
policies including design and heritage policies. 

2 CPRE 
London (John 
Sadler) 

  Make more ambitious provision for green / amenity 
space in major developments like those at SA1 Kensal 
Canalside and SA2 Earl’s Court Exhibition Centre, with 
specific requirements for quantity and quality and retain 
trees and hedgerows (e.g. along railway lines) as homes 
for nature, connecting to high quality, biodiverse green 
spaces within the development. 

Parts H, I, K and P of the policy set the 
requirements for green/amenity space and 
ecological habitats and the policy is supported 
by the emerging draft Placemaking 
Framework for the site which provides further 
details including the Council’s priorities 
regarding such matters as landscape, tree 
planting, green corridors and working with 
natural systems. These principles will be used 
as part of a design-led approach to shaping 
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the development to deliver the objectives 
raised by CPRE.  

3 Earls Court 
Development 
Company 
(Taylar 
Vernon) 

  The Site Allocation (SA2) allocates the Site for a 
residential-led mixed use development and refers to the 
minimum quantum of new homes and non-residential 
floorspace (including offices and research and 
development) for the Site and other supporting uses 
(retail, social and community uses), alongside the 
delivery of a world-class cultural facility, new public open 
green spaces and an on-site early-years education 
facility. 
As part of the regulation 18 consultation previously 
undertaken, ECDC identified that its primary concern 
during the preliminary stages of the preparation of its 
masterplan was with ensuring that the draft site 
allocation is wide-ranging and flexible in the way that it 
defines the opportunity at Earls Court, ensuring the Site 
is future-proofed and can deliver an adaptable and 
resilient masterplan. ECDC again reiterate that position.  
The site allocation needs to ensure that it does not 
narrowly define land uses and does not prematurely limit 
the amount of office and wider non-residential uses that 
can come forward as part of a thorough and extensive 
masterplanning exercise. This is especially crucial as the 
policy and political expectations for the Site compared to 
the previous consented masterplan, particularly in 
relation to affordable housing, are now much greater and 
create a significant cumulative burden of cost which 
necessitates a certain quantum of development and mix 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
Site allocation quantum is expressed as a 
minimum and the allocation has been 
assessed independently as viable. 
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of uses (including, in particular, a significant quantum of 
flexible floorspace for a range of non-residential uses). It 
is essential that the Local Plan reflects this, and ECDC 
has provided further commentary on this aspect in 
comments on the Site Specific Viability Study below. 
Continued collaboration will also be important between 
RBKC, London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham 
(LBHF) and the Greater London Authority (GLA) to 
ensure that the full benefits of the future Earls Court 
masterplan are realised across the entire Site and 
Opportunity Area. 
Overarching Vision 
ECDC proposes to deliver strategic-scale growth on one 
of London’s most important brownfield sites, within the 
Earls Court and West Kensington Opportunity Area. 
There is a unique opportunity to realise a wide range of 
significant public benefits to fulfil the Site’s potential and 
create a new destination to live, work and visit. 
ECDC believes that the best way to achieve its vision is 
for a mixed-use development that provides a genuine 
mix of housing and other ‘living’ uses, integrated with a 
broad range of innovative and dynamic commercial uses 
including culture, office, community, retail, services, 
leisure and other uses that will contribute to place and 
the creation of a new centre within West London. The 
RBKC component of this development is envisaged to 
provide a strong mix of these key land uses – with 
significant elements of both residential and commercial 
uses including culture at its core. It is crucial that 

 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
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development is optimised in order to ensure the range of 
public benefits expected by current and evolving 
planning policy and Priority 1 of ECDC’s vision to ‘Open 
up the former Exhibition Centre site for the first time in 
150 years’, can be achieved. 
Residential 
ECDC supports the identification of Earls Court as being 
a Site suitable for a significant number of new homes. 
This is consistent with the Site’s location within the Earls 
Court/West Kensington Opportunity Area, where the 
London Plan indicates development capacity for at least 
6,500 new homes. ECDC notes the minimum target of 
1,050 new homes, however preliminary testing for the 
Site indicates the potential to deliver significantly more 
homes in RBKC than the 1,050 new homes referenced. 
It is further noted that the 1,050 home stated within the 
emerging allocation is inconsistent with the viability 
reporting undertaken by BNPP on behalf of the Council, 
which establishes that a minimum of 1,300 homes would 
be required to support a viable development of the site. 
It will be vitally important that available sites for housing, 
such as Earls Court, are optimised in terms of height and 
density to help achieve the Borough’s housing targets 
(including affordable housing). This is because the 
Borough is largely built up and constrained by heritage 
considerations, giving increased importance to ensuring 
that site specific housing targets for Earls Court are 
sufficiently flexible to address local housing need. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
The number of homes is expressed as 
minimum to allow flexibility in the design 
response and overall scheme. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. The site allocation has been tested and 
a scheme with building heights within the site 
allocation maximum height parameters was 
found to be viable by independent consultants. 
The flexibility noted in the response as well as 
the market housing would be a matter for the 
development management stage to be 
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ECDC’s preliminary testing of the Earls Court site 
indicates that a development quantum greater than that 
secured under the consented scheme or identified within 
the Local Plan capacity study is needed at Earls Court to 
support delivery of the Council’s 35% affordable housing 
target. To help maximise the provision of affordable 
housing at Earls Court the emerging policy relevant to 
the site should not unduly constrain or seek to be 
prescriptive in its approach, in order to: 

- allow sufficient development scale / capacity to fund 
the required infrastructure and targeted level of 
affordable homes; 
- recognise the flexibility needed to allow the 
masterplan to be responsive and dynamic to 
changes over the course of its delivery; 
- contemplate a broader land use mix to add value 
and support delivery at pace; and 
- be prepared to consider flexibility to provide a wide 
range of housing products and affordable tenure mix. 

Within the Quod review of the viability study undertaken 
by BNPP, submitted with these representations, it is 
noted that unit sizes and mix do not align with market 
demands and expectations. Quod’s review concludes 
that difference is that the BNPP appraisal over-states 
private sales revenue by c.£362m when compared to a 
scheme which can feasibly be delivered / sold in the 
market. This value shortfall would clearly cause the site 
allocation to be unviable, the lost value must therefore 

assessed on its merits as part of an overall 
scheme. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The unit mix in the BNPP appraisal is 
consistent with the local housing needs 
assessment mix. An alternative mix was not 
proposed as part of the NLPR consultation 
and the response here would suggest that, for 
the mix tested by Quod, the sales values 
would be lower. The Council is confident of the 
mix and values used by BNPP. 
Noted. 
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be recovered by additional floorspace, either within the 
residential or commercial uses. 
In summary therefore, ECDC supports the approach to 
housing numbers being stated as a minimum, raises 
concerns with the viability work undertaken by BNPP to 
support the proposed minimum quantum of development 
and also queries why the stated minimum within the 
BNPP work, specifically that 1,300 homes are needed to 
support a viable development, have not been adopted 
within the emerging site allocation. 
Workspace 
ECDC’s vision for a new masterplan includes the 
clustering of a variety of different ‘commercial’ spaces to 
create an innovative destination to work with a focus on 
health and well-being, and with a range of different 
typologies/sectors – for example opportunities exist in 
the med-tech industry for life sciences, with education 
institutions that could drive innovation, and in the 
creative industries sector, all of which would be 
combined with a full suite of other blended uses 
including housing, culture, education, technology, urban 
logistics, entertainment, leisure, retail and hospitality. 
Employment covers many forms, and workspace design 
is evolving following shifts in working patterns post 
Covid, with co-working and serviced offices forming part 
of a wider offer, providing a valuable asset to local 
residents. Given the flexibility introduced by the 
Government through Class E, we would support a 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
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flexible and dynamic approach to commercial land uses 
on the Site.  
The below provides a key point summary of the reasons 
why a significant workspace component is crucial to the 
success of bringing this long vacant and stalled site back 
into use. The emerging plans for the Site are at an early 
stage but have been informed by two years of listening, 
learning and testing following the acquisition of the Site 
and will evolve thorough further pre-application 
engagement with RBKC, LBHF, GLA, statutory 
consultees and the local community. The emerging 
plans are for a genuinely mixed-use development and 
the Site is being master planned comprehensively 
across both boroughs.  
The workspace component needs to be considered in 
this context – it is an essential part of ensuring that a 
successful mixed-use place and new centre for the 
Royal Borough is deliverable and viable. It will assist in 
facilitating what we understand are the priorities for 
RBKC at Earls Court in terms of housing delivery 
(including affordable) the creation of cultural and 
destination uses and wider public benefits. Additionally, 
delivering a diverse range of uses here will be significant 
for the borough more widely; increasing the working day 
population and visitors will support the Borough’s 
existing centres and economic base. The feedback 
ECDC has received during public consultation so far is 
that the closing of the exhibition centre has resulted in a 
significant loss of economic activity, including skills and 
training opportunities in creative industries, in the 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. The site allocation seeks a mixed-use 
development. 
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immediate vicinity of the Site and we want to bring this 
back. Workspace would bring daytime vibrancy and 
drive a night-time economy, complimenting residential 
uses. It is therefore crucial that the draft site allocation 
for Earls Court recognises the importance of mixed use, 
and the role offices (and a wider range of workspace 
uses) can play in facilitating and optimising 
development.  
Masterplanning of the Earls Court proposals is ongoing 
and will evolve through pre-application engagement. 
Further work is needed to inform the eventual land use 
mix and quantum that will be the subject of a future 
planning application to RBKC, however work undertaken 
to date is conclusive that the site provides capacity to 
deliver a greater quantum of development than is set out 
within the emerging site allocation, and indeed is needed 
to ensure development that is viable. It is therefore 
imperative at this stage that the site allocation does not 
unnecessarily limit the amount, or type, of development 
which could come forward. 
It is also important to recognise that the planning 
application is anticipated to be largely outline and 
parameter based. This will include parameters for land 
use mix, and it is important that a degree of land use 
flexibility is allowed to assist in responding to market 
conditions, demand and needs, the local communities, 
local conditions, and nearby centres, ensuring that our 
masterplan permission is resilient. This is important in 
ensuring overall deliverability (including the speed at 
which it can be bought forward) and viability of 

 
 
 
The only part of the site allocation that is 
restrictive on quantum is the maximum height 
parameters; this is required by London Plan 
Policy D9 and is derived from an independent 
evidence base. 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. This is a matter for the development 
management stage. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
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development, in addition to the placemaking benefits 
commercial floorspace provides (creating a destination, 
character and jobs).  
The delivery of the workspace offer is a crucial 
component of the emerging masterplan and is essential 
to the deliverability and viability of the vision as a whole, 
and in particular facilitates the delivery of the land use 
priorities and public benefits that have been identified by 
RBKC to date. Further information is provided below on 
why the commercial component is important, and why in 
particular ECDC’s emerging masterplan includes a 
quantum that is greater than previously consented on 
the Site. In summary: 

- Workspace use facilitates and supports the viability 
and the deliverability of priorities for housing, culture 
and community as part of a mixed use development, 
by funding the infrastructure and unlocking the 
opportunity for new homes on the Site; 
- It provides a valuable contribution to place-making 
alongside homes and other non-residential uses; 
- The site represents a significant opportunity to 
accommodate an exciting new employment 
destination, which requires a critical mass to be 
successful; 
- The type of floorspace that is to be provided at 
Earls Court can be differentiated from other space in 
the Borough; 
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- There are important economic benefits that can be 
delivered for the Borough through the inclusion of a 
substantial commercial element within the 
development; and 
- The development can be delivered more quickly, 
with commercial and residential being constructed 
simultaneously, avoiding residential market 
saturation. 

Submitted with these representations is a letter prepared 
by Quod, which reviews the BNPP viability study and 
relevant local plan policies. It identifies various concerns 
with the quantum of non-residential floorspace promoted 
by the emerging site allocation, including that the 
amount of non-residential floorspace would fail to 
provide that which is needed to create a successful 
employment destination. 
The BNPP viability study adopts a gross internal area of 
194,000ft2 for offices and 215,000ft2 for retail, cultural 
and other uses. ECDC, with the assistance of leading 
London’s leading agencies, have undertaken extensive 
market analysis which concludes that a far greater 
quantum of non-residential floorspace at Earls Court 
would be required, on a site-wide basis across both 
RBKC and LBHF, for the following reasons: 

- Critical mass: sufficient scale of office development 
and wider uses is important to create an “eco-
system” of different office occupiers which 
companies seek when making location choices. 
Other successful new office destinations such as 

 
 
This is noted but the non-residential 
floorspace is expressed as a minimum.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Council is comfortable that the proportion 
of office to residential in the minimum quantum 
in the site allocation would deliver a vibrant 
mixed-use development. There is flexibility by 
virtue of the minimum quantum of commercial 
floorspace for a developer to devise and 
propose commercial uses in response to 
different target markets, and to optimise 
viability. 
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Kings Cross, Battersea Power Station and Canada 
Water include 1m ft2+ of office space and have been 
able to attract a wide range of occupier types and 
sizes. Schemes with smaller scale office components 
have struggled to let this and not reached the levels 
of rent adopted by BNPP. 
- Innovation hub: a key vision for Earls Court is 
providing an ‘Innovation Hub’, developing an 
ecosystem that, through business interaction and 
clustering across a number of commercial sectors, 
will thrive and support itself over the short, medium 
and long term. The focus will be on emerging / 
specialist sectors including education, research, 
health, tech, R&D. Creation of this type of hub and 
attraction of businesses to it inherently requires a 
certain scale of development. 
- Infrastructure funding: the infrastructure required to 
enable the Earls Court site is required early in the 
development process, with up to approximately half a 
billion pounds in cost being required to be expended 
across the masterplan (RBKC and LBHF) to deliver 
the park and other infrastructure works, prior to 
completion of any revenue generating uses. 
Recovery of this sum within a reasonable time period 
requires a diversity of residential and employment 
uses, delivered in parallel and at scale. A masterplan 
overly weighted towards residential is limited by 
absorption rates for this and causes finance costs to 
quickly escalate beyond a viable level. 
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Given the above, it is considered essential to increase 
the scale of the non-residential component of the site 
allocation to create a successful place and to achieve 
the value assumptions adopted by BNPP. Whilst the site 
allocation being stated as a minimum quantum of 
development is supported, there will be a need and 
scope for a greater amount of development alongside 
the increased housing requirement. 
Culture, Creative Industries and Meanwhile Activation  
As part of its response to the Regulation 18 consultation, 
ECDC highlighted that culture forms a key part of its 
vision for the Site. ECDC consider there is an 
opportunity for culture in a variety of forms to exist at the 
Site, and at this early stage in the process it supports a 
bold ambition but seeks to avoid prescriptive definition. 
Cultural facilities can exist in a multitude of sizes and 
forms, and cover a wide range of disciplines, and a 
significant amount of collaborative work has already 
been undertaken, and continues to be undertaken, to 
identify what the most appropriate form of cultural offer is 
for the Site. In framing this process, ECDC encourage 
the Council to focus on quality, innovation and flexibility 
rather than size, and to think more broadly about the 
benefits that culture can provide to the commercial offer 
– including in particular the potential to attract creative 
industries to the site. 
RBKC has noted and agreed with the above and 
responded that the amount of floorspace for culture is 
not specified in the draft site allocation. ECDC’s concern 
remains with reference to Part D of the Policy which 

 
 
 
Noted. The Council’s Culture Study report 
which forms the evidence for this element of 
the site allocation is consistent with the 
aspirations expressed here by Earl’s Court 
Development Limited (ECDC). For this reason, 
there is no minimum floor area specified in the 
site allocation, and rather the quality of the 
offer is the criterion.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Notwithstanding the above, the Council’s 
aspiration for an ‘anchor’ facility remains 
necessary to be at the heart of a wider cultural 
offer. Part L. of the site allocation, “A world-
renowned cultural use and its associated 
activities and facilities define the character of 
the place” supplements the requirement for a 
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states “A significant world-class cultural facility.” The 
cultural strategy for the masterplan is being developed 
and may take the form of several cultural facilities, which 
can broadly align with the recommendations of the 
Council’s Earl’s Court Cultural Use Study (July 2022). 
Accordingly, it is suggested that the Policy refer to the 
overall cultural offer, rather than an individual facility.  
Overall Development Quantum 
Whilst the Council and its advisors, Urban Initiatives, 
have undertaken a preliminary capacity study for the 
Site, we consider that the best way to test and establish 
the capacity is through a detailed masterplan framework, 
contained within a planning application. Only this 
process can fully take into account the site’s complex 
constraints and identify the best way to optimise the 
opportunity. As such, we support the use of minimums in 
the Site Allocation but would welcome recognition that 
the final form of development (in relation to quantum, 
heights and land use mix) may evolve through the 
planning process in line with the vision and key 
principles contained within the Local Plan. 
Building Height and Townscape 
ECDC welcomes the recognition that the Site is suitable 
for tall buildings within the draft Site Allocation. The 
hierarchy of tall buildings across this part of the Borough 
should focus buildings of greatest height within this Site, 
given its designation as an Opportunity Area and a major 
new destination within the Borough. The sitewide 
building height strategy at Figure 10.2, which has been 

cultural facility to ensure a wider cultural offer 
is delivered. 
 
 
The Council considers that the minimum land 
use quantum strikes the right balance between 
securing a mixed-use development, delivery of 
homes and flexibility for a high-quality design 
response. Building height parameters are set 
as a requirement of London Plan Policy D9; 
the Council is not in a position to allow for 
flexibility on this point within the site allocation 
and is satisfied that the parameters are 
appropriate being derived from an 
independent evidence base. 
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informed by Urban Initiatives’ evidence base study and 
altered following Regulation 18 consultation is 
considered further below. The diagram has been revised 
to indicate greater flexibility in the specific location of tall 
buildings across the site, although the specific location of 
greatest height remains tightly defined.  
Whilst ECDC considers that the broad strategy for 
building heights has an understandable rationale, it does 
not consider that the height analysis study has been able 
to consider all relevant factors that will need to inform 
the location, distribution, and heights of buildings across 
the site. This includes in particular the consideration of 
in-ground constraints that limit where and to what extent 
building foundations can be located. 
The London Plan (Policy D9) requires boroughs to 
identify locations that are appropriate for tall buildings. It 
also requires (at Policy SD1), in order to fully realise the 
growth and regeneration potential for Opportunity Areas, 
boroughs to establish the capacity of Opportunity Areas, 
taking account of the indicative capacity for homes and 
jobs. It is important that the approach to building heights 
does not unduly or prematurely constrain the capacity of 
the Site, by setting overly restrictive maximum heights in 
advance of further testing. This is particularly important 
where the Site is not constrained by any geometrically 
defined strategic views, such that arriving at appropriate 
building heights can be done through a further detailed 
process to properly consider and assess the full range of 
likely significant effects. 

 
Noted. The height analysis study does not 
consider a fully developed masterplan and 
focuses on townscape and visual impact; 
however, it is based on the extant permission 
layout which itself took into consideration the 
site constraints. The Council is mindful of the 
limitations of the height analysis study, and 
this is the reason for the flexibility allowed for 
within the maximum height parameter zones 
set out in Figure 10.2. This level of detail is 
sufficient for compliance with London Plan 
Policy D9. The Council notes that only the 
location of the 72m AOD maximum parameter 
is tightly defined. The remaining area suitable 
for tall buildings is expressed as a range. 
Therefore, it is only if the 72m AOD parameter 
is in a location that is constrained for tall 
buildings that a problem would be presented. 
The Council understands that this is not the 
case.  
 
 
 
 
The requirements on boroughs of London Plan 
Policy D9 do not allow for indicative maximum 
heights. 
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ECDC therefore encourages the NLPR to emphasise 
that the height strategy at Figure 10.2 is indicative, but 
notes that this is already referenced at paragraph 10.10 
where it is stated that the precise locations for tall 
buildings will be the subject of detailed masterplanning 
work. This may be achieved by amending the title of 
Figure 10.2 to refer to indicative maximum building 
heights, or through an explicit statement within the 
supporting text Figure 10.2 being intended to be 
interpreted only as indicative maximum building heights.  
Regarding the location of greatest height, ECDC has 
previously identified that this has been located above the 
West London line where the existing decking is 
proposed to be retained. ECDC highlighted this within its 
response to the Regulation 18 consultation, to which 
RBKC have responded to the effect that this constraint 
does not provide justification for additional height 
elsewhere within the site. The key concern of ECDC is 
the highly prescriptive location identified for greatest 
height, which it considers has been unnecessarily tightly 
defined and the maximum height of 72m arbitrarily 
applied. 
ECDC considers that the site allocation and supporting 
text should make it clear that building heights beyond 72 
m (AOD) and 20 storeys may be possible through a full 
and proper testing process, in order to fully realise the 
growth and regeneration potential of the Opportunity 
Area and to deliver the public benefits required of the 
Site (including in particular affordable housing and open 
space), and reserves its ability to identify a different 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted, however the requirements of Policy D9 
do not allow for this. 
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appropriate maximum height through the planning 
application process, once further testing has been 
undertaken. 
Public Realm 
Within Part K of the proposed allocation there is 
reference to "a landscape-led layout". ECDC queries 
whether this terminology, which could very easily be 
interpreted in a variety of ways, is appropriate within 
planning policy or is best included within supporting 
design guidance, such as the emerging Earls Court 
Placemaking Framework. 
Conclusion 
When taken in the round, the proposed site allocation 
could be more positively prepared and effective. ECDC 
hold a number of key concerns regarding matters such 
as the approach to establishing maximum building 
heights across the site, including the robustness of the 
evidence base which supports this. At present it is 
considered that the proposed site allocation fails to 
support the delivery of a viable scheme on the site and is 
inconsistent with the evidence bae that supports the 
emerging plan. The allocation should promote a greater 
quantum of development and provide sufficient flexibility 
for alternatives that may come forward. It is appreciated 
that these matters will be more robustly considered as 
part of a planning application, however ECDC have 
concerns that by artificially setting the minimum level of 
development below that which has been proven to be 
viable, the allocation fails to appropriately establish 

 
The design guidance within the Placemaking 
Framework will provide clarification for this 
terminology. 
 
 
 
 
Noted. For the reasons stated above, the 
Council considers that an appropriate balance 
has been achieved between setting minimum 
and maximum parameters to allow flexibility in 
land use and design response. 
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expectations for what may come forward at Earls Court 
and potentially threatens the deliverability of the 
development. ECDC would welcome further discussion 
with RBKC as to how the proposed site allocation could 
more suitably provide the framework for the future 
development of Earls Court. 

4 Environment 
Agency 
(North 
London 
Sustainable 
Places) 

 P, J, E, C, 
L 

Part of the site falls in Flood Zones 2 and 3. Breach 
modelling shows flooding along the rail line. 
A site-specific FRA will be required to assess all sources 
of flooding on site. 
SA2 – Earl’s Court Exhibition Centre 
We note the proposal to install 1,050 (C3) homes and 
offices as per Class E(g). In the case of this 
development, we would expect the correct climate 
change allowance used (1 in 100 event + 27% CC 
allowance) and for the development to be built to a 100-
year design life. 
General comments 
Whilst the proposed development is not in the major 
footprint of the July 2021 flooding event, there are 
several Flood Risk Schemes being developed by RBKC 
that sit on the boundary: 
• Holland Park Natural Flood management 
• Property Flood Resilience in RBKC 
• SuDS Opportunity Mapping 
The last two may have areas in the development 
boundary that need to be included in the scheme. If 

Noted. 



897 
 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

there is any work that can be done in partnership or the 
development can support the work other RBKC partners 
are completing, then this could work towards reducing 
impact from surface water flood risk. 

5 GLA (Hassan 
Ahmed) 

  The area is clearly identified as being suitable for tall 
buildings which is welcomed. Figure 10.2 provides detail 
on the ranges of appropriate building heights using a 
gradient of colour to illustrate where the greatest building 
heights would be most appropriate. RBKC should note 
that mapping out appropriate building height areas in a 
more precise manner may make decision making easier 
when determining planning applications if that is possible 
at this stage of redevelopment 

Noted. The Council considers that the level of 
detail shown in Figure 10.2 strikes an 
appropriate balance between 
precision/certainty and allowing flexibility for 
design solutions. 

6 Kensington 
and Chelsea 
Social 
Council (Joe 
Batty) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 This response is also made for Q70, Q 77. 
It is unsound to propose a short rather bland vision, 
followed by a very detailed site allocation which 
constrains what the Earls Court design team could be 
proposing. Innovative solutions are needed for this 
complex site, and the Local Plan must show ambition 
and embrace alternative options. 

Noted. The requirements and principles in the 
site allocation are high-level, leaving flexibility 
for a variety of design solutions. Further 
guidance for this site is to be provided by the 
Council’s emerging Placemaking Framework 
for the Earl’s Court Opportunity Area. 

7 Kensington 
Society 
(Amanda 
Frame) 

E, C P, J 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 

Noted. The requirements and principles in the 
site allocation are high-level, leaving flexibility 
for a variety of design solutions. Further 
guidance for this site is to be provided by the 
Council’s emerging Placemaking Framework 
for the Earl’s Court Opportunity Area. 
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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. 

Similarly with Figure 10.2, the Council has 
provided parameters within which there is 
flexibility for different design solutions, rather 
than seeking to be overly prescriptive. This is 
consistent with the requirements of London 
Plan Policy D9. The parameters are evidence 
based, being derived from the townscape and 
visual impact assessment. A detailed scheme 
would be assessed at the planning application 
stage.  
Noted. The site allocation sets out the 
Council’s requirements for the development of 
the site, informed by the vision PLV2. 

8 London 
Borough of 
Hammersmith 
and Fulham 
(David 
Woodward) 

P J, E, C, L As expressed in our response to the Regulation 18 
consultation, LBHF supports the residential led stance in 
the policy designed to optimise residential delivery, 
however concerns remain with regard to the following.  
In spite of the density work carried out by RBKC and the 
recent Tall buildings threshold study (October 2022), it is 
unclear how the maximum building heights across the 
allocation have been determined. It is the view of LBHF 

Noted. 
 
 
Noted. Due to the different stages of local 
policy development between the two 
Boroughs, and in particular the respective 
responses to London Plan Policy D9, LBHF 
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that building heights and densities should be determined 
in partnership with LBHF through a full urban design 
analysis to avoid significant differences in height 
between the LBHF and RBKC allocations and ensure 
optimal use of density along the western boundary of the 
allocation.  
Part H) of the policy still does not give an indicative or 
minimum quantity for the amount of open space that will 
be included as part of the development. Any policy for 
the Opportunity Area should safeguard a minimum 
quantum of open space for the development in order to 
meet the needs of residents across the entire 
opportunity area, not just residents of Kensington and 
Chelsea. LBHF consider the provision of a centrally 
located local park of at least 2 hectares should be 
safeguarded as part of the Policy.  
Part C) and D) of the policy proposes 40,000sqm 
floorspace non-residential floorspace, of which 
20,000sqm will be E(g) use. This is a substantial quantity 
of new non-residential floorspace and reference to the 
relevant town centre policies should be included. It 
would be appropriate to include some policy criteria to 
indicate specifically what non-residential uses will be 
entertained in this area, and how these would integrate 
into the residential led scheme. 

was unfortunately not in a position to 
undertake this exercise concurrently. 
Notwithstanding this, the evidence base for 
the building heights parameters considered 
potential development on the LBHF portion of 
the OA and sensitive views from LBHF. 
The Council has sought to strike a balance 
between setting quantitative requirements and 
allowing flexibility via the site allocation, with 
design guidance included in the 
supplementary Placemaking Framework 
covering qualitative requirements for open 
space. Policy GB16 of NLPR sets out 
requirements for the provision of new parks, 
gardens and open spaces. 
 
Part G of Policy TC1 (Location of town centre 
uses) deals with this query in regard to retail. 
Guidance on the commercial strategy for the 
Opportunity Area is included in the 
Placemaking Framework. 

9 Mark 
Macleod 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Comment: To be consistent with PLV2, suggested 
addition below: 

Noted. The Council’s aspiration for an ‘anchor’ 
facility remains necessary to be at the heart of 
a wider cultural offer to ensure the site 
becomes a cultural destination within Earl’s 
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D. A significant world-class cultural facility or 
facilities to retain Earl’s Court’s long- standing 
brand as an important cultural destination. 

Comment (also at PLV2): The vision for Earl’s Court 
Opportunity Area is still emerging from the multiple 
inputs expected in a development of this scale and 
profile, and a commitment to public engagement 
continues to add a continuous stream of a variety 
aspirations from the local community and further afield. 
Added to this is RBKC’s Framework consultation 
responses being submitted at the same time as the 
NLPR Regulation 19 responses. This level of public 
consultation is perhaps unprecedented in the UK, 
presenting a unique challenge for the developers and 
the design teams to consider and reconcile them all in a 
way that can be accommodated on a site with many 
constraints and limitations. A bold and ambitious 
approach to bring wonder on a world class scale to 
Earl’s Court has been their mission from the outset. This 
level of ambition is inspirational and one that our 
borough’s policies should support. PLV2 should remain 
open to significant changes and new ideas. The 
principles of A, B and C seem sensible, but are also 
modest given the expectations. Before defining the 
borough’s vision, questions must continue to be 
considered: What is a cultural facility, what is a set of 
them? What constitutes world class renown in the age of 
the Climate Emergency? What continues and what 
changes? What is a better piece of city? 

Court. Further detail, including what is meant 
by ‘world class’, is included in the emerging 
Placemaking Framework. 
These topics are covered by the emerging 
Placemaking Framework which sets out the 
Council’s priorities for the site. The suggested 
additions are therefore not deemed necessary. 
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Only until due consideration has been given to these 
questions and many others can we begin solving the 
what and how of what is built. 
Comment: As part of the flexible approach suggested 
above and with reference to comments and suggestions 
made on CD7, the setting of height parameters and 
placement is complex, and optimising it is based on a 
balance of a multitude of factors. If building tall beyond 
these maximums, and exploring other options for 
placement achieves maximal overall benefit, particularly 
with regard to Green, Liveable, Inclusive and the Climate 
Emergency there may be a compelling case to do so. 
There may also be a rationale to consider other 
typologies, even invent new ones, rather than be cued 
by what already exists. If these can be robustly justified 
under scrutiny, it is only fair that resistance to such 
proposals to build taller or bigger, or in a different place 
than the Principles at N, be subject to the same level of 
scrutiny and require justification to object to be as 
robust. In short the Local Plan should be seen to remain 
open to alternatives. 

10 Moni Red P, J, E, C, 
L 

 As said before the site should be turned into a park for 
everyone to enjoy 

Noted. The requirement for a public park is 
included in the site allocation.  

11 Notting Hill 
and North 
Kensington 
Liberal 
Democrats 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 
 

No comment made. 
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(Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

12 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. 
(R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, C, 
L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it are very 
persuasive. 

Noted 

13 TfL - 
Commercial 
Development 
(Brendan 
Hodges) 

P, J, E  ECDC has prepared representations on behalf of the 
ECPL JV which includes TfL. TTLP supports these 
representations and the suggested changes to the 
NLPR. 
ECDC is seeking a more positively prepared and 
effective site allocation. At present ECDC considers that 
the proposed site allocation fails to support the delivery 
of a viable scheme on the site and is inconsistent with 
the evidence base that supports the emerging plan. 
In summary, ECDC believes that the best way to 
achieve its vision for the whole site is for a mixed-use 
development that provides a genuine mix of housing, 
integrated with a broad range of innovative and dynamic 
commercial uses including culture, office, community, 
retail, services, leisure and other uses that will contribute 
to place and the creation of a new centre within West 
London. 
ECDC supports the identification of Earls Court as being 
a site suitable for a significant number of new homes but 
preliminary testing for the Site indicates the potential to 
deliver significantly more homes in RBKC than the 1,050 

Noted. 
 
 
Regarding Part T, the word “contribute” is 
sufficiently clear.   
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new homes referenced. It is further noted that the 1,050 
homes stated within the emerging allocation is 
inconsistent with the viability reporting undertaken by 
BNPP on behalf of the Council, which establishes that a 
minimum of 1,300 homes would be required to support a 
viable development of the site. It also notes that a 
development quantum greater than that secured under 
the consented scheme or identified within the Local Plan 
capacity study is needed at Earls Court to support 
delivery of the Council’s 35% affordable housing target 
and required infrastructure. 
ECDC’s vision for a new masterplan includes the 
clustering of a variety of different ‘commercial’ spaces to 
create an innovative destination to work with a focus on 
health and well-being, and with a range of different 
typologies/sectors – for example opportunities exist in 
the med-tech industry for life sciences, with education 
institutions that could drive innovation, and in the 
creative industries sector, all of which would be 
combined with a full suite of other blended uses 
including housing, culture, education, technology, urban 
logistics, entertainment, leisure, retail and hospitality. 
Further work is needed to inform the eventual land use 
mix and quantum that will be the subject of a future 
planning application to RBKC, however, ECDC’s work 
undertaken to date is conclusive that the site provides 
capacity to deliver a greater quantum of development 
than is set out within the emerging site allocation, and 
indeed is needed to ensure development that is viable. It 
is therefore imperative at this stage that the site 
allocation does not unnecessarily limit the amount, or 
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type, of development which could come forward. 
ECDC’s response sets out why a far greater quantum of 
non-residential floorspace is required than that currently 
set out in the draft NLPR.  
In discussion with the Council and communities, the 
cultural strategy for the masterplan is being developed 
and may take the form of several cultural facilities, which 
can broadly align with the recommendations of the 
Council’s Earl’s Court Cultural Use Study (July 2022). 
Accordingly, it is suggested that the Policy refer to the 
overall cultural offer, rather than an individual facility. 
ECDC seeks a more flexible approach to building 
heights and locations, including that building heights 
beyond 72 m (AOD) and 20 storeys may be possible 
through a full and proper testing process, in order to fully 
realise the growth and regeneration potential of the OA 
and to deliver the public benefits required of the site 
(including in particular affordable housing and open 
space), and reserves its ability to identify a different 
appropriate maximum height through the planning 
application process, once further testing has been 
undertaken. 
We add the following TfL-specific comments. 
TTLP welcomes the addition of the following constraints: 
District and Piccadilly Lines tunnels, the West London 
Line and retained exhibition centre structure above the 
West London Line.  
With respect of the ‘principle’ set out in paragraph T, it 
would be helpful for the Local Plan to clarify that the 
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contribution towards provision of step free access to 
West Brompton Station should be related in scale and 
kind to the ECPL development – presumably the Council 
will also be seeking contributions from other 
developments in the area. Therefore, we suggest that 
paragraph T should be amended: 

“T. To contribute to enabling provision of step-free 
access at West Brompton Station based on 
additional trips generated by the development.” 

14 TfL - London 
Plan and 
Planning 
Obligations 
team 
(Josephine 
Vos) 

  The residential and office developments should be car 
free (NB car free development includes provision for 
Blue Badge holders) and car parking for other uses 
should be minimised in line with the approach to car 
parking set out in Policy T6 of the London Plan 2021. 
Parking in surface car parks should not be re-provided 
and instead be redeveloped according to the London 
Plan policies to make the best use of land. These 
requirements should be added to the list of principles to 
ensure soundness. 
Existing bus stands, stops and driver facilities need to be 
retained and enhanced in a suitable location and will 
require necessary long-term lease/access agreements to 
be agreed with TfL. This should be added to the list of 
principles to ensure soundness. 
We understand that it is no longer the Council’s intention 
for buses to be extended into the site as reflected in the 
removal of that requirement from part S. We note that in 

Noted. It is not necessary to add these points 
to the site allocation because it is covered by 
other NLPR policies and the London Plan 
against which any application will be 
assessed. 
 
 
 
 
There are no existing bus stands, stops or 
driver facilities within the site allocation area. 
 
 
Noted 
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part T the reference to increased capacity on the West 
London line has been removed as requested. 
We welcome the amended reference to Earl’s Court 
gyratory in part V which now reads ‘A contribution to the 
enhancement of the Earl’s Court One Way System in 
line with the Healthy Streets Approach, including safety 
measures, greening, increased space for active travel 
and buses, and lower speed limits.’ 

 
 
Noted 

15 Thames 
Water Utilities 
Limited (Chris 
Colloff) 

  Water response 
The scale of development/s in this catchment is likely to 
require upgrades of the water supply network 
infrastructure. It is recommended that the Developer and 
the Local Planning Authority liaise with Thames Water at 
the earliest opportunity to agree a housing phasing plan. 
Failure to liaise with Thames Water will increase the risk 
of planning conditions being sought at the application 
stage to control the phasing of development in order to 
ensure that any necessary infrastructure upgrades are 
delivered ahead of the occupation of development. The 
housing phasing plan should determine what phasing 
may be required to ensure development does not 
outpace delivery of essential network upgrades to 
accommodate future development/s in this catchment. 
The developer can request information on network 
infrastructure by visiting the Thames Water website 
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-
largesite/Planning-your-development. 

Noted. The importance of contacting Thames 
Water is set out in the supporting text for 
Policy GB13. 
 

https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-largesite/Planning-your-development
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-largesite/Planning-your-development
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Waste response 
On the information available to date we do not envisage 
infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater networks 
in relation to this development/s. It is recommended that 
the Developer and the Local Planning Authority liaise 
with Thames Water at the earliest opportunity to advise 
of the developments phasing. Please contact Thames 
Water Development Planning, either by email 
Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk tel: 02035779998 or 
in writing Thames Water Utilities Ltd, Maple Lodge STW, 
Denham Way, Rickmansworth, Hertfordshire, WD3 9SQ 

16 West London 
Line Group 
(Mark 
Balaam) 

P  While we welcome the comment at para S under SA2, 
we believe that the Plan should specify a new WLL 
station at West Cromwell Road to provide interchange 
between the WLL and the Piccadilly Line and with the 
District Line at West Kensington to serve the Earls Court 
redevelopment and environs and provide an out-of-
centre single-change link between Heathrow and 
Gatwick and intervening centres. This would take 
pressure off Earl’s Court station and could be an 
additional or alternative HS2-HS1 station to Kensington 
Olympia, as well as being a hub for small-to-medium-
sized rail freight for West London businesses. 

The suggested interchange station would be 
extremely costly and very difficult to deliver – 
three rail lines would need to be re-signalled. 
Extensive new station infrastructure would be 
required. The benefits though acknowledged 
would not outweigh the costs. Facilitating 
interchange between stations is specified in 
part S of the draft site allocation for Earl’s 
Court SA2. 
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Q78: SA3: 100/100A West Cromwell Road  
Do you consider the site allocation to be… 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 
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1 Molly Dineen P, J, E, C, 
L 

 The policy should aim to house a lower 
number of people in lower buildings, well 
landscaped with amenities such as 
surgery/parking. The policy should consider 
the viability of a construction of this scale with 
no extra vehicular access and Ladbroke 
Grove already severely congested. 

The site benefits from an extant permission 
(PP/19/00781), for 462 homes. The minimum 
allocation in Policy SA3 is based on the 
existing site allocation in the Local Plan 2019 
which sets up a minimum number of homes at 
450. Construction impacts including a 
Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) 
would have been considered as part of the 
consented scheme as this is governed by 
policy. The Council also has a Code of 
Construction Practice which applies to 
development of this scale and requires detailed 
consideration of construction traffic and its 
approval by the Council. 
 

2 Sport England 
(Mark Furnish) 

  Policy SA3: 100/100A West Cromwell Road  
 
As highlighted above, although Sport England 
welcomes that the Council are considering a 
new facility, its location, size and facility mix 
should have been informed by a robust 

A public leisure centre featuring gym and 
swimming pool is part of the approved scheme 
(PP/19/00781) and is included in the site 
allocation.  
According to Facilities Planning Model 
Assessments of Swimming Pools Provision 
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assessment and strategy of borough wide 
needs for this policy to be justified and sound. 

and Sports Halls Provision in RBKC (January 
2022), this part of the Borough is identified 
having the highest unmet demand for the 
swimming pools as well as sport halls, and 
indeed it is a critical key requirement of the 
wider Warwick Road site allocation in Policy 
CA5 of the existing Local Plan. The site 
allocation therefore helps meet an identified 
need, providing substantial benefits to borough 
residents. 
 

3 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it 
are very persuasive. 

Support noted. 

4 TfL - London Plan 
and Planning 
Obligations team 
(Josephine Vos) 

  We welcome the amended reference to Earl’s 
Court gyratory in part J which now reads ‘A 
contribution to the enhancement of the Earl’s 
Court One Way System in line with the 
Healthy Streets Approach, including safety 
measures, greening, increased space for 
active travel and buses, and lower speed 
limits.’ 

We welcome the addition of part K which 
requires contributions towards ‘Safety 
improvement and crossing facilities at 
Warwick Road/ West Cromwell Road 
junction.’ 

Support noted. 
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We reiterate comments about the site 
allocation requiring car free development. Part 
E which currently refers to ‘Provision of car 
parking and open amenity space’ should be 
amended to read ‘A car free development with 
provision of open amenity space’ to ensure 
conformity with the London Plan which 
requires a car free development in this 
location. In the Council’s Regulation 18 
consultation response to TfL comments, it is 
stated that car parking policies are set out 
elsewhere in the Development Plan, in which 
case the reference to ‘provision of car parking’ 
must be removed to avoid confusion because 
Development Plan policies require no car 
parking for this site, apart from disabled 
persons’ parking. 

Part E to be amended as follows:  
“E. Provision of car parking and open 
amenity space.”  
Any car parking would be provided in respect 
of the Land Uses listed at Parts B, C, and D of 
SA3 in adherence with development plan 
policies including those within the London 
Plan. Car Parking would not be a distinct land 
use and should not be listed as such.  
 
 
 
 

5 Thames Water 
Utilities Limited 
(Chris Colloff) 

  Water response 
On the information available to date we do not 
envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 
water supply network infrastructure in relation 
to this development/s. It is recommended that 
the Developer and the Local Planning 
Authority liaise with Thames Water at the 
earliest opportunity to advise of the 
developments phasing. Please contact 
Thames Water Development Planning, either 
by email Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk 
tel: 02035779998 or in writing Thames Water 

Noted. The importance of contacting Thames 
Water is set out in the supporting text for Policy 
GB13. 

mailto:Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk
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Utilities Ltd, Maple Lodge STW, Denham 
Way, Rickmansworth, Hertfordshire, WD3 
9SQ 
Waste response 
On the information available to date we do not 
envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 
wastewater networks in relation to this 
development/s. It is recommended that the 
Developer and the Local Planning Authority 
liaise with Thames Water at the earliest 
opportunity to advise of the developments 
phasing. Please contact Thames Water 
Development Planning, either by email 
Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk tel: 
02035779998 or in writing Thames Water 
Utilities Ltd, Maple Lodge STW, Denham 
Way, Rickmansworth, Hertfordshire, WD3 
9SQ 

6 West London Line 
Group (Mark 
Balaam) 

P  We believe that under SA3, the Plan should 
specify a new WLL station at West Cromwell 
Road to provide interchange between the 
WLL and the Piccadilly Line and with the 
District Line at West Kensington to serve the 
Earls Court redevelopment and environs and 
provide an out-of-centre single-change link 
between Heathrow and Gatwick and 
intervening centres. This would take pressure 
off Earl’s Court station and could be an 
additional or alternative HS2-HS1 station to 

The proposed interchange station would be 
extremely costly and very difficult to deliver – 
three rail lines would need to be re-signalled. 
Extensive new station infrastructure would be 
required. The benefits though acknowledged 
would not outweigh the substantial costs. 

mailto:Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk
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Kensington Olympia, as well as being a hub 
for small-to-medium-sized rail freight for West 
London businesses. 
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Q79: SA4: Former Territorial Army Site, 245 Warwick Road.  
Do you consider the site allocation to be… 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 
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Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 CPRE London 
(John Sadler) 

  A significant proportion of SA4, the former 
Territorial Army site, should be retained as a 
green space and transformed into a public 
park for local residents to enjoy. 

The Warwick Road SPD identifies an 
opportunity to create a public open space in 
the form of a linear park or garden square 
running along the eastern side of the three 
sites, which includes the former Territorial 
Army Site. The provision of a linear park 
remains desirable and therefore it is included 
in the site allocation.  

2 Moni Red P, J, E, C   Noted. 

3 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it 
are very persuasive. 

Support noted. 

4 Thames Water 
Utilities Limited 
(Chris Colloff) 

  Water response 
The scale of development/s in this catchment 
is likely to require upgrades of the water 
supply network infrastructure. It is 
recommended that the Developer and the 
Local Planning Authority liaise with Thames 
Water at the earliest opportunity to agree a 
housing phasing plan. Failure to liaise with 
Thames Water will increase the risk of 

Noted. The importance of contacting Thames 
Water is set out in the supporting text for Policy 
GB13. 
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planning conditions being sought at the 
application stage to control the phasing of 
development in order to ensure that any 
necessary infrastructure upgrades are 
delivered ahead of the occupation of 
development. The housing phasing plan 
should determine what phasing may be 
required to ensure development does not 
outpace delivery of essential network 
upgrades to accommodate future 
development/s in this catchment. The 
developer can request information on network 
infrastructure by visiting the Thames Water 
website 
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Develop
ing-a-large-site/Planning-your-development   
 
Waste response 
On the information available to date we do not 
envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 
wastewater networks in relation to this 
development/s. It is recommended that the 
Developer and the Local Planning Authority 
liaise with Thames Water at the earliest 
opportunity to advise of the developments 
phasing. Please contact Thames Water 
Development Planning, either by email 
Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk tel: 
02035779998 or in writing Thames Water 
Utilities Ltd, Maple Lodge STW, Denham 

https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-large-site/Planning-your-development
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-large-site/Planning-your-development
mailto:Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk
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Way, Rickmansworth, Hertfordshire, WD3 
9SQ 

5 West London Line 
Group (Mark 
Balaam) 

P  We believe that, under Section SA4, the Plan 
should cite a new WLL station at West 
Cromwell Road to provide interchange 
between the WLL and the Piccadilly Line and 
with the District Line at West Kensington to 
serve the Earls Court redevelopment and 
environs and provide an out-of-centre single-
change link between Heathrow and Gatwick 
and intervening centres. This would take 
pressure off Earl’s Court station and could be 
an additional or alternative HS2-HS1 station to 
Kensington Olympia, as well as being a hub 
for small-to-medium-sized rail freight for West 
London businesses. 

The proposed interchange station would be 
extremely costly and very difficult to deliver – 
three rail lines would need to be re-signalled. 
Extensive new station infrastructure would be 
required. The benefits though acknowledged 
would not outweigh the substantial costs. 
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Do you consider the site allocation to be… 
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1 375 Portobello 
Road Residents' 
Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

  The proposal to reconnect Wornington and 
Portobello Roads with Ladbroke Grove is a 
very poor one. This will increase local traffic.  
The proposed buildings are architecturally 
poor, particularly the tower.  
Overall the Wornington Green development 
has been a local disaster. The build quality of 
phases one and two has been poor and this 
must not be repeated. Greening and 
environmental benefits are woefully lacking. 
Huge numbers of mature trees have been lost 
and not replaced. The park has been under-
provided for many years. Re-provision of the 
park must now be a priority before any more 
development takes place. As the Wornington 
Green development has increased the 
population locally, the park area must also be 
commensurately increased. 
In short, phase three must be taken as an 
opportunity to go back to the drawing board 
and completely re-think plans in order to 
mitigate some of the damage done to this 
neighbourhood. 

While Policy SA5 G requires re-connection of 
Portobello Road and Wornington Road to 
Ladbroke Grove and the re-establishment of 
the traditional street it is explicit in stating that 
this will be street layouts that favour active 
travel and discourage car traffic in the area. 
Therefore, the intention is support connections 
for walking and cycling rather than increase 
traffic through the area.  
The site has outline planning permission for 
2010 with two phases nearing completion with 
part of the park already on-site. It is not 
feasible to consider a bigger size of the 
Athlone Gardens.   
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2 Jonathan Kelly P, J, E, C   There are many aspects of the planning 
application that are to be welcomed however 
when considering the accumulated harm that 
the various elements of the scheme would 
cause, I believe the proposed plans outlined 
in this application fails to meet or comply with 
multiple objectives or requirements laid out in 
the RBKC local plan and The London Plan 
2021. 
Main Objections 
• This is an opportunity to improve public 
access building on what is already in many 
respects an excellent environment for 
pedestrians and cyclists. The present 
proposals are deeply disappointing and are a 
huge missed opportunity in failing to reshape 
public accessibility in north Kensington as a 
whole. In this respect these plans fail to 
achieve an overall positive contribution to 
London. 
• The majority of visitors and residents (~78%) 
travel to, from and within the local area by 
walking, cycling and using public transport. 
This scheme does not sufficiently maintain 
existing priority and convenience for 
pedestrians and cyclists and in many cases 
worsens conditions within the development, 
significantly on Ladbroke Grove and risk 
adverse impact on wider Golborne area. 

Noted. However, the comment relates to a 
current scheme subject to a live planning 
application rather than the Site Allocation 
Policy itself. These comments if made on the 
planning application will be considered as part 
of that process. The Local Plan cannot 
prescribe to the level of detail expected in the 
response. 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to main objections 
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• The proposed reconnection of Ladbroke 
Grove with Wornington Road and Portobello 
Road will introduce through traffic to what is 
currently a low traffic neighbourhood. This 
conflicts with adopted and emerging Council 
policy and will result in increased air pollution, 
noise, risk of road injuries and is contrary to 
the Mayor’s London Plan. 
• The principle outlined in the original SPD 
(2009) to re-establish the traditional street 
pattern can be achieved without opening up 
the streets to motor traffic. The Council has 
already demonstrated in attached council 
advice that the original SPD is outdated and 
acknowledged the risk of rat-running 
increasing due to the number of 
developments around the surrounding area as 
well as significant increases to traffic using 
residential roads in that timeframe. 
• The street design will result in an 
unnecessary loss of trees, this will have a 
significant detrimental impact on the character 
of the streetscape as well as reducing the 
potential tree coverage that would provide 
shade and shelter as well as mitigating the 
street level temperature during the summer. 
This represents an unacceptable loss of trees 
that have a significant amenity value, and the 
developer has failed to meet the limited 
reasons for removal. Given the majority of 

• Policy SA5 seeks to promote active travel 
and seeks to prevent negative impacts of 
reinstating the traditional street pattern with 
part G explicitly stating: “The re-connection of 
Portobello Road and Wornington Road to 
Ladbroke Grove and the re-establishment of 
the traditional street pattern with street layouts 
that favour active travel and discourage car 
traffic in the area.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
• Policy GB18 resists the loss of trees of value, 
based on amenity, historic or ecological value. 
The site-specific circumstances given the 2010 
outline consent will be considered as part of 
the Phase 3 planning application. 
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trees could be retained if the area of concern 
were to be pedestrianised, there is a viable 
alternative and the Council should exercise its 
powers and the commitment made to protect 
the remaining trees. 
• The plans fail to meet The Environment Act 
requirement of a ten per cent biodiversity net 
gain for new developments and the Natural 
Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) 
Act 2006, ensures RBKC give regards to 
biodiversity in the exercising of decision 
making, to conserving biodiversity. 
• Concerns that the height of the buildings do 
not reflect the agreed SPD outline and the 
increased height will impact the views, vistas 
and skyline across North Kensington, 
specifically impacting the views and context of 
Trellick Towers. 
• The developers have failed to satisfactorily 
demonstrate that the plans will not have a 
overall harmful impact on the local community 
and have not sufficiently assessed the 
quantitative impact of these plans on risk of 
road traffic collisions, the potential through 
traffic flows, resulting air and noise pollution, 
pedestrian and cyclist accessibility, pedestrian 
comfort levels, impact on public transport.  
• There is insufficient social housing provision 
and more effort should be made to increase 

 
 
 
 
 
 
• Draft Policy GB17 (D) requires relevant 
development including major development to 
achieve a minimum on-site biodiversity net-
gain of 10 per cent in accordance with the 
Environment Act 2021 and forthcoming 
Regulations.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The original Wornington Green estate 
consisted of 538 residential dwellings, all of 
which were affordable, social rented homes. 
183 affordable homes were re -provided in 
phase 1, 174 of which were social rent. 179 
affordable homes were then delivered in phase 
2, 166 of which were social rent. The current 
application is proposing 370-372 homes of 
which more than 200 will be at social rents. 
Once the housing needs of existing residents 
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this in order to help addressing the high 
waiting list for housing within the borough. 
Legislation requires RBKC to be in ‘general 
conformity’ with the London Plan. This 
planning application fails to meet this standard 
and does not provide very strong 
circumstances to require a different approach. 
In addition, RBKC has a statutory duty to 
contribute to the mitigation of, and adaptation 
to, climate change, given these plans fail on a 
number of design points highlighted to 
mitigate climate change impacts or meet CE5 
air quality policy, the Council has a statutory 
duty to ensure these deficiencies are 
addressed. 
These plans fail to meet the London Plan 
2021 in several areas along with reference to 
relevant local RBKC policies, it should also be 
note these plans are in contradiction to current 
Environmental Plans being consulted on and 
do not support the councils commitment to net 
zero or the commitments made in declaring a 
climate emergency. 
These issues have been raised in detail with 
the council yet it has failed to reference this in 
the local plan. 

is met the Council may be able to nominate to 
more than a 100 community homes.  . 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3 Kensington & 
Chelsea Citizens 

P, J, E, C, 
L  

 There needs to be genuine consultation and 
co-design with the community. We are aware 

Noted. Further phases will require controls 
required by GB11 and GB12 regarding flood 
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Advice (Arantxa 
Gaba) 

of many residents who are in temporary 
accommodation waiting to be rehoused 
permanently. There has been a failure to deal 
with flooding after redevelopment and no 
further development should be permitted 
without this issue being dealt and proper co-
design with the affected community. 

risk and surface water management. Due to 
restrictions in allowable surface water runoff, 
the redevelopment will contribute towards a 
reduction in flows into the combined sewer 
network. 

4 Kensington and 
Chelsea Social 
Council (Joe Batty) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 The site allocation is not positively prepared or 
justified. It has not been produced 
collaboratively with local residents, who in 
large numbers opposed the most recent 
planning application. Very little social rented 
housing is proposed, and though the Venture 
Community Centre and Athlone Gardens are 
to be “re-provided”, the rupture with the 
character of the existing community is severe. 
The community centre will not be in the same 
location and a large of trees are being felled. 
The needs of those who have lived on the 
estate in short life housing for the last 10 
years are being ignored. To make the policy 
sound, it must be redesigned through co-
production with local residents. 

The site has an outline permission from 2010 
with first phase complete and the second 
phase well progressed on-site. As such the 
scheme cannot be redesigned. In any case this 
is not a matter that the Local Plan can address, 
and site-specific consultation is undertaken 
including the Council organising a 
development forum where appropriate on 
planning applications. 
The Council has undertaken extensive 
consultation on the Local Plan itself. This is set 
out in the Consultation Statement. 

5 Molly Dineen P, J, E, C, 
L 

 An existing well built, well landscaped estate 
of long term residents was demolished and 
replaced with a developer vision of dwellings 
and accordingly expensive retail/ catering 

Part D of the Policy SA5 explicitly recognises 
the rights of existing communities to remain 
housed on the estate, stating: “An integrated 
community, where current tenants who want to 
remain at the Wornington Green Estate will be 
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outlets. The policy should recognise the rights 
of existing communities to remain housed. 

guaranteed a new home on the new 
development and the vast majority of residents 
should only have to move once.”  

6 Natasha Langridge 
(self) and obo 
other Wornington 
Green residents 
(Natasha 
Langridge) 

  There is very little new social housing being 
built as part of the new Portobello Square. 
And even the name Wornington Green is 
being erased as part of this ‘regeneration’. 
Social housing flats and houses are being 
replaced with much smaller and badly made 
units while only 8 new social housing units are 
being created. The rest are for market salet or 
‘affordable’- not affordable to anyone in our 
community.  
No one wants a tower block built on Ladbroke 
Grove. No one wants even more trees cut 
down on Wornington rd. No one wants more 
rds. Althone Gardens has been barely usable 
and has few trees left. No one wants to live 
through another ten years of noise and 
pollution. No one wants to be forced from their 
home into a smaller and badly made flat. No 
one wants Venture Community Association to 
be moved from Wornington Rd to Ladbroke 
Grove. No one has been consulted properly-
the so called residents steering group led by 
Newman Francis is a sham. None of the 
consultations have been properly attended 
because residents know they are never 

The Hybrid Consent for Wornington Green 
redevelopment secured approval for ‘up to 
1,000 units’. The associated Section 106 
agreement requires delivery of the following 
affordable housing provision: 
- A minimum of 538 social rent or 1,625 

habitable rooms; and 
- A minimum of 30 shared ownership units. 

 
The original Wornington Green estate 
consisted of 538 residential dwellings, all of 
which were affordable, social rented homes. 
183 affordable homes were re-provided in 
phase 1, 174 of which were social rent. 179 
affordable homes were then delivered in phase 
2, 166 of which were social rent. The current 
application is proposing 370-372 homes of 
which more than 200 will be at social rents. 
Once the housing needs of existing residents 
is met the Council may be able to nominate to 
more than a 100 community homes. In total all 
the social rented homes have been provided. 
 
The estate is not owned by the Council and 
legally the Council is required to assess any 
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listened to. And the community have never 
been consulted about the future of Venture.  
The regeneration should be halted. It has 
made residents lives a misery for more than 
ten years. The Master Plan should be 
abandoned. Residents should now be brought 
in and properly facilitated to co design their 
estate from now on.  
Short life housing co operatives including St 
Marks who have been living on the estate 
since 2011 should not be abandoned to 
homelessness but given the same rights as 
social housing tenants and rehoused just like 
everyone else who is forced to move out for 
demolition. 

planning application that is submitted using 
development plan policies to determine it.  
 

7 Notting Hill and 
North Kensington 
Liberal Democrats 
(Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

  Noted. 

8 RBKC Labour 
Group of 
Councillors (Emma 
Dent Coad) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Having worked on this from its inception, I can 
say that from day one residents and 
councillors have been hoodwinked, plans 
misrepresented and the result is dire and a 
total embarrassment in what was supposed to 
be 'a conservation zone of the future'.  

Comment noted. 
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The destruction of 250 trees, the plans for a 
soul-less park replacement for the well-loved 
Athlone Gardens, and the final insult of the 
tower at the north end of this aberration is a 
shameful realisation of plans that were 
supposed to be resident-friendly and would 
accommodate growing families.  
This is a disastrous development, poorly 
constructed and anti-community - the least to 
be said without serious offence. 

9 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it 
are very persuasive. 

Support noted. 

10 Thames Water 
Utilities Limited 
(Chris Colloff) 

  Water response 
The scale of development/s in this catchment 
is likely to require upgrades of the water 
supply network infrastructure. It is 
recommended that the Developer and the 
Local Planning Authority liaise with Thames 
Water at the earliest opportunity to agree a 
housing phasing plan. 1Failure to liaise with 
Thames Water will increase the risk of 
planning conditions being sought at the 
application stage to control the phasing of 
development in order to ensure that any 
necessary infrastructure upgrades are 
delivered ahead of the occupation of 

Noted. The importance of contacting Thames 
Water is set out in the supporting text for Policy 
GB13. 
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development. The housing phasing plan 
should determine what phasing may be 
required to ensure development does not 
outpace delivery of essential network 
upgrades to accommodate future 
development/s in this catchment. The 
developer can request information on network 
infrastructure by visiting the Thames Water 
website 
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Develop
ing-a-large-site/Planning-your-development. 
Waste response 
The wastewater network capacity in this area 
may be unable to support the demand 
anticipated from this development. Local 
upgrades to the existing drainage 
infrastructure may be required to ensure 
sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of 
the development. Where there is a potential 
wastewater network capacity constraint, the 
developer should liaise with Thames Water to 
determine whether a detailed drainage 
strategy informing what infrastructure is 
required, where, when and how it will be 
delivered is required. The detailed drainage 
strategy should be submitted with the 
planning application 

https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-large-site/Planning-your-development
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-large-site/Planning-your-development
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11 TRA Travellers 
Site Stable Way 
(Patrick Joseph 
O'Donnell) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Phase 3 proposes a number of buildings 
between 8-15 storeys high - these are simply 
too high. They are not in keeping with other 
building heights and will leave many with 
compromised access to light, create wind 
tunnels. 
The construction phase will compromise local 
air quality. 

Comment noted. 
The draft policy does not specify the building 
heights, or identify the site as a suitable 
location for a tall building over 30 m.  

12 Wornington Trees 
(Sam Dodgshon) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 These are buildings being demolished before 
their lifespan was complete, trees being felled 
and not replaced, and green spaces being 
taken away from the community. It is an 
outrage that Wornington Green has been 
allowed to be redeveloped in this way, and the 
development which has begun to replace it is 
soul-less, cheap, and not built to last. 
Wornington Green is not a suitable site for 
buildings of the heights previously and 
currently proposed, which would 
fundamentally change the character of historic 
and internationally recognised Portobello 
Road with the construction of a tower block. 
The buildings proposed are not of good 
architectural quality and make no effort to fit in 
with the surrounding area or what proceeded 
it, and with buildings are being demolished 
before their lifespan. The urban greening in 
the site has been poor, and the reconnection 

Comment noted.  
The site has outline planning permission from 
2010. The site allocation is indicating 
parameters for Phase 3 only. 
The draft policy does not specify the building 
heights, or identify the site as a suitable 
location for a tall building over 30 m. 
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of Wornington Road and Ladbroke Grove is 
very poorly considered and will only 
encourage through vehicular traffic on the 
estate. 
To designate the site allocation in the way that 
has been done has so far been a free pass for 
the council to approve the developers terrible 
decisions and forget about the interests and 
needs of the community they serve. We do 
not want to see this continue to happen in 
phase three. 

 
  



928 
 

Q81: SA6: Lots Road South  
Do you consider the site allocation to be... 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Chelsea Society 
(Paul Lever) 

  The proposed principles for the Lots Road 
South Employment Zone SA6: Lots Road 
South (page 252) do not properly reflect the 
policy set out in BC1. The site should not be 
characterised as mixed use. Rather, its 
development should be employment-led and 
designed to generate significantly more new 
business floorspace than the very modest 
figures quoted in paragraph D which would 
constitute only minimal improvement over 
what is there already. Paragraphs A – D 
should therefore be replaced by the following: 
“A. The development of the site will be 
employment-led and the priority will be to 
increase significantly the amount of floor 
space available for business use particularly 
in the form of design studios. 
B. A care home will be included. 
C. Residential units will be permitted insofar 
as they are linked to the business floorspace, 
thus permitting those who work there to live 
there. 
D. The amount of commercial floorspace 
(Class E and B8) and the proportion of that 
floorspace which will be business floorspace 
(Class E(g) or B8) remain to be determined 

The site is within an Employment Zone and the 
allocation requires a minimum quantum of 
commercial floorspace to preserve and, 
through redevelopment, modernise this space. 
The site allocation thereby ensures the 
contribution of the Employment Zone. 
The site was allocated in the 2019 Local Plan 
for “a mixed-use development to include 
residential and employment floorspace”, 
establishing the principle of residential uses on 
the site. The borough must meet housing 
delivery targets set by the Mayor of London in 
a context of limited development site 
opportunities due to the constrained and built-
up nature of the. The Council as local planning 
authority is required optimise the land use of a 
site subject to context. A mixed-use site 
allocation strikes the appropriate balance 
between enhancing the Employment Zone and 
housing need. 
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but will be significantly in excess of what is 
currently available. 
Dbis. The inclusion of any further residential 
accommodation will only be permitted if, and 
to the extent that, it is necessary to secure the 
achievement of paragraph D above.” 

2 Environment 
Agency (North 
London 
Sustainable 
Places) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

A site-specific FRA will be required to assess 
all sources of flooding on site. 
As part of the FRA we would expect the 
developer to demonstrate that any tidal flood 
defences along the Chelsea Creek can be 
raised in line with the TE2100 plan as required 
by Policy G11 of this Local Plan and Policy SI 
12 of the London Plan. 
To accomplish this, we would normally require 
a 16-metre buffer to be provided from the 
outer edge of these flood defences (including 
any buried elements such as any tie rods or 
anchor blocks). The applicant would also need 
to demonstrate that the design life of the flood 
defence is commensurate to the lifetime of the 
development as required by paragraphs 152 
to 173 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 
Please see our response to the Lots Road 
South draft design brief send on 4 March 
2022 for further information to consider. 

Noted. The Planning Constraints text for this 
site allocation will be strengthened accordingly. 
 
“An undeveloped buffer of at least 10m 
incorporating intertidal terracing will be 
required from the statutory flood defence line, 
to allow access for future flood defence raising, 
maintenance and betterment in line with the 
Thames Estuary 2100 Plan/Thames River 
Basin Management Plan. The submitted 
Flood Risk Assessment will also need to 
demonstrate that any tidal flood defences 
along the Chelsea Creek can be raised in 
line with the TE2100 plan as required by 
Policy G11 of this Local Plan and Policy SI 
12 of the London Plan and that the design 
life of the flood defence is commensurate to 
the lifetime of the development. A 16-metre 
buffer should be provided from the outer 
edge of these flood defences (including any 
buried elements such as any tie rods or 
anchor blocks).” 
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3 GLA (Hassan 
Ahmed) 

  As the allocation contains non-designated 
industrial sites, it should note and take into 
consideration Policy E7 part C of the LP2021. 
This makes it clear that mixed-use or 
residential development proposals on non-
designated industrial sites should only be 
supported where –there is no reasonable 
prospect of the site being used for the 
industrial and related purposes set out in Part 
A of Policy E4 of the LP2021; it has been 
allocated in a Local Development Plan 
Document for residential or mixed-use 
development; or industrial, storage or 
distribution floorspace is provided as part of 
mixed-use intensification. The allocation could 
also take a positive approach towards those 
industrial uses that should take priority due to 
the borough’s location in the CSA as set out in 
paragraph 6.4.7 of the LP2021. 

Noted. The site was allocated in the 2019 
Local Plan for “a mixed-use development to 
include residential and employment 
floorspace”, establishing the principle of 
residential uses on the site. The borough must 
meet housing delivery targets set by the Mayor 
of London in a context of limited development 
site opportunities due to the constrained and 
built-up nature of the. The Council as local 
planning authority is required optimise the land 
use of a site subject to context. A mixed use 
site allocation strikes the appropriate balance 
between enhancing the Employment Zone and 
housing need. Criterion 2 of London Plan 
Policy E7 Part C applies. 
 

4 London Borough of 
Hammersmith and 
Fulham (David 
Woodward) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

As raised in our response to the Regulation 
18 consultation, the justification for increasing 
the number of extra care units on the previous 
2019 policy remains unclear. It is also unclear 
what is meant by the term ‘affordable extra 
care units’ as ‘affordability’ is defined by the 
level of care provided at the facility (set at a 
rate determined by the registered care 
provider). It is unclear how the aspect of the 
policy will be achieved. 

The figure of 65 affordable extra care homes 
reflects the need in the south of the borough as 
informed by the Council’s Adult Social Care 
Team and is an optimum number of units for 
efficient operation of a care facility.  
The policy requirement for the extra care units 
to be affordable means that the overall 
affordable housing element of any 
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development proposal must include 65 extra 
care units.  

5 Lots Road 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Richard 
Jacques) 

  The proposed land use for SA6 is stated as: 
• A minimum of 100 new gross residential 
(C3) units.  
• A minimum of 65 gross affordable extra care 
units.  
• A minimum of 4,000 sq m (GIA) of 
commercial floorspace (Class E and B8) of 
which at least 3,000 sq m will be business 
floorspace (Class E(g) or B8).  
Such an allocation again does not reflect or 
respond to the public consultation where 19 
comments were received, with the quantum of 
residential development proposed and its 
impact on the Employment Zone designation 
being the most significant issue raised. Nine 
respondents, including the Chelsea Society 
and a number of local residents, opposed the 
idea of a residential-led development on this 
site, stating that the balance of commercial to 
residential is inappropriate for a site in an 
Employment Zone. It was argued that a 
greater amount of commercial space should 
be provided, as well as affordable/key worker 
housing which would meet local housing 
needs rather than the proposal for an 
additional 100 C3 market housing units 
(providing for more empty apartments in 

Comments regarding the quantum of 
residential and employment floorspace in the 
site allocation were dealt with at the Regulation 
18 stage of the NLPR. The site is within an 
Employment Zone and the allocation requires 
a minimum quantum of commercial floorspace 
to preserve and, through redevelopment, 
modernise this space. The site allocation 
thereby ensures the contribution of the 
Employment Zone. 
The site was allocated in the 2019 Local Plan 
for “a mixed-use development to include 
residential and employment floorspace”, 
establishing the principle of residential uses on 
the site. The borough must meet housing 
delivery targets set by the Mayor of London in 
a context of limited development site 
opportunities due to the constrained and built-
up nature of the. The Council as local planning 
authority is required optimise the land use of a 
site subject to context. A mixed-use site 
allocation strikes the appropriate balance 
between enhancing the Employment Zone and 
housing need. 
The allocation relates only to land within the 
borough boundary. Although some of the land 
within the ownership of the Council falls 
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foreign ownership) and provided primarily to 
support the commercial viability of the 
proposals, following the acquisition of the site 
by the Council as developer. 
Site Definition and Development  
The NLPR describes the Lots Road South site 
as 1.21 ha. Not only is this an overstatement 
(the total combined site area is 0.9ha) but 
0.447 ha lies in Hammersmith and Fulham 
(LBHF). It is not possible to have a Local Plan 
(and within that umbrella, an SPD) 
incorporating land in the planning control of 
another planning authority. The decision of 
the RBKC ‘Leadership Team’ on 1st November 
2021, which endorsed the use and density of 
uses, considered the site and its development 
potential to include the land lying within LBHF. 
This has been carried through the various 
regulatory planning stages leading to a 
situation where the site area which may be 
considered in the formulation of a Local Plan, 
to be grossly overstated.  
To maintain planning control more latterly the 
proposed site accommodation is envisaged to 
be concentrated within the land lying within 
RBKC., leading to misleading statements 
about the proposals, its disposition, its heights 
and the density of development. 

outside the RBKC administrative boundary, 
new development on the site will be accessed 
from RBKC and is therefore likely to be 
counted within RBKC’s housing targets. 
 
Noted. A drafting error was made and will be 
corrected as follows as a minor modification: 
0.50 ha (land within RBKC, as shown on map) 
Total development site area including land 
0.71 ha within LBHF: 0.711.21 ha  
The capacity assessments carried out 
including the scenarios included in the RBKC 
Leadership Team paper November 2021 were 
based on the correct site area and therefore 
the site allocation quantum evidence base is 
not affected by this drafting error. 
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To justify this, the height of the local 
development in LBHF is cited as a precedent 
(even though RBKC objected to the proposed 
developments on the grounds of height and 
density). The local community objects to these 
existing and forthcoming high density 
residential developments due to the pressure 
on infrastructure and resources such as open 
spaces and transport, as well as their effect 
on townscape, and the Conservation Area 
immediately adjacent. 
Employment Use 
It was also noted that more thought should be 
given to the quality of commercial spaces 
provided, in order to provide multi-use space 
on not only the ground but also upper floors 
and thus attract wide range of businesses into 
the area, as envisaged in the development of 
the area as an employment generating 
creative arts centre (not a residential area with 
ground floor shops). It was stated there should 
be more emphasis on non-residential uses 
such as convenience shops, units for local 
traders as well as workshops, studios and 
offices relating to the development of the 
Employment Zone.  
Lastly, it was argued that the site allocation 
should be employment led and that any 
residential development should be limited to 
the minimum required to enable “a significant 
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uplift in both the quantity and the quality of the 
business use on the site”, as required by the 
approved 2019 Local Plan Policy.   
None of these concerns have been addressed 
in the current site allocation. An allocation that 
has attracted no support from the community 
and yet continues to be a persistent feature of 
the proposed Local Plan. 
Aside from the proposed land use of SA6, the 
draft Local Plan expresses a number of 
principles for the development of the site, 
including: 
• Building heights should respond to the 
principles in the Lots Road South Design Brief 
SPD with maximum heights within the range 
of 22 m to 34 m from ground level to the top of 
the building or 6 storeys to 10 storeys.  
• There should be a series of buildings along 
Lots Road with modest variation in form, that 
respects the scale of existing buildings on 
Lots Road.  
• The development should locate taller 
buildings away from Lots Road.  
These again fail to respond to the concerns 
raised in the Regulation 18 consultation 
process where 7 respondents found the 
proposed heights of buildings in this location 
inappropriate and lacking in robust 
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justification, citing potential negative impacts 
on the surround Lots Village Conservation 
Area and the ‘canyonisation’ of Lots Road. 
These principles are also contradictory, as 
any site inspection will reveal that it is a thin 
strip of land and buildings at these height will 
never be ‘away from Lots Road’ or respect the 
existing setting. 
This issue has been particular contentious for 
local residents and businesses, as the Section 
3.16 of the Regulation 18 Consultation 
claimed that these proposed heights ‘reflects 
the feedback already received through 
resident engagement’. This was a totally 
misleading statement, that was easily 
revealed by reading the reports of the resident 
engagement or speaking to any of the 
individuals who attended these sessions. 
What is clear is that residents and local 
businesses are completely opposed to 
building heights of this range. Buildings within 
this range would entirely overshadow the Lots 
Road, including sensitive buildings such as 
the Heatherley School of FineArt and the 
wider Lots Village Conservation Area. 
Given the treatment of SA6 we believe the 
new Local Plan should be found to be 
unsound and ineffective on the following 
grounds: 
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- RBKC has failed to correctly balance the 
wider needs of the Borough for a thriving 
Employment Zone with their policy (and 
commercial as developer of the site) interests 
in building new residential units. 
- RBKC has failed to take adequate account 
of the impact of their policies on the local 
community and failed to address legitimate 
concerns raised within the NLPR consultation 
process. 
- Given the current level of local opposition to 
the proposed site allocation, exacerbated by 
the actions of RBKC, any proposed 
development is likely to be frustrated by local 
action and will therefore not be effective in 
meeting RBKC stated policy objectives. 

6 Lots Village 
Residents 
Association (Kerry 
Davis-Head) 

P  It is unfair to cram more development into an 
area which has had major construction for 
several years. It has exactly the same 
infrastructure as before it all began, so to add 
more is simply inexcusable. 
The major topic within the NLPR for Lots 
Village Chelsea is the Lots Road South 
Project. Most of the dealings regarding this 
have been carried out under a cloak, or limited 
consultations have been so restricted in 
attendee number that we have to wonder if 

The site was allocated in the 2019 Local Plan 
for “a mixed use development to include 
residential and employment floorspace”, 
establishing the principle of residential uses on 
the site. The borough must meet housing 
delivery targets set by the Mayor of London in 
a context of limited development site 
opportunities due to the constrained and built-
up nature of the. The Council as local planning 
authority is required optimise the land use of a 
site subject to context. A mixed use site 
allocation strikes the appropriate balance 



937 
 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

there is a genuine wish by the Council to hear 
our views. 
Having read representations from various 
bodies we will not go into microscopic formal 
detail section by section of the total plan, 
instead we give you an emotive response, 
repeating views we have expressed during the 
journey of this Local Plan. We endorse the 
views of the Lots Road Neighbourhood Forum 
and the personal reps by our Committee 
Members. Such contributors have covered 
many areas eloquently so we do not aim to 
repeat these, such as the detailed technical 
comments regarding the Employment Zone. 
We do however we do have strong views on 
the following which we feel are very particular 
to Lots Village itself, and in particular to the 
Conservation Area and its immediate 
surrounds: 
CREMORNE WHARF. Surely there is a 
mistake in the text of the new plan? Having 
objected to the plans to build a monumental 
structure there (an important riverside 
location, a rarity) to facilitate waste personnel 
etc we were assured that this was not the 
plan. We were then under the assumption that 
Cremorne Wharf would be a new green 
space, albeit with access required by Tideway 
from time to time. The space would indeed be 
a whole NEW GREEN space, a mini riverside 

between enhancing the Employment Zone and 
housing need. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Cremorne Wharf is safeguarded for waste 
management purposes and so the creation of 
a green space or park here would need to be a 
meanwhile use.  
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park, the implication that this was some 
compensation for Lots Road South. Why did 
we spend our time on [the Council’s] mapping 
sessions? If we had known these were just 
pretend consultations we could have spent 
the time and effort elsewhere. Of course it will 
maintain its working wharf status, a waste 
management site will not fulfil this, unless the 
street cleaners come in by boat. The waste 
site has cropped up in almost every site in 
Lots Village, in Lots Road South, in Old Ferry 
Wharf, then in Cremorne Wharf. Where next?  
We have voiced this time and time again. We 
need NEW dedicated green open space due 
to the over development in and around Lots 
Village/thames Conservation Areas. 
Lockdown showed the parks were over used, 
the grass and flower beds could not cope with 
the traffic of feet, of balls, of dogs. We are 
surrounded by tall dense blocks who have no 
open space of their own, so they use our two 
green areas. Historically the estates over the 
border in Fulham use the parks as they have 
no space of their own. Worlds End use the 
parks over and above their own open space. 
To suggest that we will temporarily have a 
little token space which is then taken away 
surely is wrong.  
Although the area has been adequately 
covered we would like to reiterate our fears 
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regarding this development. We would say 
proposed but we fear that any planning 
application by the Council will be rubber 
stamped without listening to any comments. 
We are already overdeveloped, we need more 
green space rather than more buildings. If you 
are to permit office to resi (Plaza) then the 
number crunching for units in Lots Road 
South could surely be adjusted downwards 
and make a much ‘nicer’ development any 
Council would be proud to have developed. 
Will the views of the (limited) panel given 
monologues by the Development Partners be 
heard? Or was it simply a tick box exercise? 
We reiterate that we are concerned that an 
Employment Zone is seen to be able to 
accommodate so very much housing, surely 
this is a contradiction in the extreme? Will the 
commercial v residential mix be designed so 
well as to not cause conflict? Commercial bin 
emptying at 3am is not conducive to sleep, 
night deliveries with transport parking up and 
sleeping over is not the best for residents. 
Early Sunday morning deliveries, Auction 
house deliveries, cafe deliveries may all work 
in an Employment Zone but not in a 
Residential Zone.  
Why is everything shoehorned into the Lots 
Road Area or in or around Lots Village 
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Conservation Area? Take some element away 
from the Local Plan. 

7 Moni Red P, J, E, C, 
L 

  No comments made. 

8 National Grid 
(Avison Young) 
(Matt Verlander) 

  Following a review of the above Development 
Plan Document, we have identified that one or 
more proposed development sites are crossed 
or in close proximity to National Grid assets. 
Details of the sites affecting National Grid 
assets are provided below. 
SA6 – Lots Road South (See PDF attached 
for a detailed plan) 
Asset Description: 
0Kv Underground Cable route: KENSAL 
GREEN - WIMBLEDON 1 
Further Advice 
National Grid is happy to provide advice and 
guidance to the Council concerning their 
networks. If we can be of any assistance to 
you in providing informal comments in 
confidence during your policy development, 
please do not hesitate to contact us.  
To help ensure the continued safe operation 
of existing sites and equipment and to 
facilitate future infrastructure investment, 

Noted. 
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National Grid wishes to be involved in the 
preparation, alteration and review of plans 
and strategies which may affect their assets. 
Please remember to consult National Grid on 
any Development Plan Document (DPD) or 
site-specific proposals that could affect 
National Grid’s assets. 

9 RBKC Labour 
Group of 
Councillors (Emma 
Dent Coad) 

P, J, E, L  This is a huge site that should be developed 
for social housing only, alongside the care 
home that we were assured would be 
financed by the sale of the £75m 
Thamesbrook care home on Dovehouse 
Street.  
Providing a care home that has to be 'cost 
neutral' is a breach of this assurance and 
ensures yet more of our elders will be 
exported out of the borough. 
There has been very little consideration of 
flooding risk from Counter's Creek or indeed 
the river. Hearing 'there will be no 
accommodation at ground level' is not 
reassuring. 

Affordable extra care units are included in the 
site allocation. The affordable housing 
quantum is covered by Policy HO3 Community 
Housing. 
The site information included with the NLPR 
covers flood risk as a constraint and gives 
details of the assessments to submit with a 
planning application. This section is to be 
amended to provide further detail at the 
request of the Environment Agency. 

10 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Well considered and the reasons given for it 
are very persuasive. 

Noted. 
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11 Thames Water 
Utilities Limited 
(Chris Colloff) 

  Water response 
The scale of development/s in this catchment 
is likely to require upgrades of the water 
supply network infrastructure. It is 
recommended that the Developer and the 
Local Planning Authority liaise with Thames 
Water at the earliest opportunity to agree a 
housing phasing plan. Failure to liaise with 
Thames Water will increase the risk of 
planning conditions being sought at the 
application stage to control the phasing of 
development in order to ensure that any 
necessary infrastructure upgrades are 
delivered ahead of the occupation of 
development. The housing phasing plan 
should determine what phasing may be 
required to ensure development does not 
outpace delivery of essential network 
upgrades to accommodate future 
development/s in this catchment. The 
developer can request information on network 
infrastructure by visiting the Thames Water 
website 
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Develop
ing-a-large-site/Planning-your-development. 
Waste response 
The wastewater network capacity in this area 
may be unable to support the demand 
anticipated from this development. Local 

Noted. The importance of contacting Thames 
Water is set out in the supporting text for Policy 
GB13. 
 

https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-large-site/Planning-your-development
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-large-site/Planning-your-development
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upgrades to the existing drainage 
infrastructure may be required to ensure 
sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of 
the development. Where there is a potential 
wastewater network capacity constraint, the 
developer should liaise with Thames Water to 
determine whether a detailed drainage 
strategy informing what infrastructure is 
required, where, when and how it will be 
delivered is required. The detailed drainage 
strategy should be submitted with the 
planning application. 

12 West London Line 
Group (Mark 
Balaam) 

  We would hope that Plan's wording would 
support LBHF's desire to see a Crossrail 
station here and for this to be an interchange 
with the West London Line (comment 5 in our 
email dated 22 December 2022), given the 
benefits it could bring to residents and 
businesses and other organisations in the 
area. 

The decision for a new station is not something 
that the Council can make. The scale of this 
site allocation is not sufficient to trigger the 
need for a new station. 
The safeguarded route for Crossrail 2 does not 
pass close to Lots Road.  
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Do you consider the site allocation to be... 
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1 Kensington and 
Chelsea Social 
Council (Joe Batty) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 This site allocation is unsound as its impact 
has not taken into account the well evidenced 
needs of the Grade II listed Trellick Tower, the 
Cheltenham estate and the local Golborne 
Road neighbourhood. These are of 
townscape interest and cultural standing. This 
is not an appropriate location for further tall 
buildings. 
The policy should state that appropriate 
heights for development in this area must be 
agreed through a co-design process with the 
community. This should include consideration 
of the Trellick triangle as a conservation area. 

As stated in paragraph 10.21 of the Publication 
Policies, “The actual heights within these 
parameters are subject to further testing and 
can only be established through detailed 
design following close engagement with the 
residents.” 

Trellick Tower is Grade II* listed. The listed 
status of Trellick Tower means that any 
planning application will be considered having 
regard to statutory duties regarding listed 
buildings and their setting. This affords greater 
protection than buildings in a conservation 
area. 

2 Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

J P 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) 

Trellick Tower is Grade II* listed. The listed 
status of Trellick Tower means that any 
planning application will be considered having 
regard to statutory duties regarding listed 
buildings and their setting. 

3 Mark Macleod P, J, E  Comment: Suggested changes were 
submitted and published in Regulation 18, 
Appx 7 Page 448, but some have not yet 

SA7 E – noted. The Council will support a 
main modification to SA7 E to include the 
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been noted. The Council respondent 
highlighted in red, but missed a key proposed 
amendment at E. that describes the site more 
accurately. Any design must consider the 
context of the whole estate and its variety of 
typologies and materiality. 
SA7 E. A suitable setting for the designated 
heritage assets including the Grade II* listed 
Trellick Tower and Grade II listed Cheltenham 
Estate  
Comment: The Council’s amendments are 
therefore also inaccurate. A description is 
offered below as the site’s heritage and 
history of demolitions is significant to any 
proposed schemes: 
10.20 The site encompasses the former 
Edenham Care Home and is within the 
Cheltenham estate, a set of mixed-use blocks 
A to E. Trellick Tower comprises Blocks A and 
B which front on to the northern end of 
Golborne Road, and the Golborne Road 
(North) neighbourhood shopping centre. 
Blocks C and E are of different typology, and 
yet another typology of terraced houses are 
designated as block E. The Edenham Care 
Home, previously an integral part of the 
estate, was demolished in 2008, and it is 
currently being used as a temporary coach 
park. The parking garage and podium 
adjoining Trellick Tower was demolished to 40 

words and Grade II listed Cheltenham 
Estate.  
The site description at paragraph 10.20 is 
considered adequate for the purposes of the 
Local Plan. These can be more detailed at the 
planning application stage. 
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percent its original design. The original wall 
enclosing the football pitch to the disused 
pedestrian ramp structure which formerly 
connected to the podium has been in use for 
more than 3 decades as a graffiti art surface. 
Comment: Placing residences below ground 
level, at the level of the former parking garage 
and service routes, seems inappropriate in 
this context, but robust public engagement 
and co-design will determine what would be 
suitable. 

4 Notting Hill and 
North Kensington 
Liberal Democrats 
(Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

  Noted. 

5 RBKC Labour 
Group of 
Councillors (Emma 
Dent Coad) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Trellick Tower is an internationally recognised 
architectural icon, any plan that would obstruct 
the famous facade would be a disaster. 
Residents want new homes there, plus green 
space and work units, these could be planned 
as low to mid-rise high density.  
The years of failed planning here goes back to 
2006 when the decision to demolish the only 
Goldfinger designed care home was made. 
This site merits something better, that caters 

Trellick Tower is Grade II* listed. The listed 
status of Trellick Tower means that any 
planning application will be considered having 
regard to statutory duties regarding listed 
buildings and their setting. This affords greater 
protection than buildings in a conservation 
area. 

Paragraph 10.21 of the Publication Policies, 
“The actual heights within these parameters 
are subject to further testing and can only be 
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for local housing need while not destroying 
aspects of this world-wide icon. 

established through detailed design following 
close engagement with the residents.” 
 

6 Silvera Williams   We do not think the current proposal takes 
into consideration all the varied constraints of 
the site - especially the heritage, cultural, and 
social value of the existing estate (which is 
already of a reasonably high density). No 
mention has been made of the context of the 
Cheltenham Estate in this document; 
reference is only made to Trellick Tower in the 
policy text. 
It is not clear how the site redline is defined 
and why it has been extended beyond the 
former care home site. There should be no 
development that destroys any part of the 
Grade II Listed Cheltenham Estate, 
particularly given the council’s repeated 
assertions during the failed design process for 
this site that this development should be in 
line with Goldfinger’s vision. 
It has not been made clear how the number of 
homes stipulated for this site has been 
reached. And it has at no point been made 
clear what tenure mix is envisaged for this site 
as this will significantly impact the density and 
massing (I.e 60 one bedroom dwellings will of 

The Council will support a main 
modification to SA7 E to include the words 
and Grade II listed Cheltenham Estate. This 
is a factual addition. 
 
 
 
 
The site has been identified as a site allocation 
for many years and the red line boundary has 
not changed from the current Local Plan 2019 
site allocation Policy CA3 (page 73). 
There is no proposal to demolish any part of 
Grade II listed Cheltenham Estate. 
 
The number of homes reflect the current Local 
Plan 2019 site allocation Policy CA3 (page 73). 
The bedroom size mix for all developments 
needs to reflect the mix identified in the latest 
evidence of need as set out in the Local 
Housing Needs Assessment, September 
2022 (Full Report). This is replicated in the 

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/media/documents/Local%20plan%202019%20%28full%20document%29.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149422021.1/PDF/-/03%20Local%20Housing%20Needs%20Assessment%20Update%20Full%20Report%20Sep%2022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149422021.1/PDF/-/03%20Local%20Housing%20Needs%20Assessment%20Update%20Full%20Report%20Sep%2022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149422021.1/PDF/-/03%20Local%20Housing%20Needs%20Assessment%20Update%20Full%20Report%20Sep%2022.pdf
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course take up less space than 60 family 
homes). 
A number of ‘outdoor spaces’ are already 
provided across the estate. Any additional 
outdoor space or 'public realm' improvements 
(above what is already present) has to fit 
within the requirements, be that policy- or 
design-based. 
 
 
 
The council have not provided clear 
justification for the removal of the existing ball 
court (which forms part of the listed status of 
the estate). The policy conditions being 
proposed for this site constrains development 
to a scheme which is of too high density to be 
a cohesive addition to the estate. 
The developer will need to actively work with 
the graffiti community to devise a proposal 
that does not completely destroy the cultural 
heritage of that part of the estate. 
Any development facing or adjacent to the 
service area for the tower would have to be 
very carefully thought out so not to place 
those homes, and their residents, in conflict 
with the existing use of that space (deliveries, 

supporting text of Publication Policy HO4 
Tables 3.1 and 3.2. 
 
Noted. 
 
A minimum of 60 homes is not considered high 
density. The detailed design following close 
engagement with residents as noted in 
paragraph 10.21 will inform the height and 
massing of the scheme in due course. 
 
 
NLPR Policy SI1 will protect sports uses and 
the details will be determined as part of site 
specific work with the community.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. The comments will be very useful at a 
later stage when a detailed design is being 
considered. The site allocation itself signals 
that the site is suitable for residential 
development of a scale that can accommodate 
a minimum of 60 homes with detailed design 
subject to close engagement with the 
residents. 
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waste collection, emergency service access 
etc). 
The council attempted to push through 
undesirable development of the site 
previously. They override current planning 
policy in the form of the 2009 SPD and the 
Trellick/Edenham SPD in 2015. Their 
proposals received opposition and they have 
retracted their proposals, despite threats that 
they would be pushed though regardless of 
the results of the consultation process. 
I hope the current consultation on the NLP 
and site specific consultation will lead to a 
genuine reconsideration of the many varied 
constraints which will impact on the 
development proposal to make a suitable 
addition to the existing estate. I also hope that 
residents can be actively involved in this 
redesign process so we can reach a proposal 
that will successfully deliver for all.  
The policy proposal for this site has not, 
despite the controversy surrounding the 
previous attempts to force through unsuitable 
and ill thought out development on the estate, 
reassured us that the council has adapted its 
view or treatment of its residents in this 
matter. There remains the very real risk that 
this policy will just support the council’s 
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attempt to push through a similar scheme 
under a new guise. 
The crux of this whole process and the policy 
framework is that the complexity of its 
presentation and language, combined with the 
lack of meaningful detail and clarity with 
regard to specific policies, leads to the 
possibility of varied and conflicting 
interpretations, by residents, designers, 
developers and planning officers, and this 
does not support successful placemaking. 
It could set a wonderful precedent if this 
scheme met the council's stated policy to 
actively engage residents in the development 
of new homes in the borough, and hopefully 
could be something that will make a great 
addition to the area. Who knows, perhaps it 
could itself get listed in the future? 

7 Sport England 
(Mark Furnish) 

  SA7 Denham Way  
There is a ball court within the site allocation 
area which must be identified as surplus if it is 
not replaced for this policy to align with 
National Policy (NPPF, paragraph 99). Since 
this has not been robustly demonstrated this 
policy could be considered unsound unless it 
specifically states that the ball court would be 
protected or replaced. 

 
 
The Local Plan must be read as a whole as all 
other relevant policies in the Local Plan apply 
to site allocation. 
 
NLPR Policy SI1 will protect sports uses and 
the details will be determined as part of site 
specific work with the community.  
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8 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it 
are very persuasive. 

Support noted. 

9 Thames Water 
Utilities Limited 
(Chris Colloff) 

  Water response 
On the information available to date we do not 
envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 
water supply network infrastructure in relation 
to this development/s. It is recommended that 
the Developer and the Local Planning 
Authority liaise with Thames Water at the 
earliest opportunity to advise of the 
developments phasing. Please contact 
Thames Water Development Planning, either 
by email 
Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk tel: 
02035779998 or in writing Thames Water 
Utilities Ltd, Maple Lodge STW, Denham 
Way, Rickmansworth, Hertfordshire, WD3 
9SQ 
Waste response 
On the information available to date we do not 
envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 
wastewater networks in relation to this 
development/s. It is recommended that the 
Developer and the Local Planning Authority 
liaise with Thames Water at the earliest 
opportunity to advise of the developments 
phasing. Please contact Thames Water 

 Noted. The importance of contacting Thames 
Water is set out in the supporting text for Policy 
GB13. 

mailto:Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk
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Development Planning, either by email 
Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk tel: 
02035779998 or in writing Thames Water 
Utilities Ltd, Maple Lodge STW, Denham 
Way, Rickmansworth, Hertfordshire, WD3 
9SQ 

 
  

mailto:Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk
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Do you consider the site allocation to be... 
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1 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it 
are very persuasive. 

Support noted. 

2 Thames Water 
Utilities Limited 
(Chris Colloff) 

  Water response 
On the information available to date we do not 
envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 
water supply network infrastructure in relation 
to this development/s. It is recommended that 
the Developer and the Local Planning 
Authority liaise with Thames Water at the 
earliest opportunity to advise of the 
developments phasing. Please contact 
Thames Water Development Planning, either 
by email 
Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk tel: 
02035779998 or in writing Thames Water 
Utilities Ltd, Maple Lodge STW, Denham 
Way, Rickmansworth, Hertfordshire, WD3 
9SQ 
 
Waste response 
On the information available to date we do not 
envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 

Noted. The importance of contacting Thames 
Water is set out in the supporting text for Policy 
GB13. 

mailto:Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk
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wastewater networks in relation to this 
development/s. It is recommended that the 
Developer and the Local Planning Authority 
liaise with Thames Water at the earliest 
opportunity to advise of the developments 
phasing. Please contact Thames Water 
Development Planning, either by email 
Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk tel: 
02035779998 or in writing Thames Water 
Utilities Ltd, Maple Lodge STW, Denham 
Way, Rickmansworth, Hertfordshire, WD3 
9SQ 

3 West London Line 
Group (Mark 
Balaam) 

P  We would hope that Plan's wording would 
support at least passive provision for a 
Crossrail station here (comment 5 in our email 
dated 22 December 2022), given the benefits 
it could bring to residents and businesses and 
other organisations in the area. 

The site is covered by a Crossrail 2 
safeguarding direction. This has been 
identified as a constraint within the Site 
allocation that must be addressed when 
developing the site.  

 
  

mailto:Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk


955 
 

Q84: SA9: Units 1-14 Latimer Road Industrial Estate  
Do you consider the site allocation to be... 
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1 Environment 
Agency (North 
London 
Sustainable 
Places) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

The site lies in a Critical Drainage Area 
(identified by the RBKC). Any application must 
satisfy drainage requirements in line with 
Policy G12. 

Support noted.  
The Council will support a main 
modification to SA9 Site Information Table, 
Planning Constraints textbox to include the 
reference to Critical Drainage Area and 
requirement for a site-specific Flood Risk 
Assessment is required.  

2 GLA (Hassan 
Ahmed) 

  As the allocation contains non-designated 
industrial sites, it should note and take into 
consideration Policy E7 part C of the LP2021. 
This makes it clear that mixed-use or 
residential development proposals on non-
designated industrial sites should only be 
supported where – there is no reasonable 
prospect of the site being used for the  
industrial and related purposes set out in Part 
A of Policy E4 of the LP2021; it has been 
allocated in a Local Development Plan 
Document for residential or mixed-use 
development; or industrial, storage or 
distribution floorspace is provided as part of 
mixed-use intensification. The allocation could 
also take a positive approach towards those 
industrial uses that should take priority due to 

The most recent survey of the 14 units making 
up the “Latimer Road Industrial Estate” show 
that the term Industrial Estate is a misnomer, 
and that the uses have evolved significantly 
since its initial naming. The site is largely made 
up of recording studios, offices, a theatre, and 
retail/ wholesale operations. Unit 1, a vacant 
car repair workshops (an industrial use) 
benefits from a planning permission for a 
mixed uses E class/ residential use.   
 
The site is no longer “industrial” in nature. As 
such there is no longer a “reasonable prospect 
for the site being used for industrial uses,” and 
a requirement for intensification is neither 
appropriate nor reasonable. 
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the borough’s location in the CSA as set out in 
paragraph 6.4.7 of the LP2021. 

The description of the existing uses has been 
changed for clarity.  This is a minor 
modification. 
  
“Current uses:  
Offices, studios, retail, workshops, a 
theatre, light industrial and warehouse and 
storage use.” 
 
A proposal that does include the introduction of 
an industrial use in the Employment Zone 
would be supported by Policy BC1, even 
where this to be at the expanse of housing, but 
the Council recognises that this is unlikely to 
be forthcoming.   
 
This is confirmed by the SQWNP which 
considers these units and notes that, “rent 
levels of B1 floorspace in the street are 
insufficient to encourage the majority of 
building owners to refurbish and modernise 
this office space.”  This would be even more 
pronounced for lower value industrial 
premises.  
 
This reflects the adopted policy in the SQWMP 
which requires the retention of the existing 
commercial uses but supports residential uses 
on the upper floors.  These (high value) 
residential uses are necessary to bring the 
value to allow the redevelopment. 
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This is supported by the Council’s ELS which 
has considered the viability of different forms of 
development in the Employment Zones.  Even 
were the site primarily industrial in nature 
(which it is not) its concludes that any 
development which includes an uplift in 25% of 
floorspace, even where this includes an 
industrial / residential mix, will not be viable in 
this part of the borough. This will remain the 
case for an industrial/ residential mix of this 
size, even if the existing floorspace will equate 
to just 50% of the new floorspace. 
 

3 Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

 P, J, E While we support the proposed site allocation, 
we have reservations on viability given lack of 
amenities and low PTAL in the street. 

Support noted. 

4 RBKC Labour 
Group of 
Councillors (Emma 
Dent Coad) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 The needs and wishes of residents of Latimer 
Road have been consistently ignored or 
sidelined. They clearly wish for improvement 
in their road, and the need for new housing is 
clear. They do not want taller buildings with no 
relation to existing homes, and they are keen 
to keep some of the larger unit spaces that 
have encouraged arts and cultural businesses 
to settle there.  
Any focus on homes only, while ignoring the 
problems of traffic in this street, of waste 

Comment noted. 
Suitable building heights are limited to two 
options in the Latimer Road Design Code, for 
which the Council commissioned an 
independent assessment of the potential 
daylight/sunlight impacts of 4 massing 
scenarios of units 1 – 14 (options A, B, C and 
D) on neighbouring proprieties along the east 
side of Latimer Road.   
The Street Wide Design Principles Sections 
3.1 (Inclusive design, access and movement), 

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/media/documents/Latimer%20Road%20Design%20Code.pdf
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removal and general nuisance, would change 
the nature and character of the street which is 
a lively and active community, as evidenced 
by the recent setting up of the Latimer Road 
Preservation Group. 

3.3 (Frontage) and 3.4 (Servicing) were 
developed in such way to prevent potential 
issues of traffic and servicing and with the aim 
to create a guiding framework for accessible, 
well-designed public ream and streetscape. 

5 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

 P, J, E, C We consider that the ‘effectiveness’ of this site 
allocation has been improved by the 
adjustment to Policy B1 K (as noted earlier in 
this response). We still think that a housing 
trajectory which assumes 75 future new 
housing units in the airspace above Units 1-14 
may prove optimistic, given that only one of 
these 14 has achieved a redevelopment 
consent since 2016 (when the StQW 
Neighbourhood Plan opened up this option via 
a bespoke NP policy). 
Only 5-10 new homes are forecast from this 
Site Allocation in Years 1-5 of the Plan and 
this should be achievable (and indeed may 
already have been achieved at Unit 1). The 
Forum will remain involved in supporting high 
quality redevelopment of the remainder of 
these light industrial/warehouse units, while 
recognising that these properties are in 
separate ownerships with owners who may 
well wish to continue with their present use. 
The balance between residential and 
commercial floorspace values in Latimer Road 
continues to fluctuate, with recent demand for 

Support noted. 
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warehouse space for ‘last-mile’ delivery 
services. This demand may recede in 2023. 
Our evidence amassed over many years 
continues to show that redevelopment of Units 
1-14 is marginal in terms of financial viability. 
The factors which would most improve viability 
are: 
• Construction of the pedestrian cycle 
underpass to Wood Lane and access to the 
Central Line (as referred to under the 
Transport chapter) 
• An additional Overground on the West 
London Line at ‘Westway Circus’, even if this 
took the form of temporary platforms pending 
the opening of the Elizabeth Line at Old Oak 
Common station. 
The background to these two potential 
interventions is covered in the Transport 
section of this response. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The proposed Westway Circus station would 
be extremely costly and very difficult to deliver. 
Extensive new station infrastructure would be 
required.  

6 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it 
are very persuasive. 

Support noted. 

7 Thames Water 
Utilities Limited 
(Chris Colloff) 

  Water response 
On the information available to date we do not 
envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 
water supply network infrastructure in relation 

Noted. The importance of contacting Thames 
Water is set out in the supporting text for Policy 
GB13.  
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to this development/s. It is recommended that 
the Developer and the Local Planning 
Authority liaise with Thames Water at the 
earliest opportunity to advise of the 
developments phasing. Please contact 
Thames Water Development Planning, either 
by email Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk 
tel: 02035779998 or in writing Thames Water 
Utilities Ltd, Maple Lodge STW, Denham 
Way, Rickmansworth, Hertfordshire, WD3 
9SQ 
Waste response 
On the information available to date we do not 
envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 
wastewater networks in relation to this 
development/s. It is recommended that the 
Developer and the Local Planning Authority 
liaise with Thames Water at the earliest 
opportunity to advise of the developments 
phasing. Please contact Thames Water 
Development Planning, either by email 
Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk tel: 
02035779998 or in writing Thames Water 
Utilities Ltd, Maple Lodge STW, Denham 
Way, Rickmansworth, Hertfordshire, WD3 
9SQ 

8 TRA Travellers 
Site Stable Way 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 The new development by Noble Construction 
is too high.  

In preparation for the Latimer Road Design 
Code, the Council commissioned an 
independent assessment of the potential 

mailto:Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk
mailto:Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/media/documents/Latimer%20Road%20Design%20Code.pdf
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/media/documents/Latimer%20Road%20Design%20Code.pdf
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(Patrick Joseph 
O'Donnell) 

All new developments along the western side 
of Latimer Road will mean those on the 
eastern side will be subject to light poverty. 
New homes will change the character of the 
area which is home to a number of small 
businesses. There has not been enough 
consultation with the local community on this 
change of use. 

daylight/sunlight impacts of 4 massing 
scenarios of units 1 – 14 (options A, B, C and 
D) on neighbouring proprieties along the east 
side of Latimer Road.  
Following this assessment, option A (3 storeys 
with a setback 4th storey) and option B (4 
storeys with a setback 5th storey) were 
considered the most appropriate resulting in a 
very little impact on sunlight and daylight to the 
neighbouring properties, if any at all. These 
building heights principles are outlined in 
section 3.2 of the Design Code.   
The Latimer Road Design Code SPD was 
subject to a six-week public consultation 
between 8th April and 23rd May 2021. 
Comments submitted during this consultation 
and responses from the Council can be found 
following this link. 

9 West London Line 
Group (Mark 
Balaam) 

P  We would hope that Westway Circus station 
(comment 3 in our email dated 22 December 
2022) could be included in this part of the 
Plan, given its proposed location immediately 
adjacent to this site and the new benefits it 
could provide to local residents and 
businesses. 

It is understood that the TfL have not changed 
their opinion on the proposed Westway Circus 
Station dated back in 2015. The response by 
the Mayor to the West London Line Group on 
23/11/2015 states the following: 

“Due to the site's close proximity to existing 
London Underground (LU) stations at White 
City, Latimer Road and Ladbroke Grove and 
the Overground station at Shepherd's Bush, 

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/latimer-road-design-code-spd
https://www.london.gov.uk/questions/2015/3863
https://www.london.gov.uk/questions/2015/3863
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the case for a station at Westway Circus is not 
likely to be viable. The site is also a short 
distance away from the proposed Overground 
station at Old Oak Common.  

The benefits to people living and working in the 
area would be limited, as the additional call on 
West London line services would extend 
journey times to through passengers. This is 
unlikely to be justified by the additional 
demand generated by a new station.” 

Therefore, there is little ground to refer to the 
Westway Circus station in the wording of the 
policy. 

 
  



963 
 

Q85: SA10: Newcombe House  
Do you consider the site allocation to be... 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Gerald Eve - for 
Notting Hill Gate 
KCS ltd (Beth 
Hawkins) 

P, J, E, C  Having reviewed the current draft policy SA 10 
‘Newcombe House’, BAM and AG make the 
following comments and propose subsequent 
amendments. Overall, the policy should allow 
for flexibility given that there are two 
predominant land uses that could be delivered 
at the site, which result in very different 
requirements: 
1. Part A – BAM and AG are supportive of the 
amendment to part A of the policy, to include 
an ‘office led mixed use development’ which 
enables a flexible approach towards the 
predominant land use. This is considered 
wholly acceptable within a town centre, 
particularly Notting Hill Gate District Centre. 
BAM and AG are bringing forward a scheme 
with a significant office component and we 
note this fully aligns with the Council’s 
emerging vision for Notting Hill Gate, to 
support the centre becoming an even more 
important economic hub through the provision 
of different types of workspace. However, the 
requirement and implication of a commercially 
led scheme is very different to the premise of 
a residential-led scheme.  

Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Support for Part A noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



964 
 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

Therefore, it is important that flexibility is built 
into this site allocation, to ensure that the draft 
policy does not create unnecessary conflicts. 
This is further expanded under each of the 
headings of the draft policy.  
 
2. Part B - Given the existing 20 residential 
units on site do not meet the current space 
standard or other building and fire regulations, 
it is considered that the focus of the policy 
should be to ensure that the replacement of 
the existing floorspace, is with a range and 
mix of units which better meets the specific 
need of the Borough. In this context, we would 
suggest that the criterion is amended as 
follows “the existing residential floorspace on 
site, should be replaced with a mix of 
accommodation appropriate of meeting the 
housing needs of the borough”. 
 
3. Part C and D – BAM and AG are 
supportive of the wording of these parts of the 
draft policy as they support the vitality and 
viability of town centres. However, raise 
objection to the applicability of the affordable 
workspace policy given the site is located in a 
District Town Centre. This part of the 
representation is detailed under draft Policy 
BC3.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Part B The Local Plan should be read as a 
whole, and all relevant policies are not 
repeated in the site allocations. The proposed 
mix of homes is expected to be in line with the 
latest Council’s LHNA as set out in Policy HO4 
A and Tables 3.1 and 3.2.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Part C and D – Noted. Detailed response is 
provided under the representation for BC3 
policy.  
 
 
 
 
 
Part E – Evidence of need has been provided 
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4. Part E – As noted, a commercially led 
scheme is very different to a residential led 
scheme and whilst the delivery of a medical 
centre/GP surgery was secured through the 
extant consent, evidence needs to be 
provided to demonstrate that there is need for 
additional medical floorspace within the 
locality and not on the basis of replacing 
existing floorspace. It is clear that the 
provision of medical floorspace can be directly 
related to a residential led scheme, but in the 
context of a commercial led scheme it is not 
necessary and does not meet the tests as set 
out paragraph 57 of the NPPF. Therefore 
evidence needs to be provided to support this 
policy requirement.  
 
5. Part G – BAM and AG do not support the 
requirement for the inclusion of a dedicated 
space for a Farmer’s Market to return and 
operate within the draft allocation. This is due 
to the fact that this is a commercial activity, 
not a land use and this part of the policy is 
considered unsound on this basis. There is 
also no evidence base to specifically support 
the need for a dedicated space for the 
farmer’s market within this development. The 
Farmer’s Market has now relocated to Fox 
Primary School, so it is still operating within 
the locality. The applicant is open to the area 
of public space to be used for these types of 

and the site allocation process allows for land 
to be designated for particular use as opposed 
to provision being triggered as a result of policy 
response to a planning application. The 
evidence is available in the Site Allocations 
(SA3 – SA16) PFR (October 2022), 
“…Approximately 700 sqm of medical centre 
space formed part of the extant planning 
permission and was designed to respond to 
needs identified by the NHS West London 
Clinical Commissioning Group (CCG). The 
CCG has undertaken another exercise looking 
at the needs based on their patients list in the 
area. Initially the list was 18,000 patients but 
data cleaning to identify patients who no longer 
use the surgeries has been undertaken and 
the list is now 15,000 patients. 

5.8.10 The CCG have used the national 
guidance on Facilities for primary and 
community care services to cater to 15,000 
patients. This has identified a need for 
approximately 650 sq m GIA of floorspace 
dedicated to medical facility (see Appendix A).” 

Part G – As stated in the Site Allocations 
(SA3-SA16) PFR paragraph 5.8.12, “The 
Farmer’s Market has currently relocated to Fox 
Primary School and an application is being 
considered for it to operate from Fox Primary 
School for the next two years. There are no 
other known sites in the Notting Hill Gate area 
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uses as they create animation, however, 
consider it an unsound policy requirement. On 
this basis, it is requested that part G is  
removed from the draft policy entirely.  
 
6. Part J – As well as a change to the balance 
of land uses, BAM and AG are seeking to 
retain the existing structure of the tower and 
reclad rather than redevelop the site in its 
entirety. This has significant sustainability 
benefits in reducing any carbon footprint of 
the scheme overall, as well as reducing build 
time and ensuring deliverability of 
development on this key regeneration site. 
BAM and AG acknowledge that the extant 
consent sought to deliver step free access 
from street level to the southbound platform of 
the Circle and District Line of Notting Hill Gate 
Underground Station through new lifts and 
walkways partially within the site. However, 
the development approach is completely 
different for the retention of Newcombe 
Tower, which consequently means that the 
step free access cannot be delivered as part 
of the development. Therefore, the previous 
representations are reinforced, and we 
recommend that the wording of the policy is 
amended to include ‘Where feasible, the 
delivery of step free access from street level 
to the southbound platform of the Circle and 
District Line of Notting Hill Gate Underground 

where the Farmer’s Market could operate from. 
Therefore, the site allocation includes this 
criterion to enable the flexibility should the 
market need the space in the future.” If at the 
point of planning application it is demonstrated 
that the market is operating successfully at 
another location in the area, the criterion will 
not be applied rigidly.  
 
Part J – The Planning system allows for site 
specific circumstances to be taken into account 
at the planning application stage. Given the 
location and planning history of the site the 
requirement is appropriate. 
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Station through new lifts and walkways 
partially within the site’. 

2 Hillgate Village RA 
(Sam Dunkley) 

J, E P The existing planning approval, which the new 
owners have publicly stated is “not buildable”, 
must not be allowed to justify inappropriate 
features (on a “cherry picking” basis) for the 
new proposals in 2023. 

Comment noted. 

3 Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

J, E P 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 952 sq m. (GIA) (or 
1,075 sq m GEA) 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: 

Suggested amendments to Part E is based on 
the latest evidence of need from the NHS and 
it will be inappropriate to base it on the extant 
permission.  
As stated in the Site Allocations (SA3 – SA16) 
PFR (October 2022), “… Approximately 700 
sqm of medical centre space formed part of the 
extant planning permission and was designed 
to respond to needs identified by the NHS 
West London Clinical Commissioning Group 
(CCG). The CCG has undertaken another 
exercise looking at the needs based on their 
patients list in the area. Initially the list was 
18,000 patients but data cleaning to identify 
patients who no longer use the surgeries has 
been undertaken and the list is now 15,000 
patients. 

5.8.10 The CCG have used the national 
guidance on Facilities for primary and 
community care services to cater to 15,000 
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“a thoughtful architectural design that pays 
close attention to the special identity of 
Notting Hill Gate.” 

patients. This has identified a need for 
approximately 650 sq m GIA of floorspace 
dedicated to medical facility (see Appendix A).” 

Additional indent - The Local Plan should be 
read as a whole, and all relevant policies are 
not repeated in the site allocations. The 
requirement for high quality design is 
expressed in Policy CD2, Part A “Require all 
development to meet the highest standards of 
urban design and architectural quality, taking 
opportunities to improve the local area, its 
character, and the way it functions.” 

4 Notting Hill and 
North Kensington 
Liberal Democrats 
(Samuel 
Dodgshon) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

  Noted. 

5 RBKC Labour 
Group of 
Councillors (Emma 
Dent Coad) 

E P, J, C, L I repeat what our priorities are for major sites 
in K&C - they must address local need for 
existing residents in relation to housing, retail 
and services BEFORE catering for visitors 
and new residents. Unless this is prioritised, 
we are simply squeezing out local people - 
this applies to Hillgate Village just as much as 
to areas in N Ken and other deprived areas. 

Comment noted. 
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6 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it 
are very persuasive. 

Support noted. 

7 Thames Water 
Utilities Limited 
(Chris Colloff) 

  Water response 
On the information available to date we do not 
envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 
water supply network infrastructure in relation 
to this development/s. It is recommended that 
the Developer and the Local Planning 
Authority liaise with Thames Water at the 
earliest opportunity to advise of the 
developments phasing. Please contact 
Thames Water Development Planning, either 
by email 
Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk tel: 
02035779998 or in writing Thames Water 
Utilities Ltd, Maple Lodge STW, Denham 
Way, Rickmansworth, Hertfordshire, WD3 
9SQ 
Waste response 
On the information available to date we do not 
envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 
wastewater networks in relation to this 
development/s. It is recommended that the 
Developer and the Local Planning Authority 
liaise with Thames Water at the earliest 
opportunity to advise of the developments 
phasing. Please contact Thames Water 

Noted. The importance of contacting Thames 
Water is set out in the supporting text for Policy 
GB13.  

mailto:Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk
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Development Planning, either by email 
Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk tel: 
02035779998 or in writing Thames Water 
Utilities Ltd, Maple Lodge STW, Denham 
Way, Rickmansworth, Hertfordshire, WD3 
9SQ 

8 The Pembridge 
Association (Fiona 
Fleming-Brown) 

  SA10 Newcombe House site refers to a 
number of aims which largely reflect the 
previously consented to Brockton scheme but 
which do not reflect the commercial property 
cycle of 2023 especially for offices. This 
section should be revised. 
E. refers to a medical centre/GP surgery of 
650 sq m. but there is no public parking 
available at all on the current Beltane scheme 
and only 2 potential disabled bays achievable. 
The size of the facility should match its users 
needs and sick/disabled people frequently 
require proximate parking. 
F. envisages a public square but this is not a 
current feature of NHG and if it can only be 
achieved by massing on NHG and Kensington 
Church Street it represents a poor gain. The 
Royal Parks and Markets area and Town Hall 
site are closer to meeting these needs. 
G. the current Beltane scheme has no site 
space for a workable Farmers Market (any 
more than the earlier Brockton scheme did). 

Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
Part E – Parking facilities should be provided 
in line with the London Plan Policy T6 and 
taking into account the levels of existing and 
future public transport accessibility and 
connectivity. Appropriate disabled persons 
parking for Blue Badge holders should be 
provided as set out in London Plan Policy T6 .5 
Non-residential disabled persons parking. 
Part F – The Notting Hill Gate SPD sets out 
key development principles and guidelines for 
the whole Notting Hill Gate area, including 
Newcombe House. Improvements to public 
realm was identified as one of the key priorities 
for the area, which is reflected in the site 
allocation, including active frontages to the 
main streets. 

mailto:Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk
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Traders need vans for stock and immediate 
access to them which this site cannot supply 

Part G – As stated in the Site Allocations 
(SA3-SA16) PFR paragraph 5.8.12, “The 
Farmer’s Market has currently relocated to Fox 
Primary School and an application is being 
considered for it to operate from Fox Primary 
School for the next two years. There are no 
other known sites in the Notting Hill Gate area 
where the Farmer’s Market could operate from. 
Therefore, the site allocation includes this 
criterion to enable the flexibility should the 
market need the space in the future.” If at the 
point of a planning application it is 
demonstrated that the market is operating 
successfully at another location in the area, the 
criterion will not be applied rigidly.  
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1 Environment 
Agency (North 
London 
Sustainable 
Places) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

A site-specific FRA will be required to assess 
all sources of flooding on site. 
 
A preliminary risk assessment will be required 
as the site lies within a historic landfill area. 

While Policy GB11 applies, the Council will 
support a main modification to SA11 Site 
Information Table, Planning Constraints 
textbox to include the requirement for a 
site-specific Flood Risk Assessment to be 
consistent with the other site allocations 
Preliminary risk assessment is required by the 
Policy GB20 for all major development.  

2 Lots Village 
Residents 
Association (Kerry 
Davis-Head) 

P  If office to rest is permitted then the housing 
allocation should be reduced for the 
immediately surrounding area. It is unfair to 
squeeze more and more housing into the 
same area. 

Comment noted. In RBKC, Article 4 Direction 
has been recently introduced which requires 
planning permission for any change of use of 
an Class E use to residential within most of our 
higher order and smaller neighbourhood town 
centres.  
Due to the built-up nature of the borough, there 
are not many locations where development 
could take place and thus the allocation is 
considered appropriate. 

3 Savills on behalf of 
Commercial 
Estates Group 
(Kirsty Turner) 

  As part of the Regulation 18 stage 
Consultation, CEG made a case for the 
designation of Plaza, 535 King’s Road as an 
allocated site. We are therefore pleased that 

Support for allocating the site is noted. 
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as part of the Regulation 19 stage Draft 
Policies consultation this suggestion has been 
taken into account as per the below extract. 
 
Policy SA11 goes on to set out the 
requirements for the site, stating:  
A. ‘The site will deliver a high quality mixed-
use development.  

Land use 
B. Retention of the existing office / business 
use floorspace.  

C. A minimum of 28 (Class C3) residential 
units.  

Principles  
D. Provision of active retail frontages facing 
Lots Road and/King’s Road should be 
explored.  

Infrastructure and Planning Contributions  
E. Development will be liable to making 
planning contributions in accordance with the 
CIL Regulations and other relevant Local Plan 
policies and SPDs.’  

CEG fully support the allocation of the Site for 
mixed-use development, given the Site’s 
surrounding context which is typified by a 
variety of uses and has been identified by the 
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Council as being suitable for optimising 
development in order to create high quality, 
high-density mixed-use developments, 
including new homes and employment 
floorspace (e.g. Lots Road South). It is of 
particular note that the surrounding context 
has also seen an evolving skyline in recent 
years as a result of taller and denser 
developments along the railway line stretching 
from West Brompton down to Battersea 
Bridge including Lillie Square, the Earl’s Court 
Masterplan, and Fulham Gasworks.  
CEG also welcome the Council’s acceptance 
of the principle of residential uses on Site. 
However, it is considered that Part C’s target 
of a ‘A minimum of 28 (Class C3) residential 
uses.’ is too low, unjustified, and fails to reflect 
the site’s true potential to make a positive 
contribution towards housing delivery. It is 
therefore suggested that further analysis is 
conducted by the Council to ensure 
compliance with Paragraph 125 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework 2021 and 
Policy D3 of the London Plan 2021 in order 
that the Site’s capacity is appropriately 
optimised. Based on initial capacity studies we 
consider that the site is capable of 
accommodating at least 100 units, and 
therefore suggest that Part C is amended to 
state the following: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Part C –The policy sets out the minimum 
requirement for housing provision rather than 
setting out the maximum quantum. As stated in 
the Site Allocations (SA3-SA16) PFR, para 
5.9.7. “The proposed quantum of residential 
development is based on a high-level design 
led capacity assessment undertaken by the 
Council. The site is not identified as a suitable 
location for a tall building and falls within an 
area where a 21m height threshold applies. 
This height limit served as one of the main 
considerations when calculating potential 
additional capacity over and above the 
retained office use on the site. For the 
purposes of the site capacity exercise, a taller 
7 storey block to the northwest corner of the 
site (which would have 5-storeys of residential 
with 4 units per storey) and a 4-storey block to 
the northeast corner of the site (which would 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149448101.1/PDF/-/10%20Site%20Allocations%20_SA3-SA16_%20-%20Reg.%2019%20PFR.pdf


975 
 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

‘A minimum of 28 100 (Class C3) residential 
uses.’ 

Furthermore, we note an inconsistency 
between the policy wording and the site 
information table. While the policy allows for a 
“minimum of 28 homes”, the accompanying 
site information in the “Delivery” section solely 
states “28 homes”. We, therefore, suggest 
that the ‘Delivery’ section of the site 
information table is amended and updated to 
match the policy wording once further capacity 
analysis has been completed, to ensure 
consistency across the plan.  
In terms of height, it is considered that the 
allocation’s omission of details in this regard is 
remiss, inconsistent with the approach taken 
with other allocations in the draft plan, and 
should be rectified. The Site’s highly 
accessible location (Public Transport 
Accessibility Level 5-Very good) and 
brownfield status, in addition to the points 
made above, including the emergence of 
taller, denser buildings along the railway, 
demand that height parameters are included 
to ensure that appropriate, well designed 
development comes forward. 
CEG suggest that height parameters should 
be in the range of 8-15 storeys across the site, 
with the area suitable for greatest height 
identified nearest the railway and fronting 

have 2 storeys of residential with 4 units per 
storey) were assumed suitable, given the local 
and wider site constraints. This configuration 
would yield a total of 28 residential units and 
was taken as the minimum requirement for 
quantum of residential use on this site.” 

Noted. The delivery table and Appendix 1 
assume 28 minimum homes in-line with the 
site allocation. This is the approach taken 
throughout so we do not overestimate housing 
delivery. 
As per London Plan Policy D9 (B.2) the 
borough is required to specify appropriate 
building heights only for those locations and 
sites that have been identified suitable for tall 
buildings. Such locations are identified in 
Figure 4.4 in the NLPR (Regulation 19). The 
site is not identified as a suitable location for 
tall buildings and is located within area where a 
tall building is defined as 21m or more in 
height. Further detail on how these areas were 
determined can be found in Tall Buildings 
Threshold paper (October 2022). Therefore, 
suggested height parameters are not 
accepted.  
 
 
 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149422117.1/PDF/-/04%20Tall%20buildings%20threshold%20Oct%2022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149422117.1/PDF/-/04%20Tall%20buildings%20threshold%20Oct%2022.pdf
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King’s Road. These suggested height 
parameters would respect the existing context 
around the Lot’s Road South area, which has 
seen Chelsea Waterfront come forward at 25 
storeys in height. Furthermore, the suggested 
height parameters would also reflect the site’s 
immediate surrounding context, including 
developments such as the Earls Court 
Masterplan and Chelsea Creek which have a 
range of heights, the tallest being 19 storeys. 
This approach would ensure that development 
would be sensitive to the nearby heritage 
assets, but also reflect what is considered to 
be a “gateway”, not only into the Lots Road 
Employment Zone, but into the Borough itself, 
marking the boundary with the London 
Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham 
(LBHF).  
It is therefore suggested that the following 
wording is added to the “Principles” section of 
the policy: 
‘Principles  

D. Provision of active retail frontages facing 
Lots Road and/King’s Road should be 
explored. 

E. Building heights should fall within the range 
of 8 storeys to 15 storeys. 
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F. The development should locate taller 
buildings away from Lots Road.’ 
and the following wording is added prior to 
current paragraph 10.30: 
‘Building Heights 
10.30 This site is suitable for tall buildings and 
a maximum building height is expressed as a 
range to allow for a distribution and variation 
of heights across the site. The site is of a 
scale that it can accommodate a variety of 
building heights. The maximum height set out 
in Policy SA11 below is indicative only, is 
subject to further testing and may only be 
appropriate on part of the site.’ 

From a viability perspective and in order to 
meet the draft employment policy 
requirements (as set out in Policy BC1) 
regarding the retention or re-provision of the 
existing quantity of commercial floorspace on 
the Site, additional height will be required to 
optimise housing delivery.  
Furthermore, the site is adjacent to a section 
of Council owned land (the Council Depot) 
and it is considered that in this case, and for 
any other allocated sites which are adjacent to 
developable land, this should be appropriately 
recognised and reflected within the policy 
wording to ensure development is truly 
optimised. It is therefore suggested that the 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NLPR Policy CD1 F states, “Require a 
comprehensive approach to site layout and 
design including adjacent sites where these 
are suitable for redevelopment, resisting 
schemes which prejudice future development 
potential and/or quality.” The Local Plan should 
be read as a whole and all relevant policies are 
not repeated in the site allocations. 
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following wording is incorporated into the 
NLPR after current paragraph 10.5: 
‘In cases where site allocations are adjacent 
to developable land, this should be taken into 
consideration as part of future proposals in 
order to optimise development.’ 

Finally, we would like to highlight that between 
the Regulation 18 and Regulation 19 stage 
iterations of the Draft New Local Plan, CEG 
have sought to positively and proactively 
engage in formal pre-application discussions 
with Planning Policy and Development 
Management Officers at the Council. The 
client wishes to continue this dialogue in order 
to progress a planning application which 
optimises the site’s potential. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it 
are very persuasive. 

Support noted. 

5 Thames Water 
Utilities Limited 
(Chris Colloff) 

  Water response 
On the information available to date we do not 
envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 
water supply network infrastructure in relation 
to this development/s. It is recommended that 
the Developer and the Local Planning 
Authority liaise with Thames Water at the 
earliest opportunity to advise of the 

Noted. The importance of contacting Thames 
Water is set out in the supporting text for Policy 
GB13. 
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developments phasing. Please contact 
Thames Water Development Planning, either 
by email Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk 
tel: 02035779998 or in writing Thames Water 
Utilities Ltd, Maple Lodge STW, Denham 
Way, Rickmansworth, Hertfordshire, WD3 
9SQ 
Waste response 
On the information available to date we do not 
envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 
wastewater networks in relation to this 
development/s. It is recommended that the 
Developer and the Local Planning Authority 
liaise with Thames Water at the earliest 
opportunity to advise of the developments 
phasing. Please contact Thames Water 
Development Planning, either by email 
Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk tel: 
02035779998 or in writing Thames Water 
Utilities Ltd, Maple Lodge STW, Denham 
Way, Rickmansworth, Hertfordshire, WD3 
9SQ 

6 West London Line 
Group (Mark 
Balaam) 

P  We would hope that Plan's wording would 
support LBHF's desire to see a Crossrail 
station at Lots Road/Imperial Wharf and for 
this to be an interchange with the West 
London Line (comment 5 in our email dated 
22 December 2022), given the benefits it 

The safeguarded route for Crossrail 2 does not 
pass close to Lots Road. The Local Plan 
reflects the current safeguarding.  

mailto:Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk
mailto:Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk
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could bring to residents and businesses and 
other organisations in the area. 
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Small Sites 
Q87: SA12: Harrington Road Car Park  
Do you consider the site allocation to be... 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it 
are very persuasive. 

Support noted. 

2 Thames Water 
Utilities Limited 
(Chris Colloff) 

  Water response 
On the information available to date we do not 
envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 
water supply network infrastructure in relation 
to this development/s. It is recommended that 
the Developer and the Local Planning 
Authority liaise with Thames Water at the 
earliest opportunity to advise of the 
developments phasing. Please contact 
Thames Water Development Planning, either 
by email Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk 
tel: 02035779998 or in writing Thames Water 
Utilities Ltd, Maple Lodge STW, Denham 
Way, Rickmansworth, Hertfordshire, WD3 
9SQ 
 
Waste response 

Noted. 

mailto:Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk
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On the information available to date we do not 
envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 
wastewater networks in relation to this 
development/s. It is recommended that the 
Developer and the Local Planning Authority 
liaise with Thames Water at the earliest 
opportunity to advise of the developments 
phasing. Please contact Thames Water 
Development Planning, either by email 
Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk tel: 
02035779998 or in writing Thames Water 
Utilities Ltd, Maple Lodge STW, Denham 
Way, Rickmansworth, Hertfordshire, WD3 
9SQ 

 
  

mailto:Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk
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Q88: SA13: Emmanuel Kaye Building  
Do you consider the site allocation to be... 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Iceni Projects 
Limited For 
Imperial College 
London (William 
Clutton) 

  Imperial maintains an interest in the Ground 
Floor of the building, as well as part of the first 
floor, for medical research and development. 
This site is of great significance and 
importance to Imperial, as the base for the 
University’s National Heart and Lung Institute. 
Within this building, a significant amount of 
cardio-respiratory research is conducted, in 
conjunction with the nearby Brompton 
Hospital, the largest specialist heart and lung 
centre in the UK. This close proximity is 
essential for undertaking world-leading 
research that benefits children and adults with 
diseases such as cystic fibrosis.  
The need to retain and enhance this medical 
research floorspace, which is increasingly 
scarce, as part of any redevelopment of the 
Site is therefore of paramount importance. 
Furthermore, due to the vital work carried out 
by the Institute, there would be a need either 
to decant these operations to another site in 
close proximity to the hospital, or phase 
development on the site to allow the retention 
of this use during any future redevelopment of 
the Site. A cessation of these research 
functions, however temporary, would not be 

Comment noted. Given Imperial have an 
interest in the site, the decant while 
development is taking place as well as 
providing an uplift is something that can be 
negotiated with the landowner directly outside 
of the planning process. All allocations are 
expressed as a minimum and therefore an 
uplift in provision will also meet policy. 
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Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

feasible and this should be a consideration 
within this allocation.  
Whereas the wording has been changed to 
set a benchmark of the retention, as a 
minimum of the existing medical research 
facilities, this wording is vague and may not 
offer any greater scope for an uplift in medical 
research floorspace than the previous draft 
allocation.  
In a borough with such acknowledged 
constraints such as RBKC, this limits the 
scope in practical terms for any uplift to take 
place and there is a need for such floorspace 
as the Institution expands. In the five years to 
2020/21, student numbers at Imperial’s 
Faculty of Medicine have increased by 27% 
and this trajectory is only likely to be 
maintained going forward. This increase in 
student numbers is felt across all departments 
of the faculty of medicine and comes with the 
associated need for more staff and, invariably 
more floorspace. 
Consequently, Imperial remain reluctant to 
fully support the terms of the proposed 
allocation without firmer commitment to 
encouraging the uplift in medical research 
floorspace. We would propose the following 
amendment to the wording of this site 
allocation: 
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"As a minimum, retain existing Provide an 
uplift in medical research facility use class 
floorspace as part of any redevelopment, with 
the existing use retained on site or decanted 
during redevelopment." 

2 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it 
are very persuasive. 

Support noted. 

3 Thames Water 
Utilities Limited 
(Chris Colloff) 

  Water response 
On the information available to date we do not 
envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 
water supply network infrastructure in relation 
to this development/s. It is recommended that 
the Developer and the Local Planning 
Authority liaise with Thames Water at the 
earliest opportunity to advise of the 
developments phasing. Please contact 
Thames Water Development Planning, either 
by email Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk 
tel: 02035779998 or in writing Thames Water 
Utilities Ltd, Maple Lodge STW, Denham 
Way, Rickmansworth, Hertfordshire, WD3 
9SQ 
Waste response 
On the information available to date we do not 
envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 
wastewater networks in relation to this 

Noted. The importance of contacting Thames 
Water is set out in the supporting text for Policy 
GB13. 

mailto:Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk
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development/s. It is recommended that the 
Developer and the Local Planning Authority 
liaise with Thames Water at the earliest 
opportunity to advise of the developments 
phasing. Please contact Thames Water 
Development Planning, either by email 
Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk tel: 
02035779998 or in writing Thames Water 
Utilities Ltd, Maple Lodge STW, Denham 
Way, Rickmansworth, Hertfordshire, WD3 
9SQ 

 
  

mailto:Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk
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Q89: SA14: 142A Highlever Road  
Do you consider the site allocation to be... 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 St Quintin and 
Woodlands 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Henry 
Peterson) 

 P, J, E, C This site allocation for small-scale housing 
use was included in the StQW Neighbourhood 
Plan and has been in force since 2016. The 
property has been in the ownership of a family 
as a motor vehicle garage since the early 20th 
century. As yet the owners have not marketed 
the site for development. 

Support noted. 

2 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it 
are very persuasive. 

Support noted. 

3 Thames Water 
Utilities Limited 
(Chris Colloff) 

  Water response 
On the information available to date we do not 
envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 
water supply network infrastructure in relation 
to this development/s. It is recommended that 
the Developer and the Local Planning 
Authority liaise with Thames Water at the 
earliest opportunity to advise of the 
developments phasing. Please contact 
Thames Water Development Planning, either 
by email 
Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk tel: 
02035779998 or in writing Thames Water 

Noted. 

mailto:Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk
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Utilities Ltd, Maple Lodge STW, Denham 
Way, Rickmansworth, Hertfordshire, WD3 
9SQ 
Waste response  
On the information available to date we do not 
envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 
wastewater networks in relation to this 
development/s. It is recommended that the 
Developer and the Local Planning Authority 
liaise with Thames Water at the earliest 
opportunity to advise of the developments 
phasing. Please contact Thames Water 
Development Planning, either by email 
Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk tel: 
02035779998 or in writing Thames Water 
Utilities Ltd, Maple Lodge STW, Denham 
Way, Rickmansworth, Hertfordshire, WD3 
9SQ 

 
  

mailto:Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk
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Q90: SA15: Colebrook Court  
Do you consider the site allocation to be... 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it 
are very persuasive. 

Support noted. 

2 Thames Water 
Utilities Limited 
(Chris Colloff) 

  Water response 
On the information available to date we do not 
envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 
water supply network infrastructure in relation 
to this development/s. It is recommended that 
the Developer and the Local Planning 
Authority liaise with Thames Water at the 
earliest opportunity to advise of the 
developments phasing. Please contact 
Thames Water Development Planning, either 
by email 
Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk tel: 
02035779998 or in writing Thames Water 
Utilities Ltd, Maple Lodge STW, Denham 
Way, Rickmansworth, Hertfordshire, WD3 
9SQ 
 
Waste response 
On the information available to date we do not 
envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 

Noted. 

mailto:Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk
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wastewater networks in relation to this 
development/s. It is recommended that the 
Developer and the Local Planning Authority 
liaise with Thames Water at the earliest 
opportunity to advise of the developments 
phasing. Please contact Thames Water 
Development Planning, either by email 
Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk tel: 
02035779998 or in writing Thames Water 
Utilities Ltd, Maple Lodge STW, Denham 
Way, Rickmansworth, Hertfordshire, WD3 
9SQ 

 
  

mailto:Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk
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Q91: SA16 Holland Road Triangle  
Do you consider the site allocation to be... 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Kensington 
Society (Amanda 
Frame) 

J, E P 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 

The Local Plan should be read as a whole, and 
all relevant policies are not repeated in the site 
allocations. The public sector land requirement 
for 50% community housing is set out in NLPR 
Policy HO3 D and paragraph 3.30 and 3.31.  

2 RBKC Labour 
Group of 
Councillors (Emma 
Dent Coad) 

P, J , E, 
C, L 

 This site should not be built on until road 
traffic and accompanying air pollution levels 
have been reduced dramatically. This is one 
of the worst spots in W London for air 
pollution, there should not be housing built 
there.  
I understand this site is proposed as majority 
social housing - like some of the other sites 
next to the railway, main roads - all heavily 
polluted. 

Draft Policy GB6 C requires that “Major 
developments located in Air Quality Focus 
Areas (AQFAs), masterplans, development 
briefs and large-scale development proposals 
(that are subject to Environmental Impact 
Assessments) are required to deliver an ‘Air 
Quality Positive’ approach.” The site lies within 
an Air Quality Focus Area. 
There is no current proposal for the site. 

3 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it 
are very persuasive. 

Support noted. 
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4 Thames Water 
Utilities Limited 
(Chris Colloff) 

  Water response 
On the information available to date we do not 
envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 
water supply network infrastructure in relation 
to this development/s. It is recommended that 
the Developer and the Local Planning 
Authority liaise with Thames Water at the 
earliest opportunity to advise of the 
developments phasing. Please contact 
Thames Water Development Planning, either 
by email Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk 
tel: 02035779998 or in writing Thames Water 
Utilities Ltd, Maple Lodge STW, Denham 
Way, Rickmansworth, Hertfordshire, WD3 
9SQ 
Waste response 
On the information available to date we do not 
envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 
wastewater networks in relation to this 
development/s. It is recommended that the 
Developer and the Local Planning Authority 
liaise with Thames Water at the 
earliest opportunity to advise of the 
developments phasing. Please contact 
Thames Water Development Planning, either 
by email Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk 
tel: 02035779998 or in writing Thames Water 
Utilities Ltd, Maple Lodge STW, Denham 

Noted. 

mailto:Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk
mailto:Devcon.team@thameswater.co.uk
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Way, Rickmansworth, Hertfordshire, WD3 
9SQ 
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Other comments on Sites Allocations 
Q97: Any other comments (Pertaining to Allocations) 
 

Ref Respondent Name Response Comments 

1 CBRE UK (On behalf of 
Mrs Woodward, Mr 
Portman and Mrs 
Ruston) (Jonathan 
Stod... 

On behalf of our clients, Mrs Rosemary Woodward, 
Mr Rodney Portman and Mrs Judith Ruston, please 
find below a representation on the Regulation 19 
consultation for the New Local Plan Review (NLPR). 
This representation follows earlier representations 
promoting our clients site at 24 Elvaston Place, 
SW7 5NL ('the Site') as a small site allocation. 
Background 
The Site contains a five-storey building within a 
terrace of residential properties in Elvaston Place with 
similar design. The property lies within the 
Queensgate Conservation Area and measures 0.4 
acres area and has 5,600sqft floorspace over five 
floors. It could provide a minimum of five homes.  
The site was originally built for residential purposes 
but was purchased for use as a school in 1947 and 
has been used as such since then. In 2003, it was 
leased to an independent primary school and the new 
tenants required the use class to be confirmed which 
it was on 25 February 2003 when a certificate was 
issued for lawful development as a D1 school 
(CL/03/00472). That lease is still in force and the 
current tenant is a primary/kindergarten school 
owned by an education group (Duke's Education). 
However, the site is now surplus to their requirements 
and they vacated it in September 2021. It has been 

Comment noted.  
As previously noted in the Council Response to the 
representation during the Consultation Regulation 18, 
the site failed our assessment methodology as set out 
in the Site Allocations Paper (October 2022) citing the 
following reason for omission: “The site is in 
educational use which is considered social and 
community use and protected under the Local Plan 
Policy CK1. The site is within the Conservation Area 
and in this context doesn’t have capacity to 
accommodate additional housing, only the change of 
use.” 

Therefore, it is suggested that the development can be 
dealt with through the planning process and does not 
require allocation per se if the change of use will be 
found acceptable.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149440101.1/PDF/-/10%20Site%20Allocations%20Paper%20Oct%202022.pdf
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vacant since then but the lease is still in force and 
does not expire until July 2023 when it would be 
available for redevelopment. With the Sites future as 
school uncertain, the NLPR is a perfect opportunity to 
allocate the Site back to its original residential use and 
make a much needed contribution to 
RBKC's challenging housing target.  
Under the Regulation 18 consultation, RBKC declined 
to take this site forward as a small site allocation for 
the following reason: 
"The site is in educational use which is considered 
social and community use and protected under the 
Local Plan Policy CK1. The site is within the 
Conservation Area and in this context doesn't have 
capacity to accommodate additional housing, only the 
change of use". 
For the reasons below, we consider this approach 
unsound and that RBKC must seek to allocate further 
small Sites, including our clients, and relax its 
protection of social infrastructure and facilities to meet 
its objectively assessed housing needs. 
Housing Delivery 
Significantly boosting the supply of homes is a key 
priority of the NPPF. Policy H01 of the NLPR sets a 
minimum target of 4,480 homes to be delivered over 
ten years. A stepped housing trajectory is proposed 
whereby at least 1500 homes (300 per annum) are 
delivered in years 1-5 and at least 2,980 homes (596 
per annum) are delivered in years 6-10. 
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Whilst these ambitious targets are supported, RBKC 
lacks the housing supply to meet - let alone - exceed 
these targets. As set out in RBKC's Five Year Land 
Supply and Stepped Housing Trajectory (October 
2022) ('the Housing Evidence') evidence base 
document, RBKC have undersupplied housing since 
the London Plans adoption in 2021. RBKC have also 
significantly under delivered housing since the 
Housing Delivery Test (HDT) was introduced and 
a pattern of declining delivery is emerging. In 2019, 
2020 and 2021, completions were just 57%, 49% and 
43% of the requirement, respectively. The introduction 
of the 2020 HDT Action Plan has not stalled this 
decline. 
Given the above, the Housing Evidence concludes 
that the five year land supply target for RBKC is 1,954 
homes. This factors in undersupply since 2021 
(although a case could be made for a higher figure 
given under delivery in 2019 and 2020). The 1,954 
home target also includes the maximum 20% buffer 
required under the HDT where under delivery is 
particularly high. 
The Housing Evidence indicates a five year land 
supply of 2,207 homes, just 253 over the 1,954 homes 
required. The 2,207 home supply is heavily reliant on 
projected completions inexplicably increasing 
significantly and an allowance of 129 homes per 
annum from small sites from year four onwards. 
As the UK enters a recession that is already slowing 
housing starts, it is highly unlikely that the level of 
completions necessary to meet this five year housing 
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supply will be met, particularly against a backdrop of 
consistent under delivery. Recessions tend to also 
disproportionately impact the small housebuilders and 
sites that are required from year 4. On this basis, the 
small sites allowance may not be deliverable. 
Given the above, we do not consider that a five year 
land supply has been demonstrated and that supply 
from other sources, including through relaxing 
protection of social infrastructure and facilities, needs 
to be pursued. 
Social Infrastructure Protection 
There is a presumption against converting the existing 
educational use to new homes under policy CK1 of 
the adopted Local Plan/ policy SI 1 of the NLPR. For 
this reason, RBKC declined to allocate this site at Reg 
18 stage. 
We do not consider it appropriate to protect the 
existing primary school/nursery use on-site. The 
Local Infrastructure Delivery Plan Update (October 
2022) ('the IDP') prepared to support the NLPR 
demonstrates that there will be a decline in the 
primary school pupil population over the next five 
years and a surplus of primary school places across 
RBKC over the next 10 years (para. 9.5). The IDP 
also concludes that there are sufficient 
childcare facilities within RBKC (para. 9.47). This lack 
of demand was a key driver for our client vacating the 
premise in September 2021, well in advance of their 
lease finishing in July 2023. Therefore, there is no 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The site is designated as a social and community use 
in the new Local Plan. Draft Policy SI1 and the current 
adopted Policy CK1 have a sequential approach to 
existing social and community uses in the borough. 
The approach allows for site specific demonstration of 
why a social and community use is not viable. This is 
not something that has been/can be considered in as 
much detail in the Local Plan process and is best dealt 
with through a planning application process. The 
current policy is being largely carried forward as NLPR 
Policy SI1 C.  
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ongoing need for the primary school places that 
policies CK1 and Sl1 seek to protect.  
The existing building was built originally for residential 
use and is within an entirely residential street of 
near identical buildings. It cannot easily be converted 
to another social and community facility nor is it 
located in an appropriate town centre location. 
However, it is currently vacant and could be easily 
converted to new homes, consistent with the 
residential character of this part of the conservation 
area, within the first five years of the plan if so 
allocated. 
Summary 
Based on RBKC's Housing Evidence and past history 
of under delivery that will only be exacerbated by the 
oncoming recession, we do not consider that a five 
year housing supply has been robustly demonstrated. 
Supply from other sources, including through relaxing 
protection of social infrastructure and facilities, needs 
to be pursued. 
RBKC's IDP also concludes that there is no ongoing 
need for the primary and nursery school places that 
the Site could provide. The residential design and 
location of the Site makes it both difficult to convert to 
another form of social infrastructure and easily 
converted into homes within the first five years of the 
plan. 
In light of the above, the NLPR does not meet RBKC's 
objectively assessed needs and is therefore unsound. 
This could be remedied through the allocation of the 
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Site and other small sites to provide additional supply 
during the oncoming recession. 

2 DP9 for Native Land 
(Kensington Limited), 
TTLSouth Kensington 
Properties and ... 

Our comments on the NLPR 
We broadly welcome the changes made to the 
Regulation 19 Plan where these respond to our 
previous comments and support the ambition of the 
NLP to deliver good growth, optimise the development 
capacity of accessible brownfield sites, and meet and 
exceed housing targets. Our clients proposals would 
deliver all these, and other significant policy 
objectives, including the delivery of step free access 
to South Kensington Station. However, we would 
make the following further comments which should be 
read in conjunction with our previous comments and 
any separate representations submitted by TTLP 
We consider that Chapter 10 should include our 
client’s site as a site allocation. The Site comprises 
0.8 hectares which exceeds the threshold of 0.25 
hectares, is significantly larger than many of the 
‘larger sites’ allocated, and is demonstrably available 
and contains under developed land and buildings 
which are reaching the end of their current life. The 
site allocation would deliver new homes, workplaces, 
enhanced retailing, public realm improvements and 
step free access to the Station which are all key policy 
priorities which accord with the strategic vision and 
priorities set out in Policy PV11. We can see no clear 
justification for the exclusion of this site from the Site 
Allocations. 

The site was assessed in the Site Allocations Paper 
(October 2022) and was not allocated due to the 
following reason: “The site was subject to a recent 
planning application and will be considered via a 
Planning Inquiry. Detailed site-specific design work is 
required to bring the site forward. A site allocation will 
not assist.” 

This position remains unchanged and the quantum and 
nature of development will be determined through the 
forthcoming planning inquiry starting in January 2023.   

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149440101.1/PDF/-/10%20Site%20Allocations%20Paper%20Oct%202022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149440101.1/PDF/-/10%20Site%20Allocations%20Paper%20Oct%202022.pdf
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3 DP9 on behalf of 
Kuropatwa Limited 
(Katharine Woods) 

On behalf of our client, Kuropatwa Group, 
(‘Kuropatwa’ hereafter), please find enclosed and 
below our representations to the New Local Plan 
Review Regulation 19 consultation (‘NLPR’). These 
representations have been made in relation to the Site 
known as “Land between Ladbroke Grove and 
Portobello Road’ (the ‘Site’). 
Kuropatwa is TfL’s preferred partner to deliver new 
homes at the above Site as part of the Mayor’s Small 
Sites Programme. Kuropatwa has a historic record in 
delivering new homes on similar sites, including the 
award-winning Beechwood Avenue. It is within this 
context that these representations are made. The 
purpose of these representations is to set out 
additional commentary on the draft NLPR policies in 
the context of the following tests detailed under 
Paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (‘NPPF’) in determining whether a Plan is 
‘sound’: Positively prepared; Justified; Effective; 
Consistent with National Policy.  
Such matters have been considered when preparing 
these representations. In our view, the exclusion of 
the Site undermines the soundness of the NLPR on 
the basis that its exclusion removes the ability to bring 
forward a deliverable site early within the lifetime of 
the NLPR without suitable justification. We would 
welcome the opportunity to discuss this Site further 
with officers at the earliest opportunity in order to help 
bring forward this Site as part of the NLPR. 
The Site 

The Council considered this site in the Site Allocations 
Paper (October 2022) and it was not allocated as it is 
“Designated Site of Importance for Nature 
Conservation (SINC). No evidence submitted outlining 
any mitigation measures to the protected site.” 
 
The Council has commissioned a survey of it SINC 
sites and this site has been assessed as part of this 
process. The consultants: Land Use Consultants (LUC) 
recommend no change to its SINC designation. It does 
not support any rare species or habitats, but its great 
value comes from being part of the green corridor 
across the borough, supporting our nature recovery 
network (shown on a Green Corridor map to be 
submitted as evidence). The consultants proforma 
notes that “The Site is located within the western 
section of the borough. It provides ecological 
connectivity across the borough, connecting SINCs in 
the north-east such as Meanwhile Gardens, to 
greenspaces in the west such as the Portobello Green 
and Tavistock Square Gardens….. The ecological 
corridor would be difficult to recreate and therefore 
should not be fragmented.” 
 
Therefore, the Council does not intend to de-designate 
the site. Any development would sterilise the site and it 
would lose the connectivity to the green corridor. 
 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149440101.1/PDF/-/10%20Site%20Allocations%20Paper%20Oct%202022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149440101.1/PDF/-/10%20Site%20Allocations%20Paper%20Oct%202022.pdf
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The Site is owned by LUL/TfL and forms part of the 
Mayor’s Small Sites Programme which, together with 
public landowners, aims to help contribute towards 
London’s housing pipeline. As public land, there is a 
requirement for all new proposals to provide a 
minimum of 50% affordable housing which is 
enshrined in TfL’s Small Sites Programme. This is 
particularly important in the context of RBKC’s 
Affordable Housing Need (Please refer to the Local 
Housing Needs Assessment for the Royal Borough Of 
Kensington and Chelsea (September 2022)). 
The Site is currently vacant and existing biodiversity is 
of a poor quality with very limited ecological value. As 
the site is currently a railway embankment in its 
entirety, vegetation and biodiversity is regularly 
managed as required in order to ensure the safe 
running of the railway and safe access to the site for 
operational staff. 
In 2020, TfL invited proposals to redevelop the site 
and select a delivery partner. The site represents a 
unique opportunity to make an exemplary contribution 
towards meeting RBKC’s housing needs, with the 
potential delivery of up to 100 new homes (Please 
refer to the RBKC’s Site Allocation’s Paper (January 
2022)) and has the potential to provide public access, 
improve linkages between Ladbroke Grove station to 
Portobello Road as well as restore a gap in the 
townscape. A pre-application meeting as held in 
August 2020 (Ref: AR/20/04120) to explore the 
opportunity to redevelop the Site and provide much 
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needed new homes. Importantly, officers noted that 
they: 
“…would support further discussion on the 
development of this site, which could provide a 
windfall of housing assisting the borough in meeting 
its housing needs and strategic targets for the delivery 
of housing, as well as the delivery of much needed 
affordable housing. It could also provide an attractive 
and comfortable new route between Ladbroke Grove 
and Portobello Road which would benefit permeability 
and the movement of pedestrians through the 
boroughs network of streets. A high quality scheme 
which seeks design excellence and the highest 
standards in sustainability could have clear benefits to 
be weighed against the harm to biodiversity.” 
Importantly, the redevelopment of this Site would 
deliver a minimum of 50% affordable housing as 
required under TfL’s Small Sites Programme and 
represents an important opportunity to deliver much 
needed new homes earlier in the Council’s stepped 
housing delivery programme. It is within this context 
that we would strongly encourage RBKC and the 
Inspector to reconsider the inclusion of this Site as a 
designated Site Allocation within the New Local Plan 
Review (‘NLPR’) for the reasons set out below. 
Site Allocation 
The Site was originally identified as Site No. 7 in the 
Issues and Options Consultation, July 2021. It was 
removed from the Regulation 18 Version of the NLPR 
on the basis of it’s designation as a Site of Importance 
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for Nature Conservation (‘SINC’) (Please refer to the 
RBKC’s Site Allocation’s Paper (January 2022)). No 
further advice has been provided beyond this 
summary that we are aware of. 
The site falls considerably short of the rich, 
biodiversity habitat envisaged for SINCs. This is 
explained in detail within the accompanying letter 
prepared by Peak Ecology regarding the assessment 
of ecological value of the Site. We would note that the 
previous site inspection carried out by Peak Ecology 
found no evidence to suggest that there was any 
presence of protected species. It also found that a 
number of trees and vegetation have already been 
removed in order for part of the site to be used as a 
play area for the adjoining school and also has 
presence of Japanese Knotweed which is required to 
be removed. As such, any future assessment of the 
Site would necessarily need to be based on an 
evidence-based approach to quantify the ecological 
value of the Site to understand how this could be 
adequately mitigated as part of a future development. 
Accordingly, in acknowledging the proposals for the 
Site and any impact upon the existing SINC, the pre-
application advice received from RBKC in August 
2020 also set out that “the development proposals 
should be informed by the ecological information 
gained to ensure the scheme promotes nature 
conservation and provides new habitats”. In 
consideration of these factors, it remains our view that 
the Site is suitable to come forward for residential 
development which can reasonably overcome any 
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perceived ecological constraints. This is similarly 
reflected in the conclusion of the pre- application 
advice received which acknowledges that a high-
quality scheme could also outweigh any harm to 
biodiversity. For clarity, any development coming 
forward on this Site would necessarily incorporate 
managed biodiversity on the site as part of enhancing 
ecological value and would be a key principle of any 
future site allocation. 
To conclude, on the basis of these representations 
together with those prepared by TfL, we consider that 
the Site represents an appropriate, deliverable site for 
residential development in a highly sustainable 
location. We trust that our comments will be taken into 
consideration in advance of submission of the NLPR 
to the Secretary of State and welcome the opportunity 
to discuss these further with RBKC officers. 
Please note that we also intend to make further verbal 
representations at the relevant examination hearings 
following submission of the NLPR to the Secretary of 
State. 

4 GLA (Hassan Ahmed) Site Allocations 
The site allocations include the boroughs OAs and 
large sites. Also included are 5 small sites which is 
welcome and is an approach which is aligned with 
Policy H2B3 of the LP2021. We would encourage 
RBKC to seek out more opportunities for small site 
development recognising that this can take a number 
of forms including residential conversions and the 

Comment noted.  
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extension of existing buildings. The Mayor has 
published draft Small Site Design Codes guidance5 
and RBKC are advised to follow it 
  

5 Kensington Society 
(Amanda Frame) 

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. 

Noted.  The Council is satisfied that the intention of 
each policy is clear. 

The Glossary has been expanded – as per comments 
by chapter but other terms can be added during the 
examination if considered necessary by the Inspector. 

6 Northcare (Scotland) Ltd 
(- -) 

See pdf for images 
Site Allocations 
Given the critical need for new care home 
accommodation in the Borough and the Council’s 
demonstrated failure to achieve its housing delivery 
generally (see HDT 2021 results showing only 43% 
delivery) it is necessary and correct to review land 
allocations, so that scarce land that is available for 
development within the Borough is not unreasonably 
constrained by the Local Plan. 

The St Quintin and Woodlands Neighbourhood Plan 
(July 2018) Local Green space designation for the 
Nursery Lane site went through examination and the 
independent examiner concluded that the site was 
demonstrably special to the local community and 
should be designated as Local Greenspace. In his 
report dated 26 October 2015 the Inspector found the 
site to be a tranquil green space where a significant 
number of households have a view of it. Reference 
was made to the consultation statement recording the 
wildlife and birds that had been seen on the site listing 
the species. It was also concluded by the examiner 
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There are two parts to the representations concerning 
the land identified at Nursery Lane off Highlever Road. 
Firstly that the Local Green Space (LGS) designation 
adopted in the STQW Neighbourhood Plan is no 
longer sound and secondly that the site is well located 
to meet part of the need for care home 
accommodation in the Borough that has not been 
identified in any other site allocations put forward in 
the Plan. 
a) Local Green Space Designation in the context 
of policy GB16 (this part is addressed in 
comments to GB16)  
b) Chapter 10 - Site Allocations  
As set out in the comments provided against policy 
HO5, despite the significant need, the new Local Plan 
allocates just 65 gross affordable extra care units 
within their draft site allocations (Allocation SA6: Lots 
Road South) for older persons housing.  
No care home beds are allocated at all.  
It is considered that this lack of allocation for such use 
could lead to further shortfall in delivery against the 
number of beds which are demonstrably required, as 
identified within the research. It is therefore 
considered that additional site allocations for such 
uses are clearly required.  
The site at Nursery Lane has been identified as being 
suitable for a care home, with the ability to provide up 
to 75 care home beds. The site is located within an 
area where even when all existing and forthcoming 

that it was an historical backspace that had been 
designed for this purpose.  
There is no justification for revisiting the 
Neighbourhood Plan designation as part of the Local 
Plan examination process and indeed the 
Neighbourhood Plan is part of the Development Plan 
for the borough. The site designation is not unsound 
and there is not a critical need for care home 
accommodation in the borough which dictates that a 
care home needs to go on this site. Paragraph 103 of 
the revised NPPF (2021) makes clear that a Local 
Greenspace designation carries significant weight 
stating, “Policies for managing development within a 
Local Greenspace should be consistent with those for 
Green Belts.”      
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developments within the catchment area are 
considered, there is still an identified shortfall of 459 
beds. In addition, the research commissioned by our 
Client shows that some of those existing spaces 
within the vicinity of the site are not fit for purpose 
given that they lack en-suite facilities. The site is 
considered therefore to be suitable for such use in an 
area where there is significant identified need.  
The site is close to existing residential areas, a local 
park, close to public transport, local shops, medical 
centre and an hospital. Residents of a care home will 
be high-acuity and/or relatively frail it would be highly 
unusual for them to be accessing the local amenities, 
nor using public transport. It will be the staff and 
visitors to the care home who will utilise public 
transport and the local amenities such as convenience 
stores for lunch and gifts/supplies respectively who 
are mobile and capable of walking.  
It is therefore proposed that a new Small Sites 
Allocation is made for this site as “SA.17” within 
Chapter 10 as follows:  
Site: SA17 Nursery Lane, Highlever Road 

Address: Land at Nursery Lane, Highlever Road, 
Kensington 

Size: 0.48ha 

Current Use: Landscape gardener’s base and for the 
storage of goods and materials in connection with the 
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business of garden centre operators and landscape 
contractors (Sui Generis use).  

Site Allocation: Care Home (use class C2) providing a 
minimum of 75 beds and new public open space 
Relevant planning history/planning constraints: The 
site lies within the Oxford Gardens Conservation Area, 
Kensington Critical Drainage Area.  

Ownership: Private ownership.  

Conclusion 
This letter of representation has been prepared by 
Savills on behalf of our Client, Northcare (Scotland) 
Ltd, in response to the Regulation 19 consultation on 
the emerging Royal Borough of Kensington and 
Chelsea Local Plan.  
This letter should be read in conjunction with the 
completed questionnaire submitted alongside this 
letter.  
It is our view that policy H05 has not been positively 
prepared, fails to provide the policy framework to 
enable new build care accommodation to meet an 
identified need and fails to provide any site allocations 
for care home needs in the plan. Site allocations are 
critical to the delivery of effective care home 
accommodation and they primarily need to be 
purpose built. 
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The policy and associated lack of site allocations 
therefore fails the four tests of soundness. 
This letter puts forward a site (Nursery Lane, 
Highlever Road) which is considered to be suitable for 
care home provision and it is recommended that this 
should be included as a site allocation at Policy SA17.  
I trust this is clear, however should you have any 
queries please do not hesitate to contact me at any 
time using the details at the head of this letter. 

7 TfL - Commercial 
Development (Brendan 
Hodges) 

Our views on the NLPR Reg 19 Publication draft 
policies are informed by our portfolio of commercial 
and community assets, and major development 
opportunities. Our responses to the questions posed 
in the consultation document are attached as Annex 1 
- TfL TTLP - New Local Plan Review: Draft Publication 
Policies Consultation (Regulation 19) Responses 
Table. For the sake of brevity, we have deleted 
sections on which we do not wish to comment. 
Generally we consider the draft Plan to be positively 
prepared and sound, except for areas where we have 
raised concerns / made suggestions, particularly in 
respect of the following: 
• The portfolio approach to affordable housing 
provision set out in the London Plan 
• Build to Rent 

The Council considered the Westbourne Avenue and 
Portobello site in the Site Allocations Paper (October 
2022) and it was not allocated as it is “Designated Site 
of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC). No 
evidence submitted outlining any mitigation measures 
to the protected site.” 
 
The Council has commissioned a survey of it SINC 
sites and this site has been assessed as part of this 
process. The consultants: Land Use Consultants (LUC) 
recommend no change to its SINC designation. It does 
not support any rare species or habitats, but its great 
value comes from being part of the green corridor 
across the borough, supporting our nature recovery 
network (shown on a Green Corridor map to be 
submitted as evidence). The consultants proforma 
notes that “The Site is located within the western 
section of the borough. It provides ecological 
connectivity across the borough, connecting SINCs in 
the north-east such as Meanwhile Gardens, to 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149440101.1/PDF/-/10%20Site%20Allocations%20Paper%20Oct%202022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149440101.1/PDF/-/10%20Site%20Allocations%20Paper%20Oct%202022.pdf
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• Site allocations for the land at and around South 
Kensington station and land located between 
Westbourne Avenue and Portobello Road. 
As noted above, we support the representations made 
by ECDC and DP9 relating to Earls Court and South 
Kensington station respectively, on behalf of the 
developer JVs which include TfL. 
Other Sites for Allocation In response to the Reg 18 
consultation, we made the case for additional Site 
Allocations at South Kensington station and Portobello 
Road. These are sites that are owned by LUL / TfL 
and suitable and available for development. They can 
make important contributions towards new homes and 
jobs in the borough. As such, they should be allocated 
in the NLPR. TTLP and our partners will attend the 
Examination in order to promote these sites for 
allocation.  
South Kensington Wider Site This site was identified 
as allocation site No. 5 in the Issues and Options 
Consultation, July 2021. It has subsequently been 
deleted from the NLPR, with the Council asserting that 
a planning application is to be determined through a 
Planning Inquiry which will determine the scale of 
development and land uses. Notwithstanding the 
refusal of planning permission and appeal, we are not 
aware of any ‘in-principle’ objection from the Council 
to the development of all or parts of this site. Indeed, 
the application was recommended for approval by the 
Council’s planning officers. TfL and our development 
partner Native Land remain committed to the project 
and to delivering development on this site, including 

greenspaces in the west such as the Portobello Green 
and Tavistock Square Gardens….. The ecological 
corridor would be difficult to recreate and therefore 
should not be fragmented.” 

 

Therefore, the Council does not intend to de-designate 
the site. Any development would sterilise the site and it 
would lose the connectivity to the green corridor. 
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the long-awaited delivery of step free access to the 
District and Circle Line platforms. There are no other 
feasible options for the delivery of step free access. 
We note that the site is included in the NLPR 
Appendix 1 Housing Trajectory (page 293), so there is 
clearly an expectation from the Council that the site 
will be developed. As such, we remain of the view that 
the site should be allocated in the NLPR, with the 
exact scale of development and land uses to be 
determined via the current appeal and / or subsequent 
planning applications. This site is owned by TfL. It is 
clearly suitable for allocation and is available, 
deliverable and developable, as required by the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). Some of 
the site is vacant, unused land; and other parts are 
old, tired, outmoded buildings with low quality 
floorspace which does not meet the needs of modern 
occupiers. It clearly has the capacity to accommodate 
more development. Redevelopment of the site has the 
potential to deliver important public benefits including 
housing delivery (with a high proportion of affordable 
housing – 35% measured by habitable room), new 
jobs, new architecture sensitive to context and 
environmental improvements, improved public realm, 
refurbishment of the listed arcade and delivery of step 
free access to the Circle and District Lines at the 
station. 
Land Between Ladbroke Grove and Portobello Road 
This site was identified as allocation site No. 7 in the 
Issues and Options Consultation, July 2021. It has 
been deleted from the NLPR based on SINC 
designation. The Site is owned by LUL / TfL and forms 

 
 
 
The South Kensington station site failed our 
assessment methodology as set out in the Site 
Allocations Paper (October 2022) and thus was 
omitted from allocation due to the following reason: 
“The site was subject to a recent planning application 
and will be considered via a Planning Inquiry. Detailed 
site-specific design work is required to bring the site 
forward. A site allocation will not assist.” 

This position remains unchanged and the quantum and 
nature of development will be determined through the 
forthcoming planning inquiry starting in January 2023.   

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149440101.1/PDF/-/10%20Site%20Allocations%20Paper%20Oct%202022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149440101.1/PDF/-/10%20Site%20Allocations%20Paper%20Oct%202022.pdf
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part of the Mayor’s Small Sites Programme which, 
together with public landowners, aims to help 
contribute towards London’s housing pipeline. As 
public land, there is a requirement for all new 
proposals to provide a minimum of 50% affordable 
housing which is enshrined in TfL’s Small Sites 
Programme. This is particularly important in the 
context of RBKC’s affordable housing need1 . The site 
is currently vacant and existing biodiversity is of a 
poor quality with very limited ecological value. As the 
site is currently a railway siding, vegetation and 
biodiversity is regularly managed to ensure the safe 
running of the railway and safe access to the site for 
operational staff. In 2020, TfL invited proposals to 
redevelop the site and selected a delivery partner. 
The site represents a unique opportunity to make an 
exemplary contribution towards meeting RBKC’s 
housing needs with the potential to deliver up to 100 
new homes2 .  
Development can also provide public access, improve 
linkages between Ladbroke Grove station and 
Portobello Road and repair a gap in the townscape. 
Pre-application engagement with the Council has 
been positive in respect of all these benefits. Officer 
pre-application advice in August 2020 was that a high 
quality scheme which seeks design excellence and 
the highest standards in sustainability could have 
clear benefits to be weighed against any harm to 
biodiversity. Importantly, the redevelopment of this 
site would deliver a minimum of 50% affordable 
housing as required under TfL’s Small Sites 
Programme and it represents an important opportunity 



1013 
 

Ref Respondent Name Response Comments 

to deliver much needed new homes earlier in the 
Council’s stepped housing delivery programme. Our 
delivery partner, Kuropatwa, has commissioned an 
assessment of the ecological value of the site. The 
site falls considerably short of the rich, biodiversity 
habitat envisaged for SINCs. We understand that the 
ecologist found no evidence to suggest that there was 
any presence of protected species. It also found that a 
number of trees have been removed in order for part 
of the site to be used as a play area for the adjoining 
school. The site also has presence of Japanese 
Knotweed which is required to be removed. As such, 
any future assessment of the site would necessarily 
need to be based on an evidence-based approach to 
quantify the ecological value of the site to understand 
how this could be adequately mitigated as part of a 
future development. The pre-application advice 
received from RBKC in August 2020 set out that “To 
minimise the impact and / or compensate for the harm 
the development proposals should be informed by the 
ecological information gained to ensure the scheme 
promotes nature conservation and provides new 
habitats or are designed to improve biodiversity.” It 
remains our view that the site is suitable to come 
forward for residential development which can 
reasonably overcome any perceived ecological 
constraints. This is a view shared by Council officers 
in their pre-application advice – that a high-quality 
scheme could outweigh any harm to biodiversity. In 
conclusion, biodiversity and SINC issues, including 
mitigation, would be balanced against the significant 
planning and community benefits of developing the 
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site including housing delivery with a high proportion 
of affordable / community housing, townscape 
enhancements, enriched biodiversity and urban 
greening and public access / route/s through the site. 
A site allocation could require any development 
coming forward on this site to incorporate managed 
biodiversity as part of enhancing ecological value. 
This site should be included as a site allocation in the 
draft Local Plan and we and our delivery partner will 
attend the Examination to make the case. 
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Q92: Policy IP1: Infrastructure and Planning Contributions  

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Kensington 
Society 
(Amanda 
Frame) 

J, E P 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. 

The policy provides the overarching basis for 
securing infrastructure and planning 
contributions from development. This relates to 
Community Infrastructure Levy and Planning 
obligations/ contributions secured through 
s106 legal agreements.   
 
Neighbourhood CIL is s subset of Community 
Infrastructure Levy. The governance and 
administration arrangements for NCIL site 
outside of the Local Plan and follow guidance 
in the National Planning Practice Guidance. 
The Council will keep the NCIL governance 
arrangements under review and revise this if 
required.  
  

2 Network Rail 
(Network Rail) 

  Network Rail would expect financial 
contributions towards new or enhanced 
railway infrastructure to mitigate the impact of 
growth in the area. This could include funding 
towards improvement at stations such as 
cycle parking, improved customer information 
screens, new waiting shelters, lighting, 
platform extensions, new station entrances 

There are currently no network rail managed 
stations within the Borough.  
 
Specific planning obligation /contribution 
requirements are set out in relevant policies 
throughout the plan and in the Council’s 
adopted Planning Contributions SPD which 
provides more detail on the planning 
obligations that will be sought from 
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etc., and works such as new footbridges to 
enable level crossings to be closed. 

development. Paragraph 11.10 of the Local 
Plan indicates the measures that planning 
contributions may be sought for, point 5 in 
particular includes provision of transportation 
facilities   

3 NHS London 
Healthy Urban 
Development 
HUDU 
(Malcolm 
Souch) 

  We are keen to continue to work closely with 
the borough to ensure that additional health 
infrastructure capacity is provided alongside 
the development as they complete and new 
residents arrive. We are pleased to see that 
the plan requires planning contributions to 
mitigate adverse impacts in line with the 
current CIL regulations. This includes 
understanding the phasing and expected 
timing of developments and ensuring that 
health and other requirements are captured in 
regularly updated Infrastructure Delivery 
Plans. 

Support noted.  

4 Penelope 
Horlick 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

when will you actually start doing this? Development in the Borough is already 
required to provide supporting infrastructure.  
 
Planning obligations/ contributions are sought 
from development through the Local Plan and 
adopted Planning Contributions SPD. Since 
April 2015, liable developments are also 
required to make a Community Infrastructure 
Levy payment.  
 

5 3   Sport England have reviewed the New Local 
Plan Review Document in light of these 
planning objectives and National Planning 

Policy SI1 supports sporting provision as well 
as protects from loss.  
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Policy set out in the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) and does not consider 
that document is justified, complies with 
National Policy and positively plans for sport. 
As a result, Sport England does not consider 
that document is sound. Sport England will 
elaborate on this position and highlight other 
comments below: 
 
Evidence Base 
 
The NPPF requires each Local Plan to 
address the spatial implications of economic, 
social and environmental change based on an 
adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence 
base. The NPPF, at paragraph 98, requires 
that: 
 
“Planning policies should be based on robust 
and up-to-date assessments of the need for 
open space, sport and recreation facilities 
(including quantitative or qualitative deficits or 
surpluses) and opportunities for new 
provision. Information gained from the 
assessments should be used to determine 
what open space, sport and recreational 
provision is needed, which plans should then 
seek to accommodate.” 
 
Sport England consider that specific polices 
relating to indoor and outdoor sport facilities, 
including playing fields, should be included 

The Council is satisfied that the evidence on 
the issue produced is relevant, up-to-date and 
proportionate, as required by paragraph 31 of 
the NPPF: “The preparation and review of all 
policies should be underpinned by relevant and 
up-to-date evidence. This should be adequate 
and proportionate, focused tightly on 
supporting and justifying the policies 
concerned, and take into account relevant 
market signals.”  

Evidence is considered up to date, as since the 
publication of the Facilities Planning Models for 
swimming pools and sports halls in 2020, no 
planning applications were registered that 
would result in either net increase or decrease 
in the total floorspace of sports facilities 
available in the Borough.   
 
The evidence work identified that there is not 
much need in terms of demand and given that 
there is very limited land available in the 
Borough, the opportunities for new provision 
are scarce. 
Planning contributions are also required from 
development proposals to improve facilities. 
Policy IP1 provides an overarching approach 
to securing such contributions.  
The Sports Facilities Assessment has informed 
the Infrastructure Delivery Plan and its 
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within the Local Plan and these should be 
based on a robust and up-to-date evidence 
base, such as Playing Pitch and Built/Indoor 
Facility Strategies, that would steer which 
types and amount of indoor and outdoor 
sports facilities need protecting, enhancing 
and where new facilities, if any, are needed to 
meet current deficits and/or demand from 
future growth. These strategies would provide 
a clear strategic steer and action plan with 
delivery priorities for playing pitches and 
built/indoor sport facilities within the borough 
which should direct the objectives and policies 
of the New Local Plan. Sport England is 
aware that the Council have development a 
Sports Facilities Assessment but Sport 
England considers this falls short of a robust 
and up-to-date assessment of sport facilities 
and does not set a clear strategy and action 
plan that informs the policies within the Local 
Plan. Sport England notes the Sports 
Facilities Assessments states it follows Sport 
England’s Assessing Needs and Opportunities 
guidance (ANOG) however there does not 
appear to be any consultation with Sport 
National Governing Bodies, clubs and facility 
users, consideration of trends/incentives that 
may influence growth/sport etc. The document 
has used reports from Sport England’s Facility 
Planning Model however this is based on data 
from 2020 and sets out the position at that 
time (i.e. 2020) within the borough and does 

conclusions are incorporated at paragraphs 
9.59 to 9.63. 
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

consider future growth etc. Sport England 
would also like to highlight that document 
indicates it has used ANOG to assess playing 
pitches but it is Sport England’s Playing Pitch 
Guidance that steers the assessment of 
playing pitches/fields which includes factors 
not incorporated within the ANOG guidance, 
such as quality and capacity assessments of 
playing pitches. Overall, Sport England are 
unable to conclude that the assessment is 
robust or up-to-date therefore it does not 
consider that the Local Plan is justified, 
positivity planned or complies with National 
Policy. 
 
As a result, without a robust assessment of 
need and strategy or strategies in place, there 
is no evidence that new sport and leisure 
facilities are required or which existing 
facilities may need enhancing to address 
current deficits and future growth so 
communities have inclusive access to sport 
and have opportunities to be physically active. 
Although Sport England supports the 
provision of new facilities, such as that 
indicated Policy SA3: 100/100A West 
Cromwell Road, there is a risk that this policy 
may be open to challenge and deemed 
unsound on the basis that it is not fully 
justified. 
 
Sport Facility Impact 
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

 
The Council are seeking to plan for a 
minimum of 4,480 new homes within the 
borough. The occupiers of these homes will 
generate demand for sporting provision but 
the existing provision within the area may not 
be able to accommodate this increased 
demand without exacerbating existing and/or 
predicted future deficiencies. As noted above, 
the lack of an up-to-date and robust evidence 
base means that the Council would have 
difficultly fully understanding the impact of the 
increase in demand on local facilities, which 
could explain the limited mention of sport 
facilities or sport facility specific policies. Sport 
England is, therefore, concerned that the 
Local Plan does not fully plan for sport, 
particularly in relation to expected growth, 
which could be detrimental to existing local 
facilities and existing and future local 
communities as a whole. This could impact 
how effective the Local Plan could be in 
achieving its Vision of seeking to support the 
health and wellbeing of residents and visitors 
and having access to a wide range of 
sport/leisure facilities.  
 
Policy IP1: Infrastructure and Planning 
Contributions 
 
Sport England support that contributions 
would be sought towards infrastructure 
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

informed by identified needs. This approach 
highlights the importance of having robust and 
up-to-date assessments and strategies 
relating to playing pitches and built/indoor 
sports facilities, so that they can inform not 
only Local Plan Policies but also the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan. As noted above, 
the New Local Plan Review does not conform 
with NPPF paragraph 98 in Sport England’s 
view with there being no up-to-date and 
robust evidence relating to playing pitches 
and built sports facilities, which would help to 
determine sport and recreational provision 
need, which plans should then seek to 
accommodate. 

6 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it 
are very persuasive. 

Support noted.  

7 TRA Travellers 
Site Stable Way 
(Patrick Joseph 
O'Donnell) 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 Is it realistic to build 4,480 new homes over 10 
years in an already overcrowded borough? 
Especially if it’s deemed land values are too 
high in the south of borough to build 
community homes putting the pressure on 
amenities and local infrastructure in the north 
of the borough. 
 
The new homes strategy must be delivered in 
a more equitable ways – there may well be a 
legal clash between policies proposing 
delivering new homes and efforts to meet 
climate change targets. 

Chapter 3 and Appendix 1 demonstrates how 
the target of 4,480 homes will be met over 10 
years.  
 
The policies in Chapter 2 Green-Blue Future 
apply to all developments including the 
Council’s New Homes Programme. 
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Appendix 1: Housing Trajectory 
Q93: Appendix 1: Sites within the Housing Trajectory  

Do you agree with the deliverability/developability of these sites and when they are likely to be built out? 

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Ballymore 
Group Limited 
and Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets 
Limited 
(Ballymore 
Group). 

Yes. Please see attached commentary on housing trajectory in 
relation to the Ballymore and SSL land within the Kensal 
Canalside Opportunity Area. 

Noted. 

2 Hillgate Village 
RA (Sam 
Dunkley 

Newcombe House does need re-developing. HVRA welcomes 
the new owner’s concept of refurbishing the existing tower; that 
is much more environmentally friendly than the previous 
approval for demolition/rebuild. 

Noted. 

3 Kensington and 
Chelsea Social 
Council (Joe 
Batty) 

This is unsound on grounds of effectiveness (delivery) and legal 
compliance (consultation). The latest monitoring data shows the 
Council continuing to underperform on housing delivery, which 
renders the 1st 5 Years target improbable. Residents have 
expressed concerns about the poor engagement in the New 
Homes Delivery Programme, particularly about the loss of 
community assets and other amenity which undermine the vision 
and other policies in the Local Plan. 

Noted. The comments are unrelated to delivery of 
the sites includes in Appendix 1. 

4 Penelope 
Horlick 

yes Noted 
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Appendix 2: 
There were no comments relating to this appendix. 

Appendix 3: 
There were no comments relating to this appendix. 
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Appendix 4: Monitoring  
Q94: Monitoring  

Abbreviations – P – Positively prepared, J – Justified, E – Effective, C – Consistent with national policy, L – legally compliant 

 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Caitlin O’Hagan P, J, E, C, 
L 

 No mention of monitoring of community-led 
housing 

It would not be appropriate to monitor a 
product which is not a requirement of the Local 
Plan. 

2 Kensington and 
Chelsea Social 
Council (Joe 
Batty) 

P, j, e, c, l  The absence of clear targets, independent 
data sources and identified review 
mechanisms make the monitoring table 
unsound. There are significant gaps - it is 
striking how the Council feel it is not 
necessary to monitor chapters 9 and 10. 
There must be the addition of citizen level 
data sources and triggers as well as 
adherence to standardised approaches to 
KPI’s and SMART. 

The Council has included a comprehensive 
suite of monitoring targets which can be 
reported on in the Authority’s Monitoring 
Report. 
 
The indicators chosen are those which the 
Council is confident can been measured.  

3 Penelope 
Horlick 

P, J, E, C, 
L 

 no comment Noted. 

4 RBKC Labour 
Group of 
Councillors 
(Emma Dent 
Coad) 

  See previous comments, without sufficient 
officers, monitoring and enforcement any 
policy is impossible to implement. 

Noted. 
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

Unsound Sound User Response: Text Council Response 

5 Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

Well considered and the reasons given for it 
are very persuasive. 

Noted. 

6 TRA Travellers 
Site Stable Way 
(Patrick Joseph 
O'Donnell) 

 P, J, E, 
C, L 

A major concern is how many of the above 
policies will be monitored - especially those 
relating to climate change targets. There may 
be a need to bring in a third party to assist in 
monitoring the policies. 
 
For example there is currently no trigger for 
review/review mechanism for Reduction of 
NOx and particulate matter (PM2.5 and 
PM10) concentrations against national and 
regional Air Quality targets. 

The Council has included a comprehensive 
suite of monitoring targets which can be 
reported on in the Authority’s Monitoring 
Report. 
 
The indicators chosen are those which the 
Council is confident can been measured. 
 
The target for NOx is a “reduction” of NOx.  
The trigger will be if there is not a reduction. 
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Integrated Impact Assessment (IIA) 
Q95: Do you have any comments on the IIA with regards the soundness of the Plan 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Kensington & 
Chelsea 
Citizens Advice 
(Arantxa Gaba) 

Regarding the impact of these policies on residents' 
health we believe that the Council needs to show that 
it has a trauma informed approach to changes 
proposed as a result of these procedural exercises 
and could work with Grenfell Health and Wellbeing 
Service to inform its approach to effective consultation 
and engagement with the community. There is 
evidence to suggest that the highest levels of impact 
after the fire have been in the Notting Dale area and 
the scale of impact remains uncertain. For this reason, 
any major changes need to planned carefully with the 
full engagement of the community and with the main 
aim of commitment to addressing the long standing 
needs of the community locally. Failure to engage 
appropriately with vulnerable groups breaches the 
Council's Public Sector Equality Duty and undermines 
the soundness of the Plan. 

The Local Plan has been subject to a Health Impact 
Assessment (HIA)  part of the Integrated Impact Assessment. 
(IIA).  This is included in Appendix G of the IIA,  and 
Appendix E of the final Part D IIA report. This concludes that 
the proposed policies will have a positive impact. 
 
As noted elsewhere, the Council puts effective engagement 
at the very centre of the plan making process. The methods 
used, and responses received, is set out in some detail in the 
Council’s consultation statement.  The methods uses follow 
those set out within the Council’s Statement of Community 
Involvement, the document which the Council is required to 
produce to explain how it will engage stakeholders 
throughout the planning process.   
 
The consultation carried out far exceeds the minimum 
requirements required by the Planning Regulations.  
Innovative use of social media channels has ensured that the 
consultation has had a much wider reach, including those 
with whom it as traditionally proved difficult to engage.      

2 Kensington and 
Chelsea Social 
Council (Joe 
Batty) 

The sustainability assessment gives no sense of the 
eco crisis in the Borough (flooding, draught, 
destruction of trees), and has not rigorously 
considered the requirements of the Climate Change 
Act (as amended). Therefore the mitigation measures 
that are proposed will be ineffective. 

The Council is satisfied that the IIA is comprehensive in 
identifying the key “sustainability issues” of relevance. These 
are outlined in table 4.1 of the IIA.  
 
The Council is satisfied that heath and equalities have been 
considered within the IIA for all of the policies within the plan, 
including the place visions. However, for further clarity the 
final IIA (part D) has specifically considered included EqIA for 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149581861.1/PDF/-/17-10-22%20Reg.%2019%20Consultation%20Statement.pdf
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/media/document/statement-of-community-involvement-2020
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/media/document/statement-of-community-involvement-2020
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149524901.1/PDF/-/00%20RBKC%20IIA%20Stage%20C%20Final%20Full%20Report%20Oct%202022.pdf
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149524901.1/PDF/-/00%20RBKC%20IIA%20Stage%20C%20Final%20Full%20Report%20Oct%202022.pdf
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

User Response: Text Council Response 

The Council has not demonstrated compliance with 
the Public Sector Equality Duty (PSED), and other 
general duties under the Equality Act 2010. The EqIA 
is incomplete, as no assessments were carried out for 
several policies, including the ‘Place Vision’ policies in 
Chapter 9. It is unclear how, if at all, the views of 
protected equality groups have been taken into 
account in assessing the policies. 

In an earlier round of consultation on the Local Plan, 
there was 182 pages of comments, with a significant 
amount of them demonstrating varying degrees of 
discontent. Where the comments raised issues of 
inequality, these comments should have been included 
in the assessment and engagement undertaken with 
the respondents to identify appropriate mitigation. 

Of particular note is the Council’s failure to engage in a 
meaningful way with residents of the Notting Dale 
ward (including the Silchester estate) a very diverse 
neighbourhood with overlapping sets of protected 
characteristics. The ward includes significant council 
estates, such as Silchester estate, and meaningful 
consultation should have been a high priority in view of 
Grenfell and the findings of the Inquiry. By continuing 
to neglect the demands and needs of the area, the 
policies in the Local Plan are further exacerbating the 
socio-economic inequalities between the North and 
South of the Borough. 

Having due regards to equality duties is not a tick- 
boxing exercise. Instead, the duty must be exercised 

the place visions. The EqIA is included as Appendix E of the 
IIA, with table 5-3 including the summary of the place visions 
and EqIA.   
 
The Council’s consultation statement sets out how the 
council has consulted on each stage of the Local Plan. This 
includes appendix which set out every comment received 
and the Council’s response to it.     
 
The Council is committed to its Charter for Public 
Participation outside of the Local Plan which will be followed 
in any relevant project affecting the community. 
 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149581861.1/PDF/-/17-10-22%20Reg.%2019%20Consultation%20Statement.pdf
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Ref Respondent 
Name 

User Response: Text Council Response 

in substance, with rigour and with an open mind. The 
Council needs to produce documentary evidence of 
how its policies have been informed by meaningful 
discussions with communities in North Kensington and 
make modifications to these policies, in order for the 
plan to be sound and legally compliant. 

3 Mark Macleod Comment: I am concerned that urban agriculture has 
not been mentioned in the IIA and NLPR as a possible 
sustainable method to counter the environmental, 
social and economic challenges of our time. 

The Council recognises that urban agriculture could have a 
place to play, were an appropriate site be found.  However, 
that urban agriculture has not been referred to does not 
render the IIA ineffective, or the Plan unsound. 

5 TRA Travellers 
Site Stable Way 
(Patrick Joseph 
O'Donnell) 

The new homes strategy must be delivered in a more 
considered fashion – there may well be a legal clash 
between policies proposing delivering new homes and 
efforts to meet climate change targets. 

Noted.  Any new homes provided through the Council’s New 
Homes Strategy will have to comply with the requirement of 
this Plan, including those in the Green-blue chapter. 
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Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) 
Q96: Do you have any comments on the HRA? 

 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

User Response: Text Council Response 

1 Silvera Williams There is no obvious section which explicitly 
discusses the HRA so it is hard to 
comment.  Is this in an Appendix to the main 
document or a separate document? 

The HRA is available online, along-side the 
Local Plan and the range of supporting 
documents. It does not form part of the Local 
Plan.  The Council must carry out a scoping for 
the HRA as part of the process of producing 
the Local Plan. 

 

Natural England were consulted on the HRA but chose not to make a further comment.   

They did response when specifically asked to comment on the Council’s screening opinion at the draft policies (Reg 18) stage and stated,  

“Thank you for your consultation request dated and received by Natural England on 11th February 2022. Natural England concur with the 
conclusion of the HRA screening. We have no further comments to make.” 
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Any other comments: General 
Q97: 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? 
 
Ref Respondent Name Response Comments 

1 375 Portobello Road 
Residents' Compact (Ms 
Jones) 

This is a huge and unwieldy document that is beyond the 
ability of most residents to address. I have done my best 
but I think the Council need to go out to communities, and 
hold workshops to capture people's valuable contributions 
to sound planning policy for their borough. 

Noted.  The Council recognises that planning documents 
such as this may be complex.  However, every effort has 
been made to draft it in an accessible way as possible. 

The Council has engaged the community, has held 
workshops and drop in events both in person and virtually.  
We have made an innovative use of social media to increase 
the reach of the consultation.  The methods used are set out 
the Council’s Consultation Statement  The techniques uses 
follow those as per the Statement of Community 
Involvement. This far exceeds the minimum requirements. 

2 Cheyne Walk Trust (David 
Waddell) 

The Trust most strongly endorses the submission in this 
matter made by the Chelsea Society, fully supporting the 
general and detailed comment that it contains in regard to 
the specific nature of Chelsea as a major part of the Royal 
Borough and the critical importance of respecting and 
building on its historic character rather than compromising 
this by the application of generic planning principals that 
might be entirely appropriate for new towns or major 
development areas but which have not been adequately 
considered or adjusted to take account of the particular 
nature, character, environmental and economic factors that 
prevail in in this major concentration of formal conservation 
areas and listed buildings. 

The very high residential densities in RBKC have largely 
been achieved through the human scale afforded both by 
the large house plus mews format (often converted into 
multiple units) together with Mansion blocks. We should 

Noted. 

A central tenet of the Local Plan is to respect the borough’s 
extraordinal built environment. 

The impact of the “greening obligations” have been included 
in an overall assessment as to the impact on the Plans 
requirements on viability. 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149581861.1/PDF/-/17-10-22%20Reg.%2019%20Consultation%20Statement.pdf
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Ref Respondent Name Response Comments 

continue to encourage that pattern and resist and any shift 
to high rise development above the generally prevailing 
density of 5 to six above ground levels. 

The Trust’s immediate concern is the heritage integrity and 
planning regime for the Thames Conservation Area and the 
consequent importance of maintaining a planning regime 
that protects the best of that quarter both on land and in its 
riverside aspects. 

We very much support the view that Environmental and 
Planning considerations must recognise very clearly that 
we are a borough with extensive conservation areas and 
listed buildings; these present particular and largely 
unaddressed complications and costs in respect of 
renewables and greening policies. 

  

3 CPRE London (John 
Sadler) 

We support the intention in the Local Plan’s to encourage 
urban greening; promote biodiversity; protection for (and 
recognition of the importance of) the borough’s parks and 
open spaces; and Green-Blue policies, including ensuring 
development maximises opportunities to incorporate green 
infrastructure. 

Support for greening policies noted. 

4 GLA (Hassan Ahmed) Thank you for consulting the Mayor of London on the 
proposed New Local Plan Review: Publication Policies 
(Regulation 19) consultation. As you are aware, all 
Development Plan Documents in London must be in 
general conformity with the London Plan under section 24 
(1)(b) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 
The Mayor has afforded me delegated authority to make 
detailed comments which are set out below. Transport for 
London (TfL) have also provided comments, which I 

Status of comments from GLA noted. 
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Ref Respondent Name Response Comments 

endorse, and which are attached at Annex 1. THESE ARE 
INCLUDED AS A SEPERATE REPRESENTATION.  

The Mayor provided comments on the earlier Royal 
Borough of Kensington and Chelsea’s (RBKC’s) New Local 
Plan Review: Issues and Options consultation on 4 October 
2021 (Ref: LDF20/LDD20/LP03/HA01) and the New Local 
Plan Review: draft Policies consultation on 23 March 2022 
(Ref: LDF20/LDD20/LP04/JC01). This letter follows on from 
that earlier advice and sets out where you should make 
further amendments so that the draft Plan is consistent with 
the London Plan 2021 (LP2021). These comments should 
be read alongside the Mayor’s previous responses. The 
LP2021 was formally published on the 2 March 2021, and 
now forms part of the RBKC’s Development Plan and 
contains the most up-to-date policies. 

  

5 Iceni Projects Limited For 
Imperial College London 
(William Clutton) 

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

It is understood that this is the final consultation on the new 
Local Plan prior to submission to the Planning Inspectorate 
for Examination in Public and this consultation is part of 
RBKC’s engagement strategy to give stakeholders the 
opportunity to make comments upon the soundness of the 
draft policies for publication. Accordingly, this letter sets out 

Role, status and contribution of Imperial College to the 
borough noted. 

Specific comments on housing and flexibility considered in 
relevant chapters.  
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Ref Respondent Name Response Comments 

Imperial’s representations on the policies within the new 
Local Plan and provides responses on key issues pertinent 
to the University, within the context of representations 
made in the last consultation. 

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

a.      Imperial & RBKC 

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

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

Today, the University in its entirety is home to 22,000 
students and 8,500 staff with an international community 
attracting undergraduates from more than 125 countries. 
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Ref Respondent Name Response Comments 

Our researchers tackle the biggest challenges like climate 
change, future energy supplies, antibiotic resistance and 
national security. We provide a rigorous, evidence-based, 
inclusive educational experience in a world-leading 
research environment that provides highly-skilled graduates 
and lifelong learning opportunities for the UK labour force. 

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

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

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

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

• The location of global research hubs within the 
Borough; and  
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Ref Respondent Name Response Comments 

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

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

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

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

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

  

6 Kensington & Chelsea 
Citizens Advice (Arantxa 
Gaba) 

Regarding the impact of these policies on residents' health 
we believe that the Council needs to show that it has a 
trauma informed approach to changes proposed as a result 

The IIA includes a Health Impact Assessment.  This is 
included as Appendix F of the Part C IIA  (or Appendix E of 
the final or Part D report) with the conclusions integrated into 

https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/gf2.ti/f/1457218/149524901.1/PDF/-/00%20RBKC%20IIA%20Stage%20C%20Final%20Full%20Report%20Oct%202022.pdf
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Ref Respondent Name Response Comments 

of these procedural exercises and could work with Grenfell 
Health and Wellbeing Service to inform its approach to 
effective consultation and engagement with the community. 
There is evidence to suggest that the highest levels of 
impact after the fire have been in the Notting Dale area and 
the scale of impact remains uncertain. For this reason, any 
major changes need to planned carefully with the full 
engagement of the community and with the main aim of 
commitment to addressing the long standing needs of the 
community locally.  

the main report. This concludes there are “unlikely to be any 
resultant direct impacts upon heath determinants within 
RBKC.”  It also concludes that are there are likely to be 
“anticipated positive indirect impacts”. 

The Local Plan has been drafted, having full regard to the 
Council’s CFPP.  The methods uses are set out in the 
Council’s Statement of Community Involvement.  These 
greatly exceed the minimum requirements for plan making, 
including, for example an extra first stage, or issues stage, to 
engage residents across the borough before policies had 
begun to be drafted. In addition the Reg 19 consultation was 
an 8 week rather than 6 week consultation. 

The plan has been drafted in close contact with our 
corporate consultation team to ensure as wide as an 
engagement as possible. 

7 Kensington and Chelsea 
Social Council (Joe Batty) 

Requirements on consultation have not been met due to 
the non-implementation of the Borough’s Charter for Public 
Participation. This has shown the lack of understanding of, 
and ability to make use of, this important tool. 

The Council has followed the CFPP in the drafting of the 
Local Plan. Section 4 is of particular relevance to “Major 
plans, policies and projects”. 

In particular with have embraced early engagement, 
consulting on an Options paper at the beginning of the 
process.  This is not a statutory requirement, but something 
the Council considered to be essential to ensure that 
residents had an opportunity to engage with the process 
before we began to draft any policies.  Early engagement is 
a central tenet of successful planning with meaningful and 
effective engagement. 

As indicated by the CFPP each period of public consultation 
has been 6 weeks, with the Issues and Options consultation 
being 10 weeks and the Regulation 19 consultation being 8 
weeks. 
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Ref Respondent Name Response Comments 

 

The Local Plan has also been formulated in accordance with 
all the legal requirements with regard public consultation.  
Indeed the Council has gone beyond the minimum 
requirements in this regard, making considerable efforts to 
engage in those sectors of the community who may not 
normally be involved in the planning process.  It complies 
with the Council’s published Statement of Community 
Involvement (SCI) for plan making. 

As indicated by the CFPP each period of public consultation 
has been 6 weeks, with the Regulation 19 consultation being 
8 weeks. 

How we engage with the public for plan making is set out in 
our Statement of Community Involvement. 

8 Kensington Society 
(Amanda Frame) 

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. 

Noted.  The Council is satisfied that the intention of each 
policy is clear. 

The Glossary has been expanded – as per comments by 
chapter but other terms can be added during the 
examination if considered necessary by the Inspector. 

9 Knightsbridge 
Neighbourhood Forum 
(Simon Birkett) 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft 
Local Plan. 

Noted. 
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10 Lots Village Residents 
Association (Kerry Davis-
Head) 

Firstly we would like to mention the timing of the plan, 
consultations of consequence inevitably are published pre 
Christmas or during August. We also feel the consultation 
process somewhat flawed and there does not seem to be 
proper reflection of feedback from the previous consultation 
response. In fact it would appear that the views of residents 
and businesses has been largely ignored. As ever we 
question the time taken to input our views if they are going 
to be ignored or brushed aside by the party line. 

CHEYNE NURSERY  
We seek a formal guarantee that this will not be developed 
in the inappropriate manner previously proposed. 

  

The Council recognises that the timings for consultation will 
not suit all parties. 

The reg 19 consultation was extended to give interested 
parties a longer period to respond.  Care was taken to 
ensure that the consultation not run across the summer 
period when residents may be on holiday. 

The development of Cheyne Nursey is not the subject of the 
Local Plan.  The site has not been included as an allocation. 

11 Natural England Natural England has no comments to make on the 
Publication Policies (Regulation 19) Consultation 

The lack of comment from Natural England should not be 
interpreted as a statement that there are no impacts on the 
natural environment. Other bodies and individuals may wish 
to make comments that might help the Local Planning 
Authority (LPA) to fully take account of any environmental 
risks and opportunities relating to this document. 

 
Should the proposal be amended in a way which 
significantly affects its impact on the natural environment, 
then in accordance with Section 4 of the Natural 
Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006, please 
consult Natural England again. 

Noted. 

12 Network Rail (Network 
Rail) 

Thank you for giving Network Rail the opportunity to 
comment on the above consultation.  

Noted.  No further comments have been received. 
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Network Rail require additional time to review it in full and 
will submit any detailed comments, if required, as soon as 
possible. If it is too late to comment or there is a long-stop 
date, please do let us know. In the meantime, we set about 
below some initial comments. 

It is important that plans and policies reflect the aspirations 
of Network Rail and the wider rail industry as far as they are 
known at this stage and provides suitable flexibility to 
support future growth of the railway for both passenger and 
freight services. The railway network is a vital element of 
the country’s economy and a key component in the drive to 
deliver the Government’s sustainable agenda. 

The impact of new development on railway infrastructure 
such as railway stations and level crossing should be fully 
assessed. To ensure that Network Rail can continue to 
deliver a safe and efficient railway, 

As part of Network Rail’s license to operate and manage 
Britain’s railway infrastructure, Network Rail have the legal 
duty to protect rail passengers, the public, the railway 
workforce, and to reduce risk at our level crossings so far 
as is reasonably practicable. 

New development can also have others impact on the 
railway. It is important that the risk to the railway from 
landslips and flooding are considered for safety and 
operational reasons, as well fencing, planting along the 
railway boundary, excavations etc. Please find attached 
some guidance from Network Rail’s Asset Protection team 

13 NHS London Healthy 
Urban Development HUDU 
(Malcolm Souch) 

We welcome the revisions to the Plan and the recognition 
of health and wellbeing being a key consideration within the 
planning system. We have no objections to the Local Plan’s 
soundness. 

Support noted. 
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14 Savills on behalf of 
Commercial Estates Group 
(Kirsty Turner) 

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to provide 
commentary on the New Local Plan Review Draft Policies 
Regulation 19 Consultation. Having reviewed the document 
we have concluded that a number of amendments are 
required to ensure that the plan is sound, and that 
comments/recommendations from our previous Regulation 
18 stage representations are properly considered. 
Principally, we wish to emphasise the need for a forward-
looking New Local Plan which effectively guides and 
optimises development in the Borough and recognises the 
opportunity that sites can bring in the delivery of tangible 
public benefits, including new homes and new jobs. 

Noted. 

15 Simon Jenkins I am sorry to see no reference to the most depressing 
public space in the borough, the St Mary Abbots vestry 
gardens. I attach my proposal to remove the railings and 
revitalise what should be the hub of Kensington. It is the 
last remaining vestry enclave in London yet nowhere is this 
mentioned. 

This is not a question of soundness. 

16 Sport England (Mark 
Furnish) 

Active Design 

Sport England considers that the design of where 
communities live and work is key to keeping people active 
and placemaking should create environments that make the 
active choice the easy choice.  Sport England and Public 
Health England launched guidance called Active Design 
which intends to inform the urban design of places, 
neighbourhoods, buildings, streets and active open spaces 
to promote sport and active lifestyles.  The guide sets out 
ten principles to consider when designing places that would 
contribute to creating well designed healthy communities 
which has synergy with many elements of the New Local 
Plan Review, particularly in relation to applying the Healthy 
Streets Approach, ensuring appropriate infrastructure is 
installed to facilitate active travel modes and facilitating 
walkable neighbourhoods. Sport England support the 

The benefits of “Active Design” are recognised, and reflected 
within the policies within chapter 4 of the Local Plan, 
Conservation and Design”.  In addition, the Plan includes a 
section supporting Walkable Neighbourhoods and the need 
for Active Travel. 
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inclusion of these elements and recommend that the links 
between the document and Active Design are developed 
further and are really drawn out by having clear references 
to Active Design, its principles and the Active Design 
Checklist.  Active Design principles and the checklist, for 
example, could be added to design requirements for any 
proposal submitted for planning permission.  More 
information on Active Design, including the guidance, can 
be found at https://www.sportengland.org/guidance-and-
support/facilities-and-planning/design-and-cost-
guidance/active-design 

17 Surrey County Council 
(Minerals and Waste 
Authority (Katie Smyth) 

Thank you for consulting Surrey County Council in relation 
to RBKC Regulation 19 Consultation. 

We have no comments to raise. 

Noted. 

18 TfL - London Underground 
or Overground operational 
infrastructure (Infrastruc... 

We have no comments to make at this stage except that 
London Underground Infrastructure Protection needs to be 
consulted as Statutory Consultees on any planning 
application within London Underground zone of interest as 
per TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING, ENGLAND-The 
Town and Country Planning (Development Management 
Procedure) (England) Order 2015 issued on 16th April 
2015. 

Also, where there are intended works in the Highway we 
would need to be notified of these so that we can ensure 
there is no damage to them. 

This response is made as Railway Infrastructure Manager 
under the “Town and Country Planning (Development 
Management Procedure) Order 2015". It therefore relates 
only to railway engineering and safety matters. Other parts 
of TfL may have other comments in line with their own 
statutory responsibilities. 

Noted. 

https://www.sportengland.org/guidance-and-support/facilities-and-planning/design-and-cost-guidance/active-design
https://www.sportengland.org/guidance-and-support/facilities-and-planning/design-and-cost-guidance/active-design
https://www.sportengland.org/guidance-and-support/facilities-and-planning/design-and-cost-guidance/active-design
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19 Turley on behalf of Warrior 
Property Group and 
Portobello Group (Alice 
Hawkins) 

In summary, Warrior/Portobello Group support many of the 
principles of the policy and the overall focus of the NLP, 
particularly in terms of encouraging and promoting housing 
delivery, optimisation of small sites and the revisions made 
to town centre policies reflecting changes in the use 
classes order. 

However, there are a number of concerns with policy 
wording that have been raised as demonstrated through 
this representations letter, and we have made suggested 
changes where relevant. 

Comments have been considered in each relevant section. 

20 Wornington Trees (Sam 
Dodgshon) 

This consultation process appears to have been designed 
to wear community groups down. 97 specific questions in 
response to 311 pages of proposal, which is a mammoth 
task but still manages to leave very little room for 
appropriate criticism. To top it all off, a submission date two 
days before Christmas, as if anyone is going to look at 
these responses before January! 

I know a number of other RAs, community groups, and 
RBKC's own councillors who have given up on this 
consultation process entirely, and it's not hard to see why. 

The Council recognises that responding to a document of 
the complexity of this Local Plan is a significant undertaking, 
and we are very grateful for those that do respond. 

There have been four rounds of consultation, all of which 
offered ample opportunity for comment. 

Every effort was made to engage in new and creative ways, 
many of which have proved successful, engaging those who 
have not traditionally been involved. 

The Council committed to undertake an early review of the 
plan to reflect the Council’s new values and priorities 
following the Grenfell Tower tragedy.  We have met or 
exceeded all of the statutory requirements and in the case of 
the Reg 19 consultation offered an 8 week rather than a 6 
week consultation period. Contrary to what has been 
suggested the period between Christmas and January was 
used to collate and process all the responses received by 
officers so they could be considered in the short time to the 
Full Council meeting on 1 February for submission.  
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