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Local Plan Partial Review 
Issues and Options 
Consultation Schedule: Section 10: Housing 
 
Issue 1: Meeting the Borough's housing target 

 
Question 1: Are there any sites that should be considered as a site allocation as part of the Local Plan Partial Review for housing? If so, please complete the Call for Sites section of the 
Consultation Response Form. 
 

No. Name Comment Council’s Response 

1 Charles Bezoari 

Elder 

All the closures of fire Brigade stations; mail sorting stations; libraries, abandoned sites 

(like the infamous south Ken corner); church closures; and other public sector occupied 

land should be converted to housing. 

Olympia should be completely redeveloped to close the exhibition halls (like the new 

Earls Court) and convert expand residential housing. 

The Council has policies protecting social and community uses and office buildings. These policies are 

considered necessary to maintain a mix of uses in the borough which are essential to the quality of life 

and attractiveness of the borough as a place to live. The Council’s housing policies cannot support the 

approach proposed as it will not be based on sound evidence, positively prepared or justified. These are 

the tests of soundness of Local Plans as set out in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 

Infrastructure is considered in Chapter 29 and Chapter 37 of the Draft Policies. 

2 Onslow 

Neighbourhood 

Association (Eva 

Skinner) 

1. We consider that if the council will provide a minimum of 585 net additional dwellings 

per year, they should ALL be affordable. What the borough needs is more affordable 

dwellings.  

The NPPF requires local planning authorities to identify the scale and mix of housing and the range of 

tenures that the local population is likely to need over the plan period. This includes both market and 

affordable housing. The borough’s objectively assessed need as identified in the Strategic Housing 

Market Assessment (SHMA) 2015 is for 575 units per annum. The overall net annual need for affordable 

housing is 1,171 units per annum. This figure is around twice as large as the objectively assessed need 

(OAN) figure of 575 dwellings per annum. It should be noted that there is little relationship between the 

two figures, with the OAN based on projected net growth in households and the affordable housing 

requirement based on working through the backlog of existing affordable housing need. 

 

The Council’s housing target is set by the London Plan and is currently 733 units per annum. The Council 

cannot require all of these units to be affordable despite the evidence of need. This is because the 

Council is required to take into account the need for market housing as well as deliverability. Paragraph 

173 of the NPPF requires that new developments should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and 

policy burdens that their ability to be viably developed is threatened. Providing affordable housing as 

suggested is not deliverable. 

3 Sainsbury's 

Supermarkets Ltd 

(Indigo Planning) 

Issue 1 (Meeting Housing Targets) 

Figure 10.10 states that the site has the potential to deliver 3,500 new dwellings. 

Sainsbury's support this figure and the use of the word 'potential'. This recognises that 

there are factors that can influence the deliverability of this number of new dwellings. 

The site is allocated for a minimum of 3,500 units but the text makes it clear that the site is constrained 

and requires transport infrastructure enhancements. 

4 Christian Durie I understand that if Chelsea was a borough all on its own it would be considered the 

most densely populated in Britain. Therefore please do not increase this density. 

There are no specific proposals in the Local Plan Partial Review that are seeking to increase the density 

of Chelsea. 
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No. Name Comment Council’s Response 

5 Kerry Davis-Head The borough is already densely populated. Parts of the borough are at very high levels. 

Further over development should be resisted. If any development has to be imposed 

then it should be low rise and high quality. 

Any new developments are subject to planning policies that require consideration of the site’s context. 

The London Plan Policy 3.4: Optimising Housing Potential includes a density matrix (Table 3.2) that is 

applicable to developments. 

6 Catalyst Housing 

(Martyn Freeman) 

As stated previously, we consider that the Wornington Green site should continue to 

have a site allocation. We have not resubmitted Wornington Green to the Call for Sites 

exercise, as it already has a planning permission which is being implemented. 

Wornington Green retains an allocation. 

7 Royal Brompton & 

Harefield NHS 

Foundation Trust 

(RBHT) 

Yes, 117-125 Sydney Street. The site has been included in the site allocations. 

8 Bell Cornwell LLP 

(Simon Avery) 

2. THE CHAPTER 10 HOUSING ISSUES AND OPTIONS [HI&O] 

10.1.3 This lists ten issues, but with no reference to starting point of the full objectively 

assessed need for housing provision. 

Focusing only on the overall housing target figure from FALP and the affordable housing 

needs of the borough fails to comply with NPPF paragraph 47 and FALP Policy 3.8. 

The objectively assessed need was set out in the text in the Issues and Options document. See 

paragraphs 10.4.11 to 10.4.16 of the Issues and Options document. 

The OAN at 575 dwellings per annum is less than the London Plan housing target of 733 dwellings per 

annum. Draft Policy CH1 is seeking to meet and exceed this target.   

9 Barton Willmore 

(Paul Newton) 

Issue 1 (Meeting Housing Targets) 

23. We support the identification of the Site for upwards of 3,500 dwellings at Figure 

10.10, albeit for the avoidance of doubt the number of dwellings that can ultimately be 

achieved will be dependent on improvements to public transport accessibility (whether 

through a Crossrail Station or other means). The site specific policy should therefore be 

worded accordingly. 

The site is allocated for a minimum of 3,500 units but the text makes it clear that the site is constrained 

and requires transport infrastructure enhancements. 

10 Kensington Society 

(Michael Bach) 

10.3.1; Five years' supply: Given the difficulty in finding a five-year supply any further 

amount is unrealistic, as is the next 6-15 years, even though some large sites exist that 

will materialise beyond 2020. 

 

 

 

 

10.3.2: Planning for future demographic and market trends is totally unrealistic – given 

the limited opportunities the Borough needs to recognise the limitations and target those 

elements that it plans to meet – not those that might want to invest but not live here. 

 

10.3.7: The review needs to be realistic when identifying sites for starter homes – the 

challenge is whether we can find the sites. Is Kensal Gasworks suitable? 

10.3.1 The NPPF (paragraph 47) requires the Council to “identify and update annually a supply of specific 

deliverable sites sufficient to provide five years worth of housing against their housing requirements.” The 

Council’s housing trajectory demonstrates a five years supply including a 20% buffer (moved forward 

from later in the plan period) due to a persistent under delivery. The housing trajectory also identifies 

developable sites in years 6 to 10 as required by the NPPF. 

 

 

10.3.2 The Local Plan must take account of the borough’s objectively assessed need (OAN) as required 

by the NPPF.  

 

 

10.3.7 The review is not identifying sites for starter homes. The Government consulted on draft 

regulations for Starter Homes which indicated a site size threshold of 0.5 ha or 10 homes. However, no 

further announcements have been made on the details of Starter Homes. The Local Plan policies will 

respond to any changes in this regard once there is more clarity from the Government. 
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No. Name Comment Council’s Response 

11 House Builders 

Federation (James 

Stevens)  

Duty to cooperate 

Part E of Policy 2.2 of the London Plan requires the London boroughs to work with 

authorities in neighbouring regions to develop common approaches to issues of cross-

border significance. Housing is one such issue. It would be helpful if the Council could 

explore through the Duty to Cooperate how it is engaging with relevant authorities in the 

south east of England – where there are strong migratory relationships – how RBKC's 

new plan and its assumptions about migration, will impact on these authorities. 

 

The Council should consider how the Mayor of London's underlying migration 

assumptions will affect those councils, including the London Boroughs, with whom it has 

a strong relationship. The Council will need to do this as the Mayor has made it clear that 

the London Plan is not a development plan document. He is not responsible for ensuring 

that the legal aspects of the duty to cooperate are discharged. That responsibility rests 

with the individual London boroughs. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Objective assessment of housing need 

We note in paragraph 10.5.1 of the consultation document that the Council has assessed 

that its OAN is for 535 dpa. The London Plan housing benchmark (which is a capacity 

constrained target/benchmark – not an OAN) requires RBKC to provide 733 dpa. The 

London Plan housing benchmarks (table 3.1) reflect a pan-London strategy of 

apportionment of the overall capacity figure identified of 42,000 dpa. 

 

Nevertheless, the London Plan states that these benchmark figures are the minimum to 

be achieved. In addition to this the London Boroughs are required to try and identify 

capacity to augment these benchmarks in order to help close the gap between the 

capacity constrained London requirement for 42,000 dpa and the OAN, which at the 

bottom of the range, would require London as a whole to provide 49,000 dpa. 

 

To help increase provision above the London Plan housing benchmarks, the London 

Boroughs are required to undertake their own SHMA to identify their own objectively 

assessed needs. This is necessary to accord with national planning policy. 

 

Duty to cooperate 

The Royal Borough is a Central London borough and does not adjoin any authorities in the south east of 

England, all its neighbouring authorities are within Greater London. The FALP Inspector considered the 

Mayor’s duty to co-operate with regard to housing and found that the Mayor had satisfied the duty with 

regard to bodies inside and outside of London (although not in terms of waste planning).  

 

It should be pointed out that with regard to identifying objectively assessed housing need the Inspector for 

FALP, November 2014 noted that “Other than some fine tuning regarding local need relating to the size 

and type of property and tenure, there is no need, in my view, for each London Borough to duplicate the 

work done by the GLA and produce their own individual assessment of overall need.” 

 

In undertaking the borough’s Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) the Council took into 

account the Duty to Cooperate which the Localism Act 2011 and the National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF) places on local councils, to consult with neighbouring local authorities, the Greater London 

Authority, and other relevant organisations, over the definition of housing market areas and subsequently 

over the evidence assembled and the study findings.  

 

 

 

 

Objective assessment of housing need 

The borough’s objectively assessed need as identified in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment 

(SHMA) 2015 is for 575 units per annum. The overall net annual need for affordable housing is 1,171 

units per annum. This figure is around twice as large as the objectively assessed need (OAN) figure of 

575 dwellings per annum. It should be noted that there is little relationship between the two figures, with 

the OAN based on projected net growth in households and the affordable housing requirement based on 

working through the backlog of existing affordable housing need. 

The OAN has been assessed in the SHMA using government guidance in the NPPG: Housing and 

Economic Needs Assessments1. It is not clear why the respondent is not convinced by the OAN. 

However, as suggested Draft Policy CH1: Housing Targets is seeking to meet and exceed the London 

Plan target. Policy CH2: Affordable Housing is also seeking the maximum reasonable amount of 

affordable housing. 

 

                                                           
1 http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/housing-and-economic-development-needs-assessments/  

http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/housing-and-economic-development-needs-assessments/
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No. Name Comment Council’s Response 

Having considered the SHMA, we are not convinced that the OAN for RBKC is only 535 

dpa. Paragraph 10.5.3 identifies that the affordable housing need for the first five years 

equates to 1,162 dpa. The extent of the affordable housing need speaks to the 

dysfunctional nature of the RBKC housing market and indicates why a purely 

demographic-based projection as the basis for the assessment of the OAN would be 

inappropriate. The NPPG advises that "an increase in the total housing figures included 

in the local plan should be considered where it could help deliver the required number of 

affordable homes." 

 

A high affordable housing need indicates that the planners probably got their forecasts 

wrong in the past. The adoption of a purely trend-based projection as the basis for the 

OAN would only embed the tendency of worsening affordability for the next twenty years. 

 

We recommend that the Council considers increasing its new supply to help facilitate the 

supply of affordable homes 

12 Savills (Charlotte 

Handscomb) 

Savills are promoting a number of sites on behalf of clients. Please refer to separate 

consultation response forms on behalf of individual clients. 

Please see responses to comments on site allocations. 

13 Greater London 

Authority 

Development 

(Stewart Murray) 

Housing 

As stated above my officers welcomed the meeting with officers from Kensington and 

Chelsea to discuss its proposed approach to housing. This was a very informative and 

helpful meeting. The borough has carried out a significant amount of work to identify its 

housing issues and potential ways to address these. 

 

As discussed at the meeting this area of planning is in a state of uncertainty due to the 

proposals in the Housing and Planning Bill and the legislative changes may require the 

partial plan review to consider further issues and make further amendments. 

 

I note that your recently published SHMA identifies a housing need figure of 575 

dwellings per year. The borough should satisfy itself that the methodology behind this 

figure is robust. In particular the council are encouraged to ensure the approach takes 

sufficient account of 'market signals' as required by the NPPG and the Mayor's Draft 

Interim Housing SPG. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Noted. The Council mirrors GLA’s comments. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Council is satisfied with the methodology in the SHMA to assess the OAN. Chapter 6 of the SHMA 

provides an assessment of the future number of households in RBKC drawing on official Government 

household projections and those prepared by the GLA. It recognises that the 2013 Greater London 

SHMA, and the subsequent Further Alterations to the London Plan make a case for using the GLA 

projections for London instead of those prepared by CLG, and the Inspector who conducted the 

Examination in Public for the FALP accepted this argument. GLA projections have proved more accurate 

than ONS projections to date.  

The GLA have produced two variant population projections, the short-term migration scenario which 

based migration flows on estimates of migration over the period mid-2009 to mid-2013 and the long-term 
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No. Name Comment Council’s Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Mayor supports the work the borough has done which increases its minimum 

London Plan policy 3.3 housing target of 733 dwellings pa for the period 2015-2025 to a 

local target of 11,728 units to 2027/28. Policy 3.3 and paragraph 3.19i of the London 

Plan require boroughs to seek to augment targets to address local and strategic need in 

terms of the wider London Plan and NPPF (paragraphs 14 and 47). 

 

The borough has identified capacity for 10,734 net additional homes including from 

strategic sites, the pipeline of planning permissions, housing capacity from pre-

application discussions and windfall from small sites and vacant buildings. However, this 

would still leave a gap of 994 units. 

migration scenario which based its assumptions on migration estimates for the period mid-2001 to mid-

2013. GLA consider that the latter is likely to provide more realistic results over the longer term. 

GLA have prepared household projections from each set of population projections. Their short-term 

migration scenario produces household numbers slightly above those of the CLG 2012-based 

projections, whilst the longer-term migration scenario produces a significantly higher number of 

households (89,034 by 2035, an increase of 9,950 between 2015 and 2035). 

 

The SHMA uses the GLA long-term migration scenario household forecast as it is considered to provide 

the most realistic estimate of future household growth in the borough. Clearly as stated above the long 

term migration scenario shows the biggest increase of the three household projections. 

 

The Mayor’s Housing SPG Annex 2 provides borough level indicative need benchmarks. This indicates 

household projections of 534 (based on GLA household projections 2014 round long term variant (Dec 

2015) 2015-2036), 388 (GLA household projections 2014 round short term variant (Dec 2015) 2015-

2036) and 287 (DCLG 2012 – based projected annualised household growth). 

 

These figures are all below the 575 OAN. 

 

Section 7 of the SHMA takes account of market signals. 

 

Policy CH1: Increasing Housing Supply is seeking to meet and exceed the London Plan target. The 

Council has not increased its target rather it has included a 20% buffer in the first five years which is 

moved from later in the plan period in accordance with the NPPF. This results in a target of 880 dwellings 

per annum in the first five years and 586 dwellings per annum in years 10 -15. The overall target over 15 

years remains the same at 10,995 dwellings. It is acknowledged that the target may have been inflated in 

the Issues and Options document as a 20% buffer was added to the total target rather than ‘moved 

forward from later on in the plan period’ as set out in the NPPF. 

Given that the borough has identified capacity for 10,734 net additional homes, this leaves a gap of 261 

dwellings. 

14 Savills (Aimee 

Squires) 

100 West Cromwell Road is designated as a strategic site to meet a significant 

proportion of Borough’s housing target.  Policy CH1 states – The Council will ensure that 

sufficient housing sites are allocated in order to ensure the housing targets are met. To 

deliver this the Council will make provision for a minimum of 350 net additional dwellings 

a year until the London Plan is replaced (estimated as 2011-12) based on the overall ten 

year housing target of 3,500 net additional units. From adoption of the London Plan the 

Council is planning to make provision for a minimum of 600 net additional dwellings a 

Noted. 
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No. Name Comment Council’s Response 

year, until 2027-28, based on the ten year housing target of 6,000 net additional units. 

The exact target will be set through the London Plan process. 

The Local Plan partial review document provides an update on the Council’s current 

housing land supply, which can be summarised as follows – 

· RBKC’s minimum housing target to 2027/28 is now 11,728 new dwellings, as set out 

within the latest version of the London Plan; 

· Since 2010 1,588 new homes have been built, with 3,897 dwellings granted planning 

permission, albeit that these permissions are not yet implemented suggesting there 

could be an underlying issue with the viability of permitted schemes; · Site allocations 

currently equate to 5,300 units, although the consultation document indicates capacity on 

these sites may have increased to an estimated 6,500 units; 

· The remainder of sites are expected to come through windfall development. 

As paragraph 10.5.3 identifies, the Council have failed to meet their minimum targets 

since the adoption of the Core Strategy in 2010, delivering just 1,588 new homes against 

a target of 2,750. Historically the Council have only identified a small selection of 

strategic allocations to assist with delivering their housing supply target. 

Within the Local Plan revision, a number of sites are proposed to be allocated which 

could deliver up to 6,538 units. This is significantly short of their target of 11,278 

dwellings for the remainder of the Plan period. The shortfall cannot be delivered solely 

through windfall sites. As set out in paragraph 10.5.5, the Council now need to identify 

additional housing capacity to meet the increased target. The most appropriate way to 

secure this is through a series of further Site Allocations. 

 

In response to Question 1, we formally submit the site at 100A West Cromwell Road for 

consideration as a site allocation. We believe that the site should be included as a site 

allocation to allow for the comprehensive redevelopment of the site at 100 and 100A 

West Cromwell Road. 100A West Cromwell Road has the potential to deliver up to 250 

new dwellings. Together, the sites (100 and 100A West Cromwell Road) have the 

potential to deliver 600 to 650 new dwellings. This would greatly assist the Borough to 

deliver their housing targets over the Plan period. 

 

Given the constraints posed throughout the Borough (i.e. the number of listed buildings 

and conservation areas) and the relatively low supply of land, a development of 600 to 

650 residential units at the site would be a significant contribution to the provision of 

additional residential dwellings. As previously set out in the Site allocation section of this 

letter, there are a number of benefits in conjunction with a comprehensive 

redevelopment of 100 and 100A West Cromwell Road. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

100A West Cromwell Road has been included as a site allocation alongside 100 West Cromwell Road 

within the Warwick Road allocation in the Earl’s Court Chapter. This site is allocated for a minimum of 

450 units. 
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No. Name Comment Council’s Response 

15 Nathaniel Lichfield 

& Partners (NLP) 

(Simon Slatford) 

Section 10 'Housing' 

Firstly, St William would like to express concern that there is no overall pro-housing 

policy proposed within the emerging Local Plan. Taking into account that changes to 

National Policy within the NPPF and the Mayor's updated FALP, it would be prudent for 

RBKC to set an overarching policy that encourages residential developments within the 

Borough, unless policies within the Plan indicate otherwise. 

 

In respect of housing tenure, we note the Council's four suggested options within the 

consultation document, based on evidence from the SHMA. We also note the DCLG 

'Consultation on proposed changes to national planning policy' (December 2015) that 

states at paragraph 9 "We propose that the definition will continue to include a range of 

affordable products for rent and for ownership for households whose needs are not met 

by the market, but without being unnecessarily constrained by the parameters of 

products that have been used in the past which risk stifling innovation". 

The Draft Chapter 35: Housing Diversity has made a change to Strategic Objective CO6 for Diversity of 

Housing and it now explicitly refers to “boost the supply of housing to further the aim of sustainable 

development”.  

 

Draft Policy CH1: Increasing Housing Supply also seeks to meet and exceed the London Plan target for 

new homes in the borough. 

 

Noted. 

16 Historic England 

(Katharine 

Fletcher) 

Housing and Strategic Sites 

Core Policy CP1 'Quanta of Development' is among those proposed for review. The 

capacity for the borough to accommodate new housing development while maintaining 

its historic environment should be a key consideration, so that the quality and character 

of neighbourhoods is conserved. Integrating consideration of the historic environment 

into plan making alongside other considerations is a key principle of sustainable 

development. Where less successful neighbourhoods are proposed for redevelopment 

opportunities for enhancement should be a priority. 

 

Kensington and Chelsea has an enviable stock of relatively high density housing dating 

from the Georgian, Victorian and Edwardian eras. In the context of the current debates 

about the efficient provision of housing within the capital the mansion block is one 

typology that is under particular consideration again. The Royal Borough has many such 

examples; Historic England considers this building type to have many advantages, being 

compatible with a traditional street pattern and of a more human scale and contextual 

appearance than high-rise developments. We support references to promoting this 

typology in the consultation document, for instance in para 2.4.9, and suggest that this is 

carried through to the local plan site allocation guidance where appropriate. 

 

Some areas of social housing have been highly successful, and are not dissimilar from 

the mansion block form. In commenting on the Chelsea Conservation Area Appraisal we 

noted that the high quality of the Lewis Trust buildings and the Sutton Estate could merit 

their inclusion within the conservation area. These buildings, and potentially others, 

derive significance from their character and architectural qualities, and also have some 

 

The Council agrees that the capacity for the borough to accommodate new housing development while 

maintaining its historic environment should be a key consideration. The Council has a range of other 

policies in Chapter 34: Renewing the Legacy which seeks to preserve or enhance the character or 

appearance of its conservation areas. The statutory tests in relation to listed buildings apply where 

necessary as well as the tests of harm set out in the NPPF in this regard. 

 

 

 

To acknowledge the balance that needs to be struck the Strategic Objective CO6 for Diversity of Housing 

which has been changed to refer to boosting the supply of housing also makes it clear that this is done to 

further the aim of sustainable development. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Sutton Estate is subject to a planning application and the relevant policies will apply in its 

determination. 
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No. Name Comment Council’s Response 

evidential value. 

 

We have not assessed the Strategic Sites identified in para 4.5.2, Question 3, and would 

be pleased to discuss any historic environment issues with you. 

 

 

Comments from from Historic England on the proposed Site Allocations in the Draft Policies document 

are welcome. 

17 Judith Blakeman We have a concern that attempts to meet the Borough's housing target could lead to 

excessive over-development, especially beside the Westway elevated motorway, which 

is one of the most air polluted parts of the Borough, together with an unacceptable the 

loss of public green space. We could not condone this. 

The Council does not have a choice in meeting its housing targets. However, housing targets are based 

on supply with consideration of suitable densities for the sites identified. London Plan Policy 3.4: 

Optimising Housing Potential includes a density matrix (Table 3.2) that is applicable to developments. 

Any development is subject to a range of policies including ones protecting residential living conditions. 

18 The Chelsea 

Society (Michael 

Stephen) 

HOUSING 

It is simply not possible to provide a house or flat for every person in the United 

Kingdom, and indeed the world, who wishes to have one in Chelsea. This needs to be 

clearly understood not only by the Borough Council but also by the Mayor and the 

national Government. Any attempt to meet unrealistic "targets" would be a disaster. 

The Council is not setting any new housing targets through the Local Plan Partial Review process. These 

are set through the London Plan based on a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment. 

Whilst these policies are not subject to the current review, the Council has a range of policies seeking to 

preserve or enhance the character or appearance of its conservation areas. It also has policies to protect 

residential living conditions.  

19 Turley (Ian 

Fergusson) 

Rather than crafting its own policy approach, RBKC should review the approach taken in 

Westminster City Council Policy S14 Optimising Housing Delivery. 

 

In addition, RBKC policy should explicitly accept land use swaps, where the 

consequence is that overall housing numbers are maintained or increased. This will 

equally serve the achievement of the Council’s housing targets. 

It should be noted that the overarching objective of the Council’s draft policy is the same as that of 

Westminster to seek to meet and exceed their housing targets. However, the characteristics of this 

borough are not comparable to Westminster in that the Royal Borough is the smallest London borough 

and is also the most densely built up. The approach taken in Westminster City Council Policy S14 that 

“Residential use is the priority across Westminster except where specifically stated” is not considered 

appropriate for this borough. The quality of life and the special character of this borough include the 

intricate mix of uses spread across the borough. The Council seeks to protect such uses as the price 

differential between residential and other uses would mean that without protection such uses will be lost.  

It is not agreed that a generalised policy accepting land use swaps as suggested would be appropriate. 

This is because such an approach can lead to a concentration of certain uses in specific areas. One of 

the defining characters of the borough which make it an attractive place to live is the mix of uses which 

quite often are small in nature but essential to the quality of life. The Council considers such proposals 

on their own merit. 
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Issue 2: Amalgamations and de-conversions 

 

Question: What approach should the Council take? 

Option 1: Maintain a planning policy approach that permits amalgamations of existing units up to a defined threshold of units and/or floorspace. 

Option 2: Introduce a presumption against the loss of residential units subject to specific exemptions. Possible exemptions include the restoration of a house to its original use; or where  

                the existing accommodation is substandard. 

Option 3: Resist the loss of all residential units unless it can be demonstrated that the de-conversion is required to create a decent standard of accommodation. 
 

No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

1 Charles Bezoari Elder  1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH1 Increasing Housing Supply sets out the 

Council’s proposed approach to amalgamations. 

2 Onslow 

Neighbourhood 

Association (Eva 

Skinner) 

 3 The Council’s Draft Policy CH1 Increasing Housing Supply sets out the 

Council’s proposed approach to amalgamations. 

3 Bell Cornwell LLP 

(Simon Avery) 

These representations are made on behalf of Mrs. Arabella Grandage, the owner-occupier of 118 

Portland Road, with specific reference to the future Local Plan policy regarding 

"amalgamations/deconversions". 

 

The first section below considers the policy context for the Partial Review, namely the National 

Planning Policy Framework [NPPF] 2012, the Further Alterations to the London Plan [FALP] 2015, 

the Consolidated Local Plan [clp] 2015 and the Norland Neighbourhood Plan [NNP] 2013. 

The second section assesses the detailed paragraphs of Chapter 10, broadly in numerical order, to 

which reference is made, as are recent Appeals decisions. 

 

Flowing from that assessment, the third section considers the significance of the area's historical 

geography as the fundamental basis for creating a sustainable balanced residential community 

across the Royal Borough. 

 The Council’s Draft Policy CH1 Increasing Housing Supply sets out the 

Council’s proposed approach to amalgamations. 

4 Arabella Grandage Please see the document submitted by Simon Avery of Bell Cornwell on behalf of Arabella 

Grandage.  

 

I agree with those submissions and that the existing policy should be maintained to the existing 

defined limits. 

1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH1 Increasing Housing Supply sets out the 

Council’s proposed approach to amalgamations. 

5 J Hernandez K&C does not have enough houses, particularly smaller family homes. There should be no 

presumption against amalgamations, particularly when the result is to reinstate a house to its original 

state or to provide better family accommodation. The consultation suggests that amalgamations 

might be limited to a maximum of "two dwellings being combined and a floorspace limit”. Such a limit 

1 Noted. The Council’s evidence shows that a significant number of dwellings 

are being lost through amalgamations. At the same time there is increasing 

pressure on the Council as well as nationally to provide more homes. 

Therefore the Council’s policy needs to balance the need to increase net 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

does not make sense when what is being achieved is the reinstatement of a house or if the 

amalgamation is to provide enough room for a growing family. There are very little options for smaller 

houses which are still affordable for working families. There appears to be a prevalence of 1-2 

bedroom flats on one floor nly on the one hand, or large multi-million pound houses on the other 

hand, but hardly anything in between. Given the limited stock of smaller 3-4 bedroom houses, the 

council should allow combination of smaller flats where that will be accommodating a family. 

housing provision as well as provide family accommodation through 

amalgamations. Having no limit on the numbers of units or floorspace could 

have the consequence of a large number of units being lost as well as the 

creation of very large units which may not cater to a normal family sized 

accommodation. 

Therefore Draft Policy CH1: Increasing housing supply seeks to strike this 

balance by resisting the loss of residential units through amalgamations of 

existing or new homes unless the amalgamation will result in the net loss of 

one unit only and the total floorspace of the new dwelling created will be 

less than or equal to 170 sq m gross internal area (GIA).  

6 John Franke My wife and I have lived in the Norland Conservation Area with my family for over 25 years. My wife 

has been an RBK&C resident since 1959. The Norland Conservation Area is one for families, as was 

expressly reflected in the Norland Neighbourhood plan, which was recently adopted, As such, we 

consider that reconversions of flats to allow the original houses to be suitable for use as family 

dwellings is something that we consider should be encouraged. There should be no presumption 

against reconversions where the property is reverting to its original state as a house. We do not 

agree that there should be a limit on the number of flats that could be lost as a result - the 

consultation paper includes a limit of two and of floorspace, though there is no reference to that in the 

options above. We see no reason to have such restrictions as long as the flats are within the 

delineation of the original single dwelling house prior to conversion - the important element is that the 

houses in the Conservation Area are lived in as family residences. 

2 Noted. The Council’s evidence shows that a significant number of dwellings 

are being lost through amalgamations. At the same time there is increasing 

pressure on the Council as well as nationally to provide more homes. 

Therefore the Council’s policy needs to balance the need to increase net 

housing provision as well as provide family accommodation through 

amalgamations. Having no limit on the numbers of units or floorspace that 

can be amalgamated could have the consequence of a large number of 

units being lost as well as the creation of very large units which may not 

cater to a normal family sized accommodation. 

Therefore Draft Policy CH1: Increasing housing supply seeks to strike this 

balance by resisting the loss of residential units through amalgamations of 

existing or new homes unless the amalgamation will result in the net loss of 

one unit only and the total floorspace of the new dwelling created will be 

less than or equal to 170 sq m gross internal area (GIA).  

7 Federico Ghella The existing policy is correct as it make possible the creation of larger much needed family houses. 

The existing number of permissible loss of units should be brought down to 3. 

1 The Council’s policy needs to balance the need to increase net housing 

provision as well as provide family accommodation through amalgamations. 

It is considered in each case the net loss of a single unit together with a 

maximum floorspace limit for the amalgamated unit at 170 sq m strikes this 

balance. 

8 Norland Society (Clive 

Wilson) 

Important to be able to restore houses to their original intended function: ie as family houses, not 

broken into bedsits and multiple small flats. 

2 The Council’s policy needs to balance the need to increase net housing 

provision as well as provide family accommodation through amalgamations. 

Having no limit on the numbers of units or floorspace that can be 

amalgamated to revert back to an original dwellinghouse could have the 

consequence of a large number of units being lost as well as the creation of 

very large units which may not cater to a normal family sized 

accommodation. 
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9 Gerald Eve (Nick 

Miller) 

On behalf of our client, Dorrington Plc, we are submitting written representations in support of Option 

2 to permit the amalgamation of residential dwellings where the criteria of specific exemptions are 

met. 

It is considered that amalgamations of residential units should be permitted, subject to specific 

exemptions, to enable RBKC's planning policy to: 

1. Rectify the substandard provision of small unit accommodation created by the sub-division of 

residential units; 

2. Help the borough achieve a more suitable mix of dwelling sizes; and 

3. Retain the original form of the housing stock in the borough. 

1. Substandard Provision 

There are examples of purpose built dwellings within RBKC that have been inadequately subdivided 

over the years. Often in these cases the resultant residential dwelling(s), as a consequence of the 

subdivision, do not achieve an acceptable standard of daylight and sunlight and/or fall short in 

delivering the required floorspace provision as set out in the London Plan (2015). 

It is therefore considered preferable to restore these houses to their original form to help maintain the 

quality of the accommodation across the borough. Option 2 ensures that the Local Plan is legally 

sound as it complies with policy CL5 of the Consolidated Local Plan (2015), which ensures that all 

development has good living conditions for occupants of new, existing and neighbouring buildings. 

Policy CL5 is not subject to the Local Plan Partial Review (December 2015). 

2. Mix of dwelling sizes 

The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (Dec 2015) has revealed that in RBKC 72% of homes 

have one or two bedrooms, which is a greater proportion than Inner London and London averages. 

Comparatively, RBKC has a lower proportion of three-bed and four-bed homes than the Inner 

London average. 

Paragraph 10.4.2 of the Local Plan Partial Review - Issues and Options document identifies the 

borough as having 'a low proportion of houses (17%) with the majority of the stock made up of 

purpose built and converted flats (79%)'. Therefore considering the prevailing conditions it is 

important to maintain the larger dwelling unit stock and, where necessary, enable dwellings that have 

previously accommodated families to revert to their original form. 

Paragraph 35.3.10 of the RBKC Consolidated Local Plan (2015) has identified the main shortfalls 'in 

terms of market housing are for three and four bedrooms homes. Over the next 20 years the size of 

new market housing likely to be required in the borough is 20 per cent one and two bedroom units 

and 80 per cent three and four or more bedroom units'. Therefore allowing the amalgamation of a 

limited number of small residential units will contribute to borough's delivery of three and four 

bedroom houses, of which there is a greater objectively assessed need. Option 2 complies with 

Policy CH2, which seeks a mix of types, tenures and sizes of homes to reflect the varying needs of 

the borough. 

2 1. The Council’s Draft Policy CH1 criterion b. which would allow the 

amalgamation of 2 units to 1 and a maximum floorspace of the 

amalgamated unit of 170 sq m (GIA) will enable substandard 

accommodation to be improved. 

Amalgamating with no limit on numbers of units lost to an original 

dwellinghouse can result in the loss of a large number of units and start to 

impact of the borough’s housing delivery. 

2. The SHMA has indicated that the need in the borough is for about 50% 

one and two bed homes and 50% three bed and four bed plus homes (see 

Table 6.11 of the SHMA). This evidence supersedes paragraph 35.3.10 of 

the existing Local Plan 2015. 

3. The tests for conservation areas and listed buildings are different as 

enshrined in the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 

1990. Whilst the test for listed buildings is about preserving the building or 

its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it 

possesses (section 16), the test in conservation areas is about preserving 

or enhancing the character or appearance of the conservation area (section 

72). The Council looks at these tests on a case by case basis and a carte 

blanche for amalgamations is not considered appropriate to meet the 

heritage benefits outlined.  
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3. Heritage 

Paragraph 126 of the NPPF requires local planning authorities to set out in their Local Plan a positive 

strategy for the conservation of the historic environment, and should take into account the wider 

social, cultural, economic and environmental benefits that conservation of the historic environment 

can bring. This is especially pertinent in conservations areas and when dealing with Listed buildings. 

There are instances where internal reconfigurations alter the layout of such buildings to the detriment 

of their original character. Therefore amalgamations are often a necessary remediation method to 

help rectify and preserve the special architectural interest or historic significance of buildings. 

Option 2 ensures that this policy accords with Policy CL3 and Policy CL4 of the Consolidated Local 

Plan (2015), both of which are not subject to this Local Plan Partial Review, as well as Policy 7.8 of 

the London Plan (2015). 

Conclusion 

The current wording of the policy is restrictive and doesn't provide enough flexibility for the policy to 

relate to individual circumstances that might be relevant to a specific site. Option 2 would allow for 

this by enabling the amalgamation of a limited number of units to correct deficiencies within the 

borough's housing stock. 

10 Sonia Richardson  2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH1 Increasing Housing Supply sets out the 

Council’s proposed approach to amalgamations. 

11 J Neville  3 The Council’s Draft Policy CH1 Increasing Housing Supply sets out the 

Council’s proposed approach to amalgamations. 

12 Roy Burns  2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH1 Increasing Housing Supply sets out the 

Council’s proposed approach to amalgamations. 

13 John Eagle  1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH1 Increasing Housing Supply sets out the 

Council’s proposed approach to amalgamations. 

14 Jo Poole  2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH1 Increasing Housing Supply sets out the 

Council’s proposed approach to amalgamations. 

15 Jo Poole  3 The Council’s Draft Policy CH1 Increasing Housing Supply sets out the 

Council’s proposed approach to amalgamations. 

16 RFR Property 

(Richard Rogerson) 

As a matter of principle, RFR Property objects to a policy approach that resists the loss of all 

residential units that may arise from amalgamation. Such an approach is overly restrictive and does 

not provide enough flexibility in its approach to take account of the specific circumstances of each 

case.  

The current articulation of Local Plan Policy CH2(f) which resists the net loss of five more residential 

units is an appropriate policy basis on which to address this issue, although RFR accept that there 

1 Noted. The Council’s evidence shows that a significant number of dwellings 

are being lost through amalgamations. At the same time there is increasing 

pressure nationally on all Councils to provide more homes. The Council has 

to demonstrate a five year supply of housing to deliver its housing targets. 

Therefore the Council’s policy needs to balance the need to increase net 
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may need to be a detailed debate on the appropriate level for such a threshold. LB Camden for 

instance sets the threshold at the net loss of two units or more (providing that there is no net loss in 

residential floorspace).  

The need for a blanket restriction on the loss of units through amalgamation has not been accepted 

by various Planning Inspectors in the determination of recent appeals in the Borough who have 

judged that the loss of units through amalgamation would have only a trivial effect on the ability of the 

Council to meet its identified housing need.  

The need for a blanket restriction on amalgamations is further undermined by the Council's stated 

ability to meet both their five year housing supply with a 20% buffer as well as the housing targets for 

the longer plan period (RBKC Monitoring Report April 2015). 

Notwithstanding that RFR Property object to a blanket restrictive approach, should the Council adopt 

such a policy there are clear justifications for exemptions. In particular:- Where the amalgamation 

returns a house formerly in use as a single dwelling to that use; or 

- Where the amalgamation returns to a listed building to its originally designed use; 

- Where 2 flats are combined to create a family sized dwelling; 

- Where the amalgamation results in the loss of substandard living accommodation. 

There should not be any maximum unit threshold set regarding the number of units to be lost. This 

inhibit the delivery of clear planning benefits in each of the cases above.  

In terms of the second point, those clear planning benefits arise in terms of the heritage benefits that 

would arise from returning the asset to its originally designed use. The NPPF advises that such 

enhancements to designated heritage assets should be accorded great weight. 

The above exemptions echo the approach adopted by other Central London Authorities, namely 

Westminster. 

housing provision as well as provide family accommodation through 

amalgamations.  

The Council is not proposing to have a blanket restriction on 

amalgamations. Draft Policy CH1 criterion b would allow the amalgamation 

of 2 units to 1 and a maximum floorspace of the amalgamated unit of 170 

sq m. 

It is not accurate to state that Planning Inspectors looking at individual 

cases on appeal have commented on the need for the Council to develop a 

strategic policy on the issue. In fact some appeal decisions have come to a 

contrary conclusion. For example in the case of Flats 6 and 7, 58 Cadogan 

Square (APP/K5600/W/15/3137970) the Inspector concluded that “To 

conclude on the main issue, the loss of a dwelling at the appeal property 

would add to an unacceptable cumulative impact on net housing supply in 

the borough by reducing the overall housing stock, contrary to development 

plan objectives. The development plan policies are compatible with the 

objective of the Framework, which seeks to boost significantly the supply of 

housing.”  

There are other appeal decisions which support this reasoning but borough 

wide planning policies are based on effectiveness of existing policies and 

new evidence which in this case point to a review being necessary. 

The Council’s ability to meet its housing targets with an added buffer of 

20% (required by the NPPF) is only just above the numbers that it is 

required to provide. This does not discount potential losses through 

amalgamations. Therefore if a strategic approach is not formulated to 

manage the trend of losses through amalgamations, they can start to 

impact on housing delivery. 

In terms of re-instating back to an original dwellinghouse, having no limit on 

the numbers of units or floorspace that can be amalgamated could have the 

consequence of a large number of units being lost as well as the creation of 

very large units which may not cater to a normal family sized 

accommodation. 

The test for listed buildings is enshrined in the Planning (Listed Buildings 

and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 and is about preserving the building or 

its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it 

possesses (section 16). The Council looks at this test as well as the level of 

harm set out in the NPPF for listed buildings on a case by case basis and a 
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carte blanche for amalgamations is not considered appropriate to meet the 

heritage benefits outlined. 

Draft Policy CH1: Increasing housing supply seeks to strike this balance by 

resisting the loss of residential units through amalgamations of existing or 

new homes unless the amalgamation will result in the net loss of one unit 

only and the total floorspace of the new dwelling created will be less than or 

equal to 170 sq m gross internal area (GIA).  

The draft policy will allow improvement of substandard accommodation. 

Westminster Council has different characteristics compared to the borough 

in that it is much larger in size with a greater number of large sites. It has 

also been exceeding the delivery of its housing targets. 

17 Christian Durie  2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH1 Increasing Housing Supply sets out the 

Council’s proposed approach to amalgamations. 

18 Austin Mackie 

Associates Limited 

(Private Clients) 

Resisting all amalgamations is not an acceptable approach and will seriously harm the Boroughs 

ability to meet the qualitative element of its housing targets, principally the provision of good quality 

family housing. 

1 Noted. The draft policy is not suggesting a blanket ban on amalgamations. 

19 Austin Mackie 

Associates Limited 

(Private Clients) 

 2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH1 Increasing Housing Supply sets out the 

Council’s proposed approach to amalgamations. 

20 Royal Brompton & 

Harefield NHS 

Foundation Trust 

(RBHT) 

 1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH1 Increasing Housing Supply sets out the 

Council’s proposed approach to amalgamations. 

21 Silchester Residents 

Association (Jo Poole)  

yes 1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH1 Increasing Housing Supply sets out the 

Council’s proposed approach to amalgamations. 

22 Silchester Residents 

Association (Jo Poole)  

 3 The Council’s Draft Policy CH1 Increasing Housing Supply sets out the 

Council’s proposed approach to amalgamations. 

23 Bell Cornwell LLP 

(Simon Avery) 

1. THE POLICY CONTEXT 

The NPPF: 

Paragraph 47 of the NPPF requires an assessment of the "FULL objectively assessed needs for 

MARKET and affordable housing in the housing market area" {our emphasis}. 

Paragraph 50 makes clear that this requires the plan to cover the mix of all housing required, in terms 

of size, type, tenure and range. 

The FALP: 

The total net additional housing target figure of 733 dwellings per year for RBKC to 2025 is based on 

 Noted.  

 

The NPPF 

The Council has undertaken its SHMA and policy formulation in-line with 

the NPPF. 

 

THE FALP 
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the GLA's 2013 assessments, which therefore fully took into account the impact of "amalgamations" 

resulting in some loss of unit numbers. 

Policy 3.8 repeats the NPPF need for individual boroughs to ensure that their Strategic Housing 

Market Assessments identify the scale, mix and range of house types and tenures. 

Policy 3.14 seeks to preserve overall strategic levels of housing floorspace. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The CLP: 

The CLP Housing policies are silent about the loss of individual numbers of dwelling units, except for 

Policy CH2(f), which resists the loss of 5 or more, based on recognition of the need for larger 

residential dwellings of three or more bedrooms [paragraph 35.3.18] and that 80% of market housing 

supply needs to be for these larger family units up until 2030 [paragraph 35.3.10]. 

Paragraph 35.3.18 explains and justifies this approach of Policy CH2(f) by stating that: 

"an appropriate balance needs to be struck between the loss of residential units whilst allowing some 

flexibility in terms of the creation of larger residential units". 

This policy is therefore fully in accordance with the NPPF and FALP requirements to plan for the full 

objectively assessed needs for both market and affordable housing. 

 

The NNP: 

The introduction paragraph 0.1.15 confirms the Norland Conservation Area as being one which is 

desirable for a family home, which is reinforced for the Vision for the future of Norland. 

The Policy Context in Summary: 

The overall prevailing policy context consistently recognises the need to plan for the full range of 

housing sizes and tenures, which includes for larger family market housing. 

 

That is how a sustainable balanced community can be achieved whilst accommodating a substantial 

overall net increase in numbers of dwellings across the capital and in RBKC in particular. 

Amalgamation of some small units to create new family sized dwellings is part of addressing those 

full objectively assessed needs. 

 

The SHLAA 2013 did not take account of the significant losses through 

amalgamations. The methodology in the report states four sources of future 

housing capacity – three of these fall within the category of large sites. A 

fourth category accounted for conversions rather than amalgamations. It 

states “assumptions on the contributions to targets of sites of less than 0.25 

ha, conversions, non-self contained accommodation and vacant dwellings 

returning to active housing use (small sites).” Also see GLA’s response 

below, reproduced here for ease of reference “Given the scale of residential 

loss through amalgamations (issue 2) and the need to meet a higher 

housing target, the Mayor would support an option that seeks to resist the 

loss of residential accommodation, subject to limited exemptions. This 

would be in line with paragraph 5.1.10 of the Mayor's Draft Interim Housing 

SPG.” 

 

The CLP 

The Council has monitored losses through amalgamations and has come to 

the view that the existing Policy CH2 (f) needs to be reviewed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The NNP 

The Council’s Draft Policy CH1 (b) will allow for the creation of family sized 

dwellings. 
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The 23rd December 2015 Appeal Decision letter: 

 

APP/K5600/W/15/3035957 for 42/43 Egerton Crescent paragraph 13 quotes the Council's statement 

based on the 2014 AMR that there is currently a 5.7 year supply of housing land against its target, 

even allowing for a 20% buffer to account for previous under delivery. This covers the period when 

amalgamations were allowed by RBKC. 

So net losses due to amalgamations has had no harmful impact on achievement of the overall 

housing target, whilst it has made a significant impact on creating larger family market housing, albeit 

that there is still a significant underachievement for that identified requirement. Without 

amalgamations the underachievement would be worse. 

10.5.10 and 10.5.11 The key fact is that with all those referenced factors taken into account 

(including amalgamations), RBKC has both an identified 5.7 year housing supply and is still 

approving a net increase of dwellings significantly above the housing target figure, namely 3,897 

instead of the target of 2,750. However significantly less than 50% of the identified need for larger 

family market dwellings has been achieved in that time. 

That evidence does not justify preventing amalgamations - quite the contrary. 

10.5.12 The legal opinion was received in 2003, since when for 11 years RBKC have consistently 

allowed amalgamations, including when adopting Policy CH2(f). This 13 year old legal opinion does 

not therefore justify a change from that policy position. It has no relevance to it. 

Option 1: The evidence wholly justifies Policy CH2(f) remaining unchanged. 

What needs to be made clear in the written justification text is that amalgamations of four or fewer 

units neither needs planning permission and nor is it against Local Plan policy.  

This will avoid the apparent confusion which has consistently needed to be clarified in the Inspectors' 

Appeal Decision letters in 2015 when allowing permissions for: 

1-2 Pont Street Mews, 

32-34 Evelyn Gardens 

44 Stanhope Gardens 

42/43 Egerton Crescent. 

Option 2: The evidence discussed above provides no justification for this – it refutes it entirely. 

 

 

The 20% buffer is not optional for the Council to include. It has to be 

included in the first five years in accordance with the NPPF as there has 

been a persistent record of under delivery. The 2014 AMR did not discount 

losses through amalgamations when calculating the housing trajectory. 

The Council’s SHMA has not indicated an overwhelming need for family 

sized accommodation over and above smaller one and two bed units. See 

Table 6.11 of the SHMA.  

 

10.5.10 and 10.5.11: There is no evidence to support the respondent’s 

statement that new homes did not align with the Council’s latest evidence 

of home sizes.  

 

It is the Council’s view that the evidence does justify a strategic policy to 

manage amalgamations.  

10.5.12 The Council’s legal opinion was updated on 1 March 2016 to 

consider the relevant law (paragraph 38 of the Legal Opinion) and to take 

account of more recent cases and any changes in planning policy since 

that time. It came to the same conclusion as before.  

Given the scale of losses in the borough it is considered that amalgamation 

of units have a material planning consequence in the borough. This is 

clarified in paragraph 35.3.7 of the supporting text to Draft Policy CH1.  

Some appeal decisions have come to a contrary conclusion. For example 

in the case of Flats 6 and 7, 58 Cadogan Square 

(APP/K5600/W/15/3137970) the Inspector concluded that “To conclude on 

the main issue, the loss of a dwelling at the appeal property would add to 

an unacceptable cumulative impact on net housing supply in the borough 

by reducing the overall housing stock, contrary to development plan 

objectives. The development plan policies are compatible with the objective 

of the Framework, which seeks to boost significantly the supply of housing.”  

There are other appeal decisions which support this reasoning but borough 

wide planning policies are based on effectiveness of existing policies and 

new evidence which in this case point to a review being necessary. 

24 ESSA (Anthony 

Walker) 

Option 1 No 

Option 2 Yes 

Option 3 Yes  

 The Council’s Draft Policy CH1 Increasing Housing Supply sets out the 

Council’s proposed approach to amalgamations. 
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25 Gerald Eve obo CEL - 

Cadogan Estates Ltd 

(Neil Henderson) 

 2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH1 Increasing Housing Supply sets out the 

Council’s proposed approach to amalgamations. 

26 Kensington Society 

(Michael Bach) 

These two issues should be separated even though both result in net losses. 

 

10.5.9: Amalgamations: The Council has allowed a large number of amalgamations of units in 

schemes still at the construction stage (eg Warwick Road sites) resulting in a change in the agreed 

housing mix before even the units have been sold. This reduces the number produced by these 

schemes. 

 

These are a separate from, though similar issue to people buying two existing flats or even houses 

and then seeking to merge them into a single dwelling. 

 

Deconversions: Amalgamations, however, are not the main source of net losses. Deconversions – 

the planned merger of all or most of the units in a building is the main source of net losses. 

 

The Society considers that there needs be two policies to limit the scale of these two types of losses. 

These have been a major "leakage" which adversely affects the Borough's ability to meet its housing 

target. We therefore welcome their being subject to scrutiny, with the emphasis being on 

discouraging/resisting losses in line with the London Plan Policy 3.14. 

 

Option 1 

Maintain a planning policy approach that permits amalgamations of existing units up to a defined 

threshold of units and/or floorspace. 

- No This is not the Society's preferred option 

 

Option 2 

Introduce a presumption against the loss of residential units subject to specific exemptions. Possible 

exemptions include: 

 

• Restoration of a house to its original use as a single dwelling subject to a maximum of two dwellings 

being combined and an overall floorspace limit. 

 

• Where the existing accommodation is substandard in terms of floorspace standards, daylight and 

layout which could only be remedied through an amalgamation. 

 

Are there any other criteria or exemptions which the Council should consider? 

3 The Council considers amalgamations to cover both scenarios outlined as 

they will both require planning permission in-line with the Draft Policy CH1: 

Increasing Housing Supply.  

A definition of amalgamations has been included in the glossary and 

reproduced here for ease of reference “This is where separate dwellings 

within an existing a building in residential use or in new build residential 

scheme are amalgamated to form fewer dwellings or one home.” 

The Council is revising its policy in response to the evidence demonstrating 

significant loss of units through amalgamations. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Council notes that Option 3 is the Kensington Society’s preferred 

option. It is considered that the draft policy will strike the right balance in 

limiting the losses through amalgamations whilst allowing them within the 

defined limits to create family sized accommodation.  
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- This option would be the Society's fall-back option 

 

Option 3 

Resist the loss of all residential units unless it can be demonstrated that the de-conversion is 

required to create a decent standard of accommodation. 

 

This is the Society's preferred option as we should be focusing on how to produce more homes and 

firmly limiting the losses, particularly of small, affordable homes. The de-conversion process is a 

major source of net losses. 

27 Savills (Charlotte 

Handscomb) 

We consider that the existing policy CH2(f) remains suitable and that any revisions to this policy 

would not be justified or consistent with national policy, thereby not meeting the tests of Soundness. 

The following sets out our detailed consideration.  

 

Kensington and Chelsea is an internationally renowned centre, where there is a demand from both 

domestic and international homeowners and investors for larger, prime residential units. From a 

regional perspective, the Mayor of London’s Draft Interim Housing SPG states at paragraph 5.15 

that:“London is a global city that welcomes international investment which plays an important role in 

enabling development and economic growth” 

 

Therefore there clearly remains a demand for larger residential units in the Borough, and this plays 

an important role in ensuring that the Borough retains its reputation and identity as a internationally 

renowned centre. Existing Policy CH2(f) assists in delivering this role.  

 

Further, the allowance of amalgamations (up to a threshold) has the opportunity to generate 

affordable housing contributions. There is an identified net annual need for affordable housing of 

1,171 units per annum in RBKC (para. 10.5.17 of the consultation document), and as such it is 

considered that there is an opportunity in certain circumstances to require developers to fund the 

provision of affordable housing elsewhere in the Borough when proposing the amalgamation of units 

(for instance estate renewal programmes). This would accord with the creative approach to planning 

as encouraged by the National Planning Policy Framework.  

 

We now move on to the justifications put forward by the Council for the proposed amendment to 

policy CH2(f), and our response to this. This is set out within paragraph 10.5.11 of the consultation 

document: 

 

“The combination of the significant loss of smaller units resulting from amalgamations, the Borough’s 

increased housing target, residential completions at levels consistently below target, and the need to 

1 Evidence on the potential loss of units through amalgamation suggests that 

the policy does need to be reviewed. 

 

The Council’s policies are based on the evidence of housing needs in the 

SHMA. Whilst the Mayor’s Housing SPG has been quoted, it does not 

accept the loss of residential units in London to meet this demand or 

support providing extra large units to attract international investment. On 

the contrary paragraph 1.2.38 of the Housing SPG on states that “In some 

neighbourhoods, especially in parts of central London, de-conversion of a 

number of smaller units into larger dwellings can reduce capacity to meet 

the requirements of small households. Where there is local evidence that 

the amalgamation of separate flats into larger units is leading to the 

sustained loss of homes, boroughs are encouraged to resist this process in 

line with London Plan Policy 3.14.” 

 

Whilst the Council’s Draft Policy will allow amalgamations within defined 

limits, it is not accepted that amalgamations are or can be a source of 

affordable housing contributions. The floorspace thresholds or site capacity 

(in the London Plan) where affordable housing contributions are triggered 

are much higher. 
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be in general conformity with the requirements of London Plan Policy 3.14 which protects existing 

residential densities, have highlighted a need to reconsider the Borough’s planning policies in relation 

to amalgamations” 

 

We would challenge the reasoning set out in paragraph 10.5.11. The following sets out our 

consideration of each of the reasons contained within this paragraph which has led to a proposed 

amendment to the policy: 

“Significant loss of smaller units resulting from amalgamations”  

 

Figure 10.12 sets out the numbers of units lost as a result of amalgamations, which range from 34 to 

80 per year. We do not consider this to be a ‘significant loss’, particularly when taking into account 

that many of the units ‘lost’ would be below a reasonable standard of living.  

 

We consider it somewhat misleading to compare the loss of nearly 400 dwellings against the 

Borough’s net completions between 2012 and 2014. The loss of 400 dwellings is over a 5 year 

period, as opposed to the completions which is over a 3 year period. Moreover, this statement does 

not take into account the significant number of completions achieved in 2014/2015 (982).  

 

“The Borough’s increased housing target” 

There is clearly no dispute that the Borough now has an increased annual housing target (733), 

however we disagree with the Council’s conclusion that this requires a revision to their stance on 

amalgamations.  

 

There is no obvious correlation between amalgamations and the ability of the Council to meet their 

increased annual housing target. In 2015, the Council estimate that 112 residential units were lost 

through amalgamations (a higher rate than previous years). Despite this, the Council’s net additional 

completions, as stated above, was 982, significantly higher than previous years, and higher than the 

annual housing target of 733. 

 

The figures confirm that in the year when the most amalgamations happened, the Borough far 

exceeded their annual housing target and the number of completions were more than triple the 

number of previous years.  

 

The Borough’s increased housing target therefore does not appear to be a justifiable reason to 

prevent amalgamations.  

 

“Residential completions at levels consistently below target” 

 

 

 

 

It is not an accurate assumption that ‘many’ of the units lost would be below 

a reasonable standard of living. Given the borough’s housing target is 733 

dwellings per annum, losses of a magnitude of 80 units per annum is about 

11% of this target. This is significant given the highly constrained and built 

up nature of the borough with limited number of large sites. 

It is correct that loss of 400 units is over 5 years which is same as 

completions over 3 years. This is clear from the text. The numbers are 

significant regardless. Even with the completions in 2014/15 the housing 

delivery is below target as set out in Figure 10.9 of the Issues and Options 

document.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The 982 completions do not make up for the under delivery of target over a 

longer time. The Council’s housing target of 733 units which is based on 

London SHLAA 2013 is made up of estimates of deliverable/developable 

sites as well as assumptions about 152 units each year from small sites 

and 47 vacant units coming back into use. The number of units lost through 

amalgamations are at least the same as the assumptions about vacant 

units. In the context of this borough the numbers lost are significant and 

cannot be ignored. 

 

 

The Council has to demonstrate a five year supply of housing to deliver its 

housing targets. The target for five years (with a 20% buffer) is 4,400 and 

as stated in paragraph 10.5.6 of the Issues and Options document the 

Council can demonstrate just under 4,500 units in the first five years. 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

Within the consultation document, the Council recognise that the previous under delivery of housing 

units must be placed in the context of the number of homes approved by the Council but which have 

not yet been completed. There are a backlog of completions which may well still go ahead, 

contributing to future annual housing figures.  

 

Notwithstanding the above, we would reemphasise our point above that there does not appear to be 

any correlation between amalgamations and the ability of the Council to meet their annual housing 

targets. Due to this lack of sufficient evidence to support the Council’s stance, we consider that any 

such revisions to policy to prevent amalgamations would not be justified and therefore not Sound.  

 

“The need to be in general conformity with the requirements of London Plan Policy 3.14 which 

protects existing residential densities” 

 

Whilst it is accepted that London Plan Policy 3.14(b) seeks to protect existing densities, this should 

be balanced against the requirements of London Plan Policy 3.14(a) which seeks the maintenance 

and enhancement of the condition and quality of London’s existing homes. Amalgamating units 

clearly achieves this through improved unit sizes.  

 

Policy 3.14(b) should also be balanced against the requirements of the National Planning Policy 

Guidance (NPPG) paragraph 006 which states that: 

 

“Local Planning Authorities should ensure that the policies in their Local Plan recognise the diverse 

types of housing needed in their area” 

 

More often than not, amalgamating units result in an increase in family sized units, which contributes 

to a residential type for which there is a continued need (as recognised in paragraph 10.5.9 of the 

consultation document).  

 

Further, we would note that the London Housing Strategy (2014) prepared by the GLA seeks to 

commit to a: 

 

“long-term aim to deliver larger family sized homes” (section. 2.5) 

 

As such, there is a broad range of London-wide and national policy which should be taken into 

account when considering the adoption of policies. The Council have referred to one (part of a) policy 

in order to justify the proposed restriction on amalgamations, however we would suggest that other 

regional and national policy needs to also be taken into account, which highlight the importance of 

Therefore there is not a conformable buffer to demonstrate the five year 

supply. The delivery of just under 4,500 units does not take into account 

losses through amalgamations which as shown in Figure 10.12 was 400 

units over five years. Therefore the Council does need to formulate a policy 

to manage these losses. 

 

 

 

 

 

The GLA has responded to the issue of amalgamations and its response is 

reproduced here for ease of reference “Given the scale of residential loss 

through amalgamations (issue 2) and the need to meet a higher housing 

target, the Mayor would support an option that seeks to resist the loss of 

residential accommodation, subject to limited exemptions. This would be in 

line with paragraph 5.1.10 of the Mayor's Draft Interim Housing SPG.” 

 

 

The Council has considered the need to balance the losses through 

amalgamations and creation of family sized units and the draft policy would 

allow amalgamations of two to one dwelling up to a maximum floorspace 

threshold of 170 sq m GIA. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Council has considered national and London policies. Please refer to 

the Policy Formulation Report for Draft Policy CH3. 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

diverse, good quality housing types, particularly in relation to family sized housing. On balance, we 

consider that this identified local and regional need outweighs the requirement of London Plan Policy 

3.14(b).  

 

In conclusion, for the above reasons we do not consider that the Council have adequately justified 

any proposed amendment to the existing policy, nor would any proposed amendment be sufficiently 

consistent with national planning policy.  

 

The existing policy CH2(f) allows for some amalgamation (up to four units), which we consider 

provides the correct balance between promoting good quality, family housing, whilst ensuring that a 

threshold is in place to limit the loss of units.  

 

We therefore conclude that policy CH2(f) should remain as existing.  

 

Alternatively (although not our preferred option), the wording of Policy CH2(f) could be amended to 

reduce the number of units which can be amalgamated. This has the benefit of enabling 

amalgamation to still occur but to restrict the number of units that can be lost as a result. This 

approach has proved to be successful with Camden Council, another central London Borough under 

pressure to deliver a significant number of new homes, where policy allows the amalgamation of two 

units to one meaning that the council does not seek to resist schemes that combine dwellings that 

involve the loss of a single home. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Council does not agree that the existing policy is effective in increasing 

the borough’s housing supply. 

 

 

The Council’s Draft Policy does provide for the scenario outlined. 

 

28 Savills (Charlotte 

Handscomb) 

 2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH1 Increasing Housing Supply sets out the 

Council’s proposed approach to amalgamations. 

29 Greater London 

Authority 

Development (Stewart 

Murray) 

Given the scale of residential loss through amalgamations (issue 2) and the need to meet a higher 

housing target, the Mayor would support an option that seeks to resist the loss of residential 

accommodation, subject to limited exemptions. This would be in line with paragraph 5.1.10 of the 

Mayor's Draft Interim Housing SPG. 

 The Council welcomes the Mayor’s view and support for an option seeking 

to resist the loss of residential accommodation subject to limited 

exemptions. The Council’s draft policy is devised on this basis. 

30 Bilfinger GVA 

(Thomas Edmunds) 

In this regard in respect of Issue 2, Options 2 and 3 reduce this flexibility and seek to apply a 

prescriptive approach regardless of individual site circumstances or the wider planning or public 

benefits a scheme may deliver. These options do not support a flexible site by site, case by case 

approach, and we therefore support maintaining the current approach. 

 Noted. The current approach has not been effective in resisting the loss of 

residential units in the borough. Therefore the draft policy would allow 

amalgamations but only within the defined limits. 

31 Judith Blakeman Some amalgamations on housing estates could reduce the number of studio and one-bedroomed 

homes to provide an increase in much-needed social rented family units. Otherwise we would 

oppose deconversions, especially of houses in multi-occupation, other than those that would convert 

a two storey flatted home into one family home. 

1 Noted. The draft policy would allow amalgamations of two units into one up 

to a maximum limit of 170 sq m GIA and would cater for the scenario 

outlined. 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

32 Savills (Ruth Dovey) This representation relates specifically to the issues and options in respect of issue two of the 

housing section relating to amalgamations and de-conversions. My client, Consortia, is the owner of 

Flats 4 and 5, 37 Cadogan Square. 

 

We consider that the existing policy CH2(f) remains suitable and that any revisions to this policy 

would not be justified or consistent with national policy, thereby not meeting the tests of Soundness. 

The following sets out our detailed consideration. 

 

We now move on to the justifications put forward by the Council for the proposed amendment to 

policy CH2(f), and our response to this. This is set out within paragraph 10.5.11 of the consultation 

document: 

"The combination of the significant loss of smaller units resulting from amalgamations, the Borough's 

increased housing target, residential completions at levels consistently below target, and the need to 

be in general conformity with the requirements of London Plan Policy 3. 14 which protects existing 

residential densities, have highlighted a need to reconsider the Borough's planning policies in relation 

to amalgamations" 

 

We would challenge the reasoning set out in paragraph 10.5.11. The following sets out our 

consideration of each of the reasons contained within this paragraph which has led to a proposed 

amendment to the policy: 

 

"Significant loss of smaller units resulting from amalgamations" 

Figure 10.12 sets out the numbers of units lost as a result of amalgamations, which range from 34 to 

80 per year. We do not consider this to be a 'significant loss', particularly when taking into account 

that many of the units 'lost' would be below a reasonable standard of living. 

 

We consider it somewhat misleading to compare the loss of nearly 400 dwellings against the 

Borough's net completions between 2012 and 2014. The loss of 400 dwellings is over a 5 year 

period, as opposed to the completions which is over a 3 year period. Moreover, this statement does 

not take into account the significant number of completions achieved in 2014/2015 (982). 

 

Kensington and Chelsea is an internationally renowned centre, where there is a demand from both 

domestic and international homeowners and investors for larger, prime residential units. From a 

regional perspective, the Mayor of London's Draft Interim Housing SPG states at paragraph 5.15 

that: 

 

"London is a global city that welcomes international investment which plays an important role in 

 Noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

It is not an accurate assumption that ‘many’ of the units lost would be below 

a reasonable standard of living. Given the borough’s housing target is 733 

dwellings per annum, losses of a magnitude of 80 units per annum is about 

11% of this target. This is significant given the highly constrained and built 

up nature of the borough with limited number of large sites. 

It is correct that loss of 400 units is over 5 years which is same as 

completions over 3 years. This is clear from the text. The numbers are 

significant regardless. Even with the completions in 2014/15 the housing 

delivery is below target as set out in Figure 10.9 of the Issues and Options 

document.  

 

 

 

 

Whilst the Mayor’s Housing SPG has been quoted, it does not accept the 

loss of residential units or support providing extra large which are not in-line 

with the density matrix to attract international investment. On the contrary 

paragraph 1.2.38 of the Housing SPG on states that “In some 

neighbourhoods, especially in parts of central London, de-conversion of a 

number of smaller units into larger dwellings can reduce capacity to meet 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

enabling development and economic growth" 

 

Therefore, there clearly remains a demand for larger residential units in the Borough, and this plays 

an important role in ensuring that the Borough retains its reputation and identity as a internationally 

renowned centre. Existing Policy CH2(f) assists in delivering this role. 

the requirements of small households. Where there is local evidence that 

the amalgamation of separate flats into larger units is leading to the 

sustained loss of homes, boroughs are encouraged to resist this process in 

line with London Plan Policy 3.14.” 

In fact in relation to large dwellings (the context is in relation to the density 

matrix), the Housing SPG states at paragraph 1.3.38 that “Effective 

implementation of the policy to optimise housing output and maximise the 

affordable housing delivery can be compromised by the provision of 

particularly large dwellings, especially in central London. In these 

circumstances, boroughs may consider benchmarking proposals against 

the unit per hectare density ranges provided in the density matrix (Table 

3.2) and the minimum space standards (Table 3.3) in order to examine the 

number of dwellings and the amount of affordable housing that would 

normally be sought from schemes yielding average sized homes on a 

particular site or location. This is especially the case where proposals 

would be marginally under the thresholds for application of affordable 

housing policy.” 

33 Quod Limited 

(Thomas Hatch) 

- Policy should provide flexibility for circumstances where amalgamations should be considered 

appropriate including where listed buildings are being reinstated to their original layout or where 

family housing is provided. 

 

- Exceptions should include where a listed building or mixed use development has specific 

constraints that need to be considered as part of wider proposals for a site (e.g. where development 

is retail or office led and where residential forms an ancillary use). 

 The test for listed buildings in the Planning (Listed Buildings and 

Conservation Areas) Act is about preserving the building or its setting or 

any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses 

(section 16). The NPPF also sets out an assessment of harm and 

balancing this against public benefits. The Council looks at these tests on a 

case by case basis and a carte blanche for amalgamations is not 

considered appropriate to meet the heritage benefits outlined. 

Losing unrestricted number of units to revert back to an original 

dwellinghouse or proving an extra large family sized dwelling is not 

considered a sound approach to meet the objective of boosting the housing 

supply in the borough. 

 
 
Question: If you have selected option 2, are there any criteria or exemptions which the Council should consider?  
 

No. Name Comment Council’s Response 

1 John Franke My wife and I have lived in the Norland Conservation Area with my family for over 25 years. My wife has been 

an RBK&C resident since 1959. The Norland Conservation Area is one for families, as was expressly reflected 

in the Norland Neighbourhood plan, which was recently adopted, As such, we consider that reconversions of 

flats to allow the original houses to be suitable for use as family dwellings is something that we consider should 

Losing unrestricted number of units to revert back to an original 

dwellinghouse or proving an extra large family sized dwelling is not 

considered a sound approach to meet the objective of boosting the 

housing supply in the borough. 
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No. Name Comment Council’s Response 

be encouraged. There should be no presumption against reconversions where the property is reverting to its 

original state as a house. We do not agree that there should be a limit on the number of flats that could be lost 

as a result - the consultation paper includes a limit of two and of floorspace, though there is no reference to that 

in the options above. We see no reason to have such restrictions as long as the flats are within the delineation 

of the original single dwelling house prior to conversion - the important element is that the houses in the 

Conservation Area are lived in as family residences. 

2 Gerald Eve (Nick Miller) 1) Restoration of a house to its original use as a single dwelling subject to a maximum of two dwellings being 

combined and an overall floorspace limit. 

 

2) Where the existing accommodation is substandard in terms of floorspace standards, daylight and layout 

which could only be remedied through an amalgamation. 

The Council’s Draft Policy CH1 Increasing Housing Supply sets out 

the Council’s proposed approach to amalgamations. 

3 Christian Durie It seems the most reasonable 

(I didn't understand 3 - seemed very similar to 2) 

Noted. Option 2 and 3 had varying suggested exemptions to allow 

amalgamations. 

4 Austin Mackie Associates 

Limited (Private Clients) 

Whilst we do not consider that a lower threshold than exists should be adopted,, if the Council is to consider a 

balanced approach between quantity and quality housing targets, the reinstatement of an original family house, 

particularly a dwelling with garden, should be an acceptable approach. 

 

Such an approach should not be limited to 2 units as many original houses may have been divided into 3 or 4 

flats. 

Losing an unrestricted number of units to revert back to an original 

dwellinghouse or proving an extra large family sized dwelling is not 

considered a sound approach to meet the objective of boosting the 

housing supply in the borough. 

5 Savills (Charlotte 

Handscomb) 

This is our second ‘preferred option’.  

 

Should this option be taken forward, the Council should include a further exemption in relation to listed 

buildings.  

 

We would firstly highlight that it is the generally held principle that listed buildings are best used for their original 

purpose (as set out within paragraph 34.3.31 of the current Local Plan). As such, any proposal which results in 

the reversion of a listed house back into its original use should constitute an exemption to the policy proposed 

under Option 2. We note that this in any case is covered under bullet point 1, albeit we do not consider that 

listed buildings should be subject to a maximum loss of two dwellings or floorspace limit, as this could limit the 

ability to revert the building back to its historical listed use.  

 

Secondly, we consider that the policy should make allowances for when proposals include listed building 

benefits, for instance restoring original features and plan form, and correcting inappropriate modern 

interventions. As such, whilst we support the first bullet point and think it should be retained in relation to non-

listed buildings, we consider that the following bullet point should be added to the proposed list in relation to 

listed buildings: 

• “Where a listed house is being returned to its original use, or substantial listed building benefits are proposed 

The test for listed buildings in the Planning (Listed Buildings and 

Conservation Areas) Act is about preserving the building or its setting 

or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it 

possesses (section 16). The NPPF also sets out an assessment of 

harm and balancing this against public benefits. The Council looks at 

these tests on a case by case basis and a carte blanche for 

amalgamations is not considered appropriate to meet the heritage 

benefits outlined. 
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No. Name Comment Council’s Response 

as part of the proposals” 

 

We agree with the principle of the second bullet point. This meets the aims of London Plan (2015) Policy 3.14, 

which states at point (a) that boroughs should support the maintenance and enhancement of the condition and 

quality of London’s existing homes. This is reflected in the consideration of appeal decision ref. 

APP/K5600/W/15/3007959 (32-34 Evelyn Gardens) , in which the Inspector was supportive of the 

amalgamation of units due to the fact that the quality of residential accommodation would be improved: 

 

“The proposal would alter the type of residential accommodation available to future occupiers. It is likely that a 

maisonette with space for 4-bedrooms, a study/library and 2 roof terraces to provide private amenity space 

(PAS) would be better suited to families than the existing flats, which are smaller and appear from the plans to 

have no private PAS. Coupled with other alterations to the buildings, these aspects of the proposal would 

improve the condition and the quality of residential accommodation available to future occupiers and enhance 

their appeal as a place to live, especially for families. Consequently, the proposal is consistent with the strategy 

outlined in LP Policy 3.14(A), which is to support the maintenance and enhancement of the condition and 

quality of London’s existing homes.” 

 

The Inspector considering the appeal at 1-2 Pont Mews (ref. APP/K5600/W/15/300833) also considered the 

quality of accommodation an important factor in his decision taking. He was satisfied that the resultant unit 

would be better suited to families than the two existing units and that the proposals would enhance the property 

as a place to live. He therefore concluded “the proposal is consistent with the strategy outlined in LP Policy 

3.14A, which is to support the maintenance and enhancement of the condition and quality of London’s existing 

homes.” 

 

The second bullet point reflects the need to ensure good quality residential units, in line with the above appeal 

decisions and London Plan Policy 3.14(a).  

 

 

An additional exemption that should be considered relates to the nature of the housing stock in the locality. If 

the amalgamation proposed is located in an area where there is a relatively low proportion of family sized 

dwellings, the amalgamation should be allowed in recognition that a mix of large and small units in an area can 

help create more balanced communities (as different size dwellings meet the housing needs of different parts 

of the community) and increase housing stock. The reflects Policy 3.9 of the London Plan (2015) which seeks 

to promote mixed and balanced communities and section 6 of the NPPF which not only sets out ways in which 

local authorities should boost housing supply but also seeks to ensure local authorities deliver “a wide choice of 

high quality homes, widen opportunities for home ownership and create sustainable, inclusive and mixed 

communities” (para 50). 

 

 

 

The draft policy would allow improvement of substandard 

accommodation. Further each case is determined on its own merits 

and where necessary other material considerations are taken into 

account in the determination. 

The Council is not basing its borough wide policies on individual 

appeal decisions. Clearly the appeals are based on a plan-led system 

and have been determined in-line with the existing policy. The Council 

does not consider the existing policy to be effective in restricting the 

loss of residential units and therefore it needs to be reviewed.  

 

In addition there have been a number of appeal decisions such as at 

Flats 6 and 7, 58 Cadogan Square (APP/K5600/W/15/3137970) 

where the loss of units has been accepted to impact on the borough’s 

housing supply. In this case the Inspector concluded that “To 

conclude on the main issue, the loss of a dwelling at the appeal 

property would add to an unacceptable cumulative impact on net 

housing supply in the borough by reducing the overall housing stock, 

contrary to development plan objectives. The development plan 

policies are compatible with the objective of the Framework, which 

seeks to boost significantly the supply of housing.” 

 

There are other appeal decisions which support this reasoning but 

borough wide planning policies are based on effectiveness of existing 

policies and new evidence which in this case point to a review being 

necessary. 

 

The Draft Policy would allow improvement of substandard 

accommodation. Further each case is determined on its own merits 

and where necessary other material considerations are taken into 

account in the determination. 

The Council’s policies promote mixed and balanced communities. 

New housing development is best placed to further this objective 

rather than allow unrestricted amalgamations and losses of residential 

units to this end. 
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No. Name Comment Council’s Response 

As noted previously, we consider that Option 1 is the correct Option to take forward, however should the 

Council choose to pursue Option 2 then we would request that the above comments are taken into account. 

 
 
Question: Do you have any other comments, issues or options (reasonable alternatives) you would like to raise regarding this section? 
 

No. Name Comment Council’s Response 

1 Charles Bezoari Elder We need NEW housing, not restrictions on the few conversions of existing housing. 

The Council should plan on several thousand new units per annum, not a measly 500 or so. 

Why not move all of Portobello tat market out and convert this whole area to residential flats in new build 10-12 

story buildings. 

Portobello can be moved much further in to North Kensington 

The Council is proposing a range of measures including restrictions on 

amalgamations to boost the supply on homes in the borough. 

The Council’s housing target is 733 dwellings per annum. Draft Policy CH1 is 

seeking to meet or exceed this target. 

Portobello market is identified as a special district centre and caters to local 

and international market. The radical changes as suggested are not 

necessary or desirable to meet the Local Plan objectives. 

2 Austin Mackie 

Associates Limited 

(Private Clients) 

With the evidence base demonstrating that very few new family house typology units are created through the 

planning application process, the amalgamation of units represents one of the few opportunities by which local 

families are able to retain a local presence whilst accommodating the needs of their growing family. 

 

The recent approach to resisting all amalgamations is considered to discriminate against the needs of families. 

The Council’s latest evidence is in the SHMA 2015 which is suggesting that 

the need for 3 and 4 bed plus homes is 50% of new housing. There is no 

overwhelming need for family sized dwellings over and above the need for 

smaller homes.  

The Council’s draft policy will achieve the balance of providing family sized 

housing within defined limits and restricting significant losses through 

amalgamations. 

3 Gerald Eve obo CEL 

- Cadogan Estates 

Ltd (Neil Henderson) 

In terms of the options that have been presented for this issue, CEL’s preference is Option 2. However, in 

order to provide sufficient flexible guidance, it is suggested that a further exemption should be added as 

follows:- 

 

“where a better mix of residential accommodation can be achieved” 

The Council’s policies do promote mixed and balanced communities. It is not 

considered necessary to allow amalgamations to further this aim.  

Further each case is determined on its own merits and where necessary 

other material considerations are taken into account in the determination. 

4 Daniel Moylan I am in effect the author of the existing policy, which I believe should be maintained (Option 1 at the end of 

para. 10.5.11) though there is scope for discussion whether the limit of five units currently set in Policy CH2 

should be four or even three.  

 

My reasons are as follows: 

First, the focus of the drive to meet housing numbers is almost entirely on numbers of separate dwellings 

rather than on numbers of people accommodated; two flats each housing two people may be turned into one 

flat housing four or maybe more; what real-world policy objective are we aiming to achieve by resisting such a 

change? We recognise fully that, in the affordable housing stock, with which we have a detailed familiarity, 

being in many cases the landlord, there is a shortage of larger units to house families and we seek to address 

that through a variety of policy means; but we fail to acknowledge that that may be a pressure in the private 

Noted. 

 

 

 

The Government’s targets, the NPPF and the London Plan are all based on 

housing numbers rather than numbers of people. The Council does not have 

the choice to formulate its own objectives which do not align with national 

and regional ones. There is a national drive to increase housing supply. 

Further planning does not control the level of occupancy of units.  
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sector as well – in short, the key question should be a loss of dwelling-space not a loss of dwellings. 

 

Second, taking a longer view, we should acknowledge that one of the reasons the Royal Borough has 

remained an attractive place to live (a legitimate Planning objective) is that there has been a constant drip-feed 

of investment into the private sector housing stock, including for good maintenance; a great deal of this 

investment has been driven over time by adaptations of the existing stock to meet current demand. To take an 

example from my ward, much of Cornwall Gardens was in bedsit occupation after the war; in the course of 

time many of those bedsits became one-floor flats; now a very small number are being turned into larger flats 

or even back to single family dwellings. Now the key point is that, at each of these turning-points, money has 

been spent both to achieve the adaptation and to ensure the stock was in good order from a general 

maintenance point of view. That is a wholly desirable outcome and has contributed hugely to the good state of 

repair of our historic housing stock. By contrast, the perennial problem with public sector housing (in the Royal 

Borough and elsewhere) is that almost nothing has been spent on maintenance over the last fifty years (or 

certainly a great deal less than was required). The result is a private sector housing stock that is in very good 

repair and a public sector housing stock so decrepit that perfectly good buildings are being slated for 

demolition.  

 

So it is enormously in the interest of the Royal Borough as a whole that investment in the condition of private 

sector housing stock continue. We have an historic housing stock (as in Cornwall Gardens) that is 

astonishingly adaptable (much more so than many subsequent built forms). My real and genuine fear is that by 

seeking to fix in aspic the current size and form of individual dwellings, refusing to allow them to be adapted to 

meet demand, you are driving willing investment out of the system such that you will find the state of repair 

deteriorates. That would be a long term disaster for the Royal Borough in community and conservation terms.  

 

Third, I do not think that the evidence of the numbers involved shows this to be a material question. Essentially 

you have an identified pipeline of over 10,000 new units over the next fifteen years and the evidence of losses 

from amalgamations is a small part of that number. However, I see that two views might be taken on that. My 

major ground is as above: the “freezing” of the existing housing stock makes it impossible to adapt to changing 

demand (the existence of which we acknowledge) and threatens to drive out investment in the quality of the 

existing stock.  

 

 

The borough sits within what is often termed as Prime Central London. It has 

the highest property prices anywhere in the UK. It is not considered 

necessary to incentivise owners by allowing amalgamations and thereby 

losses of residential units to invest in maintaining their property.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Whilst the Council has shown housing supply over the next 15 years and 

acknowledged that there is a shortfall later on in the plan period the critical 

test required by the NPPF is  the ability demonstrate a five year supply of 

housing to deliver its housing targets. The target for five years (with a 20% 

buffer to account for a persistent under delivery) is 4,400 and as stated in 

paragraph 10.5.6 of the Issues and Options document the Council can 

demonstrate just under 4,500 units in the first five years. Therefore there is 

not a conformable buffer to demonstrate the five year supply. The delivery of 

just under 4,500 units does not take into account losses through 

amalgamations which as shown in Figure 10.12 were 400 units over five 

years. Therefore the Council does need to formulate a policy to manage 

these losses. 

5 Kensington Society 

(Michael Bach) 

10.3.12: We strongly support the London Plan policy of resisting a net loss of housing, especially since the 

Council will find it hard enough to meet its housing target without the handicap of net losses. 

 

The Society considers that the policy needs to limit the scale of losses and this has been a major "leakage" 

which adversely affects the Borough's ability to meet its housing target. We therefore welcome their being 

subject to scrutiny, with the emphasis being on discouraging/resisting losses in line with the London Plan. 

Noted. The Council’s draft policy recognises the comments made. 

6 Savills (Charlotte 

Handscomb) 

Option 3: 

We do not support this Option. As set out above, we consider that, should the policy be amended to resist 

Noted. A full response has been provided to the detailed comments above. 
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amalgamations, there are other exemptions that must be included within the policy in order to make the policy 

Sound. 

7 Savills (Ruth Dovey) "The need to be in general conformity with the requirements of London Plan Policy 3.14 which protects 

existing residential densities" 

 

Whilst it is accepted that London Plan Policy 3.14(b) seeks to protect existing densities, this should be 

balanced against the requirements of London Plan Policy 3.14(a) which seeks the maintenance and 

enhancement of the condition and quality of London's existing homes. Amalgamating units clearly achieves 

this through improved unit sizes. 

 

Policy 3.14(b) should also be balanced against the requirements of the National Planning Policy Guidance 

(NPPG) paragraph 006 which states that: 

 

"Local Planning Authorities should ensure that the policies in their Local Plan recognise the diverse types of 

housing needed in their area" 

 

More often than not, amalgamating units result in an increase in family sized units, which contributes to a 

residential type for which there is a continued need (as recognised in paragraph 10.5.9 of the consultation 

document). 

 

Further, we would note that the London Housing Strategy (2014) prepared by the GLA seeks to commit to a 

long-term aim to deliver larger family sized homes" (section. 2.5) 

 

As such, there is a broad range of London-wide and national policy which should be taken into account when 

considering the adoption of policies. The Council have referred to one (part of a) policy in order to justify the 

proposed restriction on amalgamations, however we would suggest that other regional and national policy 

needs to also be taken into account, which highlight the importance of diverse, good quality housing types, 

particularly in relation to family sized housing. On balance, we consider that this identified local and regional 

need outweighs the requirement of London Plan Policy 3.14(b). 

 

In conclusion, for the above reasons we do not consider that the Council have adequately justified any 

proposed amendment to the existing policy, nor would any proposed amendment be sufficiently consistent with 

national planning policy. 

 

The existing policy CH2(f) allows for some amalgamation (up to four units), which we consider provides the 

correct balance between promoting good quality, family housing, whilst ensuring that a threshold is in place to 

limit the loss of units. 

 

In terms of general conformity with the London Plan, the GLA has responded 

to the issue of amalgamations and its response is reproduced here for ease 

of reference “Given the scale of residential loss through amalgamations 

(issue 2) and the need to meet a higher housing target, the Mayor would 

support an option that seeks to resist the loss of residential accommodation, 

subject to limited exemptions. This would be in line with paragraph 5.1.10 of 

the Mayor's Draft Interim Housing SPG.” 

 

The Council has considered the need to balance the losses through 

amalgamations and creation of family sized units and the draft policy would 

allow amalgamations of two to one dwelling up to a maximum floorspace 

threshold of 170 sq m GIA. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Council has considered national and London policies. Please refer to the 

Policy Formulation Report for Draft Policy CH3. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Council does not agree that the existing policy is effective in increasing 

the borough’s housing supply. 
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We therefore conclude that policy CH2(f) should remain as existing. 

 

Alternative Options 

Alternatively (although not our preferred option), the wording of Policy CH2(f) could be amended to reduce the 

threshold for amalgamation. This has the benefit of enabling amalgamation to still occur but to restrict the 

number of units that can be lost as a result. This approach has proved to be successful with Camden Council, 

another central London Borough under pressure to deliver a significant number of new homes, where policy 

allows the amalgamation of two units to one meaning that the council does not seek to resist schemes that 

combine dwellings that involve the loss of a single home. 

 

A further alternative option would be for the allowance of amalgamations (up to a threshold) on the basis that it 

could lever an affordable housing contribution. There is an identified net annual need for affordable housing of 

1,171 units per annum in RBKC (para. 10.5.17 of the consultation document), and as such it is considered that 

there is an opportunity in certain circumstances to require developers to fund the provision of affordable 

housing elsewhere in the Borough when proposing the amalgamation of units (for instance estate renewal 

programmes). This would ensure that for each amalgamation scheme, a contribution is made to assist in 

delivering affordable residential accommodation in the Borough, off-setting some of the losses resulting from 

amalgamations. This would accord with the creative approach to planning as encouraged by the National 

Planning Policy Framework. 

 

 

 

The Council’s Draft Policy does provide for the scenario outlined. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Whilst the Council’s Draft Policy will allow amalgamations within defined 

limits, it is not accepted that amalgamations are or can be a source of 

affordable housing contributions. The floorspace thresholds or site capacity 

(in the London Plan) where affordable housing contributions are triggered are 

much higher.  

 

 

8 Savills (Ruth Dovey) "The Borough's increased housing target" There is clearly no dispute that the Borough now has an increased 

annual housing target (733), however we disagree with the Council's conclusion that this requires a revision to 

their stance on amalgamations. 

 

There is no obvious correlation between amalgamations and the ability of the Council to meet their increased 

annual housing target. In 2015, the Council estimate that 112 residential units were lost through 

amalgamations (a higher rate than previous years). Despite this, the Council's net additional completions, as 

stated above, was 982, significantly higher than previous years, and higher than the annual housing target of 

733. 

 

The figures confirm that in the year when the most amalgamations happened, the Borough far exceeded their 

annual housing target and the number of completions were more than triple the number of previous years. 

 

The Borough's increased housing target therefore does not appear to be a justifiable reason to prevent 

amalgamations. 

 

"Residential completions at levels consistently below target" Within the consultation document, the Council 

recognise that the previous under delivery of housing units must be placed in the context of the number of 

homes approved by the Council but which have not yet been completed. There are a backlog of completions 

 

 

 

 

The 982 completions do not make up for the under delivery of target over a 

longer time. The Council’s housing target of 733 units which is based on 

London SHLAA 2013 is made up of estimates of deliverable/developable 

sites as well as assumptions about 152 units from small sites and 47 vacant 

units coming back into use each year. The number of units lost through 

amalgamations are at least the same as the assumptions about vacant units. 

In the context of this borough the numbers lost are significant and cannot be 

ignored. 

 

The Council has to demonstrate a five year supply of housing to deliver its 

housing targets. The target for five years (with a 20% buffer) is 4,400 and as 

stated in paragraph 10.5.6 of the Issues and Options document the Council 

can demonstrate just under 4,500 units in the first five years. Therefore there 

is not a conformable buffer to demonstrate the five year supply. The delivery 

of just under 4,500 units does not take into account losses through 
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which may well still go ahead, contributing to future annual housing figures. 

 

Notwithstanding the above, we would reemphasise our point above that there does not appear to be any 

correlation between amalgamations and the ability of the Council to meet their annual housing targets. Due to 

this lack of any convincing evidence to support the Council's stance, we consider that any such revisions to 

policy to prevent amalgamations would not be justified and therefore not Sound. 

amalgamations which as shown in Figure 10.12 was 400 units over five 

years. Therefore the Council does need to formulate a policy to manage 

these losses. 

 

The GLA has responded to the issue of amalgamations and its response is 

reproduced here for ease of reference “Given the scale of residential loss 

through amalgamations (issue 2) and the need to meet a higher housing 

target, the Mayor would support an option that seeks to resist the loss of 

residential accommodation, subject to limited exemptions. This would be in 

line with paragraph 5.1.10 of the Mayor's Draft Interim Housing SPG.” 

The Council has considered the need to balance the losses through 

amalgamations and creation of family sized units and the draft policy would 

allow amalgamations of two to one dwelling up to a maximum floorspace 

threshold of 170 sq m GIA. 
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Issue 3: Setting an affordable housing target 
 
Question: What approach should the Council take? 

Option 1: Adopt a Borough wide affordable housing target of between 30-35%. 
Option 2: Adopt a split affordable housing target to enable a higher percentage target in the highest value areas.  

 
 

No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

1 Charles Bezoari Elder That magic word "affordable" again. Why 30-35% ? 

why not 20% or 10% . What is this obsession? If you made space available, and 

relaxed restrictions for several thousand new homes each year, the prices would be 

affordable. 

But by only allowing some 500 units, then 30% is a miserable 150. 

What is the "maximum reasonable amount"...and what is "affordable housing" . This 

latter term is bandied about in the Public Sector, but when I ask what this means in 

pounds........the answers are all over the place. Are you talking about flats? houses? 

bedsits? how many bedrooms? And most importantly- the price points? 

£100k;200k;300k;400k?????? 

 

0 The proportion of affordable housing that can be required has to be based 

on evidence of viability. This is enshrined in the NPPF and the NPPG on 

Viability. The Council’s Affordable Housing Target Viability Study, 2016 

update demonstrates that the range for a generally viable affordable 

housing target is shown to be between 35% and 40% in the majority of the 

borough. 

The borough is smallest in London and also the most densely built up. As 

such opportunities to develop several thousand new homes each year are 

not available. Nevertheless the borough is seeking to meet and exceed its 

housing target which is 733 dwellings per annum. 

‘Maximum reasonable amount’ is the amount that can be provided taking 

development viability into consideration. The National Planning Policy 

Framework states that viability should consider “competitive returns to a 

willing landowner and willing developer to enable the development to be 

deliverable.” 

The planning definition of affordable housing is set out in Annex 2 of the 

NPPF. 

2 Onslow Neighbourhood 

Association (Eva Skinner) 

 1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2 Affordable Housing sets out the Council’s 

proposed approach based on a borough-wide affordable housing target. 

3 Federico Ghella  1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2 Affordable Housing sets out the Council’s 

proposed approach based on a borough-wide affordable housing target. 

4 Norland Society (Clive Wilson) Adopt a split affordable housing target to enable a good mix of types of housing in all 

areas 

0 Following consultation it is considered that a split affordable target would 

be difficult and overly complicated to operate. In most cases development 

is subject to viability which reveals the maximum reasonable amount that 

can be provided. It is considered that a borough wide target will enable the 

council to achieve the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing 

in-line with the London Plan. 

5 Sonia Richardson  2 Noted. 

6 J Neville  1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2 Affordable Housing sets out the Council’s 

proposed approach based on a borough-wide affordable housing target. 

http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/policy/achieving-sustainable-development/annex-2-glossary/
http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/policy/achieving-sustainable-development/annex-2-glossary/
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

7 Roy Burns  1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2 Affordable Housing sets out the Council’s 

proposed approach based on a borough-wide affordable housing target. 

8 John Eagle  2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2 Affordable Housing sets out the Council’s 

proposed approach based on a borough-wide affordable housing target. 

9 Jo Poole The target should be at least 50%. This should be what is delivered, not what is aimed 

for. (see London Citizens housing manifesto). 

0 The proportion of affordable housing that can be required has to be based 

on evidence of viability. This is enshrined in the NPPF and the NPPG on 

Viability. The Council’s Affordable Housing Target Viability Study, 2016 

update demonstrates that the range for a generally viable affordable 

housing target is shown to be between 35% and 40% in the majority of the 

borough. 

10 Jo Poole  1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2 Affordable Housing sets out the Council’s 

proposed approach based on a borough-wide affordable housing target. 

11 Sainsbury's Supermarkets Ltd 

(Indigo Planning) 

Issue 3 (Affordable Housing Target) 

Flexibility should be provided on a case by case basis to allow for reduced provision of 

affordable housing where this is justified by a viability assessment or other exceptional 

circumstance. 

0 It is considered that the existing and the draft policy allows for this 

flexibility. 

12 Turley (Ian Fergusson) The percentage amount of course needs to be carefully justified in order to meet the 

NPPF tests. Applying standard approaches provides a simpler and more 

straightforward approach for applicants and makes it more likely that development will 

come forwards.  

0 The target in the draft policy is based on the Council’s Affordable Housing 

Target Viability Study, 2016 update which demonstrates that the range for 

a generally viable affordable housing target is shown to be between 35% 

and 40% in the majority of the borough. 

13 Turley (Ian Fergusson)  1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2 Affordable Housing sets out the Council’s 

proposed approach based on a borough-wide affordable housing target. 

14 Christian Durie As much affordable housing as possible. 

If DIVERSITY is to be maintained it is vital to have AS MUCH as possible. 

0 Noted. The Council’s draft policy is seeking the maximum reasonable 

amount of affordable housing. The proportion of affordable housing that 

can be required has to be based on evidence of viability. The National 

Planning Policy Framework states that viability should consider 

“competitive returns to a willing landowner and willing developer to enable 

the development to be deliverable.” 

15 Christian Durie  1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2 Affordable Housing sets out the Council’s 

proposed approach based on a borough-wide affordable housing target. 

16 Christian Durie  2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2 Affordable Housing sets out the Council’s 

proposed approach based on a borough-wide affordable housing target. 

17 Kerry Davis-Head If affordable housing is built, it should be highly conditioned to prevent subletting - IE 

reduced buying rate but moving out and subletting at market rent. 

0 Affordable housing is protected by planning policies and cannot be let out 

at market rents as they are let by the Council or registered providers. 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

Government policy allows right to buy after a certain number of years 

which has been extended to housing association properties. This aspect 

cannot be managed through planning. 

18 Silchester Residents Association 

(Jo Poole)  

Yes or greater. This is to include social housing 0 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2 Affordable Housing sets out the Council’s 

proposed approach based on a borough-wide affordable housing target. 

19 Silchester Residents Association 

(Jo Poole)  

 1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2 Affordable Housing sets out the Council’s 

proposed approach based on a borough-wide affordable housing target. 

20 Gerald Eve obo CEL - Cadogan 

Estates Ltd (Neil Henderson) 

 1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2 Affordable Housing sets out the Council’s 

proposed approach based on a borough-wide affordable housing target. 

21 Barton Willmore (Paul Newton) Issue 3 (Affordable Housing Target) 

24. We support a reduced aspirational target of 30%. Flexibility should however be 

provided on a case-by-case basis to allow for reduced provision where this is justified 

by a viability assessment or in other exceptional circumstances. 

0 Noted. It is considered that the existing and the draft policy allows for this 

flexibility. 

22 Edward Daffarn We now reference recent decisions made by the Council: 02 February 2016 18:30 

Special Meeting of Housing and Property SC with Public Realm SC in Committee 

Room 2 - no agenda or other documents available on RBKC website 

 

The borough's current affordable housing target of 50% can be reduced to 30-35% (as 

the 50% puts developers off). 

0 Noted. The proportion of affordable housing that can be required has to be 

based on evidence of viability. This is enshrined in the NPPF and the 

NPPG on Viability. The Council’s Affordable Housing Target Viability 

Study, 2016 update demonstrates that the range for a generally viable 

affordable housing target is shown to be between 35% and 40% in the 

majority of the borough. 

23 Kensington Society (Michael 

Bach) 

 2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2 Affordable Housing sets out the Council’s 

proposed approach based on a borough-wide affordable housing target. 

24 Kensington Society (Michael 

Bach) 

This is our preferred option. The Society prefers a split target for affordable housing, 

which will act as the starting point for negotiations – there is no point asking for 30-35% 

in areas where the market would bear a much higher target. 

0 Following consultation it is considered that a split affordable target would 

be difficult and overly complicated to operate. A borough wide target 

provides clarity and flexibility to applicants. In most cases development is 

subject to viability which reveals the maximum reasonable amount that can 

be provided. It is considered that a borough wide target will enable the 

council to achieve the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing 

in-line with the London Plan. 

25 Savills (Charlotte Handscomb) We support this revision to the affordable housing policy.  

 

However, we do not support the principle of Option 2 which is to require a higher 

percentage target in the highest value areas. We consider that such a policy would not 

be well founded especially as these are the areas often with the highest existing use 

0 Following consultation it is considered that a split affordable target would 

be difficult and overly complicated to operate. A borough wide target 

provides clarity and flexibility to applicants. In most cases development is 

subject to viability which reveals the maximum reasonable amount that can 

be provided. It is considered that a borough wide target will enable the 
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Option  

Council’s Response 

values, meaning from a viability viewpoint it is more difficult to provide affordable 

housing especially on-site. 

council to achieve the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing 

in-line with the London Plan. 

26 Savills (Charlotte Handscomb)  1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2 Affordable Housing sets out the Council’s 

proposed approach based on a borough-wide affordable housing target. 

27 Greater London Authority 

Development (Stewart Murray) 

Affordable Housing 

The Mayor supports the borough's aim of providing a range of housing for a broad 

range of income ranges. Whilst the Mayor appreciates a fixed affordable housing target 

can provide certainty for developers, any target for affordable housing should be 

established in line with London Plan policy 3.11 in order to maximise affordable housing 

provision across the borough Kensington and Chelsea will also need to consider how 

emerging Government policy on housing as set out in the Housing and Planning Bill 

may impact a fixed affordable housing target. 

0 The overarching policy objective of Draft Policy CH2: Affordable Housing is 

to seek the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing. In-line 

with the London Plan. 

The Council’s Affordable Housing Target Viability Study, 2016 update 

demonstrates that the range for a generally viable affordable housing 

target is shown to be between 35% and 40% in the majority of the 

borough. The study has factored in starter homes although it is 

acknowledged that further details are awaited from the Government. It is 

considered that a percentage target provides clarity and certainty for 

developers.  

In most cases development is subject to viability which reveals the 

maximum reasonable amount that can be provided. It is considered that a 

borough wide target will enable the council to achieve the maximum 

reasonable amount of affordable housing in-line with the London Plan. 

28 Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners 

(NLP) (Simon Slatford) 

Existing Policy CH2 'Housing Diversity' 

The consultation document suggests two options in respect of affordable housing. St 

William agrees with the reduced affordable target but consider that Option 1 "a Borough 

wide affordable housing target of between 30-35%" is not viable. In principle, the 

maximum reasonable should be provided, subject to viability and on a site specific 

basis. In respect of the St William site, the decontamination of the land beneath the 

gasometers and the need for enhanced access and accessibility will all significantly 

impact the viability. Specific strategic sites such as this should be given much greater 

flexibility, so as to ensure a sustainable housing-led regeneration scheme can, 

importantly, be delivered. 

 

In summary, it would be prudent to state that policies regarding housing unit mix, tenure 

and viability will be a on a site specific basis, therefore ensuring that Borough-wide 

prescriptive policies are not applied to this key strategic site that has very unique 

viability issues to overcome.  

0 The Council’s Affordable Housing Target Viability Study, 2016 update 

demonstrates that the range for a generally viable affordable housing 

target is shown to be between 35% and 40% in the majority of the 

borough.  In most cases development is subject to viability which reveals 

the maximum reasonable amount that can be provided. The policy allows 

for the considerations outlined on a case by case basis and a borough 

wide policy cannot be formulated on what may/ may not be viable on an 

individual site. 

 

Policies are formulated on borough wide evidence. Planning applications 

are determined in accordance with section 38(6) of the Planning and 

Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) which states “If regard is to 

be had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to be 

made under the planning Acts the determination must be made in 

accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate 

otherwise.” 

29 Bilfinger GVA (Thomas Edmunds) Housing' 

As set out above, it is essential that flexibility is built into any future policy wording to 

0 Noted. It is considered that the existing and the draft policy allows for this 

flexibility. 
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enable site- specific circumstances to be considered when assessing the acceptability 

of any development proposals. This could be in respect of viability, or in respect of the 

wider planning and public benefits being delivered by a scheme. 

 

With regards to 'Issue 3' – setting an affordable housing target – on occasion the need 

to provide affordable housing may need to be balanced against other objectives of the 

Plan, and policies should be worded such that the level of provision can be balanced 

against wider public benefits or sustainable development objectives. 

 

On certain sites it is essential that viability is taken in to account to ensure they are 

deliverable, as opposed to focusing on a specific threshold for an entire Borough that 

by its nature is unable to take into account individual circumstances. 

 

The Council’s Affordable Housing Target Viability Study, 2016 update 

demonstrates that the range for a generally viable affordable housing 

target is shown to be between 35% and 40% in the majority of the 

borough. In most cases development is subject to viability which reveals 

the maximum reasonable amount that can be provided. Other plan policies 

and wider public benefits are built into a viability appraisal. 

Policies are formulated on borough wide evidence. Planning applications 

are determined in accordance with section 38(6) of the Planning and 

Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) which states “If regard is to 

be had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to be 

made under the planning Acts the determination must be made in 

accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate 

otherwise.” 

30 Quod Limited (Thomas Hatch) - The Council's policy approach to supporting starter homes should be outlined. A 

statutory requirement for individual sites to deliver Starter Homes is being introduced 

through the Housing and Planning Bill (2015). 

 

- Policy should provide flexibility for individual sites to be considered policy compliant 

where the policy target can be met through a combination of on-site delivery, off-site 

delivery and/or a commuted sum. 

 

- Policy should recognise that higher value areas (i.e Knightsbridge) have higher land 

values (due to a range of competing land uses) which constrain scheme viability. The 

BNPP Viability Study only considers existing land uses – progressing on the basis of 

EUV only risks legal challenge due to the inconsistency with national and regional 

policy. BNPP themselves recognise this in their representations in relation to the 

proposals for the Greenwich SPD. 

0 Draft Policy CH2: Affordable Housing and supporting text does support the 

provision of starter homes. However, further detail on starter homes is yet 

to be published by the Government. 

 

Criterion f. of Draft Policy CH2 provides for this flexibility. 

 

Using market value as site value benchmarks for policy testing, is contrary 

to the guidance set out in the Local Housing Delivery Group guidance 

‘Viability Testing Local Plans: Advice for planning practitioners’ (2012) and 

the NPPG on viability and plan making, which states at paragraph 015 

Reference ID: 10-015-20140306 that a competitive return “will need to 

provide an incentive for the land owner to sell in comparison with other 

options available. Those options may include the current use value of the 

land or its value for a realistic alternative use that complies with planning 

policy”. 

Existing Use Value plus approach is also supported in the Mayor’s 

Housing SPG. 

31 Onslow Neighbourhood 

Association (Eva Skinner) 

I think that borough wide targets are too broad, bearing in mind that neighbouring 

boroughs may adopt a different set of targets, it seems wrong to try insist on a borough 

wide target, better to divide the borough into say 4 zones and treat each zone on its 

own merits. 

0 Following consultation it is considered that a split affordable target would 

be difficult and overly complicated to operate. A borough wide target 

provides clarity and flexibility to applicants. In most cases development is 

subject to viability which reveals the maximum reasonable amount that 

can be provided. It is considered that a borough wide target will enable 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

the Council to achieve the maximum reasonable amount of affordable 

housing in-line with the London Plan. 

 
Question: Do you have any other comments, issues or options (reasonable alternatives) you would like to raise regarding this section?  
 

No. Name Comment Council’s Response 

1 Jo Poole Affordability (as in affordable housing) should be clearly defined, with the definition 

linked solely to income. It is not housing discounted from the market rate, but what 

key workers etc can afford to live in. 

The planning definition of affordable housing is set out in Annex 2 of the NPPF. Planning 

policies must use this definition of affordable housing and cannot formulate a new one. 

2 Royal Brompton & Harefield NHS 

Foundation Trust (RBHT) 

Affordable housing provision in determining applications for planning permission 

should be considered on a case by case basis and the optimization of provision 

should be balanced against the specific requirements for other planning priorities 

including healthcare provision. 

Noted. Planning applications are determined in accordance with section 38(6) of the 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) which states “If regard is to be 

had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to be made under the 

planning Acts the determination must be made in accordance with the plan unless material 

considerations indicate otherwise.” Site specific considerations are taken into account and 

a range of planning policies are normally applicable to development proposals. 

3 Silchester Residents Association 

(Jo Poole)  

Option 2 

Adopt a split affordable housing target to enable a higher percentage target in the 

highest value areas. 

This question is not clear 

 

There must be a clear definition of the various strands of social, affordable and 

intermediate housing, both to rent and to buy, and who is eligible for these 

properties. 

The planning definition of affordable housing is set out in Annex 2 of the NPPF. The 

eligibility criteria for affordable housing is determined by the Council’s Housing Department. 

The Council’s Housing Allocations Scheme explains who is given priority for rehousing in 

social rented and Affordable Rented accommodation. Information on eligibility for 

intermediate housing is also available on the Council’s website.  

4 Gerald Eve obo CEL - Cadogan 

Estates Ltd (Neil Henderson) 

We would dispute the findings of the report ‘Affordable Housing Target: Viability 

Study’ produced by the Council and consider that, if the Council relies on this report, 

and the findings therein, they should be presented as part of the consultation 

documents so that they can be fully examined and challenged through the 

robustness of a consultation exercise.  

 

In summary, the report relies upon methodology as set out in the Council’s CIL 

viability study. Our concerns with this are a matter of public record and we direct you 

to the CEL reps prepared by Gerald Eve, as well as the London First reps. We have 

concerns regarding the Benchmark Site Value methodology which is not prepared in 

accordance with the RICS Guidance Note: Financial Viability in Planning (RICS 

GN). The report makes reference to the Mayoral CIL examination by way of support 

for its approach. This examination is inappropriate and outdates the NPPF, NPPG, 

Noted. The document Affordable Housing Target: Viability Study was included in the Issues 

and Options consultation documents. Clearly the respondent has been able to make 

comments on the document. The study is part of the evidence for the LPPR and will be 

available to comment on throughout policy preparation. 

 

 

The RICS Guidance Note was never intended to be applied to Local Plan viability testing 

and there is specific guidance for this purpose (i.e. the Local Housing Delivery Group 

Guidance: ‘Viability Testing Plans: Advice for planning practitioners’ (2012). The RICS 

Guidance Note promotes the use of ‘Market Value’ as a site value benchmark for testing 

viability. This approach has been questioned by research commissioned by the RICS and 

undertaken by University of Reading. Using the respondents’ approach would mean that 

prices that sites are acquired for by developers should guide site value for policy testing 

http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/policy/achieving-sustainable-development/annex-2-glossary/
http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/policy/achieving-sustainable-development/annex-2-glossary/
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/housing/social-housing/social-housing-borough/what-are-my-chances-being-rehoused-social-housing
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/housing/social-housing/other-housing-options/intermediate-housing
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/housing/social-housing/other-housing-options/intermediate-housing
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Harman Report and the RICS GN. Whilst relying on the CIL land value assumptions, 

the report proposes a suitable index from 2012 to current value. Given the 

importance of this document in creating new policy, CEL are concerned that the 

data is now out of date and new benchmark land data should be collated. CEL 

considers that application of an index is not appropriate where new information can 

be ascertained.  

 

The methodology requires further scrutiny as there is an underlying assumption that 

all planning applications for residential housing with an affordable housing 

requirement result from a change of use from office or community facility into 

residential. The use of BCIS is further questioned and the assumptions would need 

to be reviewed by a QS. The impact of on-site affordable housing on the assumed 

sales value assumptions is not clear, this is particularly relevant for the higher value 

areas wherein there would be very marked negative impact on residential sales 

values and rate with the inclusion of on-site affordable housing within a scheme. 

 

 

 

 

CEL consider Option 1 to be appropriate, particularly given the concluding remarks 

of the above mentioned report: “However, opportunities for significant amounts of 

development or added floorspace are limited in the high value area and it is 

therefore unlikely that the area will yield much affordable housing”. The Council’s 

own report therefore responds to the concern that there is insufficient evidence to 

support the ambition that a split level tariff would deliver a significant amount of 

additional affordable housing. 

purposes. This is clearly illogical, as any prices paid would only ever reflect prevailing 

planning policies and the testing would therefore only indicate that current planning policies 

are viable; they would tell Councils nothing about the extent to which as yet unadopted 

planning policies would be viable.  

 

 

 

The development typologies used in the study are those used in the October 2012 CIL 

Viability Study. Use of BCIS is standard practice but adjustments to the base costs were 

made to reflect the specification of development in the Borough, which is reflective of high 

specification and high value property. This is explained in section 4.4 of the study. 

Comments regarding the impact of on-site affordable housing on private sales values and 

sales rates that can be achieved in mixed-tenure developments are not supported by any 

evidence. Mixed tenure schemes are a feature of the London housing market. Gerald Eve 

has not produced any evidence that inclusion of affordable housing in a development 

results in lower sales values or slower sales rates and the Council is not aware of any 

research having been produced for any site demonstrating the impact claimed. 

 

 

Noted. The Council’s preferred approach for the draft policy is based on option 1.  

5 Bilfinger GVA (Thomas Edmunds) Summary 

Any revisions to the new Local Plan should at their heart have flexibility in mind, in 

order to facilitate the delivery of the objectives and vision of the Plan, and to adhere 

to the principles of sustainable development. 

 

Any new wording needs to ensure some degree of flexibility is offered, including an 

understanding of site-specific circumstances and the need to take into account other 

planning policy objectives of scheme benefits. 

 

Policies should be in accordance with, and reflect the principles of the NPPF, which 

states at Paragraph 14: 

 

Summary 

Paragraph 154 of the NPPF states that “Only policies that provide a clear indication of how 

a decision maker should react to a development proposal should be included in the plan.” It 

is considered that the draft policy does include flexibility to determine each case on its 

merits. 

 

 

 

 

It is considered that the draft policies are in accordance with paragraph 14 and the other 

paragraphs quoted from the NPPF. 
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No. Name Comment Council’s Response 

- Local planning authorities should positively seek opportunities to meet the 

development needs of their area; and 

- Local Plans should meet objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to 

adapt to rapid change, unless: 

- any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh 

the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a 

whole; or 

- specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be restricted. 

 

Plans, and their policies, should be positively prepared. Policies should support the 

redevelopment of sites in appropriate locations, having regards to the wider 

aspirations and objectives of the Local Plan, and the principles of the presumption in 

favour of sustainable development. 

 

Policies should seek to avoid arbitrary restrictions and unsubstantiated requirements 

to conform that do not allow the specific circumstances of a site, or the wider 

scheme benefits a development may deliver, to be taken into account. An inflexible 

approach to wording that stifles creativity and innovation should be avoided, rather 

policies relating to 'Places' – including policies relating to retail and business uses – 

should focus on allowing development proposals to be considered on their merits. 

Paragraph 60 of the NPPF states: 

 

"Planning policies and decisions should not attempt to impose architectural styles or 

particular tastes and they should not stifle innovation, originality or initiative through 

unsubstantiated requirements to conform to certain development forms or styles. It 

is, however, proper to seek to promote or reinforce local distinctiveness." 

 

Policies should have regard to the viability and deliverability of development options, 

in accordance with the guidance set out within the NPPF. Plans should be 

deliverable. Paragraph 173 of the NPPF "ensuring viability and deliverability", in 

support of the Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development, states: 

 

"Pursuing sustainable development requires careful attention to viability and costs in 

plan-making and decision-taking. Plans should be deliverable. Therefore, the sites 

and the scale of development identified in the plan should not be subject to such a 

scale of obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be developed viably is 

threatened. To ensure viability, the costs of any requirements likely to be applied to 

development, such as requirements for affordable housing, standards, infrastructure 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Council’s policies are based on evidence and are not imposing arbitrary restrictions 

and unsubstantiated requirements that will hamper site specific circumstances being 

considered.  Site specific circumstances are always considered when determining planning 

applications and this does not need to be specified in each policy. Planning policies are not 

used as a blunt tool and in this regard section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory 

Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) is relevant which states that “If regard is to be had to the 

development plan for the purpose of any determination to be made under the planning Acts 

the determination must be made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations 

indicate otherwise.” 

 

 

 

 

Viability has been taken into account whilst formulating Policy CH2. This is set out in the 

Affordable Housing Target Viability Study 2015 and the update in 2016. These documents 

are available alongside the Draft Policies consultation. 
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No. Name Comment Council’s Response 

contributions or other requirements should, when taking account of the normal cost 

of development and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a willing land owner 

and willing developer to enable the development to be deliverable." 

 

And paragraph 174 continues: 

 

"In order to be appropriate, the cumulative impact of these standards and policies 

should not put implementation of the plan at serious risk, and should facilitate 

development throughout the economic cycle." 

 

Planning policies need to provide a degree of certainty for developers. Policies 

should encourage sufficient flexibility for redevelopment and to positively seek 

opportunities for sustainable redevelopment, and deliver the wider objectives and 

vision of the Local Plan. 

 

Flexibility will optimise development opportunities and bring forward innovative 

proposals which may be more appropriate to the character of a specific area of the 

Royal Borough, rather than be stifled by the application of a blanket approach 

prescriptive policy. 

 

We would welcome the opportunity to comment on the specific wording of any new 

proposed policies in the future, in the context of the representations above. 

6 Judith Blakeman The term "affordable housing" is becoming toxic and should be avoided. "Affordable 

housing" is not affordable to most Londoners. The term should be made clearer. We 

suggest the term "price-accessible housing". "Price accessible housing" would be 

based on an agreed percentage of a household's income, never exceeding 40%. 

The planning definition of affordable housing is set out in Annex 2 of the NPPF. Planning 

policies must use this definition of affordable housing and cannot formulate a new one. 

 
 
  

http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/policy/achieving-sustainable-development/annex-2-glossary/
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Issue 4: Affordable housing split 
 

Question: Which option should the Council take? 

Option 1: Set a Borough wide target of 72% social/affordable rented housing and 28% intermediate housing to take specific account of the findings of the SHMA. 

Option 2: Set a Borough wide target of 17% social/affordable rented housing and 83% intermediate housing based on the Council’s adopted Intermediate Rent Policy. 

Option 3: Set a Borough wide target of 56% social/affordable rented housing and 44% intermediate housing based on the mid-point intermediate rents set out in the SHMA. 

Option 4: Set a Borough wide target that takes account of the three scenarios (set out under the first three options) together with further information collated from Registered Providers and  

                developers on the viability of delivering intermediate rent units. 

 

No. Name Comment Selected 

Option 

Council’s Response 

1 Charles Bezoari Elder Stop interfering, and let the market decide- your role should be to make lots of 

space available, instead of slicing and dicing a miniscule amount of space that 

never increases. 

0 The Council’s housing policies need to address the borough’s objectively assessed 

needs for all types of housing. The London Plan requires that the Council sets a 

separate target for the provision of social/ Affordable Rented housing and 

intermediate housing. Therefore it is considered important to specify the tenure mix 

of affordable housing to achieve the aims of delivering a mixed and balanced 

community, addressing housing needs and conform to the London Plan. 

2 Quod Limited (Thomas 

Hatch) 

- Policy should provide flexibility for an alternative mix to be considered policy 

compliant in light of site specific circumstances including viability, feasibility, 

management and/or the potential to deliver benefits including additional units or 

housing which better meets more local needs, consistent with Policy 3.12 of the 

London Plan. 

 

- Policy should recognise that there is a growing need for intermediate tenures 

which can provide housing which is affordable to a range of household incomes 

to provide greater diversity and choice in housing. 

 

- Policy should provide flexibility for an alternative mix to be considered 

appropriate where PRS is proposed and/or where starter homes are required. 

 

- The unique nature of the Private Rented Sector (PRS) should be reflected in 

policy – this would align with central and regional guidance which recognises the 

distinct economics of this sector. Flexibility should be included enable a solution 

for on-site Affordable Housing to be Intermediate Rent consistent with the Draft 

Housing SPG (para 3.1.27) and the NPPG (Ref: 10-018-20150326). 

0 Whilst it is useful to have some flexibility in policies it should not be to an extent as 

to render the policy ineffective. Paragraph 154 of the NPPF also states that “Only 

policies that provide a clear indication of how a decision maker should react to a 

development proposal should be included in the plan.”  

Site specific circumstances are always considered when determining planning 

applications and this does not need to be specified in each policy. Planning 

policies are not used as a blunt tool and in this regard section 38(6) of the Planning 

and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) is relevant which states that “If 

regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to 

be made under the planning Acts the determination must be made in accordance 

with the plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.” 

Intermediate rent is a type of affordable housing (intermediate). The Mayor’s 

Housing SPG is capable of being a material planning consideration whilst 

determining planning applications. The site specific circumstances in a PRS 

scheme where there are no units for sale is also capable of being a material 

consideration. This would enable intermediate rent homes on such schemes. 

However, this does not require a special inclusion in the draft policy. There have 

been very few such schemes in the borough.  

3 Sonia Richardson  3 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2c sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

affordable housing tenure mix. 

4 Roy Burns There is an urgent need for social housing, as defined (by Shelter) as housing 

costing less than 4x the national mean income. 

0 The planning definition of affordable housing is set out in Annex 2 of the NPPF. 

The draft policy is based on this rather than any other definition. 

http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/policy/achieving-sustainable-development/annex-2-glossary/
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option 

Council’s Response 

5 Jo Poole It should be the ratio which best reflects those on housing lists/ waiting for 

accommodation in the borough. It has nothing to do with option 4, this should not 

be left in the hands of the developers who are motivated by profit rather than 

social good as I would hope the council are. 

0 Noted. Option 4 has not been progressed as the preferred option in the draft 

policy. Social / Affordable Rent will cater for those on the housing lists but to 

achieve the aims of supporting a mixed and balanced community in the borough it 

is considered important to also deliver a significant proportion of new affordable 

homes as intermediate. 

6 Cheyne Walk Trust (David 

Waddell) 

 4 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2c sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

affordable housing tenure mix. 

7 Sainsbury's Supermarkets 

Ltd (Indigo Planning) 

There should be flexibility and the ability to agree a level of provision on a case 

by case basis. 

 

Issue 4 – Affordable Housing Tenure Split 

Policy should have some flexibility to agree tenure splits depending on site 

circumstances and housing need.  

0 Whilst it is useful to have some flexibility in policies it should not be to an extent as 

to render the policy ineffective. Paragraph 154 of the NPPF also states that “Only 

policies that provide a clear indication of how a decision maker should react to a 

development proposal should be included in the plan.”  

Site specific circumstances are always considered when determining planning 

applications and this does not need to be specified in each policy. Planning 

policies are not used as a blunt tool and in this regard section 38(6) of the Planning 

and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) is relevant which states that “If 

regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to 

be made under the planning Acts the determination must be made in accordance 

with the plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.” 

8 Turley (Ian Fergusson) Please see comments above. Applying standard approaches provides a simpler 

and more straightforward approach for applicants and makes it more likely that 

development will come forwards. 

0 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2c sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

affordable housing tenure mix. 

9 Christian Durie Option 3 Seems the most reasonable and LIKELY to be attained? 0 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2c sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

affordable housing tenure mix. 

10 Christian Durie  3 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2c sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

affordable housing tenure mix. 

11 Silchester Residents 

Association (Jo Poole)  

 1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2c sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

affordable housing tenure mix. 

12 Silchester Residents 

Association (Jo Poole)  

Option 1 

Set a Borough wide target of 72% social/affordable rented housing and 28% 

intermediate housing to take specific account of the findings of the SHMA. 

Yes, although the definition of affordability in this question is not clear. 

 

 

 

 

0 Noted. The Council has prepared a Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) 

in-line with the NPPF which includes the updated evidence on the tenure mix for 

affordable housing. The three options were set out in the SHMA. 

Option 1 was the baseline scenario for affordable housing tenure mix. Under the 

baseline scenario, intermediate rent levels are based on the London Mayor’s policy 

of 80% of market rent for one bed properties and then dropping this percentage 

accordingly for the larger units to stay affordable within the Mayor’s income bands 

for the respective property sizes.  
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option 

Council’s Response 

Option 2 

Set a Borough wide target of 17% social/affordable rented housing and 83% 

intermediate housing based on the Council's adopted Intermediate Rent Policy. 

This question is not clear 

 

 

Option 3 

Set a Borough wide target of 56% social/affordable rented housing and 44% 

intermediate housing based on the mid-point intermediate rents set out in the 

SHMA. 

This is not clear 

 

Option 4 

Set a Borough wide target that takes account of the three scenarios (set out 

under the first three options) together with further information collated from 

Registered Providers and developers on the viability of delivering intermediate 

rent units. 

This is not clear 

 

Do you have any other comments, issues or options (reasonable alternatives) 

you would like to raise regarding this section? 

There is a lack of clarity throughout this section. We are in favour of the 

maximum amount of social and affordable housing alongside some for 

intermediate rent. 

 

Much of the regeneration in the north of the borough is being done in the name 

of reducing the council's housing list. We must have clearly presented figures 

including percentages that give details of additional social housing as well as 

affordable and intermediate as a proportion of overall housing stock so that we 

can understand that this can happen. 

Option 2 was based on the Council’s Intermediate Rent Setting Policy. Weekly rent 

charges are based on 40% of net income levels set at what is affordable for the 

lowest earnings at various levels of income bracket with no differentiation on 

property size/ number of bedrooms. Rent increases will only occur when the 

household income moves into the next higher income bracket. 

Option 3 was based on intermediate rents which are set at the mid-point between 

the lowest rents under the Council’s Intermediate Rent Setting Policy and the 

maximum rents that would be possible under the London Mayor’s policy. 

 

 

 

 

Option 4 did not suggest a fixed tenure mix rather it considered collating more 

information from Registered Providers and developers on the viability of delivering 

intermediate rent units. 

 

 

 

 

Noted.  

 

 

 

 

 

The options for estate regeneration are being investigated at this stage so these 

figures are not known.  

13 Barton Willmore (Paul 

Newton) 

Issue 4 (Affordable Housing Tenure Split) 

 

25. As above, the proposed affordable housing tenure split should not be overly 

prescriptive and should instead allow for flexibility on a case-by-case basis. 

0 Whilst it is useful to have some flexibility in policies it should not be to an extent as 

to render the policy ineffective. Paragraph 154 of the NPPF also states that “Only 

policies that provide a clear indication of how a decision maker should react to a 

development proposal should be included in the plan.”  

Site specific circumstances are always considered when determining planning 

applications and this does not need to be specified in each policy. Planning 

policies are not used as a blunt tool and in this regard section 38(6) of the Planning 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option 

Council’s Response 

and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) is relevant which states that “If 

regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to 

be made under the planning Acts the determination must be made in accordance 

with the plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.” 

14 Edward Daffarn - And within this target, the current divide between social/affordable rented 

housing and the intermediate*  sector was agreed by a vote to change to 17% 

social/affordable and 83% intermediate for all new housing projects. RBKC's 

current Local Plan is 85% social/affordable and 15% intermediate. 

- - - - - - - - 

* Intermediate sector covers various forms of housing available to those who are 

not eligible for social housing (Council and housing association rentals) and earn 

less than £71k. The income level is set by the GLA so in general currently 

covers people/households with an income between £40k and £71K pa. I think 

RBKC are raising this to £83K pa. 

0 The Council is not changing the income thresholds and uses the ones in the 

London Plan which are updated annually in the London Plan Monitoring Report. 

The upper threshold was increased to £90,000 in the latest London Plan 

Monitoring Report. 

15 Kensington Society (Michael 

Bach) 

 1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2c sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

affordable housing tenure mix. 

16 Kensington Society (Michael 

Bach) 

This is the Society's preferred option, although Option 4 is also attractive. 

 

Option 2 

Set a Borough wide target of 17% social/affordable rented housing and 83% 

intermediate housing based on the Council's adopted Intermediate Rent Policy. 

This is not our preferred option 

 

Option 3 

Set a Borough wide target of 56% social/affordable rented housing and 44% 

intermediate housing based on the mid-point intermediate rents set out in the 

SHMA. 

This is not the Society's preferred option 

 

Option 4 

Set a Borough wide target that takes account of the three scenarios (set out 

under the first three options) together with further information collated from 

Registered Providers and developers on the viability of delivering intermediate 

rent units. 

This is our second preferred option 

0 Support for Option 1 is noted.  

 

The Council’s Draft Policy CH2c sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

affordable housing tenure mix. 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option 

Council’s Response 

17 Greater London Authority 

Development (Stewart 

Murray) 

Policies on tenure split, thresholds and payments in lieu should also be 

developed with a view to achieving the maximum affordable housing output in 

line with London Plan policy 3.3 and the Draft Interim Housing SPG, taking into 

account local evidence, viability and deliverability. With regard to tenure split, 

London plan policy 3.11, seeks a split of 60% of affordable housing as social and 

affordable rent and 40% intermediate rent or sale. Kensington and Chelsea's 

split should be based on its evidence of local need taking account of availability 

of funding for certain products and development viability. 

0 Noted. The overarching objective of Policy CH2 is to seek the maximum 

reasonable amount of affordable housing. The tenure mix has been tested for 

viability in the Affordable Housing Target Viability Study Update. The Council’s 

tenure split has considered the split in London Plan Policy 3.11, evidence in the 

SHMA, the viability and the prospect of starter homes.  

18 Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners 

(NLP) (Simon Slatford) 

Due to the complexities of the St William site outlined above, there will need to 

be flexibility and innovative solutions to delivering affordable tenures and 

therefore a prescriptive policy regarding tenures should be avoided. St William 

would therefore request a specific site policy is allocated to this site to allow 

flexibility to delivering affordable tenures. 

0 Whilst it is useful to have some flexibility in policies it should not be to an extent as 

to render the policy ineffective. Paragraph 154 of the NPPF also states that “Only 

policies that provide a clear indication of how a decision maker should react to a 

development proposal should be included in the plan.”  

Site specific circumstances are always considered when determining planning 

applications and this does not need to be specified in each policy. Planning 

policies are not used as a blunt tool and in this regard section 38(6) of the Planning 

and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) is relevant which states that “If 

regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to 

be made under the planning Acts the determination must be made in accordance 

with the plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.” 

19 Judith Blakeman This is our preferred option. This is the closest fit to the GLA recommended 60% 

social and price–accessible housing and 40% intermediate rental and sale 

target. 

 

The detailed objectives of the London Plan on Page 25 are welcome, in 

particular 

 

- "a city that meets the challenges of economic and population growth" 

 

- "a city that becomes a world leader in improving the environment"; and 

 

- "a city where it is easy, safe and convenient for everyone to access jobs, 

opportunities and facilities". 

 

Key to achieving these objectives is the provision of sufficient, price-accessible 

housing in inner London (not "affordable housing", which is not affordable for 

most Londoners) for the essential workers who keep London running but who 

are overwhelmingly in low paid employment, including the catering, transport, 

0 Support for Option 3 is noted. 

 

The planning definition of affordable housing is set out in Annex 2 of the NPPF. 

Planning policies must use this definition of affordable housing and the Council 

cannot formulate a new one. 

http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/policy/achieving-sustainable-development/annex-2-glossary/
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option 

Council’s Response 

facilities management, construction, education, emergency services, health and 

social care sectors. Building too many homes for sale rather than rent, including 

the provision of "buy-to-leave" properties, will defeat the object of maintaining 

and sustaining the flexible and mobile workforce that is essential to London's 

economy. 

 

Kensington and Chelsea as an inner London Borough must contribute to this 

objective. 

20 Judith Blakeman  3 Noted. 

 
Question: Do you have any other comments, issues or options (reasonable alternatives) you would like to raise regarding this section? 

No. Name Comment Council’s Response 

1 Kensington Society (Michael Bach) 10.4.15 The tenure split for affordable housing needs unpacking The Council’s Draft Policy CH2c sets out the Council’s 

proposed approach to affordable housing tenure mix. 

2 The Chelsea Society (Michael Stephen) We would like to see the level of social housing maintained. A mix of tenures and 

types of housing is essential.  

Noted. The Council’s draft policy is seeking to deliver a mix of 

tenures and types of housing. 
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Issue 5: Affordable housing threshold 

 

Question: Which option should the Council take? 

Option 1: Maintain the existing approach with affordable housing (contributions or floorspace) sought on schemes with in excess of 800sqm of residential floorspace, with payments in lieu of  

                 affordable housing floorspace for schemes only between a minimum of 800sqm and 1,200sqm. 

Option 2: Broadly maintain the existing policy but with an amendment to ensure that once the 800sqm threshold is met, all net floorspace is liable for an affordable housing contribution, i.e. the first  

                 800sqm will no longer discounted. 

Option 3: Consider a revised minimum threshold for the provision of affordable housing in light of local viability evidence demonstrating that small schemes could deliver a proportion of affordable  

                housing. It is anticipated the threshold would continue to be expressed as floorspace to ensure that sites providing a small number of larger units are not exempt from the requirement for  

                affordable housing. 

Option 4: Consider the removal of the fixed range for payments in lieu between 800sqm and 1,200sqm GEA floorspace and instead apply the general policy provisions for when off site or  

                 payments in lieu may be considered appropriate. 

Option 5: Consider thresholds for on-site / off-site provision of affordable housing. 

 

No. Name Comment Selected 

Option 

Council’s Response 

1 Charles Bezoari Elder I am not sure how this policy "fits" with the new Bribery act? 

 

You are basically being "bribed" into approving developments in return for affordable 

housing commitments. 

These commitments can be considered a bribe? 

 

And such commitments are another tax which drives up the cost of the housing to 

the future buyers of a new scheme. This makes new schemes only "affordable " to 

the wealthy/foreign investors- thus going full circle and squeezing out those who 

could have afforded it if you had not added on these commitments to the price. 

 

You are creating an end market that will only be for the super wealthy, and the poor. 

0 The amount negotiated for affordable housing is publicly available information 

and is taken in accordance with national policy to provide much needed 

affordable housing. The provision of affordable housing in-line with or 

exceeding the policy requirements does not outweigh other planning 

consideration and certainly does mean that development will be approved. A 

range of other factors such as design and impact on living conditions are all 

taken into account before coming to a decision.  

 

 

 

 

The Council’s draft policies are seeking to address this issue of polarisation 

and increasing the proportion of intermediate housing. 

2 Federico Ghella  1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2f sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

affordable housing thresholds. 

3 Sonia Richardson  2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2f sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

affordable housing thresholds. 

4 Silchester Residents Association 

(Jo Poole) 

 3 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2f sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

affordable housing thresholds. 

5 Cheyne Walk Trust (David 

Waddell) 

 4 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2f sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

affordable housing thresholds. 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option 

Council’s Response 

6 Sainsbury's Supermarkets Ltd 

(Indigo Planning) 

This policy should allow for sufficient in lieu provision and/or off-site provision where 

it can be justified by a viability assessment or other exceptional circumstance. 

0 Draft Policy CH2 does set out these exceptional circumstances. 

7 Turley (Ian Fergusson) The development industry has become familiar with the existing approach. 

Changing it could delay schemes coming forwards, particularly given the Council’s 

preference for debate to take place during pre-application discussions. 

0 The existing approach is not proving as effective as it should be in providing 

the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing. Therefore it needs to 

be reviewed 

8 Turley (Ian Fergusson)  1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2f sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

affordable housing thresholds. 

9 Austin Mackie Associates 

Limited (Private Clients) 

 1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2f sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

affordable housing thresholds. 

10 Gerald Eve obo CEL - Cadogan 

Estates Ltd (Neil Henderson) 

The Estate considers that the retention of the existing threshold of 800 sq.m (Option 

1) but that the potential increase of the cash contribution threshold (Option 5) 

represents a sensible and pragmatic approach for considering the level of 

contributions for individual developments made towards the delivery of affordable 

housing in the Borough. 

 

The existing threshold of 1,200 sq.m has failed to deliver affordable housing on site 

where it is a private market housing led project. The critical mass of such a scheme 

and the associated costs that would have to be borne by an RSL simply do not work 

at this threshold. In addition, the level of negotiation that has to be undertaken and 

the consequential delay this causes is totally disproportionate to the scale of 

scheme and, more importantly, the urgency for delivering these type of projects 

which comprise a substantial part of the Royal Borough’s housing delivery pipeline.  

 

CEL considers a much better approach is to recognise this through the identification 

of a higher threshold. In previous consultation documents, a figure of 1,600 sq.m 

has been suggested as an option by RBKC. This would avoid protracted 

negotiations, allow for the delivery of such schemes and, importantly, early and 

greater quantums of financial payment associated with the affordable housing 

financial contributions. There will, of course, be circumstances where schemes 

providing 1,600 sq.m net new residential floorspace or more may not be able to 

deliver an on-site affordable housing solution and therefore any policy approach 

needs to reflect that there may be specific circumstances pertinent to the site or 

viability issues that might justify this situation. 

 

For the avoidance of doubt, CEL consider Options 2 and 3 to be wholly 

inappropriate. Specifically in relation to Option 2, this represents an unacceptable 

0 Noted. Draft Policy CH2 introduces a new threshold of 650 sq m gross internal 

area (GIA). This is based on the Affordable Housing Target Viability Study 

2015 which demonstrated that affordable housing contribution would be viable 

in small schemes of 4 or 5 units. The calculations for the threshold are set out 

in Chapter 40 of the LPPR – Draft Policies consultation document. The 

existing 800 sq m threshold is gross external area (GEA) which in effect is 

similar to 650 sq m GIA. 

The draft policy removes the thresholds for on-site/off-site and payments in 

lieu, criterion (d) of the draft policy states that “provision of affordable housing 

to be on-site unless exceptional circumstances justified by robust evidence 

exist which support provision off-site or providing a payment in lieu;” The 

exceptional circumstances are set out in the supporting text. 

 

 

The Council does not consider a fixed threshold would be the best means to 

achieve the maximum reasonable level of affordable housing. Instead the use 

of exceptional circumstances as stated above is considered a better approach. 

As acknowledged in the representation there may be schemes where 1,600 

sq.m net new residential floorspace or more may not be able to deliver an on-

site affordable housing. 

 

 

 

 

 

The Affordable Housing Target Viability Study 2015 demonstrates that it is not 

necessary to discount the first 800 sq m (or another threshold) for the 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option 

Council’s Response 

“cliff edge” policy which will encourage a divisive approach to bringing forward 

developments and would discourage developers to maximise the residential 

potential of sites to the full. It is considered that Option 2 represents a wholly 

counterproductive policy approach. 

 

 

 

 

Similarly, with regard to Option 3, CEL would dispute the findings of the specialist 

report produced by the Council and considers that, if the Council rely on these 

findings, they should be presented as part of the consultation documentation so that 

they can be fully examined and challenged through the robustness of a consultation 

exercise. 

 

In particular the report in question is a high level paper exploring options available to 

the council using an apparently untested “prototype payment in lieu calculator” (ref 

paragraph 4.3) which has reviewed only one notional scheme. It is therefore a 

wholly inappropriate and inadequate evidence base upon which to base a policy 

change. We have specific concerns over the underlying site value methodology 

which is not in accordance with the RICS Guidance Note: Financial Viability in 

Planning. 

affordable housing to be viable. The SHMA shows an overwhelming need for 

affordable housing in the borough. Given this evidence and the emphasis in 

the London Plan to seek the maximum reasonable amount of affordable 

housing, the policy would not be positively prepared, justified or effective if it 

continued to discount the threshold floorspace. Other plan policies would also 

apply to optimise development on site and the London Plan density matrix 

would be applicable to ascertain if development has been optimised. 

 

The document was part of the consultation documents and will continue to be 

so. This is evident from the comments made by the respondent. 

 

 

 

 

The draft policy is proposing that to calculate payments in lieu for affordable 

housing, two viability assessments comparing residual land values on a site-

by-site basis – one reflecting policy compliant affordable housing provision on-

site and the second with 100% private housing. The prototype calculator has 

not been used to devise fixed payments in lieu for different areas of the 

borough. However, it has demonstrated that in some areas the existing £2,500 

per sq m of net additional floorspace is too low in certain areas and high in 

others and does not achieve the maximum reasonable amount of affordable 

housing. 

11 Gerald Eve obo CEL - Cadogan 

Estates Ltd (Neil Henderson) 

 1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2f sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

affordable housing thresholds. 

12 Gerald Eve obo CEL - Cadogan 

Estates Ltd (Neil Henderson) 

 5 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2f sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

affordable housing thresholds. 

13 Barton Willmore (Paul Newton) Issue 5 (Affordable Housing Threshold) 

26. The proposed options do not make sufficient allowance for payments in lieu / off-

site provision in respect of larger sites, where this can be justified on a case-by-case 

basis. For example, it may be appropriate for payments in lieu to be sought in some 

cases where it could assist the Council's aims for estate regeneration that may not 

otherwise occur. The policy should therefore allow for payments in lieu on such sites 

in exceptional circumstances. 

0 Affordable housing is sought on-site in-line with the London Plan and large 

sites in particular are more suitable for on-site provision. However, criterion (d) 

does state that that “provision of affordable housing to be on-site unless 

exceptional circumstances justified by robust evidence exist which support 

provision off-site or providing a payment in lieu;” The exceptional 

circumstances are set out in the supporting text. 

14 Kensington Society (Michael 

Bach) 

10.3.11: We strongly support on-site affordable housing provision, with off-site and 

financial contributions as the exception. 

0 Noted. This is the approach taken in the draft policy. 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option 

Council’s Response 

15 Kensington Society (Michael 

Bach) 

 3 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2f sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

affordable housing thresholds. 

16 Kensington Society (Michael 

Bach) 

 4 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2f sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

affordable housing thresholds. 

17 Savills (Charlotte Handscomb) We consider that the threshold should remain as existing. The alternative Options 

are not justified, nor do they comply with the general direction of travel of national 

planning policy, as such the alternative Options are not Sound.  

 

 

 

 

 

The Written Ministerial Statement issued in November 2014 removed the 

requirement to provide affordable housing on schemes of less than 10 units or 

1,000sqm of floorspace. Whilst this was quashed in August 2015 due to lack of 

evidential basis and problems with the consultation process, the judgement is 

currently being appealed. Notwithstanding the appeal, it is clearly the ‘direction of 

travel’ of national policy is to stimulate development and not require onerous 

demands on smaller-scale schemes which may act as a block to such developments 

coming forward.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

We also do not support the proposal to discount the first 800sqm on larger schemes 

once the threshold is met. This carries a risk that developments will specifically 

target floorspace areas below the 800sqm threshold in order to ensure that they are 

not caught by the resulting sudden uplift in costs between 799sqm and 800sqm. As 

a result, sites will not be fully utilised to their capacity, putting a restriction on 

development which is not in accordance with the aims of the NPPF, nor will it assist 

in meeting RBKC’s housing targets. 

0 Noted. Draft Policy CH2 introduces a new threshold of 650 sq m gross internal 

area (GIA). This is based on the Affordable Housing Target Viability Study 

2015 which demonstrated that affordable housing contribution would be viable 

in small schemes of 4 or 5 units. The calculations for the threshold are set out 

in Chapter 40 of the LPPR – Draft Policies consultation document. The 

existing 800 sq m threshold is gross external area (GEA) which in effect is 

similar to 650 sq m GIA. 

 

Despite the national policy stated, the evidence together with the extremely 

high land values suggests that a local floorspace threshold enabling 

maximisation of affordable housing should be set. It is considered that setting 

the threshold at 650 sq m is generally unlikely to affect the exemption in the 

national policy intended for custom and self builders as these typically involve 

building a single unit which would normally fall below the threshold. In terms of 

small scale developers, the extremely high land values in the borough mean 

that affordable housing contributions are not a disproportionate burden on 

development. There is a strong reliance in the borough on small sites due to 

its uniquely dense and historic character and most of these are high end 

developments where it would be viable to provide a contribution for affordable 

housing. Any contribution is normally subject to a viability assessment in any 

case unless it meets the target set in the policy. 

 

The Affordable Housing Target Viability Study 2015 demonstrates that it is not 

necessary to discount the first 800 sq m (or another threshold) for the 

affordable housing to be viable. The SHMA shows an overwhelming need for 

affordable housing in the borough. Given this evidence and the emphasis in 

the London Plan to seek the maximum reasonable amount of affordable 

housing, the policy would not be positively prepared, justified or effective if it 

continued to discount the threshold floorspace. Other plan policies would also 

apply to optimise development on site and the London Plan density matrix 

would be applicable to ascertain if development has been optimised. 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option 

Council’s Response 

18 Savills (Charlotte Handscomb)  1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2f sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

affordable housing thresholds. 

19 Bilfinger GVA (Thomas 

Edmunds) 

Turning to Issue 5, we would not support the removal of the 800sqm threshold as 

this would impact scheme viability and the overall wider package of public benefits a 

scheme may deliver. Options 2 and 3 would have implications for development 

throughout the Borough, potentially preventing smaller-scale residential 

developments from coming forward and being contrary to the wider development 

objectives of the Plan, including the delivery of housing. 

0 Draft Policy CH2 introduces a new threshold of 650 sq m gross internal area 

(GIA). This is based on the Affordable Housing Target Viability Study 2015 

which demonstrated that affordable housing contributions would be viable in 

small schemes of 4 or 5 units. The calculations for the threshold are set out in 

Chapter 40 of the LPPR – Draft Policies consultation document. The existing 

800 sq m threshold is gross external area (GEA) which in effect is similar to 

650 sq m GIA. 

The Affordable Housing Target Viability Study 2015 demonstrates that it is not 

necessary to discount the first 800 sq m (or another threshold) for the 

affordable housing to be viable. The SHMA shows an overwhelming need for 

affordable housing in the borough. Given this evidence and the emphasis in 

the London Plan to seek the maximum reasonable amount of affordable 

housing, the policy would not be positively prepared, justified or effective if it 

continued to discount the threshold floorspace. 

There is a strong reliance in the borough on small sites due to its uniquely 

dense and historic character and most of these are high end developments 

where it would be viable to provide a contribution for affordable housing. Any 

contribution is normally subject to a viability assessment in any case unless it 

meets the target set in the policy. 

20 Judith Blakeman  2 Noted. 

21 Quod Limited (Thomas Hatch) Policy should provide recognise there are a number of circumstances where full or 

partial off site delivery and/or payments in lieu may be considered appropriate 

(Option 4), consistent with para 3.74 of the London Plan which states "where it 

would be possible to: secure a higher level of provision; better address priority 

needs, especially for affordable family housing; secure a more balanced community; 

or better sustain strategically important clusters of economic activities.". 

0 Affordable housing is sought on-site in-line with the London Plan and large 

sites in particular are more suitable for on-site provision. However, criterion (d) 

does state that that “provision of affordable housing to be on-site unless 

exceptional circumstances justified by robust evidence exist which support 

provision off-site or providing a payment in lieu;” The exceptional 

circumstances are set out in the supporting text and are in-line with the quoted 

text from the London Plan. 

 

Question: Do you have any other comments, issues or options (reasonable alternatives) you would like to raise regarding this section? 

[No comments received]  
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Issue 6: Calculating payments in lieu 

 

Question: Which option should the Council take? 

Option 1: Calculate all payments in lieu for affordable housing by comparing residual land values on a site-by-site basis by requesting two viability assessments – one reflecting policy compliant 

affordable housing provision on-site and the second with 100% private housing. 

Option 2: Introduce zonal payment in lieu charges based on the adopted CIL Charging Zones using benchmark land values and development types to compare residual land values for schemes 

with and without on-site affordable housing. 

Option 3: Adopt a Borough-wide standardised charge based on benchmark land values and development types to compare residual land values for schemes with and without on-site affordable 

housing. 

 

No. Name Comment Selected 

Option 

Council’s Response 

1 Charles Bezoari Elder Stop adding to the cost of new housing by adding on these charges to pay 

for "affordable" housing. Do you not realise that you are skewing the market 

to a situation where only the super wealthy will be able to afford the new 

housing(whose cost you have driven up with these charges)? The upper 

middle class and middle class will not be able to afford such a process.  

You will be left with the super wealthy as the only ones who can pay, and the 

poor who will have the "affordable", but everyone in between will have been 

squeezed out by your strategy. 

Perhaps that is your objective? 

0 Noted. Affordable housing includes social rent/ Affordable Rent and 

intermediate housing. Intermediate housing can cater to those on 

middle incomes. The draft policy is increasing the proportion of 

intermediate housing required in new housing.  

2 Jo Poole  1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2f(iii) sets out the Council’s proposed 

approach to affordable housing payments in lieu. 

3 Sainsbury's Supermarkets Ltd (Indigo Planning) There should be flexbility to agree payments on a case by case basis 0 Whilst it is useful to have some flexibility in policies it should not be 

to an extent as to render the policy ineffective. Paragraph 154 of the 

NPPF also states that “Only policies that provide a clear indication of 

how a decision maker should react to a development proposal 

should be included in the plan.”  

Site specific circumstances are always considered when determining 

planning applications and this does not need to be specified in each 

policy. Planning policies are not used as a blunt tool and in this 

regard section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 

2004 (as amended) is relevant which states that “If regard is to be 

had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to 

be made under the planning Acts the determination must be made in 

accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate 

otherwise.” 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option 

Council’s Response 

4 Turley (Ian Fergusson) This is essentially the Council’s current approach. It should be retained in 

principle for the same reasons as outlined above. 

0 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2f(iii) sets out the Council’s proposed 

approach to affordable housing payments in lieu. 

5 Turley (Ian Fergusson)  3 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2f(iii) sets out the Council’s proposed 

approach to affordable housing payments in lieu. 

6 Austin Mackie Associates Limited (Private Clients) ... whilst still allowing for site specific considerations to be taken into account 0 Site specific circumstances are always considered when determining 

planning applications and this does not need to be specified in each 

policy. Planning policies are not used as a blunt tool and in this 

regard section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 

2004 (as amended) is relevant which states that “If regard is to be 

had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to 

be made under the planning Acts the determination must be made in 

accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate 

otherwise.” 

7 Austin Mackie Associates Limited (Private Clients)  2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2f(iii) sets out the Council’s proposed 

approach to affordable housing payments in lieu. 

8 Gerald Eve obo CEL - Cadogan Estates Ltd (Neil 

Henderson) 

 3 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2f(iii) sets out the Council’s proposed 

approach to affordable housing payments in lieu. 

9 Kensington Society (Michael Bach)  2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2f(iii) sets out the Council’s proposed 

approach to affordable housing payments in lieu. 

10 Bilfinger GVA (Thomas Edmunds) With regards to Issue 6, all options presented fail to reflect or take into 

account the underlying value of the site. The options follow the same 

approach and are all too simplistic – for example they do not account for 

mixed use development proposals. Any policy should be in accordance with 

para.173 of the NPPF with regards to viability and deliverability, and the 

RICS guidance which itself is consistent with the NPPF. 

 

Policy should be drafted such that it compares the testing of affordable 

housing scenarios starting at policy level and working from there to the 

benchmark value of the site, which will reflect its market value. This market 

value will either reflect current use value, alternative use value, or be derived 

from direct comparable evidence. The derivation of the market value is 

addressed in the RICS guidance. We do not support Options 1, 2 or 3 as 

currently proposed. 

0 The draft policy is in-line with paragraph 173 of the NPPF.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

The RICS Guidance Note was never intended to be applied to Local 

Plan viability testing and there is specific guidance for this purpose 

(i.e. the Local Housing Delivery Group Guidance: ‘Viability Testing 

Plans: Advice for planning practitioners’ (2012). 

The RICS Guidance Note promotes the use of ‘Market Value’ as a 

site value benchmark for testing viability. This approach has been 

questioned by research commissioned by the RICS and undertaken 

by University of Reading. In essence, the approach advocated by 

Gerald Eve would be that prices that sites are acquired for by 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option 

Council’s Response 

developers should guide site value for policy testing purposes. This 

is clearly illogical, as any prices paid would only ever reflect 

prevailing planning policies and the testing would therefore only 

indicate that current planning policies are viable; they would tell 

councils nothing about the extent to which as yet emerging planning 

policies would be viable. 

In addition the NPPG on Viability, states at paragraph 015 Reference 

ID: 10-015-20140306 that a competitive return “will need to provide 

an incentive for the land owner to sell in comparison with other 

options available. Those options may include the current use value 

of the land or its value for a realistic alternative use that complies 

with planning policy”. 

The Mayor’s Housing SPG also supports the use of existing use 

value plus and not market value. 

11 Quod Limited (Thomas Hatch) - Policy should provide flexibility to support maximum delivery of affordable 

housing across the Borough by enabling the available development subsidy 

to be directed to facilitate delivery that offers best value for the authority, this 

may include innovative approaches including off-site delivery, linkages to 

estate regeneration, cross borough collaboration, use of public grant and/or 

the pooling of commuted sums. 

 

- Policy should recognise that comparing residual land values on a site-by-

site basis (Option will be complicated and is likely to lead to delay and/or a 

reduction in overall housing delivery in the borough due reduced levels of 

certainty for developers and their funders. 

 

 

Policy should recognise that any flat rate charge used for calculating 

payments in lieu should be informed by viability evidence which recognises 

that higher value areas (i.e Knightsbridge) have higher land values due to 

the wide range of competing land uses. The BNPP Payments in Lieu Study 

only considers existing land use values, this could discourage mixed use 

development including residential as part of proposals where alternative 

uses can attract a value over and above residential 

 

Policy should provide flexibility for individual sites to be considered policy 

compliant where a viability assessment demonstrates the maximum 

0 Noted. The policy provides for exceptional circumstances such as 

the ones listed by the respondent. 

 

 

 

 

 

Development is normally subject to viability assessment. Comparing 

the RLVs with and without policy compliant affordable housing is 

considered to be the preferred option to enable the maximum 

reasonable amount of affordable housing to be provided. This option 

should be cost neutral to the developer. The Council does not agree 

that it will be complicated and lead to delays etc as suggested. 

The draft policy is not introducing a flat rate charge. 

The NPPG states at paragraph 015 Reference ID: 10-015-20140306 

that a competitive return “will need to provide an incentive for the 

land owner to sell in comparison with other options available. Those 

options may include the current use value of the land or its value for 

a realistic alternative use that complies with planning policy”. Use of 

existing use value is also supported in the Mayor’s Housing SPG. 

The policy does include this flexibility. 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option 

Council’s Response 

reasonable level of affordable housing is being provided. This is consistent 

with London Plan Policy 3.12 and para 173 of the NPPF. 

 

Question: Do you have any other comments, issues or options (reasonable alternatives) you would like to raise regarding this section? 

No. Name Comment Council’s Response 

1 Gerald Eve obo CEL - Cadogan 

Estates Ltd (Neil Henderson) 

Option 1 is fundamentally flawed insofar as a policy compliant level of affordable housing can be zero (see 

Parkhurst Appeal – APP/V5570/A/14/2227656 para 71). 

Furthermore, the site value much be considered with regard to alternative use values which may have 

higher values. The proposed option is not in accordance with the RICS GN or the King Street Appeal 

(APP/H5390/A/13/2209347 para 49-51). This is particularly the case where a site is purchased for a use 

that is of greater value than the proposed scheme. Therefore, a one size fits all calculation such as Option 1 

would not work.  

CEL view the methodology proposed in Option 2 as incorrect. An area wide basis of assessment has been 

applied to a site specific matter. This would only be appropriate in conjunction with differing affordable 

housing targets in the same borough zones as the proposed PIL zoning. As set out above, CEL do not 

consider this as appropriate.  

Furthermore, with regards to the rates set out in table 10.15, we again refer to our concerns on 

methodology applied within the underlying ‘evidence’ report prepared by BNP Paribas. The report does not 

accord with the site value principles set out in the RICS GN, but furthermore is based on only one test 

scheme. The underlying assumptions on cost and value have not been set out and require comprehensive 

review. CEL therefore strongly contest the robustness of the proposed rates set out in Figure 10.15. 

The NPPG states at paragraph 015 Reference ID: 10-015-

20140306 that a competitive return “will need to provide an 

incentive for the land owner to sell in comparison with other 

options available. Those options may include the current use 

value of the land or its value for a realistic alternative use that 

complies with planning policy”. Use of existing use value is also 

supported in the Mayor’s Housing SPG.  

 

Option 2 has not been taken forward at the draft policy stage as 

this approach would be complicated to operate and may not be 

the best option to provide the maximum reasonable amount of 

affordable housing. 

The RICS Guidance Note was never intended to be applied to 

Local Plan viability testing and there is specific guidance for this 

purpose (i.e. the Local Housing Delivery Group Guidance: 

‘Viability Testing Plans: Advice for planning practitioners’ (2012). 

 

Issue 7: Securing the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing 

Question: Which option should the Council take? 

Option 1: Require an open book financial viability assessment and any supporting evidence to demonstrate the maximum provision of onsite affordable housing is being proposed on sites which 

are above the policy threshold and do not meet the revised target for affordable housing. 

Option 2: Introduce a policy presumption for the use of review mechanisms upon partial or full completion of a development when financial viability assessments demonstrate that current market 

conditions will only support levels of affordable housing below the policy target. 

Option 3: Provide additional guidance on the information required in financial appraisals to avoid delays in determining planning applications. This could include the creation of the Council’s own 

model for assessing development viability as proposed in the evidence on payments in lieu of affordable housing prepared for the Council by consultants, BNP Paribas. 

 

No. Name Comment Selected 

Option 

 Council’s Response 

1 Charles Bezoari Elder The Council should drop this obsession with affordable housing which 

will only increase the cost of housing in the borough to a level that only 

the super wealthy can afford,. 

0 Noted. Affordable housing includes social rent/ Affordable Rent and 

intermediate housing. It is important to seek the maximum reasonable amount 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option 

 Council’s Response 

of affordable housing on relevant developments to ensure that there remains a 

mixed and balanced community in the borough. 

2 Onslow Neighbourhood Association (Eva Skinner) This Association, along with many others, think that any advice given 

by the RBKC planning officer should be made public on the Councils 

website, and that under no circumstances should the planning officer, 

be in the same room or in contact in any way with the officer who 

makes the decision, on cases that are not heard in public. And that the 

names of these 2 officers should be made public. 

 Pre-application advice does become public at point of planning application. 

Planning officers are bound by their Code of Professional Conduct and it is not 

necessary or feasible for work colleagues to be separated in the way 

suggested. The issue raised is not one for which planning policies, the subject 

of this consultation, can be devised.  

3 Jo Poole The council should be held to the highest standards regarding viability 

and transparency, especially on policies and projects that affect so 

many lives, such as estate regeneration. Their partners in these 

projects should in turn be entirely accountable when it comes to 

viability and transparency, seeking independent oversight from outside 

the borough. 

 Noted. The Council supports transparency and will require an open book 

viability assessment as set out in the supporting text of Draft Policy CH2 

(paragraph 35.3.38). 

4 Silchester Residents Association (Jo Poole)  All matters regarding infrastructure and planning contributions should 

be completely transparent with a genuine effort made to engage 

communities. 

 

It would be helpful to publish clear definitions of jargon so that when 

someone refers to, for example, 'affordable', we have a reference as to 

what that means rather than everyone assuming their own 

interpretation. 

 Noted. The Council is very much aware of the need and benefits of community 

engagement. In terms of transparency, the Council will require an open book 

viability assessment as set out in the supporting text of Draft Policy CH2 

(paragraph 35.3.38). 

Agreed. The Local Plan Partial Review: Draft Policies document does include 

a glossary at the end which include definition of affordable housing to reflect 

the definition in Annex 2 of the NPPF. 

5 Judith Blakeman Viability calculations should be open and available for public 

inspection. The suggestion that developers should receive a return of 

at least 20% when this comes from the redevelopment or regeneration 

of public land – such as may happen at Silchester East and West – 

should be publicised as the subsidy from the public to the private 

sector that it is. 

 Noted. The Council supports transparency and will require an open book 

viability assessment as set out in the supporting text of Draft Policy CH2 

(paragraph 35.3.38). 

The 20% developer profit is a widely acceptable level and is the norm in most 

viability assessments. The need to include a profit margin in the costs stems 

from national policy and guidance. Paragraph 173 of the National Planning 

Policy Framework states that “To ensure viability, the costs of any 

requirements likely to be applied to development, such as requirements for 

affordable housing, standards, infrastructure contributions or other 

requirements should, when taking account of the normal cost of development 

and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a willing land owner and 

willing developer to enable the development to be deliverable.” (emphasis 

added) 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option 

 Council’s Response 

The viability model for estate regeneration will be different as the Council is the 

developer. 

6 Cllr E Dent Coad The impression is that we are regularly being 'taken to the cleaners' 

over S106 and viability assessments. We need a proactive and 

rigorous approach to this practice as it has severe impacts on the 

outcome of development. 

 Noted. The Council does seek independent verification of viability 

assessments. Standardised approaches to viability assessments are being 

developed on a London wide basis and further guidance may emerge from the 

Mayor of London. The updated supporting text to Draft Policy CH2 provides 

more clarity. 

7 Roy Burns  1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2f(i) sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

seeking the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing and viability 

assessments. 

8 Victoria and Albert Museum (Steve Hyde)  The V&A have no comments relating to section 10 and associated 

questions. 

0 Noted. 

9 Jo Poole  1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2f(i) sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

seeking the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing and viability 

assessments. 

10 Cheyne Walk Trust (David Waddell)  3 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2f(i) sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

seeking the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing and viability 

assessments. 

11 Sainsbury's Supermarkets Ltd (Indigo Planning) There should be flexibility and the ability this on a case by case basis. 

 

Support Option 1 which requires an open book financial viability 

assessment and any supporting evidence to demonstrate the 

maximum provision of onsite affordable housing is being proposed with 

flexibility provided. 

0 Noted. The policy does provide flexibility. 

12 Christian Durie Just as much as is humanly possible. 

Affordable house is more likely to be USED. and the occupiers use 

local shops and support the community. 

Expensive Luxury apartments are far too often under used or often 

empty - therefore no support to local retailers etc. 

0 Noted. The draft policy is seeking the maximum reasonable amount of 

affordable housing. 

13 ESSA (Anthony Walker)  2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2f(i) sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

seeking the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing and viability 

assessments. 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option 

 Council’s Response 

14 Gerald Eve obo CEL - Cadogan Estates Ltd (Neil 

Henderson) 

 1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2f(i) sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

seeking the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing and viability 

assessments. 

15 Barton Willmore (Paul Newton) Issue 7 (Securing the Maximum Reasonable Amount of Affordable 

Housing) 

 

27. As set out in respect of Issue 3, where affordable housing targets 

cannot be met, flexibility should be provided on a case-by-case basis 

and subject to viability assessment. Option 1 is therefore supported. 

The proposal to develop a complex review mechanism (Option 2) 

should be avoided as it does not provide any certainty for developers. 

0 Noted. The existing as well as the draft policy provides for such flexibility. 

Review mechanisms may not be complicated but are relevant in some cases 

to secure the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing.  

16 Kensington Society (Michael Bach)  1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2f(i) sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

seeking the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing and viability 

assessments. 

17 Kensington Society (Michael Bach)  2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2f(i) sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

seeking the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing and viability 

assessments. 

18 Kensington Society (Michael Bach)  3 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2f(i) sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

seeking the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing and viability 

assessments. 

19 Savills (Charlotte Handscomb) Option 1: 

We do not support this Option. Financial viability assessments contain 

sensitive information, which if made public could weaken a landowner’s 

position when selling the site onwards.  

 

 

 

Option 2: 

We do not support this Option. This proposal could severely prejudice 

funding for developments. We consider that such review mechanisms 

are only appropriate on very large, phased developments. 

We support the principle of this option, provided that the Council 

consult with relevant bodies in the preparation of such models.  

 

At present, we find that the negotiations which take place in regard to 

0 Option 1 

The need for transparency in financial viability assessment is being 

increasingly recognised and accepted. Nevertheless it is understood that some 

information may be commercially sensitive. The supporting text to Draft Policy 

CH2 recognises this and states confidential information should be kept to the 

minimum. 

 

Option 2 

Review mechanisms need not prejudice funding for developments as they are 

no intended to impact negatively on developers’ profits. Use of review 

mechanisms is relevant in some cases to secure the maximum reasonable 

amount of affordable housing. The supporting text to Draft Policy CH2 states 

that “The Council also supports using a review mechanism when financial 

viability assessments demonstrate that current market conditions will support 

less than the target for affordable housing in Policy CH2. The further financial 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option 

 Council’s Response 

financial appraisals are often protracted and severely delay 

developments. We consider that any proposed policy or guidance 

should introduce the ability to fast track the pre-application process in 

relation to financial appraisals where the Council’s model is utilised. 

viability assessment as part of the review mechanism should be based upon 

the actual known finances of the scheme. Such an approach would be in 

accordance with paragraphs 50 and 205 of the NPPF which require flexibility 

to take account of changes in market conditions.” 

The Local Plan is not introducing any appraisal models but supports the 

existing use value plus approach which is also supported in the Mayor’s 

Housing SPG. 

20 Savills (Charlotte Handscomb)  3 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2f(i) sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

seeking the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing and viability 

assessments. 

21 Judith Blakeman Viability calculations should be open and available for public 

inspection. 

The suggestion that developers should receive a return of at least 20% 

is not acceptable. The London Borough of Islington has set a maximum 

return of 12% and this has not deterred developers. Developers in this 

Borough should be encouraged to lower their expectations. When this 

return comes from the redevelopment or regeneration of public land it 

should also be publicised as the subsidy from the public to the private 

sector that it is. There should also be an assessment at the end of 

major developments to check that the 12% return has not been 

exceeded. 

 

Developers should not be permitted to resile from previously agreed 

obligations to provide price-accessible affordable housing in all 

developments above the stated square footage. 

0 Noted. The Council supports transparency and will require an open book 

viability assessment as set out in the supporting text of Draft Policy CH2 

(paragraph 35.3.38). 

The 20% developer profit is a widely acceptable level and is the norm in most 

viability assessments. It has been used in the Council’s Viability Study. The 

need to include a profit margin in the costs stems from national policy and 

guidance. Paragraph 173 of the National Planning Policy Framework states 

that “To ensure viability, the costs of any requirements likely to be applied to 

development, such as requirements for affordable housing, standards, 

infrastructure contributions or other requirements should, when taking account 

of the normal cost of development and mitigation, provide competitive 

returns to a willing land owner and willing developer to enable the 

development to be deliverable.” (emphasis added) 

The viability model for estate regeneration will be different as the Council is the 

developer. 

22 Judith Blakeman  1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH2f(i) sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

seeking the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing and viability 

assessments. 

23 Quod Limited (Thomas Hatch) - Policy should recognise the commercially sensitive nature of 

information contained within financial viability assessments (i.e 

compensation budgets) and that there is a need to balance 

transparency with commercial confidentiality. Certain information 

should not be made publicly available. 

 

- Policy should recognise that a review mechanism should only be 

used in exceptional circumstances (i.e long term multi-phased 

0 The need for transparency in financial viability assessment is being 

increasingly recognised and accepted. Nevertheless it is understood that some 

information may be commercially sensitive. The supporting text to Draft Policy 

CH2 recognises this and states confidential information should be kept to the 

minimum. 

 

The supporting text to Draft Policy CH2 states that “The Council also supports 

using a review mechanism when financial viability assessments demonstrate 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option 

 Council’s Response 

schemes) or where additional risk is being taken to commit to a level of 

affordable housing that is unviable consistent with RICS Guidance 

which states "re-appraisals are generally suited to phased schemes 

over the longer term rather than a single phase scheme to be 

implemented immediately, which requires certainty" and "the re-

appraisal should always be undertaken prior to the implementation of a 

scheme or phase in order to fully account at the time for the risk the 

developer is undertaking, and, therefore, the appropriate return" – the 

priority is enabling delivery of affordable housing to meet housing 

needs. 

 

- Policy should recognise that there is no one size fits all approach to 

viability and that detailed guidance on planning viability already exists 

within the NPPG, Draft Interim Housing SPG, and RICS Guidance. The 

use of a standardised model is likely to cause delay through 

disagreement. This has been apparent in use of the GLA toolkit. 

that current market conditions will support less than the target for affordable 

housing in Policy CH2. The further financial viability assessment as part of the 

review mechanism should be based upon the actual known finances of the 

scheme. Such an approach would be in accordance with paragraphs 50 and 

205 of the NPPF which require flexibility to take account of changes in market 

conditions.” 

 

 

 

 

 

The Council has not introduced its own standardised model. 

24 St Quintin and Woodlands Neighbourhood Forum 

(Henry Peterson) 

Section 5 Infrastructure and Planning contributions  

5.1. The StQW Forum has no comments on this section of the Partial 

Review document other than in relation the issue of Viability and 

Transparency.  

5.2 The lack of transparency over the content of Financial Viability 

Assessments provided by developers, particularly in relation to the 

quantum of affordable housing that is viable in any development, has 

become a growing issue for Londoners since the 2010 Core Strategy 

was published. It is an issue which is not going to go away.  

Issue 6 Question 7  

Do you have any other comments, issues or options (reasonable 

alternatives) you would like to raise regarding this section?  

The StQW Forum urges the Council to be 'best in class' amongst 

London Boroughs and Development Corporations in the capital, in 

requiring maximum transparency on FVAs. The onus should be on the 

applicant or developer to demonstrate that genuine commercial harm 

would result from the routine publishing of a FVA alongside other 

application documents, in line with Information Commission rulings on 

the balance between possible commercial detriment and the public 

interest in openness and transparency.  

 Noted. 

5.2 Noted. The Council supports transparency the supporting text of Draft 

Policy CH2 (paragraph 35.3.38). addresses the concerns raised. It states that 

“.....schemes which propose affordable housing at levels below the target for 

affordable housing in Policy CH2 are required to submit an open book financial 

viability appraisal. Viability appraisals should be submitted in an open book 

format so that the Council can test and vary assumptions and observe the 

impacts on overall scheme viability. This will also help ensure that the 

Council’s planning decisions are based on robust and consistent evidence. In 

addition, recent Information Commissioner’s Office and First Tier Tribunal 

decisions on requests to release financial appraisals, submitted as part of 

planning applications under the Environmental Impact Regulations 2004, have 

been upheld. Therefore in the interest of increasing public trust in the planning 

process confidential information in financial viability appraisals should be kept 

to the minimum.” 

 

The Mayor’s Housing SPG also supports transparency.  

 

. 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option 

 Council’s Response 

An updated CLP and any necessary SPD or accompanying documents 

should signal clearly to applicants and the wider public the approach 

the Council is taking on viability studies. This could be incorporated in 

a SPD which can be revised more regularly than the CLP, to keep it up 

to date with Information Commission decisions. The same information 

should be included in the Council's Statement of Community 

Involvement. 

25 Earl’s Court Partnership Ltd (ECPL) Para 5.2.23 The viability study and associated independent 

assessments should be required prior to determination of applications, 

rather than at submission. 

 The Council needs to assess planning applications based on what is submitted 

with the application. Clearly the Council does offer pre-application advice 

which can include viability issues but pre-application advice does not pre-

determine the outcome of a planning application. 

 

Question: Do you have any other comments, issues or options (reasonable alternatives) you would like to raise regarding this section? 

 

No. Name Comment Council’s Response 

1 Gerald Eve obo CEL - Cadogan Estates Ltd (Neil 

Henderson) 

CEL view option 1 as the preferred option of the three proposed. CEL 

support an open book approach however would seek that information 

that is commercially sensitive remains confidential as set out in the 

RICS GN and within the meaning of the provisions of the Freedom of 

Information Act 2000 (“the Act”), Sections 41 and 43. Further to the 

citing of the ICO decision, there is a further relevant ICO decision which 

concluded that “public interest in favour of disclosure is outweighed by 

the public interest in maintaining the exception” (ICO – FS50538429).  

 

 

 

Option 2 is strongly resisted. Policy is clear that review mechanisms 

should only be utilised prior to implementation. This is only possibly on 

multiphase schemes, or those that have a significant lead in time to start 

on site from the grant of planning permission (where this deferral is 

known and anticipated in the S106 agreement). The proposed review 

mechanism upon partial or full completion is in effect requiring an 

overage or clawback provision from the developer.  

CEL considers therefore that RBKC have misinterpreted NFFP 

paragraphs 50 and 205 which refer to policies that “should be sufficiently 

flexible to take account of changing market conditions over time”.  

The need for transparency in financial viability assessment is being 

increasingly recognised and accepted. Nevertheless it is understood that 

some information may be commercially sensitive. The supporting text to 

Draft Policy CH2 recognises this and states confidential information should 

be kept to the minimum. 

The supporting text to Draft Policy CH2 states that “The Council also 

supports using a review mechanism when financial viability assessments 

demonstrate that current market conditions will support less than the target 

for affordable housing in Policy CH2. The further financial viability 

assessment as part of the review mechanism should be based upon the 

actual known finances of the scheme. Such an approach would be in 

accordance with paragraphs 50 and 205 of the NPPF which require flexibility 

to take account of changes in market conditions.” 

 

The supporting text to Draft Policy CH2 states that “The Council also 

supports using a review mechanism when financial viability assessments 

demonstrate that current market conditions will support less than the target 

for affordable housing in Policy CH2. The further financial viability 

assessment as part of the review mechanism should be based upon the 

actual known finances of the scheme. Such an approach would be in 

accordance with paragraphs 50 and 205 of the NPPF which require flexibility 
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No. Name Comment Council’s Response 

 

 

 

It is only appropriate to incorporate a review of financial viability 

following the grant of planning permission in the case of large multi-

phase schemes via a re-appraisal mechanism. The majority of schemes 

in RBKC are not large scale multiphase schemes and therefore a review 

mechanism would not be appropriate in most cases. Clawback / 

overage arrangements sometimes suggested for Section 106 

agreements are inappropriate. The Mayor’s London Plan (July 2011) 

removed the words “clawback” and “overage” and re-appraisal is only 

considered appropriate prior to implementation. In respect of the latter 

para 3.75 of the Plan states: 

“In making arrangements for assessing planning obligations, boroughs 

should consider whether it is appropriate to put in place provisions for 

re-appraising the viability of schemes prior to implementation” 

The Flemingate appeal decision (Ref. APP/E2001/V/08/1203215) 

concluded that clawback was inappropriate. The Inspector outlined that: 

“There has been some general discussion amongst those involved in 

the planning field about the possibility of a cascade mechanism related 

to market conditions, to provide some form of clawback in terms of 

affordable housing related to an improvement in the market. However 

such a mechanism would be extremely complicated and we are not 

aware of any such mechanism which has been found acceptable by the 

SoS to deal with an appeal or call in situation.” 

In the Denham Green appeal decision (Ref. 

APP/NO410/A/14/2228247), the Inspector ruled that the Council had 

acted unreasonably in requiring a review mechanism for the financial 

contribution towards affordable housing. Whilst this approach was 

covered in a local SPD adopted in 2013, the Inspector’s view was that 

the Planning Practice Guidance should be given greater weight. In 

considering the evidence put forward by the Council the Inspector 

concludes:  

“I have considered all of these issues in detail. However, they are not 

central to the conclusion I have come to above, namely that the request 

for the overage clause is at odds with the guidance contained within the 

PPG and would not accord with the provisions of the Regulation 122 of 

to take account of changes in market conditions.” The Council will consider 

the need for a review mechanism on a case by case basis. 

 

Policy 3.14 B of the London Plan states “Negotiations on sites should take 

account of their individual circumstances including development viability, the 

availability of public subsidy, the implications of phased development 

including provisions for re-appraising the viability of schemes prior to 

implementation (‘contingent obligations’), and other scheme requirements.” 
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No. Name Comment Council’s Response 

the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 and the tests for 

planning obligations set out in the Framework”.  

The appeal was subsequently allowed, as was the application for an 

award of costs.  

Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) produced by the DCLG makes it 

clear that decisions should be based upon current costs and values and 

that the changes in cost and value of the development should only be 

considered over the medium to longer term.  

The Brandon Lewis letter seeks that local authorities resist timely 

renegotiation of affordable housing provision but seek “flexible 

arrangements in the original agreement (for example through cascade 

mechanisms)”; there is no reference to the inclusion of review 

mechanisms.  

Where a scheme is relatively simple and will be implemented in the 

short-term over a single phase, a review mechanism is not appropriate. 

This is set out in the RICS guidance ‘Financial Viability in Planning’ 

(2012) and was tested and upheld in the appeal decision at St 

Edmund’s Terrace (APP/X5210/A/12/2173598). 

In summary, viability review mechanisms used to review ‘looks back’ 

scenarios is not in accordance with PPG. This was initially recognised 

by the London Plan and subsequently in PPG which states in Para 17 

that viability review should be based on current day values and costs 

and planning applications should be considered in today’s 

circumstances. 

CEL do not consider Option 3 to be acceptable. No prescriptive model 

(calculator) has been found to work universally as each site and 

development is unique and therefore appropriate appraisals should be 

undertaken specifically to the scheme in question. There is sufficient 

guidance published that sets out the scope of information to contain 

within a financial viability assessment, including as set out in the RICS 

GN. 
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Issue 8: Meeting specific housing needs 

 

Older people's housing 

 

Question: Which option should the Council take? 

 

No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

1 Charles Bezoari Elder Olympia should be redeveloped like the new Earls Court to provide 

residential housing including older people's specialist housing. 

2 It is not possible or desirable for all other uses to be changed to residential 

use.  

2 Onslow Neighbourhood Association (Eva 

Skinner) 

The Council should take up both options  1 and 2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH4a-b sets out the Council’s proposed 

approach to meeting older people's housing needs. 

3 Federico Ghella  2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH4a-b sets out the Council’s proposed 

approach to meeting older people's housing needs. 

4 Norland Society (Clive Wilson)  1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH4a-b sets out the Council’s proposed 

approach to meeting older people's housing needs. 

5 Sonia Richardson  1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH4a-b sets out the Council’s proposed 

approach to meeting older people's housing needs. 

6 J Neville  1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH4a-b sets out the Council’s proposed 

approach to meeting older people's housing needs. 

7 Roy Burns  2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH4a-b sets out the Council’s proposed 

approach to meeting older people's housing needs. 

8 Jo Poole What the national government like to identify as "sink estates" are naturally 

occurring retirement communities where co-housing across generations is 

built in. The council should support existing inter-generational communities 

to allow the elderly to grow old with the minimum of upheaval. 

 

Any provision of extra care or retirement housing must be within existing 

communities and developments, not segregated. 

1 Noted. The Council’s planning policies support the creation of mixed and 

balanced communities.  

9 Cheyne Walk Trust (David Waddell) Issue 8 Older People's Housing 

Part 10. 1 deals with the elderly 10.5.8. with Older Peoples Housing. 

 

The need is well analysed and recognised as a growing requirement but 

resourcing it does not appear to be addressed. 

 

We would wish to see provision made to treat this requirement as an option 

1 Noted. The evidence suggests that an increasing number of elderly wish to 

remain in their own accommodation. The planning policy on access 

standards also caters to this need. The Council requires planning 

obligations in-line with the tests set out in the NPPG on Planning 

Obligations. The guidance is clear that obligations should only be sought 

where they are necessary to make the development acceptable in planning 

terms.  
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

of public need that can be funded partly or wholly as an option under 

Section 106 or CIL agreement and to that end the Council should where 

appropriate invite developers to make such provision negotiating S 106 

and/or CIL agreements. 

10 Turley (Ian Fergusson)  1 Noted. 

11 Christian Durie It is desperately needed in Chelsea - since Thamesmead closed. Why 

should residents have to move away from the area. 

1 The Council’s Corporate Property department is now working on 

development plans for affordable extra care housing to be delivered at Lots 

Road. This should deliver around 55 units of affordable extra care housing 

in addition to the private extra care housing that is developed on the 

Thamesbrook site. 

12 Silchester Residents Association (Jo Poole)  Option 1 

In light of the need identified for older people's housing the Council should 

introduce policy support for the provision of new extra care and sheltered 

housing where this will meet identified local needs, and resist the loss of 

existing accommodation subject to criteria such as need and the quality of 

the provision. 

Yes, this accommodation should be preserved or increased. 

 

Option 2 

The Council should identify specific sites or locations for the provision of 

specialist older people's housing. 

No. They should be integrated into established communities, along with the 

relevant level of support 

1 Noted. The Council’s preferred option for the draft policy is Option 1 as 

stated. 

13 ESSA (Anthony Walker) Option 1 Yes 

Option 2 Yes in addition to option 1 

1 and 2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH4a-b sets out the Council’s proposed 

approach to meeting older people's housing needs. 

14 Kensington Society (Michael Bach) The Society supports both options 

10.1.1: The Local Plan needs to be clear about the "objectively-assessed 

need" for which it is planning. We believe that this should explicitly be to 

provide homes for residents or people working locally – i.e. as a primary 

residence. This will need to be stressed and the quantities and types and 

sizes of housing need should reflect this. This will mean a rather different 

mix than that implied, but not policy, in paragraph 35.3.10 of the current 

Local Plan. This paragraph has played directly into the foreign 

investment/"second" home/buy-to-leave market, such as in the recent 

Dukes Lodge appeal decision, where the applicant claimed to be complying 

1 and 2 Noted. The SHMA sets out the Council’s objectively assessed need and the 

draft policies reflect this need. Strategic Objective CO6 is to support a 

diversity of housing. The latest evidence in the SHMA shows a shift in the 

need for size of homes from a preponderance of family sized homes in the 

private market to an equal split between one/two bedroom and three/four 

bedroom or more. 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

with policy in producing over 80% of units being large. The review must 

rebalance the mix required to reflect the need stated in this paragraph – it 

will need more careful tailoring to produce the desired outcome. (see para 

10.5.74ff below) 

 

10.1.2: We support the emphasis on ensuring diversity of housing, but we 

would like to retain the reference to mixed and balanced communities. This 

is expressed in 10.3.12 as "to sustain existing neighbourhoods". We 

support this. 

 

 

 

 

 

10.1.2: The draft policies are supporting the creation of mixed and balanced 

communities. 

15 Savills (Charlotte Handscomb) We support and recognise the need to provide more elderly people’s 

accommodation especially that within Use Class C2 ‘extra care’ 

accommodation. The loss of existing accommodation should be permitted if 

it is not viable to continue such a use. The inclusion of the potential for land 

use swaps within this policy may be appropriate.  

 

Option 2: 

In the right context, we consider it could be appropriate to adopt such an 

approach. 

1 and 2 Noted. Land use swaps are considered on a case by case basis and it is not 

considered appropriate or necessary to specify this in the policy.  

 

 

 

 

Option 2 – No suitable sites were put forward following Issues and Options 

consultation. Given the general policy support for older people’s housing the 

Council will consider each case on its own merits. 

16 Greater London Authority Development 

(Stewart Murray) 

Housing for older people and with an element of care 

With regards to issue 8 in the consultation document, meeting specific 

housing needs, the borough has identified a high level of need for older 

people's housing. Kensington and Chelsea's SHMA suggests a need of 87 

units per annum, which is broadly in line with the London Plan's (Annex 5) 

indicative bench mark of 100 units per year for the borough. The Mayor 

agrees that there should be policy support for extra care and sheltered 

dwellings and the borough should resist the net loss of such 

accommodation. Similarly, the Mayor agrees that the net loss of existing 

supported housing should be resisted. 

0 Noted. The Council welcomes the Mayor’s support for its preferred 

approach on this issue. 

17 Judith Blakeman Option 2 

The Council should identify specific sites or locations for the provision of 

specialist older people's housing. 

 

Specialist older people's housing should not be provided in "ghettoes" but 

should be integrated into or adjacent to the local housing community. 

1 Noted. The draft policies are not suggesting separate locations and 

Strategic Objective CO6 as well as the related housing policies support a 

diversity of housing in the borough. 

18 Cllr E Dent Coad  1 Noted. 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

19 The Chelsea Society (Michael Stephen) In addition to social housing there is a need for housing suitable for the 

elderly, and for care homes and nursing homes. We would wish to see 

provision made to treat this requirement as of public need, and to that end 

the Council should where appropriate invite developers to make such 

provision when negotiating S 106 and/or CIL agreements. The Council 

should itself make adequate provision, and we would not wish to see the 

land occupied by the Thamesbrook care home used for other purposes. 

0 The draft policies recognise this need. The Council’s Corporate Property 

department is now working on development plans for affordable extra care 

housing to be delivered at Lots Road. This should deliver around 55 units of 

affordable extra care housing in addition to the private extra care housing 

that is developed on the Thamesbrook site. 

 

Extra care and retirement housing 

Question: Which option should the Council take? 
Option 1: The Council should rely on regional level guidance to determine the key characteristics of extra care and sheltered housing. 
 
Option 2: The Council should set out the essential characteristics for schemes to be classed as extra care or sheltered housing at a lo cal level. 
 

No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

1 Charles Bezoari Elder  2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH4a sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

extra care housing. 

2 Onslow Neighbourhood Association (Eva 

Skinner) 

 1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH4a sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

extra care housing. 

3 Sonia Richardson  2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH4a sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

extra care housing. 

4 Jo Poole  1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH4a sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

extra care housing. 

5 Cheyne Walk Trust (David Waddell)  1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH4a sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

extra care housing. 

6 Christian Durie Don't understand the difference between the questions! 0 There are certain characteristics that define an extra care scheme as opposed 

to a scheme generally for older people or retirement housing. The way the 

schemes are defined puts them in different use classes in planning terms with 

extra care schemes classed as C2 and retirement housing as C3. Affordable 

housing contributions are not required from C2 schemes. Therefore the two 

questions in the Issues and Options document related to whether the Council 

should rely on definitions/guidance in the London Plan to decide whether a 

scheme is extra care or should the Council set out its own local definition. 



67 
 

No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

The preferred option for draft policy is to use regional/ London Plan guidance 

(see supporting text to Policy CH4 at paragraph 35.3.62 of the Draft Policies 

document). 

7 Silchester Residents Association (Jo Poole)  We do not understand the terminology 0 There are certain characteristics that define an extra care scheme as opposed 

to a scheme generally for older people or retirement housing. The way the 

schemes are defined puts them in different use classes in planning terms with 

extra care schemes classed as C2 and retirement housing as C3. Affordable 

housing contributions are not required from C2 schemes. Therefore the two 

questions in the Issues and Options document related to whether the Council 

should rely on definitions/guidance in the London Plan to decide whether a 

scheme is extra care or should the Council set out its own local definition. 

The preferred option for draft policy is to use regional/ London Plan guidance 

(see supporting text to Policy CH4 at paragraph 35.3.62 of the Draft Policies 

document). 

8 ESSA (Anthony Walker)  2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH4a sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

extra care housing. 

9 Kensington Society (Michael Bach) Option 1 

The Council should rely on regional level guidance to determine the key 

characteristics of extra care and sheltered housing. 

0 This is our preferred option 

 

Option 2 

The Council should set out the essential characteristics for schemes to be 

classed as extra care or sheltered housing at a local level. . 

0 This is our preferred option 

0 Noted. The preferred option for draft policy is to use regional/ London Plan 

guidance (see supporting text to Policy CH4 at paragraph 35.3.62 of the Draft 

Policies document). 

10 Alison Mackay (On behalf of Beaumont 

Properties Limited) 

On behalf of our client, Beaumont Properties Limited, we hereby submit 

representations to the Local Plan Partial Review Issues and Options 

(hereafter referred as the Issues and Options), with particular reference to 

the proposed approach to provision of "Extra Care" accommodation. 

Issue 8: Meeting specific housing needs Older People's Housing 

We are encouraged that the Issues and Options recognises there is a 

growing need for 'Extra Care housing' in the Borough, defined as 

accommodation in which older people rent or buy their own homes in 

developments where care is available in the quantity and type required, 

and which can increase and change as older people become older and 

frailer. There is a clear and ever evolving change in the range of older 

0 The Council’s Draft Policy CH4a sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

extra care housing. 

The benchmark for the borough is set at 100 units of specialist older people 

provision per annum, with the majority (60%) provided for private sale. The 

need forecasts for specialist older people’s housing is set out in the Council’s 

SHMA, and is slightly lower than the London Plan benchmarks at 87 units per 

annum over the next ten years. However, the two figures are not hugely 

different. Further the draft policies also recognise that the majority of older 

people will prefer to remain in their own home and support for this is provided in 

relation to new housing through requirements to meet the ‘optional’ Part M 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

people's housing available and the evidence provided in the Borough's 

SHMA shows the expectations of older people have changed and a 

proportion of older Londoners are now interested in a move to specialist 

housing where it is made available. There is a clear need for 'supported 

living' which is tailored to individual needs and enabling people to stay in 

their own homes for as long as possible. It should also be recognised that 

the type and quality of the Extra Care housing will differ depending on the 

location so as to meet the needs for the local demographic area. 

It is right to recognise that the Borough is expected to accommodate a 

notably higher proportion of over 65s than the London projected average 

of 14%, all of whom will need to be housed. The SHMA highlights this 

issue by outlining a projected increase of 55% from 16,750 over 65 

households in 2014 to 25, 938 in 2035. It is therefore surprising that the 

need included in the SHMA for specialist accommodation for older people 

is lower than the Indicative Borough benchmark for 2015-2025 contained 

within the adopted London Plan and this figure should be reviewed. 

 

The need basis should be linked to the changing aspirations of older 

people and more Extra Care facilities encouraged. The positive impact of 

providing more specialist older person's accommodation is that it helps 

free up existing housing stock which is often under occupied family 

housing. However, it must also be noted that there is a need for Extra 

Care units to be large enough to meet peoples expectations of space to 

ensure they are encouraged to downsize. 

 

Our client supports Option 1 which seeks to provide in principle support 

for the provision of Extra Care accommodation but does not go so far as 

to identify specific sites, thereby offering providers with the flexibility 

required to deliver a suitable range of Extra Care accommodation 

throughout the Borough. 

 

Extra Care and Retirement Housing 

We welcome the Boroughs recognition that older people's housing can be 

classified as a number of different use classes, as defined by the Town 

and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 (as amended) 

depending on the way in which the scheme operates and this is set out in 

associated case law. It is also important to acknowledge the Local Plan's 

Building Regulations 2015 for accessible and adaptable dwellings (Draft Policy 

CH3). 

 

Draft Policy CH4 is providing support for extra care. The Council recognises the 

need for some extra care units to be large enough to meet expectations on a 

case by case basis. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Noted. The preferred option for the draft policy is to provide support for extra 

care housing. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Extra Care and Retirement Housing 

The Council agrees it is not for planning policy to define use classes. This is 

made clear in paragraph 35.3.62 of the Draft Policies document. The Council 

will use the detailed guidance in the adopted Mayor’s Housing SPG as this is 

capable of being a material planning consideration. The Council also refers to 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

existing approach, which has been adopted to allow for the delivery of 

schemes, and defines Extra Care housing as Class C2 and does not seek 

affordable housing provisions for such schemes. 

 

Our client objects to the proposed approach outlined in the Issues and 

Options consultation document in relation to Extra Care housing set out in 

Option 1. As we demonstrated within our representation to the Draft 

Housing SPG (attached), we are concerned that Option 1 unnecessarily 

seeks to interpret the different types of accommodation provided for the 

elderly, and Extra Care in particular, by reference to the Use Classes 

Order. The Use Classes are not a sensible tool for use in planning 

policies. The primary purpose of the Town and Country (Use Classes) 

Order 1987 is to remove certain forms of development from the scope of 

planning control by grouping together specified land uses. It would be far 

better to define broad parameters for Extra Care and Retirement Housing, 

and the policy approaches to them, rather than by direct reference to the 

Use Classes Order. Such an approach is then better able to deal with 

both the evolving nature of accommodation for the elderly and the 

inevitable future changes to the Use Classes Order. 

Our client is supportive, in principle, of Option 2 which seeks to include 

'essential characteristics' for a scheme to be classed as Extra Care. This 

option cites the recently published 'Older People's Housing Design Guide' 

(November 2015) as the main evidence base document that would be 

used to define the characteristics. However, our client wishes to highlight 

that it is important to note any such characteristics retain sufficient 

flexibility to accommodate the variety in services offered by different 

providers. There is also a need to reference that extra care 

accommodation is generally age limited (typically 55-60 years old). 

 

Extra Care providers have their own operator requirements and business 

plans, therefore, there are a number of elements included in the Design 

Guide that if included in the Policy wording are likely to act to restrict 

developments coming forward. This includes, for example, setting a 

requirement for a minimum 50 units within Extra Care Facilities due to 

viability grounds which is considered too restrictive given the historic 

make-up of the Borough and should not be included within the 

characteristics. We also recognise the need to provide a mix of unit sizes 

the Older People's Housing Design Guide November 2015 but it is not 

referenced in the supporting text to the policy. 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

but this should be market driven and will differ depending on the location 

within the Borough with 3 bedroom unit (or 2 beds plus a study) also 

reasonable unit sizes for Extra Care Housing and would be included to 

encourage those downsizing from larger dwellinghouses within the 

Borough. 

 

In order to justify this approach (Option 2), the Borough should seek to 

justify the need for a local level approach rather than regional level which 

should be driven by the high levels of older persons housing need in the 

Borough. 

 

Next Steps 

The precise way in which care is delivered is likely to change over time. 

Different types of accommodation will need to be dealt with differently in 

different areas, depending on local needs. 

 

We trust that you will take into account the above comments when 

reviewing the Local Plan. If you have any queries, please contact Alison 

Mackay on 0207 344 6806 or alison.mackay@colliers.com. 

 

REPRESENTATION TO THE DRAFT INTERIM HOUSING SPG ON 

BEHALF OF BEAUMONT PROPERTIES LIMITED 

 

On behalf of our client, Beaumont Properties Limited, we hereby submit 

representations to the Draft Interim Housing SPG (hereafter referred as 

the Draft SPG), with particular reference to the proposed approach to 

provision of "Extra Care" accommodation. 

 

Changing Need & Demand 

We are supportive of the Draft SPG's acknowledgement of the changing 

demography in London. It is right to recognise that London is expected to 

accommodate an increasing number of older Londoners, all of whom will 

need to be housed. We are especially supportive of the Mayor's 

acknowledgement that older Londoners' typically wish to down-size but 

continue living independently; a trend which correlates with an expected 

increase in demand for specialist housing for older people. The Draft SPG 

is therefore right to seek to address the need for a wide choice of homes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Option 2 is not the preferred option for the draft policy. 

 

 

 

 

Next Steps 

Noted. The Mayor’s Housing SPG has been adopted and is capable of being a 

material consideration in planning decisions in the borough. 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

across different tenures, types and sizes in order to meet the range of 

housing requirements in London. 

 

Definition of "Extra Care" 

Our client is concerned that the Draft SPG unnecessarily seeks to 

interpret the different types of accommodation provided for the elderly, 

and Extra Care in particular, by reference to the Town and Country 

Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 (as amended) and associated case 

law. The Use Classes are not a sensible tool for use in planning policies. 

They were designed largely as a means of identifying uses for the 

purposes of future permitted changes, not as a way of describing 

development proposals. It would be far better to define the proposed 

uses, and the policy approaches to them, in words/principles rather than 

be cross reference. Such an approach is then better able to deal with both 

the evolving nature of accommodation for the elderly and the inevitable 

future changes to the Use Classes Order. 

 

That being the case, we suggest that Table 3.3 and the supporting text at 

Paragraphs 3.1.52– 

3.1.71 of the Draft SPG are revised to remove references to specific Use 

Classes. This will allow providers and local planning authorities to respond 

flexibly and more easily to the changing requirements of this sector. It will 

also allow local planning authorities to decide how, in their areas, they 

wish to deal with the local policy implications of different types of elderly 

accommodation, not least around requirements for affordable housing. 

 

Next Steps 

The precise way in which care is delivered is likely to change over time. 

Different types of accommodation will need to be dealt with differently in 

different areas, depending on local needs. Using the blunt tool of the Use 

Classes will potentially have a harmful effect on the provision of much 

needed accommodation. 

 

We trust that you will take into account the above comments when refining 

the Draft Interim Housing SPG. If you have any queries, please contact 

Adam Pyrke on 0207 344 6544 or adam.pyrke@colliers.com. 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

11 Savills (Charlotte Handscomb) This would be appropriate subject to a need to allow flexibility in the policy 

to recognise that this Sector can over time be subject to significant 

change. 

2 Noted. It is considered that the draft policy has the flexibility to use available 

guidance on a case by case basis to establish whether a scheme can be 

classed as C2 extra care. 

12 Judith Blakeman This is our preferred option, so long as it meets demonstrable local needs. 2 Noted. The Council’s preferred option is to use available guidance on a case by 

case basis to establish whether a scheme can be classed as C2 extra care. 

The Mayor’s Housing SPG provides detailed guidance on this issue. See 

paragraph 35.3.62 of the Draft Policies document. 

 

Supported housing 

 
Question: Should the Council resist the loss of existing supported housing which meets identified community needs? 
 

No. Name Comment Selected 

Option 

Council’s Response 

1 Charles Bezoari Elder  Yes The Council’s Draft Policy CH4 Specific Housing Needs sets out the Council’s 

proposed approach to existing supported housing. 

2 Onslow Neighbourhood Association (Eva 

Skinner) 

 Don't 

Know 

Noted. 

3 Sonia Richardson This is needed and should be protected  Yes The Council’s Draft Policy CH4 Specific Housing Needs sets out the Council’s 

proposed approach to existing supported housing. 

4 J Neville  Yes The Council’s Draft Policy CH4 Specific Housing Needs sets out the Council’s 

proposed approach to existing supported housing. 

5 Roy Burns  Yes The Council’s Draft Policy CH4 Specific Housing Needs sets out the Council’s 

proposed approach to existing supported housing. 

6 Victoria and Albert Museum (Steve Hyde)  The V&A have no comments relating to section 10 and associated 

questions. 

Don't 

Know 

Noted. 

7 Jo Poole If it ain't broke, don't fix it. Yes The Council’s Draft Policy CH4 Specific Housing Needs sets out the Council’s 

proposed approach to existing supported housing. 

8 Cheyne Walk Trust (David Waddell)  Yes The Council’s Draft Policy CH4 Specific Housing Needs sets out the Council’s 

proposed approach to existing supported housing. 

9 Christian Durie Definitely. Yes The Council’s Draft Policy CH4 Specific Housing Needs sets out the Council’s 

proposed approach to existing supported housing. 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option 

Council’s Response 

10 Silchester Residents Association (Jo Poole)  This housing should be preserved or increased  Noted. The draft policy is resisting the loss of supported housing which meets 

identified community needs. 

11 Bell Cornwell LLP (Simon Avery)  Don't 

Know 

Noted. 

12 Kensington Society (Michael Bach) YES – what happened to the fund of money created through Vicarage 

Gate and Delves House losses 

 The comment is unrelated to the consultation document. 

13 Kensington Society (Michael Bach)  Don't 

Know 

Noted. 

14 Judith Blakeman  Yes The Council’s Draft Policy CH4 Specific Housing Needs sets out the Council’s 

proposed approach to existing supported housing. 

15 Cllr E Dent Coad  Yes The Council’s Draft Policy CH4 Specific Housing Needs sets out the Council’s 

proposed approach to existing supported housing. 
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Self/ Custom build  

 

Question: Which option should the Council take? 

Option 1: Provide only in-principle support to the self/custom build housing. 

Option 2: Identify sites which may be appropriate for self/custom build proposals. 

Option 3: Consider introducing a requirement for large schemes over a specific size threshold to make a proportion of units available as custom build. 

 

No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

1 Charles Bezoari Elder  2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH4d sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

self build housing. 

2 Jo Poole  2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH4d sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

self build housing. 

3 Jo Poole  3 The Council’s Draft Policy CH4d sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

self build housing. 

4 Turley (Ian Fergusson) Expecting developers to allocate land they own to self-build housing 

would be likely to discourage applicants from bringing schemes forwards. 

0 Noted. The draft policy is providing general support for self build but not 

requiring developers to allocate land for self build. 

5 Turley (Ian Fergusson)  1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH4d sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

self build housing. 

6 Silchester Residents Association (Jo Poole)   1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH4d sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

self build housing. 

7 Silchester Residents Association (Jo Poole)   2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH4d sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

self build housing. 

8 Kensington Society (Michael Bach)  1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH4d sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

self build housing. 

9 Judith Blakeman  2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH4d sets out the Council’s proposed approach to 

self build housing. 

10 Judith Blakeman The Council should consider promoting the development of co-ownership 

self or custom build housing schemes, as it did successfully, albeit on a 

small scale, in the 1970s 

0 Noted. The Council as a landowner has not identified any suitable sites as 

suggested. The draft planning policy supports the provision of self-build on 

suitable sites where identified. 

11 Jo Poole Supporting custom-bNoteduild housing will help safeguard the diverse 

population within the borough and add to it's architectural interest. It is 

hoped that it will enable decision making to occur at a level of local need. 

It will also redress the balance of power away from property developers. 

 Noted. The draft policy is providing general support for self build. 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

12 Silchester Residents Association (Jo Poole)  This would promote housing outside of the market driven scope of the 

developers 

 Noted. The draft policy is providing general support for self build. 

13 Gerald Eve obo CEL - Cadogan Estates Ltd 

(Neil Henderson) 

CEL would raise specific objections with regard to Option B under the 

Self-build and Custom build headings. It would be wholly onerous to 

require the large schemes over a specific size threshold to make a 

proportion of units available as custom build. In a Borough where there is 

a necessity to make the optimum use of land, a requirement to 

incorporate a self-build element would completely undermine the objective 

of utilising brown field land efficiently. This is particularly the case with 

larger schemes where there is the opportunity of creating higher densities 

through a co-ordinated masterplan approach. CEL would object to the 

principle of such a policy approach. 

 Noted. The draft policy is providing general support for self build but not 

requiring developers to allocate land for self build. 

 

Question 1: Are there any sites that should be considered as a site allocation as part of the Local Plan Partial Review for self/custom build housing? If so, pleas e complete the Call for Sites 

section of the Consultation Response Form. 

 

[No comments received] 
 
 
Question: Do you have any other comments, issues or options (reasonable alternatives) you would like to raise regarding this section? 

 

Name Comment Council’s Response 

Kensington Society (Michael Bach) Student housing: This must also be covered – to retain what we have (e.g. Heythrop College), and 

support proposals for new student housing if it is not at the expense of general housing. NB: the 

"unit" may be a study/ bedroom – this would help our "numbers". 

Noted. The Council agrees with the comment and the draft policy requires student 

housing to not compromise the provision of general housing.  
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Issue 9: Securing a Suitable mix of housing 

 

Dwelling size requirements  

Option 1: Continue with current policy CH2(a) which requires residential developments to take account of local needs as set out in the Council’s evidence. 

Option 2: Set out specific targets for housing mix within a revised planning policy. 

 

No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

1 Charles Bezoari Elder  1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH3 Housing Size Mix and Standards sets out 

the Council’s proposed approach to local needs. 

2 Onslow Neighbourhood Association (Eva 

Skinner) 

 1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH3 Housing Size Mix and Standards sets out 

the Council’s proposed approach to local needs. 

3 Federico Ghella  1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH3 Housing Size Mix and Standards sets out 

the Council’s proposed approach to local needs. 

4 Sonia Richardson  2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH3 Housing Size Mix and Standards sets out 

the Council’s proposed approach to local needs. 

5 J Neville  1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH3 Housing Size Mix and Standards sets out 

the Council’s proposed approach to local needs. 

6 Roy Burns  2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH3 Housing Size Mix and Standards sets out 

the Council’s proposed approach to local needs. 

7 Sainsbury's Supermarkets Ltd (Indigo 

Planning) 

Policy should not be overly prescriptive on the mix of housing sizes. 

This should be agreed on a case by case basis, dependent on housing 

need and site circumstances. As such, any policy should include some 

flexibility. 

In terms of Buy to Leave policy, the Plan should avoid any restriction 

on private homes in terms of occupancy/tenure. 

0 The draft policy refers to the latest evidence of need. Clearly the policy 

needs to be based on the evidence. However, the draft policy allows the 

ability to respond to site circumstances. 

The draft policies do not include any restriction on occupancy.  

8 Turley (Ian Fergusson) Such an approach would provide more clarity to applicants. However it 

would be much more appropriate for the mix to be a strategic objective 

rather than applied mechanistically on a site-by-site basis. The 

Borough is of course previously developed and the realities of 

balancing all relevant planning considerations (including achieving the 

Mayor’s Housing SPG standard) tends to strongly indicate what will be 

an appropriate housing mix on a site by site basis.  

Beyond this, the Mayor’s Housing SPG (interim, 2015) is clear that a 

higher proportion of homes with fewer bedrooms will often be more 

appropriate at Town Centre sites. Applicants tend to find that market 

demand and scheme constraints lead to the same conclusion. The 

2 The draft policy refers to the latest evidence of need. Clearly the policy 

needs to be based on the evidence. However, the draft policy allows the 

ability to respond to site circumstances. 

The Mayor’s Housing SPG is capable of being a material consideration in 

planning decisions. The Council does not apply its policies mechanistically 

and takes site consideration into account. 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

same point can also be extended to other accessible locations. In 

contrast, in our experience applicants proposing new homes at sites 

with lower PTAL ratings tend in any case to want to apply for larger 

family homes. As such, a desirable housing mix might be realised 

through a less mechanistic approach in any case. 

Finally, in some instances whether or not an applicant brings forward a 

scheme is a marginal decision. There is a strong case that allowing 

applicants to respond to market demand will in many instances enable 

a scheme to come forwards and so deliver a windfall of new home(s) 

that might not otherwise arise. 

Expanding upon a point in the above, there is a strong argument 

(including in terms of conforming with the Mayor’s interim Housing 

SPG) for acknowledging within the policy that a mix that provides 

fewer bedrooms per home may be more appropriate for town centre 

sites and other accessible locations. There is not necessarily however 

any need for different percentages to be set out as that could lead to a 

mechanistic approach that is best avoided. 

 

 

 

 

 

The Council offers a pre-application service where such issues can be 

discussed. The Council is required to cater to its objectively assessed 

housing need and cannot base its planning policies on the approach 

suggested. 

 

The Council does not consider it necessary to repeat the guidance in the 

Mayor’s Housing SPG. It also does not apply its policies mechanistically 

with no flexibility in the percentages indicated in the latest evidence. It 

should also be noted that the Central London location of the borough 

makes most places within the borough highly accessible in terms of public 

transport. 

9 Austin Mackie Associates Limited (Private 

Clients) 

 1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH3 Housing Size Mix and Standards sets out 

the Council’s proposed approach to local needs. 

10 Royal Brompton & Harefield NHS Foundation 

Trust (RBHT) 

 1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH3 Housing Size Mix and Standards sets out 

the Council’s proposed approach to local needs. 

11 Silchester Residents Association (Jo Poole)  Option 1 

Continue with current policy CH2(a) which requires residential 

developments to take account of local needs as set out in the 

Council's evidence. 

Do not understand 

2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH3 Housing Size Mix and Standards sets out 

the Council’s proposed approach to local needs. 

12 Bell Cornwell LLP (Simon Avery) There is no information on or consideration of meeting the CLP 

identified need for 80% of market housing provision being for large 

family dwellings. 

However, the Annual Monitoring Reports [AMR] for the full years since 

the Core Strategy was adopted in December 2010 confirm that in 

2011/12 only 23% of market housing completions comprised larger 

family dwellings, in 2012/13 that was 39% and 2013/14 it was 46%. 

Year-on-year this falls far short of the 80% requirement and it includes 

larger dwellings being created through amalgamations/deconversions. 

This issue is not addressed in the HI&O. 

0 Noted. New evidence in the SHMA 2015 suggests a different need from 

the 80% requirement in the existing Local Plan. Clearly draft policy needs 

to be based on the latest evidence. 

The information referred to has not been published in monitoring reports. 

Therefore the source of the information or its accuracy is not clear. 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

10.4.2 To put that in general context, RBKC has only 17% of its 

dwellings as houses rather than flats. This is a lower proportion than 

for neighbouring boroughs. 

10.4.5 72% of the units are 1 or 2 bedroomed, so only 28% are 3 

bedroomed or larger. 46% of London dwellings are 3 bedroomed or 

more and 34% of inner London. 

There is therefore very much less provision for family dwellings than 

elsewhere, yet the HI&O seeks to ignore what has previously been 

tackled by the Core Strategy and continues to be in the CLP. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10.4.13 In that context normal assumptions about the relationship 

between supply-and-demand and market prices could anticipate 

significantly higher prices for family-sized houses in RBKC than 

elsewhere in the London. That does not justify putting greater 

importance on other housing provision at the expense of not dealing 

with the identified need for larger family market housing. To do so fails 

to comply with NPPF and FALP Policy 3.8 requirements. 

Neither does it demonstrate that the 28% of larger family dwellings are 

owned to a significant degree by investors. Even if that were the case, 

there is no evidence of increased vacancy of family-sized market 

housing. 

10.5.3 It is recognised that planning policies cannot directly influence 

the rate of completions. However by granting planning approval for 

more dwellings in an area of where there is identified market demand, 

the prospects are improved for higher completion rates in due course. 

In that regard RBKC has performed significantly better than the FALP 

housing target requirement – 3,897 approvals against the housing 

target of 2,750. 

3. THE IMPORTANCE OF THE HISTORICAL GEOGRAPHY OF THE 

ROYAL BOROUGH FOR CREATING FUTURE SUSTAINABLE 

COMMUNITIES 

 

 

 

10.4.5 The paragraph goes on to state “Proportionally, however, there is 

also a reasonable proportion of large homes (four bed plus at 11% which is 

equivalent to the inner London average.  

 

The selective quotations from the above paragraphs does not lead to the 

logical conclusion that there is a greater need for family accommodation 

going forward. The SHMA 2015 presents the latest information on this 

issue and is based on accepted methodology of assessing housing need 

as set out in the NPPG. Amongst a range of factors it considers 

overcrowding/under occupancy of the existing stock as well as the 

changing demographics. See paragraphs 6.51 to 6.58 of the SHMA. 

 

The Draft Local Plan Policies are being informed by the latest evidence of 

housing need. Therefore it is not justified to make the statement that the 

Council is “putting greater importance on other housing provision at the 

expense of not dealing with the identified need for larger family market 

housing.” On the contrary the draft policy is in fact referring to the size mix 

in schemes to be based on the latest evidence of need. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.  

About 73% of the borough is within conservation areas not 80% as stated.  

As stated above the borough’s needs have been assessed in the SHMA 

which shows an equal need for smaller one and two bed homes and 3 and 

4 bedroom homes. 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

Over 80% of the borough comprises conservation areas developed in 

Georgian and predominantly Victorian times. 

With the exception of the accommodation above mews properties, the 

vast majority of the housing development in these historic times was 

designed for family dwellings of three or more bedrooms. 

In many cases these new houses formed part of a masterplan for the 

area, which also made local neighbourhood provision for the 

associated land use needs of such a family-orientated residential 

community – open space for leisure, community facilities and meeting 

places such as churches and church halls, shops in close proximity to 

the houses and schools likewise. 

Consequent upon that, the combined urban design and pattern of land 

uses of the borough is particularly well adapted throughout for future 

family living, as the NNP specifically recognises for its own area. 

The NPPF demands that plans should promote sustainable 

communities. 

In a borough so demonstrably failing in 2016 to make provision for 

families of all socio-economic levels, their needs must not be ignored, 

including those who are not eligible to live in the boroughs stock of 

affordable housing. 

To do so would fail not only their needs, but also the requirements of 

the NPPF paragraph 50 for creating sustainable, inclusive and mixed 

communities, which includes making provision for families with 

children. 

Without positively planning for that the proposed Local Plan would 

thereby be unsound. 

Contrary to what is being suggested the policy would be unsound if it was 

not based on proportionate evidence of need. 

13 ESSA (Anthony Walker)  1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH3 Housing Size Mix and Standards sets out 

the Council’s proposed approach to local needs. 

14 Gerald Eve obo CEL - Cadogan Estates Ltd 

(Neil Henderson) 

CEL considers the current policy approach, which requires residential 

development to take account of local needs, provides for a flexible 

approach to establishing an appropriate mix of housing which is 

consistent with the need and characteristics of different area. 

1 Noted. This approach is the preferred option for the draft policy. 

15 Barton Willmore (Paul Newton) Issue 9 (Securing a Suitable Mix of Housing) 

28. It is considered that the Plan should not be overly prescriptive in 

terms of the mix of dwelling sizes. Appropriate flexibility should be 

allowed for, on a case-by-case basis. 

0 Noted. The draft policy is not prescriptive. 

The draft policies are not introducing any restrictions based on occupancy. 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

29. The Plan should also avoid any restrictions on private dwellings in 

terms of occupancy /tenure. 

16 Kensington Society (Michael Bach) 10.5.74: Para 35.3.10 of the 2010 plan has been a disaster – it has 

pitched much/most of the newly-completed stock directly into the 

international investment/second home market, and even then the 

focus of large market units has been further increased through pre-

completion agreement to amalgamations. This choice of mix meant 

that the subsequent contribution to meeting the need for homes that 

are primary residences was severely compromised. Very little of the 

objectively-defined need was met and a high proportion of the newly-

completed units were essentially taken "out of the market". 

10.7.75: The proposed 50:50 split proposed in Figure 10.5.75 is what 

the Society proposed in 2010 – it should reduce the degree of 

targeting on the investment market. Nevertheless we would still like to 

see the maths! This mix will also need to be maintained through not 

allowing subsequent pre-sale amalgamations. 

10.5.77: Affordable housing mix – we would like to see the evidence. 

The Society strongly supports the housing mix in Figure 10.17. 

2 Noted. The Council’s policy was based on the evidence at the time the 

Core Strategy was adopted.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10.7.75 The mix proposed is taken from the SHMA 2015. See paragraphs 

6.51 to 6.58 of the SHMA. 

 

 

 

17 Greater London Authority Development 

(Stewart Murray) 

In this regard, the Mayor would also be supportive of a policy that 

seeks to enable Kensington and Chelsea to meet its minimum London 

Plan housing supply target by ensuring a mix of unit sizes by 

floorspace, taking into account local need, and the requirements to 

optimise housing potential and deliver mixed and balanced 

communities in line with London Plan policies 3.3, 3.4 and 3.9. 

0 The Council welcomes the Mayor’s support for the approach in developing 

the draft policy. 

18 Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners (NLP) (Simon 

Slatford) 

Issue 9 - Option 1 

In respect of housing mix, we note that the Council's evidence, set out 

at Figure 10.17, presents a 50/50 split between 1-2 bedroom units and 

3-4 bedroom units. St William would seek general 'guidance' on 

housing mix but the policy must clarify that the housing mix is not 

rigidly set for specific sites which must be able to respond to local 

issues. As set out at paragraph 3.29 of the FALP "while there is 

usually scope to provide a mix of dwelling types in different locations, 

higher density provision for smaller households should be focused on 

areas with good public transport accessibility". CH2 should therefore 

ensure there is flexibility in respect of suitable unit mix for specific sites 

based on certain locations. 

0 Noted. The Council applies the policy on size mix pragmatically and the 

London Plan is part of the Council’s development plan in any case. When 

determining planning applications each case is considered on its own 

merits. 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

19 Bilfinger GVA (Thomas Edmunds) With regards to Issue 9, the NPPF is clear in the plans should take 

account of market signals (para.17) and we support Option 1 to 

continue with the Council's current approach in requiring development 

to take account of local needs. A prescriptive approach as proposed 

by Option 2 reduces flexibility and may adversely impact the delivery 

of wider planning objectives or scheme benefits. 

1 Noted. The Council’s preferred approach is to refer to the ‘current’ 

evidence. 

20 Judith Blakeman  1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH3 Housing Size Mix and Standards sets out 

the Council’s proposed approach to local needs. 

21 Cllr E Dent Coad But exclude the practice of emptying out properties and filling with 

temporary tenants that enables developers to reduce the number of 

units. 

1 Any temporary accommodation still counts as a C3 dwelling. Policies resist 

the loss of housing floorspace and units. Therefore it is unclear how 

temporary accommodation can reduce the number of units. 

22 Quod Limited (Thomas Hatch) - Policy should provide flexibility for residential developments to take 

account of local needs in light of the variation identified in the RBKC 

Housing Needs Assessment. 

- Policy should recognise circumstances where high numbers of 

certain unit types (e.g. family homes) may not be appropriate e.g. in 

town centres, certain mixed use developments. 

0 Noted. The Council applies the policy on size mix pragmatically and refers 

to the latest evidence of need. When determining planning applications 

each case is considered on its own merits and the location of the site is an 

important consideration. 

23 Kensington Society (Michael Bach) 10.3.8: If we are to promote opportunity and real choice – the mix of 

housing will need to changed considerably from that indicated in para 

35.3.10 to ensure that the stock that is delivered meets the defined 

needs and is expressed not in bedrooms but floorspace (i.e. square 

metres). The mix needs to be unpacked not just by tenure but also by 

household type, including specific targets for older people and 

students. (10.3.10) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 10.3.8 The mix of housing refers to meeting needs in the current evidence. 

The latest evidence of need is set out in the SHMA 2015. The size mix is 

expressed in bedrooms rather than floorspace as it is simpler to 

understand and offers more clarity to applicants. The SHMA identifies the 

need by number of bedrooms. The Nationally Described Floorspace 

Standards and the London Plan Density Matrix can be used to ensure that 

sites are optimised in terms of housing numbers and floorspace. The need 

for older people is identified. The need for student accommodation is also 

considered in the SHMA but the Mayor of London’s Housing SPG 

recognises the pressure for student accommodation on a relatively small 

number of boroughs due to the clustering of higher education institutions in 

and around central London. However, it notes that student accommodation 

should not compromise the capacity to meet more general housing 

requirements. It refers to the London Plan which encourages a more 

dispersed distribution of student accommodation to reduce pressures on 

central boroughs and utilise development and regeneration potential in 

accessible locations outside central London. As such proposals for student 

accommodation are considered on a case by case basis. 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

10.4: Evidence base: 

10.4.5: This does not show a very different size mix than neighbouring 

London Boroughs or even Inner London. This would not justify the 

previous strong emphasis of 80% of market units being 3 or more 

bedrooms. 

 

Vacant dwellings and second homes 

10.4.6: This is a significant "drain" on the existing stock and, 

particularly on the annual "additional homes" The new-build production 

needs to broken down to identify how much of it provides a 

home/primary residence and how much is diverted for 

investment/second homes. 

 

Housing Need 

10.4.11: If need is "the amount of additional stock required to cater for 

future household growth", then this is would not include investment 

property/"second homes". We have a huge problem just meeting 

"need". 

 

 

10.4.13: If supply is so constrained then the nature of the need and the 

choice of target groups should be a major influence on the mix of 

types and sizes to be encouraged/required. We support the conclusion 

of this paragraph. 

10.4.5 The latest evidence does not show an 80% need for 3 bedrooms or 

more. 

 

 

 

 

Vacant dwellings and second homes 

10.4.6: It is not for planning to control the occupancy or investment in 

property as suggested. 

 

 

 

 

Housing Need 

10.4.11 The SHMA methodology is based on the guidance in the NPPG. 

As explained in the SHMA it adds an allowance for vacant dwellings (2.6%) 

and second homes (5%) must be added to the future dwelling requirement 

to allow for household mobility and to reflect the high level of existing 

second home ownership in the Borough. 

 

10.4.13 Noted. 

 

 
Question: Do you have any other comments, issues or options (reasonable alternatives) you would like to raise regarding this section?  
 

Name Comment Council’s Response 

Jo Poole Don't understand.  

Silchester Residents Association (Jo 

Poole)  

Housing standards should be as Parker Morris for social, affordable and leaseholder properties. Dwelling sizes 

should not be reduced. 

Government policy requires that local authorities do not require any 

space standards other the Nationally Described Floorspace 

Standards. 
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Prime and super prime housing 

Option 1: Continue to assess applications for low density super-prime units on their own merits. 

Option 2: Introduce a policy that restricts very large units in new residential developments where the potential housing capacity of sites is not being optimised. 

 

No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

1 Charles Bezoari Elder  1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH3 sets out the Council’s proposed 

approach to Housing Size Mix and Standards, which relates to 

the issue of prime and super prime housing. 

2 Judith Blakeman There is already an over-provision of prime and super-prime housing in the 

Borough and any further such applications should be refused. The second 

hand market should meet any further needs for prime and super prime homes. 

 Noted. Draft Policy CH1 requires that sites are optimised by 

making use of the London Plan Density Matrix. The supporting 

text recognises at paragraph 35.3.13 that “This approach may 

reduce the opportunities within the borough for catering to the 

market for international investors from new build developments 

but opportunities will continue to remain within the second-hand 

market.” 

3 Onslow Neighbourhood Association (Eva 

Skinner) 

 1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH3 sets out the Council’s proposed 

approach to Housing Size Mix and Standards, which relates to 

the issue of prime and super prime housing. 

4 Federico Ghella  1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH3 sets out the Council’s proposed 

approach to Housing Size Mix and Standards, which relates to 

the issue of prime and super prime housing. 

5 Sonia Richardson  2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH3 sets out the Council’s proposed 

approach to Housing Size Mix and Standards, which relates to 

the issue of prime and super prime housing. 

6 J Neville  2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH3 sets out the Council’s proposed 

approach to Housing Size Mix and Standards, which relates to 

the issue of prime and super prime housing. 

7 Roy Burns  2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH3 sets out the Council’s proposed 

approach to Housing Size Mix and Standards, which relates to 

the issue of prime and super prime housing. 

8 Jo Poole  2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH3 sets out the Council’s proposed 

approach to Housing Size Mix and Standards, which relates to 

the issue of prime and super prime housing. 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

9 Christian Durie  2 The Council’s Draft Policy CH3 sets out the Council’s proposed 

approach to Housing Size Mix and Standards, which relates to 

the issue of prime and super prime housing. 

10 Austin Mackie Associates Limited (Private 

Clients) 

 1 The Council’s Draft Policy CH3 sets out the Council’s proposed 

approach to Housing Size Mix and Standards, which relates to 

the issue of prime and super prime housing. 

11 Royal Brompton & Harefield NHS 

Foundation Trust (RBHT) 

Housing provision should continue to be required to meet identified needs 

appropriate for the location acknowledging that development of non-residential 

sites for housing provision will increase the density and supply of housing and 

residential floorspace over the existing condition. 

0 Noted. The Council is required to demonstrate a five year housing 

supply and it can do so whilst also protecting non-residential 

uses.  

12 Kensington Society (Michael Bach) 10.5.83: The Society has been concerned for the last ten years that the size 

mix of new housing has focused too strongly on the international market with 

an escalating size of units and an increasing proportion of flats and houses at 

the upper end of the size scale. This means both that the number of units on 

site is not optimised as required by the London Plan, and the extent that they 

are actually occupied as a result of targeting the investment/second home 

market results in low occupancy rates, often averaging only 40% occupancy at 

any time. (ie buy to leave). Large schemes could have produced more housing 

that would meet OAN which makes these sites doubly wasted! 

 

10.5.84: Kensington and Chelsea already has a high international reputation – 

further "enhancement" is unnecessary and is detrimental both the supply of 

housing in the Borough. An analysis of recent schemes would indicate that 

there has been a huge opportunity cost to pursuing the 2010 policy. 

2 10.5.83 Draft Policy CH1 refers to the London Plan Density Matrix 

as a means to optimise sites. The Mayor’s Housing SPG provides 

guidance that the density matrix can be benchmarked against 

space standards to optimise sites.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

10.5.84 The supporting text of Draft Policy CH1 acknowledges 

London’s international role but concludes that the second hand 

market can cater for this demand. The draft policy requires sites 

to be optimised. 

13 Savills (Charlotte Handscomb) As noted previously, Kensington and Chelsea plays an important part in 

London’s role as a world city, drawing in investment from both domestic and 

international businesses and residents. In order to retain and grow this 

reputation, the Borough must recognise the importance of a housing stock 

which appeals to this market. 

 

Not only is there a clear demand for larger units, it also assists in unlocking 

contributions towards affordable housing. As such the provision of larger units 

doesn’t solely benefit one end of the market.  

 

We consider larger super-prime units need to be considered on a case-by-case 

basis, taking into account the context of the proposal. We do not consider that 

1 Noted. The supporting text to the draft policy acknowledges this. 

 

 

 

 

 

Given property values in the Royal Borough it is not accepted that 

larger units are more capable than other unit sizes to maximise 

the supply of affordable housing. 

 

Given Council’s housing targets and the need to deliver more 

housing nationally and in London, planning policies need to 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

there is a need to restrict larger units on new residential developments when 

there are already other local and regional policies in place which proposals for 

larger units have to abide by (for instance the London Plan’s minimum density 

thresholds). As such we do not consider it is necessary or justified to introduce 

a new policy in relation to large units.  

 

We note that RBKC’s neighbouring Borough, Westminster City Council, 

commissioned the Ramidus Consulting Ltd Report (2014) which sought to 

satisfy “a concern of the City of Westminster that the balance of new housing 

supply in the borough might be reducing its ability to meet all housing needs”. 

 

The Report states: 

“The forward-selling of schemes (particularly but not exclusively) to overseas 

buyers has without doubt enabled many schemes to begin construction over 

the past five years or so. And these same schemes have delivered Affordable 

Housing, significant additions to the private rented sector and large Section 

106 obligations. A review of extant permissions in Westminster shows that 

there is £150 million (including £78 million from the Chelsea Barracks scheme) 

allocated through Section 106 agreements for new Affordable Housing.”  

 

In relation to the potential repercussions of any proposed legal restrictions, the 

report concludes the following:  

 

“the size of Westminster’s Prime market is such that any measures devised 

specifically to restrict it could be deemed discriminatory, and not in London’s, 

or the UK’s wider interests.”  

 

Whilst we appreciate that this is evidence based upon research conducted 

within another London Borough, the residential make-up and characteristics of 

the two Boroughs are comparable and the conclusions and legal implications of 

the Ramidus Report therefore apply. At a minimum, we would suggest that a 

similarly robust evidence base must be commissioned by RBKC in order to 

support any form of restriction of a certain type of housing in the Borough. In 

the absence of similarly robust evidence, we do not consider that the policy is 

justified and it is therefore not Sound. 

optimise the use of sites. It is accepted that the London Plan 

Density Matrix provides the context for achieving this and is 

referred to in the draft policy. The Council has not introduced a 

bespoke restrictive policy on this issue. 

14 Quod Limited (Thomas Hatch) - Policy should provide flexibility for low density schemes to be considered on 

their own merits (Option 1) taking into account the wider benefits which can be 

0 Given Council’s housing targets and the need to deliver more 

housing nationally and in London, planning policies need to 



86 
 

No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

leveraged for the borough by unlocking the subsidy generated by super prime 

units and/or investment properties. These benefits are likely to outweigh that 

created by delivering smaller prime units 

optimise the use of sites. The London Plan Density Matrix 

provides the context for achieving this and is referred to in the 

draft policy. 

 

Question: Do you have any other comments, issues or options (reasonable alternatives) you would like to raise regarding this section? 

[No comments received] 
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Buy to leave 

 

Option 1: The Council should not seek to introduce any restrictions on the period of occupation for new residential properties through planning policies. 

Option 2: The Council should consider introducing a policy limiting the period during which residential properties can be left vacant to prevent new homes from being used as ‘buy to leave’ assets. 

This would be enforced through planning obligations. 

 

No. Name Comment Selected 

Option 

Council’s Response 

1 Charles Bezoari Elder There should be no restrictions on the period of occupation. 

This is largely a myth perpetrated by a hysterical media. Many properties are empty 

during the day because people go to work. And we are still able to go away on holiday, 

which may give an impression that no one is home. And many do not run all their lights 

all the time. 

But nothing prevents you from introducing a "vacant property" council tax.  

 

How many council homes are empty? How many are being sub-let, while the official 

resident is living elsewhere? How many are sublet while the official owner mass moved 

to Spain? Do you cross check where benefits are being sent with the addresses of 

council home occupants? 

1 Noted. The draft policies are not introducing any restriction on 

occupancy. The Council has used Council Tax records to establish the 

number of vacant properties in the borough. 

2 Federico Ghella  2 Noted. It is considered that optimising housing densities on development 

sites will help tackle this issue in the new build market and this is 

acknowledged in the supporting text to Policy CH1. 

3 Norland Society (Clive Wilson) Very important. But this should not only apply to new build. In a Conservation Area, such 

as Norland, houses left empty take the heart and soul out of the community. 

2 Noted. It is considered that optimising housing densities on development 

sites will help tackle this issue in the new build market and this is 

acknowledged in the supporting text to Policy CH1. 

4 Sonia Richardson  2 Noted. It is considered that optimising housing densities on development 

sites will help tackle this issue in the new build market and this is 

acknowledged in the supporting text to Policy CH1. 

5 J Neville  2 Noted. It is considered that optimising housing densities on development 

sites will help tackle this issue in the new build market and this is 

acknowledged in the supporting text to Policy CH1. 

6 Roy Burns There is a difference between a partial occupation (say for 3 months of the year) and 

'buy-to-leave'. Both issues need to be addressed. 

2 Noted. Planning policies cannot control the occupancy of homes and in 

particular second hand homes. It is considered that optimising housing 

densities on development sites will help tackle this issue in the new build 

market and this is acknowledged in the supporting text to Policy CH1. 

7 Jo Poole The council should introduce restrictions on buy-to-leave through fiscal as well as 

planning policy. This should be on all property, not just new-build. 

2 Noted. Planning policies cannot introduce fiscal levies on existing 

properties. It is considered that optimising housing densities on 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option 

Council’s Response 

 

If the penalties through taxation are comparable to the profit that could be gained, then 

this practice would be discouraged. 

development sites will help tackle this issue in the new build market and 

this is acknowledged in the supporting text to Policy CH1. 

8 Christian Durie  2 Noted. It is considered that optimising housing densities on development 

sites will help tackle this issue in the new build market and this is 

acknowledged in the supporting text to Policy CH1. 

9 Silchester Residents Association 

(Jo Poole)  

Option 1 

The Council should not seek to introduce any restrictions on the period of occupation for 

new residential properties through planning policies. There should be restrictions, not 

just on planning 

Option 2 

The Council should consider introducing a policy limiting the period during which 

residential properties can be left vacant to prevent new homes from being used as 'buy 

to leave' assets. This would be enforced through planning obligations. 

Yes there should be a policy. This should be introduced through fiscal policy as well as 

planning 

0 The preferred option for draft policy is to address this issue by optimising 

housing densities on development sites.  

10 Gerald Eve obo CEL - Cadogan 

Estates Ltd (Neil Henderson) 

 1 Noted. 

11 Kensington Society (Michael Bach) This phenomenon needs further research of the last dozen housing projects completed 

with 20 or more units to see what the average occupancy rate is to identify the nature of 

the issue, the extent of vacancy and what the implications are for the design of planning 

policies to manage this issue. 

2 It is considered that optimising housing densities on development sites 

will help tackle this issue in the new build market and this is 

acknowledged in the supporting text to Policy CH1. 

12 Savills (Charlotte Handscomb) The Council should not introduce such a policy. Such a policy fails to meet the tests of 

Soundness, as it would not be in line with National Policy which seeks to promote 

development, nor would it be justified, as set out below.  

 

The supporting text to the proposed revised policy justifies the proposed ‘Buy to Leave’ 

policy due to the level of second home ownership.  

 

We would firstly highlight that it is not the role of the planning system to seek to control 

the housing market in this way. RBKC has an important reputation for attracting both 

domestic and international investment, and any such ‘Buy to Leave’ policy would limit 

the pool of future purchasers, thereby jeopardising the Borough’s important international 

role.  

 

1 Noted. The Council has not taken the option of introducing restrictions on 

occupation forward. It is considered that optimising housing densities on 

development sites will help tackle this issue in the new build market and 

this is acknowledged in the supporting text to Policy CH1. 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option 

Council’s Response 

Such measures to discourage investors is likely to affect the value of property through 

reducing demand, having an impact on development viability and potentially deterring 

development altogether. This is against the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development, as set out within the NPPF. This has serious knock-on effects, not least a 

reduction in the delivery of affordable housing. 

13 Judith Blakeman The London Borough of Islington's Supplementary Planning Document on "Buy-to-

Leave" has been approved by the Planning Inspectorate. RBKC should urgently promote 

a similar SPD to condition that the onus to prove that a dwelling is not "Buy-to -Leave" 

should rest with the developer and/or owner and not the Council. Unless there is an 

enforceable and enforced brake applied to this practice, there will be little point in 

building additional new homes in the Borough in areas where they will not address 

Londoners' needs. 

 

The decision by the Catalyst Housing Group to market Phase 2 of the Wornington Green 

development exclusively to the Far East is evidence that even Registered Providers 

(housing associations) are ready to transfer lower value land intended for affordable 

housing (i.e. the Swinbrook slum clearance programme of the 1970s) to the private 

sector, much of which is likely to remain unoccupied. 

2 The Council has included supporting text to Draft Policy CH1 in relation 

to the buy to leave issue. It is considered that this issue can be managed 

through planning in the new build market by optimising development on 

sites but not in the second hand market. 

 

 

 

 

The Mayor’s Concordat requires properties to be marketed locally before 

they can be marketed abroad. 

 

14 Cllr E Dent Coad  2 Noted. It is considered that optimising housing densities on development 

sites will help tackle this issue in the new build market and this is 

acknowledged in the supporting text to Policy CH1. 

15 The Chelsea Society (Michael 

Stephen) 

Any additional housing should be built to meet the needs of local people, and not to 

cater for the international market for very expensive property, much of which is left 

unoccupied. 

 

We would like to see fewer empty houses and flats, and we support the 50% premium 

for Council Tax on unoccupied properties. 

0 Noted. Planning policies cannot introduce fiscal levies on existing 

properties. It is considered that optimising housing densities on 

development sites will help tackle this issue in the new build market and 

this is acknowledged in the supporting text to Policy CH1. 

16 Quod Limited (Thomas Hatch) - Any encumbrances on the ability to sell homes could result in lower sales values being 

achieved and subsequently impacting on the subsidy available to deliver affordable 

housing. Therefore Option 1 is supported. 

0 Noted. The option of introducing restrictions on occupation has not been 

taken forward by the Council. 

17 Onslow Neighbourhood Association 

(Eva Skinner) 

It would be better to prevent housing, below a certain value becoming 'buy to leave' and 

a penalty system could be introduced base on say Council tax bands. At the top end, it 

doesn't really matter as the 'buy to leave' asset keeps the top end of the housing market 

buoyant and at the top end of the market there is not the scarcity associated with the 

lower end. 

 Noted. Planning policies cannot introduce fiscal levies on existing 

properties. It is considered that optimising housing densities on 

development sites will help tackle this issue in the new build market and 

this is acknowledged in the supporting text to Policy CH1. 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option 

Council’s Response 

18 Austin Mackie Associates Limited 

(Private Clients) 

Whilst the issue of 'buy to leave' is understood, it is questionable whether this is a matter 

than can be controlled by planning policy. A restrictive approach may act as a deterrent 

to individuals and families who may make a significant contribution to the Borough's and 

London's role as a world city. Specific occupational limits would often fail to reflect 

personal needs. 

 Noted. The option of introducing restrictions on occupation has not been 

taken forward by the Council. 

19 Gerald Eve obo CEL - Cadogan 

Estates Ltd (Neil Henderson) 

CEL agrees with the Council’s assertion in the supporting text to this option that it would 

be extremely difficult to justify a restrictive policy approach within the Local Plan. The 

effect of a policy preventing homes being used as “buy to leave” assets would be difficult 

to control and is likely to be able to be circumvented in any event given the limited 

controls that could be established through the planning process. CEL therefore favours 

Option 1 on this matter. 

 Noted. 

 

Question: Do you have any other comments, issues or options (reasonable alternatives) you would like to raise regarding this section?  

 

Name Comment Council’s Response 

Quod Limited (Thomas Hatch) Affordable Housing Target: Viability Study 

 

- The approach taken should consider that many sites brought forward for residential development over 

the plan period will have a high benchmark land value as a result of an established higher value existing 

use or completing alternative land uses. 

 

- The approach taken should consider the recent reduction in prime values which may not be explicit 

from the House Price Index which includes all types of housing. 

 

- The approach taken should consider reliance on BCIS may underestimate scheme costs particularly 

where bespoke features are required to achieve a high sales value and that 10% professional fees may 

understate the total cost of professional fees where there are non-standard build costs (i.e listed 

buildings). 

Noted. The supporting text to Draft Policy CH2 refers to the ‘existing use 

value plus approach’. The Council supports this approach as it allows 

policy considerations to be included at the outset in the process of 

determining viability. This is in-line with the NPPG on viability and the 

Mayor’s Housing SPG. 

 
  



91 
 

Issue 10: Housing estate regeneration 

Question 1: Should the Council retain all elements of the existing policy including the requirement for no net loss of social housing provision? Should the policy be changed in any way? 

 

No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

1 Charles Bezoari Elder The council should abandon the social housing provision. 

This provision is simply increasing enormously the cost of regular new housing to 

others who wish to buy in the Borough.  

 National policy requires the Council to assess needs for all types of 

housing and make provision for identified need. There is an overwhelming 

need for affordable housing in the borough. 

2 Onslow Neighbourhood 

Association (Eva Skinner) 

This Association would not want to be involved in this matter  Noted. 

3 Cllr E Dent Coad - In a related issue, we are not addressing the woeful level of overcrowding which is 

prevalent in housing across the borough, and especially in social housing. At 

Wornington Green there was an assurance that this was a major part of the rationale 

for development, but in fact fewer family homes are being reprovided than exist now. 

We cannot allow this situation to prevail, and must ensure that future development 

includes provision for large families, or extended families, as many young people are 

living longer at home due to rising housing costs. Overcrowding has huge implications 

for health, and indeed for life chances, as a lack of privacy and space to study also has 

a serious effect on achievement. 

 Draft planning policies refer to current evidence of need. They also require 

meeting the nationally described space standards. In terms of estate 

renewal Draft Policy CH5 criterion c states “require that the mix of house 

sizes for the re-provided social rented housing will be determined by the 

housing needs of the tenants of the estate and by the housing needs of the 

borough, at the time that an application is submitted.” It is considered that 

these measures address the issues raised appropriately. 

4 Sonia Richardson Social housing is vital and should not be lost. Strongly effects ability to recruit and 

retain to a range of local employment 

Yes The Council’s Draft Policy CH5 sets out the Council’s proposed approach 

to Estate Renewal. 

5 J Neville  Yes The Council’s Draft Policy CH5 sets out the Council’s proposed approach 

to Estate Renewal. 

6 Roy Burns  No The Council’s Draft Policy CH5 sets out the Council’s proposed approach 

to Estate Renewal. 

7 Victoria and Albert Museum (Steve 

Hyde)  

 Don't 

Know 

Noted. 

8 Jo Poole Social housing provisions must be increased, not just "no net loss". The housing 

estates are being regenerated in the name of reducing the existing housing lists. If this 

is to retain any credibility, there must be an increase in provision, not a stand-still or 

reduction. 

 

Social housing provision must include large units to prevent overcrowding as well as 

specialised units for the elderly and disabled. 

 

 

 

Yes The draft policy states “require the maximum reasonable amount of 

affordable housing, with the minimum being no net loss of existing 

affordable housing provision”. Planning policy does not support the loss of 

affordable housing. 

 

On the issue of overcrowding, Draft Policy CH3 requires meeting the 

nationally described floorspace standards. Further Draft Policy CH5 states 

“require that the mix of house sizes for the re-provided social rented 

housing will be determined by the housing needs of the tenants of the 

estate and by the housing needs of the borough, at the time that an 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

 

 

 

 

 

Chapters 8 and 9, incorporating the "visions" for Latimer and and Westway. They use 

pejorative language for example"hostile" and "intimidating" and subjective generalised 

judgment on "questionable... construction quality" and "making residents feel unsafe to 

walk through the area". This is unduly negative and does not support the existing 

residents. 

 

There are many references within the document to "affordable" housing, but no 

definition as to what is affordable. There should be a clear definition of affordable for 

properties to rent and to buy, which is linked solely to income. 

 

There should also be clear intentions stated to involve residents fully throughout 

regeneration of areas of the borough, not just to "consult" on a number of options put 

forward by RBKC and their chosen developers and consultants. There should also be 

clear borough wide policy on right to return, deals for leaseholders, replacement of 

space in new properties and offers for adult children or other family members. These 

must be consistent throughtout ALL RBKC regeneration projects and must be policy 

rather than arbitrary. 

application is submitted.” On the issue of access, Draft Policy CH3: 

Housing Size Mix and Standards will require the more onerous ‘optional’ 

Building Regulations on Access. All new housing is required to meet these 

standards and these will cater to the needs of the elderly and disabled. 

 

These sections have been rewritten and do not describe the place in the 

same manner. 

 

 

 

 

The glossary defines ‘affordable housing’. In planning terms the definition 

of affordable housing is as set out in the NPPF Annex A.  

 

 

Text has been added to the supporting text of Draft Policy CH5 to 

emphasise the importance of consultation.  

The Council will be publishing and consulting on a Borough-wide Tenant 

Decant Policy, and a Strategy for Leaseholders in Regeneration Areas, 

which will provide the Council’s policies on right to return, deals for 

leaseholders, and offers for adult children or other family members. 

The draft `Regeneration Charter’ states: We will involve and consult 

residents about any plans for redevelopment and keep them informed 

throughout the process. Each development will have a clear 

communications strategy and a lead project manager who will ensure 

residents’ concerns and questions are addressed. Extra efforts will be 

made to reach more vulnerable or `harder to reach’ residents. 

9 Christian Durie Two questions posed! 

You can't tick box two questions with only one set of boxes! 

 

Answer to FIRST Question: Should Council retain... = YES 

Answer to SECOND Question: Should the policy be changed = Don't know. 

 The Council’s Draft Policy CH5 sets out the Council’s proposed approach 

to Estate Renewal. 

10 Silchester Residents Association 

(Jo Poole)  

There should not be a net loss of social housing provision. 

 

 

 

 Draft Policy CH5: Estate Renewal does not support a new loss of 

affordable housing provision. The draft policy states “require the maximum 

reasonable amount of affordable housing, with the minimum being no net 

loss of existing affordable housing provision”.  
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

Increase in social housing is the only viable reason for regenerating established 

existing communities. There must be security of tenure for adult children of existing 

tenants living on estates being regenerated. 

 

The North Kensington estates have exceptionally long tenure (avg of 38 years 

according to the TMO). This has implications for their families which must be 

respected. 

 

Regeneration is being undertaken on the basis that more homes must be built to 

reduce the council's housing list. To suggest that there could be a net loss of social 

housing provision makes a mockery of this. 

 

Noise pollution must also be taken in account both during and after regeneration. This 

should be both noise resulting from construction and an increase in noise levels due to 

changed ground floor use of buildings or increased density of occupation. 

The Council will be publishing and consulting on a Borough-wide Tenant 

Decant Policy, and a Strategy for Leaseholders in Regeneration Areas, 

which will provide the Council’s policies on right to return, deals for 

leaseholders, and offers for adult children or other family members. 

 

 

 

 

The draft policy states “require the maximum reasonable amount of 

affordable housing, with the minimum being no net loss of existing 

affordable housing provision”. Planning policy does not support the loss of 

affordable housing. 

Policy CE6: Noise and Vibration in the Local Plan deals with the issue of 

noise both during construction and operational phases of development. 

The Council also has a Code of Construction Practice which applies to 

noise during construction. 

11 ESSA (Anthony Walker) There should be no loss of, and indeed a positive policy to increase, the provision 

within the Borough on a reasonably well distributed basis. 

 Draft Policy CH5: Estate Renewal does not support a net loss of affordable 

housing provision. The draft policy states “require the maximum reasonable 

amount of affordable housing, with the minimum being no net loss of 

existing affordable housing provision”. 

12 Kensington Society (Michael Bach) The Society is concerned that there should be no net loss of social-rented housing.  Draft Policy CH5: Estate Renewal does not support a new loss of 

affordable housing provision. The draft policy states “require the maximum 

reasonable amount of affordable housing, with the minimum being no net 

loss of existing affordable housing provision”. 

13 Judith Blakeman Yes, and the policy should be amended and improved. 

 

The Council owns the freehold of approximately 9,460 dwellings, of which 73% are 

social rented homes and 27% that have been sold as leaseholder units under the 

Right-to-Buy. As estates are regenerated, the quantum of social rented replacement 

homes should comprise the aggregate of social rented and leasehold units lost until 

such time as the needs of those on the Council's housing allocations register have 

been met. This is justified since many of these leasehold dwellings have subsequently 

been sold on as "buy-to-let" properties and are used for Temporary Accommodation for 

households for whom the Council has accepted a statutory duty to rehouse - and the 

size of the waiting list is one of the stated reasons for estate regeneration. 

Yes Draft Policy CH5: Estate Renewal seeks to provide the maximum 

reasonable amount of affordable housing. It states “require the maximum 

reasonable amount of affordable housing, with the minimum being no net 

loss of existing affordable housing provision”. As explained in the 

supporting text “Estate regeneration proposals often differ from other 

proposals for residential development because often the sale of market 

housing is used to fund re-provided social rented and affordable housing. 

For this reason the proportions of affordable and market housing may differ 

from conventional housing applications where cross subsidy is not being 

done on the same scale.” 

In terms of temporary accommodation the ‘right to buy’ units are classed as 

market housing for planning purposes. This is made clear in the Mayor’s 
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No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  
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Housing SPG. Where the Council owns such units it is beneficial to use 

them as temporary accommodation while a decision is being made on 

estate renewal as otherwise the properties will remain vacant.  

The SHMA identifies an overwhelming need for affordable housing which 

indicates that even if the borough’s entire housing requirement for the next 

fifteen years were to be delivered as affordable housing, the cumulative 

affordable need figure for the same period would still not be met. The 

Council has to balance the issue of demand not only with that of supply but 

also economic viability. Therefore Draft Policy CH5 requires the maximum 

reasonable amount of affordable housing, with the minimum being no net 

loss of existing affordable housing provision. 

14 Cllr E Dent Coad Yes. But exclude the option for housing providers to vacate properties and then count 

the 'net' number of tenants rather than the number of units. 

 This was not one of the options put forward by the Council. The ‘right to 

buy’ policy is a national one not a local policy. ‘Right to buy’ units are 

classed as market housing for planning purposes. This is made clear in the 

Mayor’s Housing SPG. Where the Council owns such units it is beneficial 

to use them as temporary accommodation while a decision is being made 

on estate renewal as otherwise the properties will remain vacant. 

15 Michael John Rents must be affordable. I need to be aware of plans where I live in a fair amount of 

time. 

 Noted. The Council is prioritising consultation with local residents on estate 

renewal proposals. 

16 Sarah Bakali Rent Stays the Same. Decision making. Deal with overcrowding.  Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of planning 

policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to social 

housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that guidance. 

Decision making - The draft `Regeneration Charter’ states: We will involve 

and consult residents about any plans for redevelopment and keep them 

informed throughout the process. Each development will have a clear 

communications strategy and a lead project manager who will ensure 

residents’ concerns and questions are addressed. Extra efforts will be 

made to reach more vulnerable or `harder to reach’ residents. 

On the issue of overcrowding, Draft Policy CH3 requires meeting the 

nationally described floorspace standards. Further Draft Policy CH5 states 

“require that the mix of house sizes for the re-provided social rented 

housing will be determined by the housing needs of the tenants of the 

estate and by the housing needs of the borough, at the time that an 

application is submitted.” 

17 KAA (Sharon Meredith Meredith) I feel overcrowding is such a big problem and this needs to be dealt with. Giving 

houses to your local people is a main priority. Rent – why do you want to raise it? Rent 

 On the issue of overcrowding, Draft Policy CH3 requires meeting the 

nationally described floorspace standards. Further Draft Policy CH5 states 
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should stay the same. Also, why do we as residents need to move out of our areas to 

other areas way out of London where we don't know of anyone. 

“require that the mix of house sizes for the re-provided social rented 

housing will be determined by the housing needs of the tenants of the 

estate and by the housing needs of the borough, at the time that an 

application is submitted.” 

Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

The Council will be publishing and consulting on a Borough-wide Tenant 

Decant Policy, and a Strategy for Leaseholders in Regeneration Areas, 

which will provide the Council’s policies on right to return, deals for 

leaseholders, and offers for adult children or other family members. 

18 Liza Good No Rent Increase. Tenants to be consulted at every stage. Return Assurances. Inquiry 

by design. Living Rent. 

 Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

 

Consultation - Text has been added to the supporting text of Draft Policy 

CH5 to emphasise the importance of consultation. The draft `Regeneration 

Charter’ states: We will involve and consult residents about any plans for 

redevelopment and keep them informed throughout the process. Each 

development will have a clear communications strategy and a lead project 

manager who will ensure residents’ concerns and questions are 

addressed. Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or `harder 

to reach’ residents. 

Return assurance – The Council will be publishing and consulting on a 

Borough-wide Tenant Decant Policy, and a Strategy for Leaseholders in 

Regeneration Areas, which will provide the Council’s policies on right to 

return, deals for leaseholders, and offers for adult children or other family 

members. 

Inquiry by design – Enquiry by Design is a particular way to consult. The 

Council cannot commit to running consultation in a particular way at 

present. However as explained above the Council is committed to involving 

the community throughout the process. 
Living Rent – The Mayor is currently consulting on the design of its London 

Living Rent product. 
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19 Rachel Camgumdas This is a ridiculous plan. Get them to go to school and understand that Social housing 

is worthwhile. 

 The Draft Policy is providing a framework for estate renewal and not 

proposing any detailed plans for redevelopment. The comments do not 

relate to the consultation material. 

20 Nina Masroh When regeneration happens rents must remain the same or only rise in line with 

inflation. All regeneration must be done in with the residents using inquiry by design. 

 Rents – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Inquiry by design – Enquiry by Design is a particular way to consult. The 

Council cannot commit to running consultation in a particular way at 

present. However the Council is committed to involving the community 

throughout the process. Text has been added to the supporting text of Draft 

Policy CH5 to emphasise the importance of consultation. The draft 

`Regeneration Charter’ states: We will involve and consult residents about 

any plans for redevelopment and keep them informed throughout the 

process. Each development will have a clear communications strategy and 

a lead project manager who will ensure residents’ concerns and questions 

are addressed. Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or 

`harder to reach’ residents. 

21 Maria Rollins We want rents to stay the same, overcrowding to be dealt with and to be part of the 

decision making process. 

 Rents – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Overcrowding – Draft planning policies refer to current evidence of need. 

They also require meeting the nationally described space standards. In 

terms of estate renewal Draft Policy CH5 criterion c states “require that the 

mix of house sizes for the re-provided social rented housing will be 

determined by the housing needs of the tenants of the estate and by the 

housing needs of the borough, at the time that an application is submitted.” 

It is considered that these measures address the issues raised 

appropriately. 

Participation in decision-making - Text has been added to the supporting 

text of Draft Policy CH5 to emphasise the importance of consultation. The 

draft `Regeneration Charter’ states: We will involve and consult residents 

about any plans for redevelopment and keep them informed throughout the 

process. Each development will have a clear communications strategy and 

a lead project manager who will ensure residents’ concerns and questions 
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are addressed. Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or 

`harder to reach’ residents. 

22 Marlita Rollins We want rents to stay the same and for overcrowding to be dealt with and to be part of 

the decision making process. 

 Rents – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Overcrowding – Draft planning policies refer to current evidence of need. 

They also require meeting the nationally described space standards. In 

terms of estate renewal Draft Policy CH5 criterion c states “require that the 

mix of house sizes for the re-provided social rented housing will be 

determined by the housing needs of the tenants of the estate and by the 

housing needs of the borough, at the time that an application is submitted.” 

It is considered that these measures address the issues raised 

appropriately. 

Participation in decision-making - Text has been added to the supporting 

text of Draft Policy CH5 to emphasise the importance of consultation. The 

draft `Regeneration Charter’ states: We will involve and consult residents 

about any plans for redevelopment and keep them informed throughout the 

process. Each development will have a clear communications strategy and 

a lead project manager who will ensure residents’ concerns and questions 

are addressed. Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or 

`harder to reach’ residents. 

23 Adele M Mason I want the rent prices to stay the same and overcrowding to be dealt with and to be part 

of the decision making process. 

 Rents – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Overcrowding – Draft planning policies refer to current evidence of need. 

They also require meeting the nationally described space standards. In 

terms of estate renewal Draft Policy CH5 criterion c states “require that the 

mix of house sizes for the re-provided social rented housing will be 

determined by the housing needs of the tenants of the estate and by the 

housing needs of the borough, at the time that an application is submitted.” 

It is considered that these measures address the issues raised 

appropriately. 

Participation in decision-making - Text has been added to the supporting 

text of Draft Policy CH5 to emphasise the importance of consultation. The 

draft `Regeneration Charter’ states: We will involve and consult residents 



98 
 

No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

about any plans for redevelopment and keep them informed throughout the 

process. Each development will have a clear communications strategy and 

a lead project manager who will ensure residents’ concerns and questions 

are addressed. Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or 

`harder to reach’ residents. 

24 Jo Chiles Please ensure affordable rents are offered to the tenants, and put a guaranteed right-

to-return is offered to tenants, leaseholders and freeholders. 

 

Re: Latimer – Chapter 9 "New street plans" and the "rebuilding of the estates" this 

concerns me a great deal – the estate functions really well and I don't believe it needs 

re-building. It has taken me my lifetime to find somewhere to live and I will be most 

distressed if Verity Close is knocked down and rebuilt. 

 Return assurance – The Council will be publishing and consulting on a 

Borough-wide Tenant Decant Policy, and a Strategy for Leaseholders in 

Regeneration Areas, which will provide the Council’s policies on right to 

return, deals for leaseholders, and offers for adult children or other family 

members. 

The comments on Chapter 9 relate to the existing Local Plan which was 

adopted in 2010 (then called the Core Strategy). The Council is considering 

various options for Silchester East and West and no decision has been 

taken to redevelop at present. 

25 Latimer West Resident Association 

(Jackie Blanchflower) 

Affordable housing should be estimated in any regeneration / housing/planning policy. 

 

Chapter 9 Latimer states the vision is to have a new street [unclear] and Latimer will be 

rebuilt. The estates do not need rebuilding. The key is good maintenance. Any 

regeneration should avoid the creation of "[unclear]" and ensure right to return for 

tenants, leaseholders or freeholders at the same level of rent, service charge etc. 

 Noted. The Draft Policy commits that there will be no loss of affordable 

housing. The exact proportion of the affordable housing will be worked out 

if there is a planning application. 

The comments on Chapter 9 relate to the existing Local Plan which was 

adopted in 2010 (then called the Core Strategy). 

26 Stephan I think before any new building is done people on the estate should know what's 

happening. 

 The Council prioritises consultation with the local community on an ongoing 

basis and before any decision is taken. 

27 Rosemarie Case Assurance rent will not rise after regeneration is done and to be a part of decision 

(residence). We would like a say when it comes to the design of new housing. 

 Rents – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Consultation - Text has been added to the supporting text of Draft Policy 

CH5 to emphasise the importance of consultation. The draft `Regeneration 

Charter’ states: We will involve and consult residents about any plans for 

redevelopment and keep them informed throughout the process. Each 

development will have a clear communications strategy and a lead project 

manager who will ensure residents’ concerns and questions are 

addressed. Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or `harder 

to reach’ residents. 
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28 Ms Hazel The residents of Lancaster West have experienced dreadful upheaval during Grenfell 

refurbishment and the building of KAA. This cannot happen with future regenerations. 

 

We must be allowed to return to our homes after regeneration and rent be unaffected 

by 'new builds' that are market value or so called "affordable". We need social housing 

to stay as it is. 

 Construction does cause temporary issues but the Council has other 

policies in place to mitigate the impacts and keep them to the minimum. 

For example the Council has a Code of Construction Practice and would 

apply to any redevelopment. 

Rents – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Return assurance – The Council will be publishing and consulting on a 

Borough-wide Tenant Decant Policy, and a Strategy for Leaseholders in 

Regeneration Areas, which will provide the Council’s policies on right to 

return, deals for leaseholders, and offers for adult children or other family 

members. 

29 Lindsay Rents remain the same if regeneration happens in Portobello area. All residents must 

be included in design of building. 

 Rents – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Consultation - Text has been added to the supporting text of Draft Policy 

CH5 to emphasise the importance of consultation. The draft `Regeneration 

Charter’ states: We will involve and consult residents about any plans for 

redevelopment and keep them informed throughout the process. Each 

development will have a clear communications strategy and a lead project 

manager who will ensure residents’ concerns and questions are 

addressed. Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or `harder 

to reach’ residents. 

30 Emma O’Connor Rent must remain if regen happens. Proper Consultation. 

 

Entry to building needs to be completed ASAP. Epileptic Resident. 

 Rents – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Consultation - Text has been added to the supporting text of Draft Policy 

CH5 to emphasise the importance of consultation. The draft `Regeneration 

Charter’ states: We will involve and consult residents about any plans for 

redevelopment and keep them informed throughout the process. Each 

development will have a clear communications strategy and a lead project 

manager who will ensure residents’ concerns and questions are 

addressed. Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or `harder 

to reach’ residents. 
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31 TMO (Monica Seraj-Baehi) Help co-design regeneration and have affordable rent.  Rents – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Consultation - Text has been added to the supporting text of Draft Policy 

CH5 to emphasise the importance of consultation. The draft `Regeneration 

Charter’ states: We will involve and consult residents about any plans for 

redevelopment and keep them informed throughout the process. Each 

development will have a clear communications strategy and a lead project 

manager who will ensure residents’ concerns and questions are 

addressed. Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or `harder 

to reach’ residents. 

32 Vermca (L.M Adams) Fair, affordable rents.  Rents – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

33 Angela Yardley Residents will be part of decision making structure and work closely with architects and 

RBKC to co-design the regeneration in a process such as inquiry by design. 

 Inquiry by design – Enquiry by Design is a particular way to consult. The 

Council cannot commit to running consultation in a particular way at 

present. However the Council is committed to involving the community 

throughout the process. Text has been added to the supporting text of Draft 

Policy CH5 to emphasise the importance of consultation. The draft 

`Regeneration Charter’ states: We will involve and consult residents about 

any plans for redevelopment and keep them informed throughout the 

process. Each development will have a clear communications strategy and 

a lead project manager who will ensure residents’ concerns and questions 

are addressed. Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or 

`harder to reach’ residents. 

34 Khadr Ghazal Yes, I need to see section assurance from RBKC to residents affected by the 

regeneration rent to be the same. 

 Rents – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

35 Susie Freeman I believe it is essential for RBKC to include details (pay attention to) inform all residents 

affected by the regeneration plans about everything including keeping rent to remain 

the same and address overcrowding. 

 Rents – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 
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Overcrowding – Draft planning policies refer to current evidence of need. 

They also require meeting the nationally described space standards. In 

terms of estate renewal Draft Policy CH5 criterion c states “require that the 

mix of house sizes for the re-provided social rented housing will be 

determined by the housing needs of the tenants of the estate and by the 

housing needs of the borough, at the time that an application is submitted.” 

It is considered that these measures address the issues raised 

appropriately. 

36 M. G. Keane Yes, we need to see a section on assurances from RBKC; it will make residents 

affected by the regeneration, including rent to remain the same and dealing with 

overcrowding. 

 Rents – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Overcrowding – Draft planning policies refer to current evidence of need. 

They also require meeting the nationally described space standards. In 

terms of estate renewal Draft Policy CH5 criterion c states “require that the 

mix of house sizes for the re-provided social rented housing will be 

determined by the housing needs of the tenants of the estate and by the 

housing needs of the borough, at the time that an application is submitted.” 

It is considered that these measures address the issues raised 

appropriately. 

37 Shahpoor Popal Yes – keep rent the same and assure us very clearly. Deal with overcrowding.  Rents – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Overcrowding – Draft planning policies refer to current evidence of need. 

They also require meeting the nationally described space standards. In 

terms of estate renewal Draft Policy CH5 criterion c states “require that the 

mix of house sizes for the re-provided social rented housing will be 

determined by the housing needs of the tenants of the estate and by the 

housing needs of the borough, at the time that an application is submitted.” 

It is considered that these measures address the issues raised 

appropriately. 

38 Lancaster West Residents 

Association (Clare Dewing) 

Fixed rent. To be consulted on further / future developments. To be notified in plenty of 

time any proposed action, involved in co-designing. 

 Rents – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 
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Consultation - Text has been added to the supporting text of Draft Policy 

CH5 to emphasise the importance of consultation. The draft `Regeneration 

Charter’ states: We will involve and consult residents about any plans for 

redevelopment and keep them informed throughout the process. Each 

development will have a clear communications strategy and a lead project 

manager who will ensure residents’ concerns and questions are 

addressed. Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or `harder 

to reach’ residents. 

39 Saber Ezzatinik Yes, we need to see a section on assurances from RBKC will make to residents 

affected by the regeneration including rent to remain the same and dealing with 

overcrowding. 

 Rents – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Overcrowding – Draft planning policies refer to current evidence of need. 

They also require meeting the nationally described space standards. In 

terms of estate renewal Draft Policy CH5 criterion c states “require that the 

mix of house sizes for the re-provided social rented housing will be 

determined by the housing needs of the tenants of the estate and by the 

housing needs of the borough, at the time that an application is submitted.” 

It is considered that these measures address the issues raised 

appropriately. 

40 Kensington Park Hotel (Vince 

Power) 

If regeneration happens in this area social rents must not be affected and should 

increase in line with cost of living. 

 Rents – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

41 Latimer West Resident Association 

(Olesea Matcovschi) 

The rent should be affordable. I want to be consulted in a timely manner regarding any 

changes in the area. In case of regeneration, I want to take part in the discussions 

related to planning and architecture. The rent should not increase. 

 Rents – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Consultation - Text has been added to the supporting text of Draft Policy 

CH5 to emphasise the importance of consultation. The draft `Regeneration 

Charter’ states: We will involve and consult residents about any plans for 

redevelopment and keep them informed throughout the process. Each 

development will have a clear communications strategy and a lead project 

manager who will ensure residents’ concerns and questions are 

addressed. Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or `harder 

to reach’ residents. 
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42 Thomas Power If regeneration happens in this area social rents must not be affected when you build 

luxury developments. 

 Rents – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

43 Nicholas Leo Alexander If regeneration does go ahead, we would like for all residents to be fully consulted and 

be involved in a process like inquiry by design. We would also like for our rents to 

remain the same. 

 Rents – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Consultation/ Participation in the design - Text has been added to the 

supporting text of Draft Policy CH5 to emphasise the importance of 

consultation. The draft `Regeneration Charter’ states: We will involve and 

consult residents about any plans for redevelopment and keep them 

informed throughout the process. Each development will have a clear 

communications strategy and a lead project manager who will ensure 

residents’ concerns and questions are addressed. Extra efforts will be 

made to reach more vulnerable or `harder to reach’ residents. 

44 Ali Mohamoud Rent has to remain the same – I cannot afford more (I work a good job). Overcrowding 

(6 people in 2 bed flat) must be addressed. My family are all working and studying, we 

contribute to the community and can't be pushed out. 

 Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Overcrowding - Draft planning policies refer to current evidence of need. 

They also require meeting the nationally described space standards. In 

terms of estate renewal Draft Policy CH5 criterion c states “require that the 

mix of house sizes for the re-provided social rented housing will be 

determined by the housing needs of the tenants of the estate and by the 

housing needs of the borough, at the time that an application is submitted.” 

It is considered that these measures address the issues raised 

appropriately. 

45 M. Nazha If regeneration happens in Kensington; rent should not rise at the social housing. 

Pensioners cannot afford, they (and everyone) has the right to remain in their 

community. It belongs to us. We built this beautiful community in Golborne, Trellick 

Silchester and Lancaster West. 

 Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Right to Return - The Council will be publishing and consulting on a 

Borough-wide Tenant Decant Policy, and a Strategy for Leaseholders in 

Regeneration Areas, which will provide the Council’s policies on right to 
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return, deals for leaseholders, and offers for adult children or other family 

members. 

46 Nawfal New regeneration must include – not to increase beyond inflation. Consulted before 

regeneration. "Inquiry by design". I grew up here and the local social housing residents 

must come first. 

 Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Consultation – Text has been added to the supporting text of Draft Policy 

CH5 to emphasise the importance of consultation. The draft `Regeneration 

Charter’ states: We will involve and consult residents about any plans for 

redevelopment and keep them informed throughout the process. Each 

development will have a clear communications strategy and a lead project 

manager who will ensure residents’ concerns and questions are 

addressed. Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or `harder 

to reach’ residents. 

Inquiry by design – Enquiry by Design is a particular way to consult. The 

Council cannot commit to running consultation in a particular way at 

present. Text has been added to the supporting text of Draft Policy CH5 to 

emphasise the importance of consultation. The draft `Regeneration 

Charter’ states: We will involve and consult residents about any plans for 

redevelopment and keep them informed throughout the process. Each 

development will have a clear communications strategy and a lead project 

manager who will ensure residents’ concerns and questions are 

addressed. Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or `harder 

to reach’ residents. 

47 Gerald Julius I think that the planned regeneration of the area shouldn't warrant a rent increase as it 

does not represent the current residents demographic. 

 Rent - Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

48 Viviana Rullo Inquiry by design. Consultation on any construction of building. Service charge 

increases only in line with inflation. 

 Inquiry by design – Enquiry by Design is a particular way to consult. The 

Council cannot commit to running consultation in a particular way at 

present. Text has been added to the supporting text of Draft Policy CH5 to 

emphasise the importance of consultation. The draft `Regeneration 

Charter’ states: We will involve and consult residents about any plans for 

redevelopment and keep them informed throughout the process. Each 

development will have a clear communications strategy and a lead project 

manager who will ensure residents’ concerns and questions are 



105 
 

No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

addressed. Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or `harder 

to reach’ residents. 

Service Charges - The Council is conscious of the issue of the potential for 

increase in service charges and maintenance cost for residents should an 

estate be redeveloped and new facilities provided. The Council cannot give 

assurances that they will be the same as they are now, or that there won’t 

be some increase in cost. However the Council will factor this into all 

design decisions and long term maintenance plans to try to ensure any 

increase costs are minimised and reasonable. 

49 Robert Stone I have read the briefing and I agree that rents should be fixed (and the overcrowding 

problem). We need to make sure our community can remain. Please do not destroy our 

estate to build MARKET VALUE – we need affordable housing. 

 Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Overcrowding – Draft planning policies refer to current evidence of need. 

They also require meeting the nationally described space standards. In 

terms of estate renewal Draft Policy CH5 criterion c states “require that the 

mix of house sizes for the re-provided social rented housing will be 

determined by the housing needs of the tenants of the estate and by the 

housing needs of the borough, at the time that an application is submitted.” 

It is considered that these measures address the issues raised 

appropriately. 

The Draft Policy CH5 states that “require the maximum reasonable amount 

of affordable housing, with the minimum being no net loss of existing social 

rented and affordable provision”. To regenerate the Council will need to 

build market housing. This is explained in the supporting text “Estate 

regeneration proposals often differ from other proposals for residential 

development because often the sale of market housing is used to fund re-

provided social rented and affordable housing. For this reason the 

proportions of affordable and market housing may differ from conventional 

housing applications where cross subsidy is not being done on the same 

scale.” 

50 Mekdes Kessim Rents will not rise after the regeneration is complete. To be included in decision making 

process, and to be involved in co-designing the regeneration. Inquiry by design. 

 Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Consultation/Co-designing – Text has been added to the supporting text of 

Draft Policy CH5 to emphasise the importance of consultation. The draft 
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`Regeneration Charter’ states: We will involve and consult residents about 

any plans for redevelopment and keep them informed throughout the 

process. Each development will have a clear communications strategy and 

a lead project manager who will ensure residents’ concerns and questions 

are addressed. Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or 

`harder to reach’ residents. 

Inquiry by design – Enquiry by Design is a particular way to consult. The 

Council cannot commit to running consultation in a particular way at 

present. However as explained above the Council is committed to involving 

the community throughout the process. 

51 Carina Fernandes Rents to remain affordable, not rise rents drastically. Keep residents informed on 

regeneration programmes. Involve us in design process. London living rents of all 50% 

affordable housing.  

 Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Consultation/ Involvement in design – Text has been added to the 

supporting text of Draft Policy CH5 to emphasise the importance of 

consultation. The draft `Regeneration Charter’ states: We will involve and 

consult residents about any plans for redevelopment and keep them 

informed throughout the process. Each development will have a clear 

communications strategy and a lead project manager who will ensure 

residents’ concerns and questions are addressed. Extra efforts will be 

made to reach more vulnerable or `harder to reach’ residents. 
London Living Rent - The Mayor is currently consulting on the design of its 

London Living Rent product. 

52 Fatima De Jesus Affordable rent for all. The right to come back in case of regeneration.  Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Right to return - The Council will be publishing and consulting on a 

Borough-wide Tenant Decant Policy, and a Strategy for Leaseholders in 

Regeneration Areas, which will provide the Council’s policies on right to 

return, deals for leaseholders, and offers for adult children or other family 

members. 

53 Lotfi Al Saick 1) Rent should be increased only slightly if increased. 2) To keep the tax council 

affordable. 3) "Greener" energy in the area. 4) To be able to control the heating system. 

5) To be consulted regarding the design and architecture projects in case of 

regeneration. 

 1) Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with 

reference to the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be 

set within that guidance. 
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2) Council Tax – Setting Council Tax is outside the remit of planning and 

these are set by the Valuation Office. 

3) ‘Greener’ Energy – Draft Policy CE1 in the Draft Policies document sets 

out standards for energy. 

4) Control the heating – any new build will adhere to the current building 

regulations with the ability to control the heating. 

5) Consultation on design and architecture - Text has been added to the 

supporting text of Draft Policy CH5 to emphasise the importance of 

consultation. The draft `Regeneration Charter’ states: We will involve 

and consult residents about any plans for redevelopment and keep 

them informed throughout the process. Each development will have a 

clear communications strategy and a lead project manager who will 

ensure residents’ concerns and questions are addressed. Extra efforts 

will be made to reach more vulnerable or `harder to reach’ residents. 

54 S. Fernand Having a chance to design regeneration and having affordable rent.  Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Co-designing - Text has been added to the supporting text of Draft Policy 

CH5 to emphasise the importance of consultation. The draft `Regeneration 

Charter’ states: We will involve and consult residents about any plans for 

redevelopment and keep them informed throughout the process. Each 

development will have a clear communications strategy and a lead project 

manager who will ensure residents’ concerns and questions are 

addressed. Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or `harder 

to reach’ residents. 

55 Sandra Etienne Rent kept at the rate it is now. Better central heating. Resident to be informed about 

design and architectural matter. Notified in a timely manner, not on the spur of the 

moment. 

 Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Heating - any new build will adhere to the current building regulations with 

an improvement in central heating. 

Involvement in design and architecture/ Consultation – Text has been 

added to the supporting text of Draft Policy CH5 to emphasise the 

importance of consultation. The draft `Regeneration Charter’ states: We will 

involve and consult residents about any plans for redevelopment and keep 

them informed throughout the process. Each development will have a clear 
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communications strategy and a lead project manager who will ensure 

residents’ concerns and questions are addressed. Extra efforts will be 

made to reach more vulnerable or `harder to reach’ residents. 

56 Sara Iyoub 1) The rent should not be increased significantly. 2) The customer service should be 

improved. i.e. The people's opinions should be heard. 3) To be consulted regarding the 

design and architecture in the case of regeneration. 4) To fix the roof leaking (leaks). 

 1) Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with 

reference to the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be 

set within that guidance. 

2) Customer Service and roof leaks – These issues are not within the 

remit of the consultation. Such comments should be made to property 

management. 

3) Consultation on design and architecture - Text has been added to the 

supporting text of Draft Policy CH5 to emphasise the importance of 

consultation. The draft `Regeneration Charter’ states: We will involve 

and consult residents about any plans for redevelopment and keep 

them informed throughout the process. Each development will have a 

clear communications strategy and a lead project manager who will 

ensure residents’ concerns and questions are addressed. Extra efforts 

will be made to reach more vulnerable or `harder to reach’ residents. 

57 Beinazir Lasharie Consult Residents. Green Space. Rent should not be increased significantly. Notify 

residents in advance and the regeneration will be approved. 

 Consultation – Text has been added to the supporting text of Draft Policy 

CH5 to emphasise the importance of consultation. The draft `Regeneration 

Charter’ states: We will involve and consult residents about any plans for 

redevelopment and keep them informed throughout the process. Each 

development will have a clear communications strategy and a lead project 

manager who will ensure residents’ concerns and questions are 

addressed. Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or `harder 

to reach’ residents. 

Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

58 Garry Saxon Rents must remain the same, I need to stay in the area. We must have "Inquiry by 

design". I will reignite my magazine. 

 Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Inquiry by design - Enquiry by Design is a particular way to consult. The 

Council cannot commit to running consultation in a particular way at 
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present. However the Council is committed to involving the community 

throughout the process. Text has been added to the supporting text of Draft 

Policy CH5 to emphasise the importance of consultation. The draft 

`Regeneration Charter’ states: We will involve and consult residents about 

any plans for redevelopment and keep them informed throughout the 

process. Each development will have a clear communications strategy and 

a lead project manager who will ensure residents’ concerns and questions 

are addressed. Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or 

`harder to reach’ residents. 

59 Deger Vaitiekute Rent remaining the same. We would like to be consulted in regeneration design and 

etc. 

 Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Consultation on design - Text has been added to the supporting text of 

Draft Policy CH5 to emphasise the importance of consultation. The draft 

`Regeneration Charter’ states: We will involve and consult residents about 

any plans for redevelopment and keep them informed throughout the 

process. Each development will have a clear communications strategy and 

a lead project manager who will ensure residents’ concerns and questions 

are addressed. Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or 

`harder to reach’ residents. 

60 William Wake Full disclosure by RBKC about proposals and consultation before any consent by 

appointments for work is agreed and undertaken. 

 The Council supports transparency and consultation will be undertaken 

before any decisions are taken. 

61 Veronica Vichera Renovation and need to be renovated!!  For day to day maintenance issues property management should be 

contacted. For the purposes of this consultation the Council is considering 

various options for estate renewal. 

62 KKA (Sandro) A return to property or a substantial amount of money in return.  Right to return - The Council will be publishing and consulting on a 

Borough-wide Tenant Decant Policy, and a Strategy for Leaseholders in 

Regeneration Areas, which will provide the Council’s policies on right to 

return, deals for leaseholders, and offers for adult children or other family 

members. 

63 Maria Moreno Reduce the cost of service charges and improve the cleaning and maintenance of 

common areas. 

 Cost of service charges and maintenance issues property management 

should be contacted as these are not within the remit of planning or this 

consultation. 
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64 Lesly Corzo Rent should only increase in line with inflation or increases with heating and fuel prices, 

but kept in line with prices of social housing. 

 Rent - Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

65 David Taylor 1) I want a central heating payment system like the new Greenville towers. i.e. "Only 

pay for what we use!". 2) I want Fri & Sat nights anti social guard officers to wander up 

and down our estate to stop noise nuisance / abuse, behaviours, etc. 3) Install 

geothermal water / heating system. 4) Install Solar Panels. 5) Better sound insulation 

[unclear]. 

 Central Heating – for existing issues property management should be 

contacted as this is outside the remit of planning. 

If any new building takes place it will need to comply with current building 

regulations and practice which will be an improvement in terms of heating, 

energy standards and sound insulation. 

Draft Policy CE1 sets out energy standards including on-site renewable 

and low-carbon energy sources. 

66 Joe Delaney Regeneration of LWG, long term plans for locals and involvement of local residents in 

all elements. Our rent should not ever become market rate, we live in 'social housing'. If 

you build luxury / affordable housing, our rent must not rise to accommodate mixed 

tenure developments. 

 Involvement of local residents – Text has been added to the supporting text 

of Draft Policy CH5 to emphasise the importance of consultation. The draft 

`Regeneration Charter’ states: We will involve and consult residents about 

any plans for redevelopment and keep them informed throughout the 

process. Each development will have a clear communications strategy and 

a lead project manager who will ensure residents’ concerns and questions 

are addressed. Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or 

`harder to reach’ residents. 

Rent - Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

67 Mohammed Alla 1) Rent should be reasonable if increased in line with inflation. 2) More "green" energy 

in the area. i.e. Solar Panels to improve the gas heating. 3) To be consulted about 

design. 4) To make sure that we stay in the area in case of the regeneration. "Right to 

return". 

 1) Rents - Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with 

reference to the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be 

set within that guidance. 

2) Green energy - Draft Policy CE1 sets out energy standards including 

on-site renewable and low-carbon energy sources. 

3) Consultation on design – Text has been added to the supporting text of 

Draft Policy CH5 to emphasise the importance of consultation. The 

draft `Regeneration Charter’ states: We will involve and consult 

residents about any plans for redevelopment and keep them informed 

throughout the process. Each development will have a clear 

communications strategy and a lead project manager who will ensure 
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residents’ concerns and questions are addressed. Extra efforts will be 

made to reach more vulnerable or `harder to reach’ residents. 

4) Right to return - The Council will be publishing and consulting on a 

Borough-wide Tenant Decant Policy, and a Strategy for Leaseholders 

in Regeneration Areas, which will provide the Council’s policies on right 

to return, deals for leaseholders, and offers for adult children or other 

family members. 

68 Niwgb Wersy 1) Maintaining security that council housing will remain in area. 2) No increase in cost 

of living, rent, electricity, water, etc. 

 1) Draft Policy CH5: Estate Renewal states “require the maximum 

reasonable amount of affordable housing, with the minimum being no 

net loss of existing affordable housing provision”. There is no policy 

support for the loss of affordable housing 

2) Rents – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit 

of planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with 

reference to the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be 

set within that guidance. 

3) Service Charges - The Council is conscious of the issue of the potential 

for increase in service charges and maintenance cost for residents 

should an estate be redeveloped and new facilities provided. The 

Council cannot give assurances that they will be the same as they are 

now, or that there won’t be some increase in cost. However the Council 

will factor this into all design decisions and long term maintenance 

plans to try to ensure any increase costs are minimised and 

reasonable. 

69 Loreal Roberts Information on regeneration plans and hope that rent remains affordable for people on 

minimum wage / in line with current rent. 

 Consultation – Text has been added to the supporting text of Draft Policy 

CH5 to emphasise the importance of consultation. The draft `Regeneration 

Charter’ states: We will involve and consult residents about any plans for 

redevelopment and keep them informed throughout the process. Each 

development will have a clear communications strategy and a lead project 

manager who will ensure residents’ concerns and questions are 

addressed. Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or `harder 

to reach’ residents. 

Rents – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 
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70 Tomassiha Hessel I think there should be an official threshold of numbers to attend the consultation before 

TMO can say they consulted residents. 

 Consultation – Any consultation is well publicised but the Council cannot 

guarantee the number of people who attend a consultation event.  

71 Alzahir Shamji Rents will not rise. Residents will be part of the decision. Regeneration projects will 

prioritise bigger properties.  

 Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Part of decision making – Text has been added to the supporting text of 

Draft Policy CH5 to emphasise the importance of consultation. The draft 

`Regeneration Charter’ states: We will involve and consult residents about 

any plans for redevelopment and keep them informed throughout the 

process. Each development will have a clear communications strategy and 

a lead project manager who will ensure residents’ concerns and questions 

are addressed. Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or 

`harder to reach’ residents. 

Prioritise bigger properties - Draft Policy CH3 requires meeting the 

nationally described floorspace standards. Further Draft Policy CH5 states 

“require that the mix of house sizes for the re-provided social rented 

housing will be determined by the housing needs of the tenants of the 

estate and by the housing needs of the borough, at the time that an 

application is submitted.” 

72 Cecilia Corzo Not raise the rent. For residents not to lose their homes – My brother is disabled!!!  Rents – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Right to Return – The Council will be publishing and consulting on a 

Borough-wide Tenant Decant Policy, and a Strategy for Leaseholders in 

Regeneration Areas, which will provide the Council’s policies on right to 

return, deals for leaseholders, and offers for adult children or other family 

members. 

73 Imperial College Union (Jennifer 

Watson)  

RBKC must pledge to support residents in the borough. We expect local residents to 

have meaningful involvement in decision making and provided with assurances that 

overcrowding will be tackled and that rent will remain the same. 

 Involvement in decision making – Text has been added to the supporting 

text of Draft Policy CH5 to emphasise the importance of consultation. The 

draft `Regeneration Charter’ states: We will involve and consult residents 

about any plans for redevelopment and keep them informed throughout the 

process. Each development will have a clear communications strategy and 

a lead project manager who will ensure residents’ concerns and questions 
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are addressed. Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or 

`harder to reach’ residents. 

Overcrowding – Draft planning policies refer to current evidence of need. 

They also require meeting the nationally described space standards. In 

terms of estate renewal Draft Policy CH5 criterion c states “require that the 

mix of house sizes for the re-provided social rented housing will be 

determined by the housing needs of the tenants of the estate and by the 

housing needs of the borough, at the time that an application is submitted.” 

It is considered that these measures address the issues raised 

appropriately. 

Rents - Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

74 Imperial College Union (Lucinoa 

Sandon-Allum) 

RBKC to: Rent to stay the same. Overcrowding to be dealt with. Local people to be 

involved in decision making. 

 Involvement in decision making – Text has been added to the supporting 

text of Draft Policy CH5 to emphasise the importance of consultation. The 

draft `Regeneration Charter’ states: We will involve and consult residents 

about any plans for redevelopment and keep them informed throughout the 

process. Each development will have a clear communications strategy and 

a lead project manager who will ensure residents’ concerns and questions 

are addressed. Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or 

`harder to reach’ residents. 

Overcrowding – Draft planning policies refer to current evidence of need. 

They also require meeting the nationally described space standards. In 

terms of estate renewal Draft Policy CH5 criterion c states “require that the 

mix of house sizes for the re-provided social rented housing will be 

determined by the housing needs of the tenants of the estate and by the 

housing needs of the borough, at the time that an application is submitted.” 

It is considered that these measures address the issues raised 

appropriately. 

Rents - Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

75 Lovona Kamnuri No increase on rent. Decision making. Deal with overcrowding.  Involvement in decision making – Text has been added to the supporting 

text of Draft Policy CH5 to emphasise the importance of consultation. The 

draft `Regeneration Charter’ states: We will involve and consult residents 
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about any plans for redevelopment and keep them informed throughout the 

process. Each development will have a clear communications strategy and 

a lead project manager who will ensure residents’ concerns and questions 

are addressed. Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or 

`harder to reach’ residents. 

Overcrowding – Draft planning policies refer to current evidence of need. 

They also require meeting the nationally described space standards. In 

terms of estate renewal Draft Policy CH5 criterion c states “require that the 

mix of house sizes for the re-provided social rented housing will be 

determined by the housing needs of the tenants of the estate and by the 

housing needs of the borough, at the time that an application is submitted.” 

It is considered that these measures address the issues raised 

appropriately. 

Rents - Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

76 Sharo Mariswan Rent stays the same. More community facilities.  Rents - Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

More community facilities – There is planning policy support for social and 

community uses should redevelopment take place but the mix of uses will 

be detailed at a later stage. 

77 Trinity Martey If regeneration happens, social housing rents must only increase with inflation. If mixed 

tenure properties are planned this must not impact social housing rent. Current 

residence must be consulted at every stage of planning and design. 

 Rents – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Consultation on planning and design - Text has been added to the 

supporting text of Draft Policy CH5 to emphasise the importance of 

consultation. The draft `Regeneration Charter’ states: We will involve and 

consult residents about any plans for redevelopment and keep them 

informed throughout the process. Each development will have a clear 

communications strategy and a lead project manager who will ensure 

residents’ concerns and questions are addressed. Extra efforts will be 

made to reach more vulnerable or `harder to reach’ residents. 
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78 Alfred Patten Yes. We need to see a section on assurances from RBKC that will make residents 

affected by the regeneration, including rent to remain the same and dealing with 

overcrowding. Damp – I think property would benefit with double glazing as the 

windows we let in a lot of draughts. 

 Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Overcrowding - Draft planning policies refer to current evidence of need. 

They also require meeting the nationally described space standards. In 

terms of estate renewal Draft Policy CH5 criterion c states “require that the 

mix of house sizes for the re-provided social rented housing will be 

determined by the housing needs of the tenants of the estate and by the 

housing needs of the borough, at the time that an application is submitted.” 

It is considered that these measures address the issues raised 

appropriately. 

Damp – Existing issues with maintenance should be sent to property 

management as these issues are not within the remit of this consultation. 

79 Nadia Salha Yes. We need to see a section on assurances from RBKC that will make residents 

affected by the regeneration, including rent, to remain the same and dealing with 

overcrowding. 

 Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Overcrowding - Draft planning policies refer to current evidence of need. 

They also require meeting the nationally described space standards. In 

terms of estate renewal Draft Policy CH5 criterion c states “require that the 

mix of house sizes for the re-provided social rented housing will be 

determined by the housing needs of the tenants of the estate and by the 

housing needs of the borough, at the time that an application is submitted.” 

It is considered that these measures address the issues raised 

appropriately. 

80 Mananka Antoinette Rents not to rise after the regeneration is complete. To be part of the decision making 

process, working with/co-designing the regeneration. 

 Involvement in decision making – Text has been added to the supporting 

text of Draft Policy CH5 to emphasise the importance of consultation. The 

draft `Regeneration Charter’ states: We will involve and consult residents 

about any plans for redevelopment and keep them informed throughout the 

process. Each development will have a clear communications strategy and 

a lead project manager who will ensure residents’ concerns and questions 

are addressed. Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or 

`harder to reach’ residents. 

Rents – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 
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the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

81 F Naghi Yes. Section is needed on assurances from RBKC for residents affected by the 

regeneration. For rent to remain the same and leaseholders well informed, fair deal. 

 Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Consultation/Involvement - Text has been added to the supporting text of 

Draft Policy CH5 to emphasise the importance of consultation. The draft 

`Regeneration Charter’ states: We will involve and consult residents about 

any plans for redevelopment and keep them informed throughout the 

process. Each development will have a clear communications strategy and 

a lead project manager who will ensure residents’ concerns and questions 

are addressed. Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or 

`harder to reach’ residents. 

82 Rosemary Malcolm Help to design regeneration and have affordable rent.  Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Co-designing – Text has been added to the supporting text of Draft Policy 

CH5 to emphasise the importance of consultation. The draft `Regeneration 

Charter’ states: We will involve and consult residents about any plans for 

redevelopment and keep them informed throughout the process. Each 

development will have a clear communications strategy and a lead project 

manager who will ensure residents’ concerns and questions are 

addressed. Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or `harder 

to reach’ residents. 

83 Fadile El-Naghi Yes, we would like to see a section on the assurances RBKC that will make the 

residents affected by regeneration, including rent to remain the same and dealing with 

overcrowding 

 Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Overcrowding - Draft planning policies refer to current evidence of need. 

They also require meeting the nationally described space standards. In 

terms of estate renewal Draft Policy CH5 criterion c states “require that the 

mix of house sizes for the re-provided social rented housing will be 

determined by the housing needs of the tenants of the estate and by the 

housing needs of the borough, at the time that an application is submitted.” 



117 
 

No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

It is considered that these measures address the issues raised 

appropriately. 

84 Kanika Bedeau Affordable rent for all. The right to return after regeneration.  Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Right to Return – The Council will be publishing and consulting on a 

Borough-wide Tenant Decant Policy, and a Strategy for Leaseholders in 

Regeneration Areas, which will provide the Council’s policies on right to 

return, deals for leaseholders, and offers for adult children or other family 

members. 

85 Alicya Batio Affordable rent for all. Right for current tenants  Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Right to Return – The Council will be publishing and consulting on a 

Borough-wide Tenant Decant Policy, and a Strategy for Leaseholders in 

Regeneration Areas, which will provide the Council’s policies on right to 

return, deals for leaseholders, and offers for adult children or other family 

members. 

86 C. Young Having a chance to re-design and being able to have affordable rent.  Co-design – Text has been added to the supporting text of Draft Policy 

CH5 to emphasise the importance of consultation. The draft `Regeneration 

Charter’ states: We will involve and consult residents about any plans for 

redevelopment and keep them informed throughout the process. Each 

development will have a clear communications strategy and a lead project 

manager who will ensure residents’ concerns and questions are 

addressed. Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or `harder 

to reach’ residents. 

Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

87 Ana Lucia Dos Santos For affordable rent for all. The right to come back in case of regeneration.  Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 
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Right to Return – The Council will be publishing and consulting on a 

Borough-wide Tenant Decant Policy, and a Strategy for Leaseholders in 

Regeneration Areas, which will provide the Council’s policies on right to 

return, deals for leaseholders, and offers for adult children or other family 

members. 

88 Joan Hall Fair and genuine affordable rent. Right for all members of households to move back or 

be rehoused. 

 Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Right to Return – The Council will be publishing and consulting on a 

Borough-wide Tenant Decant Policy, and a Strategy for Leaseholders in 

Regeneration Areas, which will provide the Council’s policies on right to 

return, deals for leaseholders, and offers for adult children or other family 

members. 

89 Fatima Boudarha The option of choosing which flat is ideal to suit the family. Fair, affordable rent for all. 

Option to come back after regeneration. Option to keep the same tenancy agreement 

 Draft Policy CH5 requires a “Guarantee that all existing social rented 

tenants have an opportunity of a home that meets their needs, with those 

wishing to stay in the neighbourhood being able to do so;” 

Right to Return – The Council will be publishing and consulting on a 

Borough-wide Tenant Decant Policy, and a Strategy for Leaseholders in 

Regeneration Areas, which will provide the Council’s policies on right to 

return, deals for leaseholders, and offers for adult children or other family 

members. 

Rent - Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

It is not within the remit of this consultation to include details of or provide 

assurance on tenancy agreements. 

90 Joao Assis Fair, affordable rent for all tenants. The right to come back in case of estate 

regeneration. 

 Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Right to Return – The Council will be publishing and consulting on a 

Borough-wide Tenant Decant Policy, and a Strategy for Leaseholders in 

Regeneration Areas, which will provide the Council’s policies on right to 
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return, deals for leaseholders, and offers for adult children or other family 

members. 

91 Revd Berhanu Bisrat Rent to be fixed after the regeneration is complete. To be consulted / co-design with 

architects process such as inquiry redesign. 

 Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Consultation/Co-design/Inquiry by design – Enquiry by Design is a 

particular way to consult. The Council cannot commit to running 

consultation in a particular way at present. However the Council is 

committed to involving the community throughout the process. Text has 

been added to the supporting text of Draft Policy CH5 to emphasise the 

importance of consultation. The draft `Regeneration Charter’ states: We will 

involve and consult residents about any plans for redevelopment and keep 

them informed throughout the process. Each development will have a clear 

communications strategy and a lead project manager who will ensure 

residents’ concerns and questions are addressed. Extra efforts will be 

made to reach more vulnerable or `harder to reach’ residents. 

92 Milica Dewing Rents not to be increased after the regeneration is complete. To be a part of the 

decision making process and be consulted as to the design and process. 

 Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Decision-making/ Consultation on design and process – The Council is 

committed to involving the community throughout the process. Text has 

been added to the supporting text of Draft Policy CH5 to emphasise the 

importance of consultation. The draft `Regeneration Charter’ states: We will 

involve and consult residents about any plans for redevelopment and keep 

them informed throughout the process. Each development will have a clear 

communications strategy and a lead project manager who will ensure 

residents’ concerns and questions are addressed. Extra efforts will be 

made to reach more vulnerable or `harder to reach’ residents. 

93 Jose Sousa Yes, we need to see section assurances from RBKC that will make residents affected 

by the regeneration, including rent to remain the same and dealing with overcrowding 

 Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Overcrowding – Draft planning policies refer to current evidence of need. 

They also require meeting the nationally described space standards. In 
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terms of estate renewal Draft Policy CH5 criterion c states “require that the 

mix of house sizes for the re-provided social rented housing will be 

determined by the housing needs of the tenants of the estate and by the 

housing needs of the borough, at the time that an application is submitted.” 

It is considered that these measures address the issue raised 

appropriately. 

94 Anonymous8 Rents will not rise after the regeneration is complete. To be included in decision making 

process, and to be involved in co-designing the regeneration. Inquiry by design. 

 Rent – Setting the rents for affordable housing is not within the remit of 

planning policy. Rents are set by the housing department with reference to 

the social housing rent regime and any new rents would be set within that 

guidance. 

Consultation/Co-design/Inquiry by design – Enquiry by Design is a 

particular way to consult. The Council cannot commit to running 

consultation in a particular way at present. However the Council is 

committed to involving the community throughout the process. Text has 

been added to the supporting text of Draft Policy CH5 to emphasise the 

importance of consultation. The draft `Regeneration Charter’ states: We will 

involve and consult residents about any plans for redevelopment and keep 

them informed throughout the process. Each development will have a clear 

communications strategy and a lead project manager who will ensure 

residents’ concerns and questions are addressed. Extra efforts will be 

made to reach more vulnerable or `harder to reach’ residents. 

95 The Chelsea Society (Michael 

Stephen) 

Insofar as housing is to be provided in Chelsea, the priority should be to upgrade 

existing housing, in a manner which is sympathetic to the style, the character, and the 

charm of Chelsea. The Society has commented on its website at: 

http://chelseasociety.org.uk/affinity-sutton-estate/ on the proposals to redevelop the 

Affinity-Sutton Estate. 

 Noted. The Council’s planning policies in Chapter 34 of the Local Plan deal 

with issues of conservation and design and support good design. 

96 Constant Touch Network (Piers 

Thompson)  

As regards safety, I have lived in 4 places in my life: Edith Grove, Portobello Road, 

Oxford Gardens and Silchester Road. I can tell you that Silchester Road is by far the 

safest of those. I believe a lot of that is down to having a long standing, tight knit 

community. The whole village brings up the kids around here, partly owing to the fact 

that they all go to the local schools. I have known most of the kids who might be 

troublemakers since they were tiny. 

 

"It will be a place that focuses on the provision of high quality services through 

excellent architecture and urban design". I am unable to comment because I have no 

idea what this means. It does strike me that there needs to be a general consultation 

 Noted.  
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on what constitutes excellent architecture, because RBKC seems to have very fixed 

views. Might I remind you that George Clark, Channel 4's Restoration Man, actively 

sought a house on this estate for 2 or 3 years before he was able to buy one. 

 

We are constantly being told by Mr Fielding Mellon that the Council's motivation for 

regeneration is to provide housing for some of the people on the Waiting List. Ergo I 

assume the question about whether we should maintain the levels of social housing is 

rhetorical. By your own logic, you have to increase the level. Please also define Social, 

Intermediary and Affordable. Is affordable connected to people's incomes or to market 

values? I would also expect that the current population of seniors and families with kids 

with special needs would be accommodated. 

 

 

 

 

Affordable housing is “Social rented, affordable rented and intermediate 

housing, provided to eligible households whose needs are not met by the 

market. Eligibility is determined with regard to local incomes and local 

house prices. Affordable housing should include provisions to remain at an 

affordable price for future eligible households or for the subsidy to be 

recycled for alternative affordable housing provision ((NPPF) Annex 2). The 

NPPF, Annex 2 also provides the definitions of social rented, affordable 

rented and intermediate. All of these are included in the glossary of the 

Draft Policies document. 

 Jo Poole Space standards must be protected on regenerated properties. All room sizes, 

entrances and built-in storage must be replaced at the same size if not increased. 

Space standards should also allow for adaptions of the property thus making it a 

lifetime home. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Housing estate regeneration should be undertaken sensitively with the maximum 

communication between RBKC, the developers and the residents. This includes 

adhering to timeframes and deadlines as not knowing what will happen when, or 

indeed if at all, can be incredibly stressful for all people within the zones. 

 Draft Policy CH5 requires a “Guarantee that all existing social rented 

tenants have an opportunity of a home that meets their needs, with those 

wishing to stay in the neighbourhood being able to do so;” 

The Council applies the nationally described space standards to any new 

housing development. Lifetime homes standards have been withdrawn by 

the Government. However, draft Policy CH3 will require using the ‘optional’ 

building regulations on access with 90% of new dwellings to meet Building 

Regulation requirement M4 (2) ‘accessible and adaptable dwellings’ and 

ten per cent of new housing should meet Building Regulation requirement 

M4 (3) ‘wheelchair user dwellings’, i.e. is designed to be wheelchair 

accessible, or easily adaptable for residents who are wheelchair users. NB: 

M4(2) is considered similar to the withdrawn lifetime homes standard. 

 

Consultation - Text has been added to the supporting text of Draft Policy 

CH5 to emphasise the importance of consultation. The draft `Regeneration 

Charter’ states: We will involve and consult residents about any plans for 

redevelopment and keep them informed throughout the process. Each 

development will have a clear communications strategy and a lead project 

manager who will ensure residents’ concerns and questions are 

addressed. Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or `harder 

to reach’ residents. 

 Silchester Residents Association 

(Jo Poole)  

We are against what seems to be a drastic and naively simplistic policy of creating 

additional housing by demolishing/ regenerating entire estates. This approach is 

disrespectful both to the well-established and cohesive communities that call the 

 Draft Policy CH5: Estate Renewal has amended some parts of the existing 

Policy CH4: Estate Renewal. However, the existing policy is not drastically 

changed and neither the existing or the proposed policy suggest 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2
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estates home and the well-designed buildings that are far from their end of life. The 

local plan revision is very negative in its description of the quality and design of the 

post-war housing estates in the area where the reality is much more mixed – not all are 

poor quality and some provide a very good quality of life. The high-rise buildings are 

the most poorly maintained but also the hardest and most expensive to regenerate. 

Whilst it is not a matter for the local plan, there should be more emphasis on 

maintenance and less reliance on developers for large scale regenerations that are 

very destructive to the borough's character and communities. Indeed, it seems from the 

wording of some of the plan that it seeks to establish its own truth of what life is like for 

the communities in Latimer/ Silchester with the objective of establishing demolition and 

rebuild as the obvious course of action. 

 

There is no safeguarding of right to return for secure tenants or leaseholders in this 

document. A hope is not enough. Leaseholders displaced by regeneration are often the 

original council tenants who bought to secure a future in the area for themselves and 

their families. Forcing them to "take the money" and move on is another huge blow to 

the cohesion of established communities. 

 

On p.30 it suggests that residents in the north of the borough die earlier because of the 

housing stock RBKC are looking to replace (presumably estates) "In North Kensington, 

many of our residents are missing out on years of good health. And much of our 

housing stock there requires refurbishment or replacement and is, in terms of 

architecture and urban design, markedly less attractive than the rest of the borough." 

There is no mention of any measures to reduce poverty in the north of the borough, 

which is a clear determinant of not just life expectancy but also years lived in good 

health. There is also no consideration of environmental issues such as air pollution. 

The presence of the Westway flyover would continue to result in high levels of nitrogen 

dioxide and other pollutants regardless of whether people were housed in the current 

stock or 'Victorian mansions'. This leads to the conclusion that increased average 

lifespan will be brought about by decanting people out of the area or by regenerating to 

a much higher density with a mix of tenures, so the increased number of wealthier 

residents will bring up the average lifespan whilst the poor and vulnerable remain in the 

same position. This is offensive. Lifespan also has nothing to do with building 

aesthetics that are entirely subjective. 

 

The Royal Borough is desirable because of its diversity of environments, architecture 

and population. Sympathetic small-scale regeneration and programmes of gradual 

demolishing/regenerating entire estates. The policy provides a framework 

for redevelopment if it occurs.  

The Council is investigating options for restate regeneration including 

continuing existing maintenance, no decisions have been made. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Existing Policy CH4: Estate Renewal does guarantee that all existing social 

rented tenants have an opportunity of a home that meets their needs, with 

those wishing to stay in the neighbourhood being able to do so;  

The Council will be publishing and consulting on a Borough-wide Tenant 

Decant Policy, and a Strategy for Leaseholders in Regeneration Areas, 

which will provide the Council’s policies on right to return, deals for 

leaseholders, including opportunities for resident leaseholders to return and 

offers for adult children or other family members. 

2.2.11 of the 2010 Local Plan spatial portrait under health identifies that 

people living in the healthiest wards have an average life expectancy of 

over 10 years more than those living in the least healthy wards. This is 

noted as a cause for concern but the text does not make a link to housing. 

This is a planning document which is concerned primarily with development 

so inevitably it will give more emphasis to housing, However, Strategic 

Objective CO7 is concerned with respecting environmental limits including 

improving air quality and map 1.4 shows that air quality is poor around all 

the major roads. 
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refurbishment, safeguarding independent shops and markets and maintaining all public 

green space will ensure the future desirability of RBKC. 

 Judith Blakeman The present Local Plan Review policy on estate regeneration should continue to be 

based on Policy CH4 Estate Renewal in the existing Plan. This states that "The Council 

will require that where the redevelopment of social rented housing estates is proposed, 

a compelling case is demonstrated that the long term benefits outweigh the 

considerable uncertainty and disruption such projects will cause". Furthermore, the 

Empty Homes Review Recommendations from the government's own adviser George 

Clarke (who ironically owns a home on Silchester Estate that is ear-marked for 

"regeneration") include: 

• Refurbishing and upgrading existing homes should always be the first and preferred 

option rather than demolition 

• Demolition of existing homes should always be the last option after all forms of market 

testing and options for refurbishment are exhausted 

• If an area of existing housing requires improvement or redevelopment then a 'mixed 

and balanced' urban design scheme should be considered where existing properties 

are retained and improved while being mixed with appropriate new build development. 

 

The Council must therefore determine whether regeneration through demolition and 

redevelopment of its estates has a long term benefit, rather than being just a one-off 

measure intended to address problems some that do not actually exist. 

 

 

 

 

 

Most, although not all, of all of the estates built in the 1960s and 1970s are of very 

robust construction. Most of their current shortcomings arise from a lack of lift access or 

a lack of sufficient lift access, the over-provision of smaller units, and many problems 

relating to heating and water supply. A number of these problems have arisen from, or 

are exacerbated by, the lack of good quality, regular maintenance caused by the 

financial rules governing social rented housing. 

 

The Council must ensure that it is not merely building the slums of the future. It is 

perhaps ironic that the cover photograph of the Partial Review Issues and Options 

Consultation document depicts Munro Mews. 

 

 Noted. Draft Policy CH5: Estate Renewal makes some modifications to the 

existing Policy CH4: Estate Renewal but most of the policy remains as 

existing. The Council has not made any decision on redevelopment of 

Silchester East and West. It has indeed considered the options set out in 

the response. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Council as landowner is exploring options for estates that explore, 

maintaining the current asset management strategy, increased resources 

sourced for renewal and infill or more comprehensive regeneration of 

existing low density housing estates. It will do this having undertaken a 

thorough appraisal of each of options for each of the estates being 

considered, primarily each appraisal will have to establish whether the 

following objectives are met: 

 Ensure that housing stock meets the needs of existing and future 

residents 

 Help tackle underlying causes of deprivation by improving health 

outcomes, employment opportunities, educational attainment and 

aspiration, and to reduce crime and the fear of crime 

 Build the ‘conservation areas of the future’ by reflecting and 

matching the high quality urban design in the rest of the borough 

 Deliver additional housing and affordable housing. 
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Since most problems on the estates arise from poor and inadequate maintenance, the 

Council needs also to take account of current government policy on social housing 

rents. The annual 1% rent reduction may reduce the government's Housing Benefit bill 

but for the ongoing maintenance of residents' homes it will be a disaster. The ring-

fenced Housing Revenue Account that funds day-to-day repairs and maintenance will 

reduce exponentially and, as maintenance costs soar, the quality even of new build 

estates will rapidly deteriorate. 

 

The Council must then first consider whether demolition is the way forward for its 

estates, rather than refurbishment. The case of Grenfell Tower demonstrates that 

refurbishment is a more cost-effective and environmentally-friendly option for the 

Council. The Labour Group have compared the cost of refurbishing Grenfell Tower with 

rebuilding it and, even excluding leaseholder buy-back, decanting and demolition costs, 

the saving was massive. 

 

Many blocks in North Kensington can be refurbished to include lift access, new heating 

systems and an improved water supply without going for the more expensive option of 

demolition. Buildings such as Nottingwood House and Bramley House (currently facing 

demolition), for example, are extremely robust and refurbishment would be a much 

more cost effective and acceptable option. 

 

The drivers for estate renewal in the Local Plan Review include: 

• The requirement to deliver additional new homes for Londoners 

• The size of the Council's housing allocations list 

• The need to provide intermediate rental properties for middle income households 

• The need to develop a new mix of units that better suits local need 

• A desire to restore traditional street patterns and make improvements to the public 

realm 

• An unproven claim that the current estates foster ill-health. 

 

To address these objectives the Council should always first consider refurbishment, 

developing hidden homes, reconfiguring smaller units into larger ones and pursuing the 

opportunity for infill development. These options can all reduce the waiting list and 

provide intermediate rental properties – for example, the infill development of 32 homes 

for intermediate rent planned for the Kensington Academy and Leisure Centre site. 

 

Some hidden homes have already been delivered, but the full opportunities are still to 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Council will explore all options including continuing the current 

programme, according to an agreed budget, Business Plan and Asset 

Management Strategy, and the option of full refurbishment.  We also have 

to take into consideration what resources we have available to undertake 

works, Grenfell Tower was a very successful refurbishment which has 

substantially improved the longevity of the block, the living conditions for 

residents and reduced ongoing repair and maintenance cost, however it 

was not funded from within available HRA resources but from additional 

funds received from the sale of surplus assets within the Council’s housing 

stock. The sale of such assets is finite and we therefore have to take into 

account how much additional resource we can lever in to undertake 

substantial refurbishment options that are in addition to the available 

budget in the Housing Revenue Account (HRA). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Council as a landowner is exploring refurbishment as an option. 

However, Draft Policy CH5 provides an appropriate framework where 

redevelopment of a housing estate takes place. Much of the text in Draft 

Policy CH5 is in existing Policy CH4: Estate Renewal. 

 

 

 



125 
 

No. Name Comment Selected 

Option  

Council’s Response 

be explored. For example, many buildings could accept additional storeys and/or new 

basement homes. And the options for infill developments appear not to have been 

considered for several years. 

 

The Council needs first of all properly to evaluate the costs of regeneration through 

demolition and redevelopment, including: 

• The initial and very high cost of demolition 

• The loss of cohesive, settled communities 

• The environmental costs of demolishing buildings 

• The cost of decanting and compensating residents during regeneration works 

• The cost of obtaining and utilising temporary accommodation for residents made 

statutorily homeless through regeneration 

• The cost of providing shared equity to enable resident leaseholders to purchase a 

property in the new development 

• The cost of purchasing leasehold flats where a significant number of dwellings have 

been bought under the Right-to-Buy 

• An assessment of the lifecycle carbon impacts of all options 

• The damage done to residents' health, well-being and quality of life arising from living 

on estates during regeneration – as currently exemplified at Wornington Green. 

 

Where a need to regenerate may be beyond doubt, the Council should utilise its own 

housing company for the regeneration. This will remove dependence on external 

developers who will only deliver regeneration schemes where they can achieve a 

significant return. Achieving returns will inevitably impact upon the cost of the homes 

provided for sale, putting them outside the reach of most existing leaseholders. 

 

The Council should also lobby government to reduce the VAT disparity between zero-

rated new build social housing and estate refurbishment works that are currently 

charged at the standard rate of 20% to create a more level playing field between 

refurbishment and demolition as regeneration alternatives. 

 

The Council should also consider promoting and encouraging alternative ways to 

provide homes for middle income households, such as co-operatives and co-

ownerships. The Council facilitated some very successful, albeit limited, mutual 

housing schemes in the 1970s at the time of the last major regeneration programme (I 

joined one co-operative and now live in one of the co-ownership schemes developed in 

the 1970s). These are community-based schemes that encourage community 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

There are many factors the Council will have to take into account when 

assessing how to deliver estate regeneration and whom to work with. 

There will be a matrix made up of, risk, finance, profit, quantum of 

affordable housing, design, viability, deliverability, timescales, previous 

experience of partners etc., we have to carefully consider all these factors 

and more before taking a decision on an agreed route, that minimises risk 

to the Council, achieves value for money, whilst maximising the agreed 

objectives of estate regeneration. 

The Council’s Housing Company ‘Kensington & Chelsea Estates’ is one of 

the options we will actively consider when assessing how we could deliver 

any estate regeneration programme.  

Draft Policy CH2 recognises the need to provide homes for those on 

middle income and has increased the proportion of intermediate housing 

required. 
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involvement while providing genuinely affordable homes. 

 

"Regenerating" Housing Estates 

Notting Dale is home to a number of estates dating from the 60s and 70s, as well as 

several blocks built earlier in the 20th Century. The refurbishment of Grenfell Tower on 

Lancaster West Estate demonstrates that refurbishment can bring these homes up to a 

21st Century standard without the excessive financial and environmental costs of 

demolition and replacement. Most of these estate homes are well-designed, almost all 

meet Parker Morris standards and few are genuinely at the end of their natural life. 

Refurbishment rather than demolition is clearly the most environmentally friendly way to 

proceed. 

 

It is hard to understand how residents would "benefit from the restoration of traditional 

street patterns". These are Victorian street patterns designed for the horse and cart 

era. Restoring them in many instances would involve the loss of much needed public 

open green space as well as the unnecessary demolition of buildings that remain fit for 

purpose. Other street patterns cannot be restored owing to intervening developments 

such as the Westway elevated motorway. 

 

 

Crucially, the Council must commit only to redeveloping an estate if it is possible to 

rehouse all existing tenants, resident leaseholders and long standing private tenants 

(the settled community) into better homes in the same area. This settled community 

includes some adult children living with their parents, often to provide support and care. 

They should also be included in the settled community whose homes must be 

safeguarded as part of any regeneration. 

 

These estates in Notting Dale ward are home to integrated communities of many years' 

standing. Turnover is very low. Consequently the Council must protect the interests of 

all these residents - for leaseholders the offer should be similar to that proposed for the 

Pembroke Road estate. This is a significant omission from the Local Plan Review 

consultation document. Furthermore, some leaseholders are now very elderly people 

who bought their homes under the original Thatcher government's Right-to-Buy 

scheme in the expectation and promise that they were buying a home for life. 

There is no indication as to how and by whom estates will be "regenerated". The 

Council should consider doing it itself through the Council-owned company or through a 

Registered Provider. If it is done by a developer there should be a limit on the amount 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The success of Victorian street patterns can be widely experienced in 

London and within the borough. These patterns are generally more 

permeable and aid legibility but this does not mean loss of public open 

space.  

 

 

 

Existing Policy CH4: Estate Renewal does guarantee that all existing social 

rented tenants have an opportunity of a home that meets their needs, with 

those wishing to stay in the neighbourhood being able to do so. The 

Council will be publishing and consulting on a Borough-wide Tenant 

Decant Policy, and a Strategy for Leaseholders in Regeneration Areas, 

which will provide the Council’s policies on right to return, deals for 

leaseholders, and offers for adult children or other family members. 

The issue of re-housing leaseholders is not within the remit of the Local 

Plan Partial Review. This review is intended to provide the planning policy 

framework but such detailed issues are dealt with by the housing 

department. As stated above the Council will be publishing and consulting 

on a Borough-wide Tenant Decant Policy. 
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of return that the developer can expect. 

 

Baseline Calculation for Replacement Social Rented Housing 

The Council owns the freehold of approximately 9,460 dwellings, of which 73% are 

social rented homes and 27% that have been sold as leaseholder units under the 

Right-to-Buy. As estates are regenerated, the quantum of social rented replacement 

homes should comprise the aggregate of social rented and leasehold units lost until 

such time as the needs of those on the Council's housing allocations register have 

been met, since it is the size of this register that is one of the stated reasons for estate 

regeneration. 

‘Right to buy’ units are classed as market housing for planning purposes. 

This is made clear in the Mayor’s Housing SPG. Where the Council owns 

such units it is beneficial to use them as temporary accommodation while a 

decision is being made on estate renewal as otherwise the properties will 

remain vacant. The draft policy states “require the maximum reasonable 

amount of affordable housing, with the minimum being no net loss of 

existing social rented and affordable provision”. Economic viability will play 

a role in establishing the amount of affordable housing that can be provided 

over and above the social rented homes. The ‘right to buy’ units will be 

considered to be market housing. 

 Having  Cllr E Dent Coad We are committed to 'resist the loss of social housing' borough-wide, but there are two 

issues that mitigate against this commitment. Firstly, proposed development of existing 

estates sees tenants moved out in the early phases and replaced by temporary 

tenants. The argument then is made that the developer/Registered Provider is 

replacing like for like AT THE POINT OF PLANNING APPLICATION, ie the number of 

temporary tenants is subtracted. This is proposed at Sutton Estate, and is already 

happening at Wornington Green, so we must have rules in place to prevent this 

dishonest practice. Secondly, recent government proposals to sell social homes as 

they become vacant contravenes this commitment. The Council has £10m to buy 

homes for TA but in the past year has been unable to source a single one – so where 

are the 'replacement' homes? 

 

To summarise, there are commitments in the Local Plan that are laudable and 

necessary, but we need to have procedures in place to ensure they are also 

achievable. 

 ‘Right to buy’ units are classed as market housing for planning purposes. 

This is made clear in the Mayor’s Housing SPG.  

Where properties are in an affordable tenure (social rent/ Affordable Rent 

or intermediate) and have not been sold under the ‘right to buy’ and are 

made vacant they are considered to be in the affordable tenure which must 

be re-provided as affordable. They would not be subtracted from the total 

quantum of affordable housing that we would seek to replace if used as 

temporary accommodation. 

If during the phased redevelopment of an estate there are vacant units due 

to decanting, it is the Council’s favoured approach to use them as 

temporary accommodation to meet the needs of households approaching 

the local authority for assistance, this helps to ease the burden on placing 

families in private rented sector (PRS) accommodation pending a move 

into social rented housing or a formal discharge of duty into the PRS. 

 

The Council has purchased 11 properties thus far for use as temporary 

accommodation, utilising the agreed £10m budget it is on track to utilise the 

full budget before the end of the 2016/17 financial year and is projected to 

purchase over 30 properties. 
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Question: Do you have any other comments, issues or options (reasonable alternatives) you would like to raise regarding this section?  

 

Name Comment Council’s Response 

St Quintin and Woodlands 

Neighbourhood Forum (Henry 

Peterson) 

10.1 The StQW Forum shares the view of the Kensington Society that the Local Plan 

needs to be clear about the “objectively-assessed need” for which it is planning. 2010 

Core Strategy housing policies have not achieved good outcomes in the St Quintin 

area over the past five years.  

 

10.2 The one significant development in the area (the Taylor Wimpey scheme at 

'Argyll Place' in Pangbourne Avenue, on the site of the former Princess Louise 

Hospital) has created 'A boutique development of only 20 Mews and Townhouses'. 

Although marketed in Hong Kong and Shanghai before construction started, these 

'townhouses' have not sold well and the majority remain vacant, at prices reduced 

from an initial £4m to £2.9m.  

 

10.3 The RBKC current policy of encouraging family houses has not achieved good 

outcomes in relation to this development. The St Quintin area is already made up 

largely of family 3 and 4 bed homes. Local residents wish to see more smaller units 

being developed, on sites that will maximise affordability (such as the western side of 

Latimer Road, a site allocation in the StQW Neighbourhood Plan).  

 

10.4 The StQW Forum asks that the Council gives more consideration to 'non-

conventional' forms of housing, for the 24-30 age range and for older people.  

For both these client groups, there are trade-offs to be considered between dwelling 

space standards, levels of support, and affordability. Given the Borough's very high 

land values, both age groups are willing to sacrifice space for quality of design and 

additional features (inclusive free wi-fi and shared workspace/communal living space 

for the 24-30 age group and appropriate forms of technological support for the 

elderly). 

10.1 The objectively assessed need is set out in the SHMA 2015 and the draft planning 

policies reflect the assessed need. 

10.2 The Mayor’s Concordat requires marketing of new homes to Londoners before they 

are marketed abroad. Draft Policy CH1 makes specific reference to the use of the London 

Plan Density Matrix to achieve this. The Mayor’s Housing SPG further refers to 

benchmarking the Density Matrix with the minimum space standards to optimise the 

number of homes. It is considered that this approach will be appropriate to optimise the 

number of homes on development sites. 

10.3 Draft Policy CH3 refers to taking account of current evidence in relation to housing 

needs. The latest evidence is set out in the SHMA which no longer shows a greater (8)%) 

need for family sized dwellings. 

10.4 Draft Policy CH4 will provide the framework for specific housing needs such as 

those outlined. 

St Quintin and Woodlands 

Neighbourhood Forum (Henry 

Peterson) 

Issue 1: Meeting the Borough's housing target 

Are there any sites that should be considered as a site allocation as part of the Local 

Plan Partial Review for housing? If so, please complete the Call for Sites section of 

the Consultation Response Form.  

The referendum version of the StQW Neighbourhood Plan identifies two new housing 

sites  

 the airspace above Units 1-14 on the western side of Latimer Road W10  

 The St Quintin Garage site at 142a Highlever Road W10 
Details of each site are set out in the StQW Draft Plan  

 

Issue 2: Amalgamations and de-conversions  

The StQW Forum supports Option 2 of those put forward  

 

Issue 3: Setting and affordable housing target  

While the Forum can see the merits of a split housing target with a higher percentage 
target in the highest value, experience suggests that developers will find ways round 
this and that very little on-site affordable housing will be offered. A borough wide 
target of 30-35% is ambitious compared with what has been achieved in recent 

Issue 1: Meeting the Borough's housing target 

The suggested sites will be allocated in the StQW Neighbourhood Plan and do not need 

to be allocated in the Local Plan. 

 

 

 

 

 
Issue 2: Amalgamations and de-conversions  

Noted. 

 
Issue 3: Setting an affordable housing target 

Noted. 
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years. Nevertheless the StQW Forum supports an ambitious target coupled with 
maximum transparency on Financial Viability Assessments. 
 

Issue 4: Affordable housing tenure split  

The StQW Forum favours Option 4 of those offered  

 

Issue 5: Affordable housing threshold  

The StQW Forum favours Option 2 of those offered  

 

Issue 6: Calculating payments in lieu  

The StQW Forum has no comments on the options 

 

 

Issue 4: Affordable housing tenure split  

Noted. 

 

Issue 5: Affordable housing threshold  

Noted. 

 

Issue 6: Calculating payments in lieu  

Noted. 

St Quintin and Woodlands 

Neighbourhood Forum (Henry 

Peterson) 

Issue 7: Securing the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing  

The StQW Forum does not see that Options 1 and 2 are mutually exclusive, and 

supports both.  

 

 

Issue 8: Older persons housing  

The StQW Forum supports Option 1  

 

 

 

Issue 9 Extra Care and retirement housing 

The StQW Forum supports Option 2. So extreme are the land values in the Borough 

that the Council needs to come up with some innovative solutions on housing for the 

more frail and elderly, with the possibility that space standards set at regional level 

have to be set aside, of residents in this client group are to be able to stay in the 

Borough and close to their families.  

 

Issue 8 Self build housing  

The StQW Forum supports Option 2 'Identify sites which may be appropriate for 

self/custom build proposals'. In principle support is unlikely to lead to any actual 

examples. Latimer Road (west side) provides a possible location for self build/custom 

build housing as part of wider redevelopment.  

 

Issue 9 Securing a suitable mix of housing  

The StQW Forum has no view.  

 

Prime and Super Prime housing  

The StQW Forum supports Option 2 'Introduce a policy that restricts very large units 

in new residential developments where the potential housing capacity of sites is not 

being optimised'. Given the shortage of housing sites in the borough, their use must 

be optimised for homes that are lived in rather than treated purely as a capital asset 

or used for only few weeks a year, as can be the case for super-prime 

accommodation.  

For the same reasons the StQW Forum also supports Option 2 'The Council should 

consider introducing a policy limiting the period during which residential properties 

can be left vacant to prevent new homes from being used as ‘buy to leave’ assets. 

This would be enforced through planning obligations'. 

Issue 7: Securing the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing  

Noted. 

 

 

 

Issue 8: Older persons housing  

Noted. 

 

 

 

Issue 9 Extra Care and retirement housing 

In addition to the specialist housing for older people, many wish to remain in their own 

homes. The access standards referred to in Policy CH3 cater to this need.  

 

 

 

 

Issue 8 Self build housing  

No landowners have come forward with a suitable site. Any application for self build will 

be considered on its own merits. 

 

 

 

Issue 9 Securing a suitable mix of housing  

Noted. 

 

Prime and Super Prime housing 

Draft Policy CH1 makes specific reference to the use of the London Plan Density Matrix 

to achieve this. The Mayor’s Housing SPG further refers to benchmarking the Density 

Matrix with the minimum space standards to optimise the number of homes. It is 

considered that this approach will be appropriate to optimise the number of homes on 

development sites. 

It is considered that the two issues are interlinked and optimising the number of homes 

will help control vacant new dwellings. Planning policies cannot help manage this issue in 

the second hand market. 
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Issue 10 Housing Estate regeneration  

The Council should examine carefully the scope for refurbishment of existing blocks, 

as an alternative to rebuild (as for the Edward Woods Estate in LBHF) 

 

Issue 10 Housing Estate regeneration  

The Council is considering all options at present including the scope for refurbishment.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


