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1. LOCAL PLAN PARTIAL REVIEW
1.1 INTRODUCTION
1.1.1 The Council is undertaking a Partial Review of its existing Local Plan to:




Review those topics and policies which have not been reviewed since the Local
Plan was originally adopted in December 2010 (then known as the Core
Strategy);
Review or introduce other topics and policies in light of changing circumstances;
and
Supersede all remaining extant policies of the Unitary Development Plan (UDP,
adopted May 2002, saved 2007).

1.2 TOPICS
1.2.1 The Local Plan topics and policies which have already been subject to recent review
and have been adopted and combined into the Consolidated Local Plan (July 2015)
are:





Pubs and Local Character (October 2013);
Miscellaneous Matters (December 2014);
Conservation and Design (December 2014); and
Basements (January 2015).

1.2.2 The remaining topics considered as part of the current Local Plan Partial Review are:


















Vision and objectives;
Places;
Site allocations;
Infrastructure (including planning contributions and public art);
Planning enforcement;
Shops and centres;
Business uses;
Arts and cultural uses;
Hotels;
Rail infrastructure (including Crossrail 1 and 2);
Archaeology;
Housing (including amalgamations, starter homes, affordable housing target,
tenure mix and estate renewal / regeneration);
Gypsy and Traveller accommodation;
Climate change;
Flooding;
Waste; and
Air quality.
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1.3 TIMETABLE
1.3.1 The timetable for the Local Plan Partial Review, as introduced in the Local
Development Scheme, is:










Issues and Options consultation (Pre-)Regulation 18: Tuesday 15 December 2015 to
Tuesday 9 February 2016
Draft Policies consultation (Regulation 18): Friday 28 October to Sunday 11
December 2016
Publication Policies consultation (Regulation 19): Thursday 2 February to Thursday
16 March 2017
Full Council approval: Wednesday 26 April 2017
Submission to the Secretary of State / the Planning Inspectorate (Regulation 2223): expected Friday 5 May 2017
Examination hearing (Regulation 24): July 2017 TBC by the Planning Inspectorate
Consultation on Modifications (Regulation 24-25): TBC September 2017
Full Council final adoption (Regulation 26): Late 2017
Monitoring: 2018

1.4 CONSULTATION STATEMENT
1.4.1 This Consultation Statement accompanies the submission of documents for
examination.
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2. CONSULTATION STATEMENT
2.1 LEGISLATION, POLICY AND GUIDANCE CONTEXT
2.1.1 A Consultation Statement is required as part of the Local Plan Partial Review
submission of documents and information to the Secretary of State by Regulation 22
(1)(c) of The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations
2012 (as amended).
2.1.2 Regulation 22 (1)(c) requires the Consultation Statement to set out (i) which bodies and persons were invited to make representations under
regulation 18;
(ii) how those bodies and persons were invited to make representations under
regulation 18;
(iii) a summary of the main issues raised by the representations made pursuant to
regulation 18;
(iv) how any representations made pursuant to regulation 18 have been taken into
account;
(v) if representations were made pursuant to regulation 20, the number of
representations made and a summary of the main issues raised in those
representations; and
(vi) if no representations were made in regulation 20, that no such representations
were made;

2.2 (i) WHICH BODIES AND PERSONS WERE INVITED TO
MAKE REPRESENTATIONS UNDER REGULATION 18
2.2.1 The Council maintains a Planning Policy Consultations database which currently
contains a total of 1,260 consultees which were all invited to make representations
and are categorised as follows:
Category
General

Legislation
Number
The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) 577
(England) Regulations 2012 (as amended)
Regulation 2(1) “General consultation bodies”
means the following—
(a) voluntary bodies some or all of whose
activities benefit any part of the local planning
authority’s area,
(b) bodies which represent the interests of different
racial, ethnic or national groups in the local
planning authority’s area,
(c) bodies which represent the interests of different
religious groups in the local planning
authority’s area,
(d) bodies which represent the interests of
disabled persons in the local planning
authority’s area,
(e) bodies which represent the interests of persons
8

Specific

Prescribed
(Duty to
Cooperate)

carrying on business in the local planning
authority’s area;
The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) 71
(England) Regulations 2012 (as amended)
Regulation 18(2)(a) such of the specific consultation
bodies as the local planning authority consider may
have an interest in the subject of the proposed local
plan;
Regulation 2(1) “Specific consultation bodies” means
the following—
(a) the Coal Authority, [which has opted out of
RBKC planning consultations]
(b) the Environment Agency,
(c) Historic England,
(d) the Marine Management Organisation,
(e) Natural England,
(f) Network Rail Infrastructure Limited (company
number 2904587),
(g) Highways England,
(h) London Boroughs and the Mayor’s Office
for Policing and Crime
(ha) a neighbourhood forum any part of whose
area is in, or adjoins, the local planning
authority’s area
(i) any person—
(i) to whom the electronic communications
code applies by virtue of a direction given
under
section
106(3)(a)
of
the
Communications Act 2003, and
(ii) who owns or controls electronic
communications apparatus situated in
any part of the local planning authority’s
area,
(j) if it exercises functions in any part of the local
planning authority’s area—
(i) West London CCG
(ii) a person to whom a licence has been
granted under section 6(1)(b) or (c) of the
Electricity Act 1989;
(iii) a person to whom a licence has been
granted under section 7(2) of the Gas Act
1986;
(iv) Thames Water; and
(v) Thames Water;
(k) the Homes and Communities Agency; and
(l) where the local planning authority are a London
borough council, the Mayor of London;
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as 138
amended by S110 of the Localism Act 2011)
Section 33A Duty to co-operate in relation to
9

planning of sustainable development
(1) Each person who is— (a) a local planning
authority, (b) a county council in England that is
not a local planning authority, or (c) a body, or other
person, that is prescribed or of a prescribed
description, must co-operate with every other
person who is within paragraph (a), (b) or (c) or
subsection (9)...
The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)
(England) Regulations 2012 (as amended)
Regulation 4(1) The bodies prescribed for the
purposes of section 33A(1)(c) of the Act are—
(a) the Environment Agency;
(b) the Historic Buildings and Monuments
Commission for England (known as Historic
England);
(c) Natural England;
(d) the Mayor of London;
(e) the Civil Aviation Authority;
(f) the Homes and Communities Agency;
(g) each Primary Care Trust established under
section 18 of the National Health Service Act
2006 or continued in existence by virtue of that
section; [now Clinical Commissioning Groups –
the West London CCG]
(h) (h) the Office of Rail Regulation;
(i) Transport for London;
(j) each Integrated Transport Authority; [TfL]
(k) each highway authority within the meaning of
section 1 of the Highways Act 1980 (including
the Secretary of State, where the Secretary of
State is the highways authority); and
(l) the Marine Management Organisation.
R4(2) The bodies prescribed for the purposes of
section 33A(9) of the Act are –
(a) London Enterprise Panel; and
(b) each local nature partnership [London Wildlife
Trust].
Sustainability The Environmental Assessment of Plans and 22
Appraisal
Programmes Regulations 2004
Regulation 4(1) ... in relation to every plan or
programme to which these Regulations apply, each
of the following bodies shall be a consultation body –
(a) The Countryside Agency [no longer exists]
(b) Historic England
(c) Natural England
(d) Environment Agency
Local
The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) 452
(England) Regulations 2012 (as amended)
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Regulation 18(2)(c) such residents or other persons
carrying on business in the local planning authority’s
area from which the local planning authority consider
it appropriate to invite representations

Waste
Planning
Authorities

Local Government Act 1999 (as amended by
S138 of the Local Government and Public
Involvement in Health Act 2007)
Section 3A(6)
“local person” means... a person who is likely to be
affected by, or interested in, the exercise of the
function;
“representative” means, in relation to local persons
or a description of a local person, a person who
appears... to be representative of the local persons.
Waste Planning Authorities where waste from the
WRWA area is exported to, and Waste Planning
Authorities where waste is imported from into the
WRWA area as identified in the Waste Technical
Paper.

2.3 (II) HOW THOSE BODIES AND PERSONS WERE INVITED TO
MAKE REPRESENTATIONS UNDER REGULATION 18
2.3.1 Consultation was undertaken in full accordance with the Council’s Statement of
Community Involvement (SCI), also known as ‘Involving People in Planning’ (IPIP).
Consultation was undertaken in excess of the minimum SCI requirements which are
to:
 Make copies of the Local Plan document available in the Borough’s libraries; and
 Consider the Local Plan document at a Council Scrutiny Committee.
2.3.2 Representations were invited through the following means.
PLANNING POLICY CONSULTATIONS DATABASE
2.3.3 The Council maintains a Planning Policy Consultations database (see above). From
this, 1129 emails and 131 letters were sent to the consultees on the database (see (i)
above) to notify them of the Draft Policies consultation and to invite representations.
2.3.4 Example of the email and letters are below:
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15
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PLANNING POLICY CONSULTATIONS WEBPAGE
2.3.5 The Council’s a Planning Policy Consultations webpage hosted the full details of the
consultation as set out in the preview below:
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2.3.6 The Council’s Local Plan webpage (www.rbkc.gov.uk/localplan) also provided a link
to the Planning Policy Consultations webpage as set out in the preview below:

PLANNING DIRECT
2.3.7 A ‘Planning Direct’ email bulletin is sent out by the Planning and Borough
Development department most Fridays to update on various planning-related matters.
The email goes to a circulation list of 1,100 people who have registered to receive the
bulletin.
2.3.8 The Local Plan Partial Review Draft Policies Regulation 18 consultation was included
in the Planning Direct bulletin 13 times during the consultation period on the following
dates:






Friday 28 October 2016;
Friday 4 November 2016;
Tuesday 8 November 2016;
Wednesday 9 November 2016;
Thursday 10 November 2016;
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Friday 11 November 2016 x2;
Monday 14 November 2016;
Tuesday 15 November 2016;
Friday 18 November 2016;
Friday 25 November 2016;
Friday 2 December 2016; and
Friday 9 December 2016.

2.3.9 An example of the Planning Direct email bulletin is below:

19

LIBRARIES
2.3.10 In accordance with the SCI, copies of the Local Plan document were made available
in the Borough’s libraries:







Brompton Library, 210 Old Brompton Road SW5 0BS
Chelsea Library, Chelsea Old Town Hall, King’s Road, SW3 5EZ
Kensington Central Library, Phillimore Walk, W8 7RX
Kensal Library, 20 Golborne Road, W10 5PF
Notting Hill Gate Library, Pembridge Square, W2 4EW
North Kensington Library, 108 Ladbroke Grove, W11 1PZ

DISCUSSION GROUPS
2.3.11 The Council held a number of Discussion Groups across the Borough as set out
below:
Date
Monday 7
November

Time
6.30-8.30pm

Tuesday 8
November

6.30-8.30pm

Wednesday 9
November

6.30-8.30pm

Tuesday 15
November

6.30-8.30pm

Wednesday 16
November

6.30-8.30pm

Thursday 17
November

6.30-8.30pm

Wednesday 23
November

6.30-8.30pm

Venue
Main Hall, Chelsea
Old Town Hall,
King’s Road SW3
5EE
Philbeach Hall, 51
Philbeach Gardens
SW5 9EB
Dance Studio,
Harrow Club, 187
Freston Road W10
6TH
Committee Room 3,
Kensington Town
Hall, Hornton Street
W8 7NX
Committee Room 1,
Kensington Town
Hall, Hornton Street
W8 7NX
Small Hall,
Kensington Town
Hall, Hornton Street
W8 7NX

Council Chamber,
Kensington Town
Hall, Hornton Street
W8 7NX
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Event
Lots Road /
King’s Road
Discussion
Group
Earl’s Court
Discussion
Group
Latimer
Discussion
Group

Topics
Places & Site
Allocations

Knightsbridge
/ South
Kensington
Discussion
Group
Housing and
Property
Scrutiny
Committee
Golborne/
Portobello /
Notting Hill
Gate
Discussion
Group
Fostering
Vitality
Discussion
Group:
Shaping the
Future of the
Borough’s
Business
Areas, hosted
by the K&C
Chamber of
Commerce

Places & Site
Allocations

Places & Site
Allocations
Places & Site
Allocations

 Site Allocations
 Housing
 Gypsy & Traveller
accommodation
Places & Site
Allocations

 Places & Site
Allocations
 Shops & centres
 Business uses
 Hotels
 Arts & cultural
uses
 Rail infrastructure

Date
Thursday 24
November

Time
6.30-8.30pm

Friday 25
November

11.00am2.00pm

Friday 25
November

2.00-4.00pm

Monday 28
November

6.30-8.30pm

Tuesday 29
November

6.30-8.30pm

Wednesday 30
November

6.30-8.30pm

Friday 2
December

10.00am12.00pm

Thursday 15
December

2.00-4.00pm

Venue
Canalside House,
383 Ladbroke
Grove, W10 5AA
‘The Hut’, Stable
Way, W10 6QX
Committee Room 1,
Kensington Town
Hall, Hornton Street
W8 7NX
Small Hall, Chelsea
Old Town Hall,
King’s Road, SW3
5EE
Committee Room 1,
Kensington Town
Hall, Hornton Street
W8 7NX
Committee Room 1,
Kensington Town
Hall, Hornton Street
W8 7NX
Room 117
Kensington Town
Hall, Hornton Street
W8 7NX
Room 117
Kensington Town
Hall, Hornton Street
W8 7NX

Event
Kensal
Discussion
Group
Stable Way
residents’
meeting
Housing
Discussion
Group

Topics
Places & Site
Allocations

Lots Road /
King’s Road
Discussion
Group
Special Public
Realm
Scrutiny
Committee
Kensington
High Street
Discussion
Group
Flooding
Steering
Group

Places & Site
Allocations

Public Art
Panel

Public Art

Gypsy & Traveller
accommodation
Housing

All topics

Places & Site
Allocations

Flooding

2.3.12 The key points raised at the Discussion Groups are provided as part of the
Consultation Summaries in section 4 of this Consultation Statement.
SCRUTINY COMMITTEES
2.3.13 In accordance with the SCI, the consultation was considered at the following Scrutiny
Committees:
 16 November 2016 – Housing and Property Scrutiny Committee
 29 November 2016 – Public Realm Scrutiny Committee (special meeting)
2.3.14 The agenda for the special Public Realm Scrutiny Committee meeting on the Local
Plan Partial Review is provided below:

21

22

COUNCIL PRESS RELEASE
2.3.15 On the day the Draft Policies consultation commenced, the Council published a Press
Release: Planning for the next decade and beyond as set out below:
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HOUSING HEADLINES NEWSLETTER
2.3.16 The Draft Policies consultation was advertised in advance of the consultation
commencing in the Autumn edition of the Council’s ‘Housing Headlines’ newsletter in
September 2016 as set out below:
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TWITTER
2.3.17 The Council published a number of tweets to publicise the Draft Policies consultation
from its www.twitter.com/rbkc account:
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HOW RESPONSES COULD BE SENT
2.3.18 Consultees were invited to submit representations either:
 Online via the Planning Policy Consultations webpage;
 Email via planningpolicy@rbkc.gov.uk; or
 Post via Planning Policy Team, Planning and Borough Development, Royal
Borough of Kensington and Chelsea, Kensington Town Hall, Hornton Street,
London W8 7NX.
2.3.19 An Online Response Form was available to complete:
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2.3.20 A ‘Word’ Response Form was also available to complete:

2.4 (III) A SUMMARY OF THE MAIN ISSUES RAISED BY THE
REPRESENTATIONS MADE PURSUANT TO REGULATION
18
2.4.1 245 representations were received (including 105 responses as part of a joint
response relating specifically to Policy CV7 Vision for Latimer and Site Allocation CA5
Silchester Estates).
2.4.2 Summaries of the main issues raised by the representations are provided as
‘Consultation Summaries’ for each chapter of the Local Plan Partial Review within
section 4 of this Consultation Statement.
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2.5 (IV) HOW ANY REPRESENTATIONS MADE PURSUANT TO
REGULATION 18 HAVE BEEN TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT
2.5.1 The ‘Consultation Summaries’ provided in section 4 of this Consultation Statement
summarise the main changes featuring in the Local Plan Partial Review Publication
Policies made in light of the representations received to the Draft Policies.
2.5.2 Detailed schedules of each representation received and how the Council has
addressed them in the Publication Policies are provided as ‘Consultation Schedules’
for each chapter of the Local Plan Partial Review within section 3 of this Consultation
Statement.

2.6 (V) IF REPRESENTATIONS WERE MADE PURSUANT TO
REGULATION 20, THE NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS
MADE AND A SUMMARY OF THE MAIN ISSUES RAISED IN
THOSE REPRESENTATIONS
2.6.1 The Council undertook consultation on Publication Policies under Regulation 19 from
2 February to 16 March 2017. A total of 66 representations were received pursuant to
Regulation 20.
2.6.2 Detailed schedules of each representation received and the Council’s response to aid
the examination process are provided as ‘Consultation Schedules’ for each chapter
of the Local Plan Partial Review in a separate document as set out in section 5 of this
Consultation Statement.
2.6.3 The ‘Consultation Summaries’ set out in section 6 of this Consultation Statement
provide a summary of the main issues raised in those representations.
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3. REGULATION 18 CONSULTATION SCHEDULES
CHAPTER 1 SETTING THE SCENE
Question: Setting the Scene
Please provide your comments on the chapter and reference the specific paragraph numbers

Name

Comment

Response

Mr Bewley

There are a large number of ideas in 'RBKC draft Local
Development Plan Document - Tracked' are missing from the
later version. Please can you ensure these two most sensible
actions (related to the northern end of the borough) take place:

There is a reference to a new exit from Westbourne Grove tube
station in the Golborne Road chapter under 6.4. The options to
build a new bridge over the canal have been investigated but
there is no suitable location to land a bridge on the Westminster
side of the canal.

- An exit out of Westbourne Park tube to Ackam Road and on to
the market.
- New bridge over the canal to connect market to Harrow Road.
Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

A further point should be added:
1.3.4 The Local Plan should reflect issues raised by Residents
and Local Associations where the existing Local Plan needs
correcting.

Noted. The comments received by residents and local
associations have been addressed within the relevant chapter.

Pridgeon

Overall a well thought out document.
Main points:
The Council should resist the national requirement for new
housing which translates to 733 new units to be built annually in
the Borough.

Noted. The Council is required to meet its housing target. As per
national policy, failure to demonstrate a five year supply could
prove problematical in the future when the Council may have
been minded to refuse an application which included the
provision of additional housing. In these situations there will be
pressure on the Council to approve such applications.

The Council should implement a height restriction plan to prevent
tall buildings dominating conservation areas. The current
Chapter 34 Renewing the Legacy provides policies on design
development plans for Newcombe House will blight large parts of and tall buildings (e.g. Policy CL12 Building Heights) and this
the Hillgate Village and should be stopped.
chapter is not part of the scope of the Local Plan Partial Review
– it was subject to a dedicated Conservation and Design Review
The Council should prioritise air quality; pedestrian safety and
which was adopted in December 2014.
attempt to raise (how?) the average life expectancy in the poorer
areas of the Borough
Air quality is dealt with in Policy CE5 Air Quality in Chapter 36

Name

Comment

Response
Respecting Environmental Limits.

The Markham Square Whilst I understand the context and complexities involved, it is
Association (David
regrettable that the whole process is so complicated and that this
Cox)
document is so lengthy.

Noted. Given the complexities of the partial review it is inevitable
that the document is lengthy.

Martyn Baker

The Council considers that it has struck the correct balance
between the competing land use needs and ambitions within the
Borough. Whilst the Local Plan correctly seeks to meet its
housing targets (a key requirement) it does recognise the role of
the employment space, of social and community infrastructure
and of the public realm. The Council does, however, recognise
the difficulties inherent in bringing forward new business and
social and community facilities without jeopardising the delivery
of new housing, rather than merely protecting what we have.

These critical comments about the first 4 chapters reflect my
concern that this partial review reflects an uneven tug of war
between crucial environmental, economic and social imperatives,
producing a strong continuing bias in favour of finding more and
more space for housing, as against the three other imperatives of:
expanding and enhancing essential workspace/employment,
extending the public realm/green spaces, and creating the new
social infrastructure spaces needed for educational, healthcare,
recreational and community facilities all of which are in short
supply but needed to keep life local, foster vitality and crucially
bring more residents into the productive economy.
These three key aspects are I consider seriously underrepresented in the proposed spatial strategy even though the
NPPF sees local plans as the key to determining sustainable
development that reflects the vision and aspirations of local
communities.

Planning contributions (CIL and S106) are effective in ensuring
that the needs of newly created housing are addressed, but it is
difficult to bring forward new development on its own.

The Council recognises that the LEP is a duty to cooperate body,
and reads with interest is strategies and its priorities. The policies
within the Local Plan accord with its aims, seeking to protect
existing business uses, seek greater flexibility for new
The London Plan is equally clear about a vision of the sustainable businesses and ensure that new development within the
development of London - its six detailed objectives to achieve
Employment Zones help bring forward further business
sustainable development focus heavily on economic and
floorspace. Both the LEP and its GLA “parent” have been
environmental challenges, not on housing as such.
consulted on the developing policies. The GLA is supportive of
the Council’s approach.
The Local Enterprise Partnership for London has strategies with
which the RBKC has a duty to cooperate. It's Jobs and Growth
Plan sets out key priorities to enhance skills and employment, to
support and grow small and medium sized enterprises(SMEs), to
new jobs and growth in science and technology, and to have the
infrastructure to keep London moving and functioning. In
particular priority for SMEs is seen as necessary in view of the
decline in affordable workspace in recent years. I have searched
in vain for a true reflection of these growth priorities in the
following three chapters. There appears to be no overarching
Economic Development Plan spelt out anywhere in this Partial

30

Name

Comment

Response

Review documentation even though Local Plans are required to
be in "general conformity" with the London Plan. Chapter 31 only
deals in a piecemeal way with some employment / business
sectors from a physical accommodation viewpoint rather than a
dynamic people-driven perspective.
Highways England
(Teresa Gonet)

Having examined the above document, we do not offer any
comment to this proposal

Noted.

St Quintin and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood
Forum (Henry
Peterson)

Chapter 1 'Setting the Scene'
This important introductory section, explaining the elements of a
development plan, includes two very brief references to
neighbourhood plans at paragraphs 1.1.6 and 1.2.5 (the latter
tucked away in a paragraph on the London Plan). We suggest
that this section should include a new paragraph 1.1.4 making
clear that neighbourhood plans are now a well established of the
English planning system and that NPs when made (adopted) form
part of the development plan for the area.

Noted. The Local Plan has been amended to better consider
neighbourhood plans and their status as part of the Borough’s
development plan.

These comments are not specific to StQW policies (which are
accurately presented at the relevant sections of the Reg 18
version, on shopping, housing and employment). They are
suggesting that this new 2017-25 Local Plan needs to give more
recognition, and explanation, of how neighbourhood plans fit
within the development plans, and the role of NPs as a wellestablished part of the English planning system.
I have been doing some research on behalf of
http://www.neighbourhoodplanners.london/ on how Local Plans in
each London Borough addresses neighbourhood planning. There
is wide variation (as was the case for the similar exercise on
Neighbourhood CIL). As you will know, some Boroughs are still
working with pre NPPF Local Plans. But there are also those
which explain clearly, from the start of their Local Plans, where
neighbourhood plans fit within the development plan and which
also address the relevant NPPF requirements on neighbourhood
planning.
There remain a few Boroughs which seem to go out of their way
to avoid mentioning neighbourhood planning. RBKC currently is
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A new section has been added after para 1.2.12.
In addition para 4.3.4 has been added to clarify that
neighbourhood plans set out the non-strategic policies that are
used in determining planning applications in their neighbourhood
areas.
Paragraph 29.1.2 has been further amended to distinguish
between the strategic and non-strategic policies.
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Comment

Response

in a middle bracket, but (I would suggest) could usefully review
the current Reg 18 Draft with this issue more in mind.
Suggestions as to where in the document this could be done are
in the attached.
You and your colleagues may feel that this is not necessary. But
it seems to me unlikely that there will be no further NPs in the
Borough in 2017-25, given that those for Knightsbridge,
Marylebone and East Notting Hill are making good progress and
100 forums across London are active at present. As noted in the
attached, the Local Plan/neighbourhood plan relationship is
beginning to surface at examination stage for Local Plans, and I
think this will happen increasingly often in London over the next
18 months (LBHF have been sent comments on the same set of
issues, on their Reg 18 and Reg 19 Draft Local Plan. Their
document says little or nothing on the subject of neighbourhood
planning).
Greater London
Thank you for consulting the Mayor of London on the Draft
Support for the Council’s approach to “boosting” housing supply
Authority (Kevin Reid) Policies stage of a partial review of your local plan. As you are
is noted.
aware, all development plan documents have to be in general
conformity with the London Plan under section 24 (1)(b) of the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.
Officers from Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea (RBKC)
recently attended a meeting with GLA officers (8 November 2016)
to discuss various issues relating to the RBKC Local Plan Partial
Review Draft Policies. Following these discussions, the GLA’s
comments are set out below and representations from Transport
for London (TfL) are set out in Annex 1.
Generally, the issues raised in our letter dated 09 February 2016
have been addressed satisfactorily and the proposed Draft
Policies are in general conformity with the London Plan. However,
there are a couple of matters that merit additional comments, as
detailed below.
Spatial Strategy – Vision
The inclusion of wording to boost the supply of housing in CO6
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Strategic objective for Diversity of Housing is welcomed.
Emma Dent Coad

Our agreed Labour Group response to those aspects not covered The executive summary has been removed as, by its very
by Cllr Blakeman's comments on Housing.
definition, is a repetition of information/vision elsewhere within
the plan. It has been removed in an attempt to streamline the
It is unclear why the first 'vision' chapter has been completed
document. The Vision is available in Chapter 3: Building on
removed. Specifically a summary of the Council's 'vision' plus the Success: Our Vision and Strategic Objectives.
table of current policies would be very helpful to retain here.

The Chelsea Society
(Michael Stephen)

SECTION 1.3 and SECTION 4 – CALL FOR SITES
There are many sites in Chelsea where buildings have been
constructed, particularly between 1945 and 1980, which are drab
and unimaginative and are not consistent with the quality of the
built environment in Chelsea. The quality of the architecture and
of the materials is poor, and they should all be demolished and
rebuilt.

The Draft Policy document did not include a call for sites. As
such the opportunity has passed for including any of the three
named sites as allocations. Any future applications for these sites
will be assessed against the policies within the Local Plan.

The Chelsea Society is compiling a list of these sites, which will
be published on its website in due course. For the present we will
mention the disused Thamesbrook care-home overlooking
Dovehouse Green, the Fire Station nearby, and the block of flats
and offices above Sloane Square Underground Station.
The Thamesbrook site is fortunately soon to be demolished and
replaced by a new residential facility for the elderly, and the
Society is working with the new owners and their architect to help
design a building which will be a credit to its owners and an
enhancement of this important site. The fire station should be
replaced by a mixture of shops, offices and flats, and if possible a
new fire station, a post office, and a police station. The site above
Sloane Square station should continue to be used for offices and
flats, or for an hotel.
Henry Peterson

Local Plan documents across London generally start with an
introductory section, explaining the constituent elements of a
development plan. The extent to which these introductions cover
neighbourhood plans (in text or in diagrams of the hierarchy of
the English planning system) varies widely. Some Boroughs ( e.g.
Westminster, Croydon, Camden) have updated their Local Plans
with the relationship to neighbourhood plans recognised and
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Noted. The Local Plan has been amended to better consider
neighbourhood plans and their status as part of the Borough’s
development plan. A new section has been added after para
1.2.12.
The Draft Policies text was updated to reflect the relationship
between the Local Plan and the Community Strategy.
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explained. Other Boroughs make little attempt to do so (or have
yet to prepare a post NPPF Local Plan).
There are also Boroughs (including RBKC) which say something
about neighbourhood planning in their Local Plans, with varying
levels of explanation and support for this now well-established
part of the planning system. These are Barnet, City of London,
Haringey. Hillingdon, Redbridge, Southwark, Tower Hamlets,
London Legacy Development Corporation, Old Oak and Park
Royal Development Corporation.
As noted below, this is an issue which has begun to surface at
Examinations in Public of Local plans in London, and/or in
Inspector's reports on 'soundness'. The previous 2010 RBKC
Core Strategy predated the 2011 Localism Act and hence made
no reference to neighbourhood planning. The 2015 Consolidated
Local Plan included an Executive Summary (now deleted) which
referred (very briefly) to the fact that adopted neighbourhood
plans form part of the development plan. Chapter 1 of the new
Regulation 18 version makes an even briefer reference, tucked
away under a section on the London Plan.
The NPPF makes clear the role of neighbourhood plans within
the planning system, from its opening paragraphs onwards. The
RBKC Local Plan should do the same. The Borough's
development plan already includes two neighbourhood plans and
more are likely to follow over the 2017-28 period.
• Planning applicants researching the Local Plan need to be alert
to the fact that NP policies will be a significant material
consideration for any application within the relevant
neighbourhood area.
• Emerging neighbourhood forums need to be clear how their
process of policy drafting should relate to the Local Plan.
• At examination stage, this relationship needs to be well defined
for all parties to help to avoid risk of subsequent legal challenge.
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Paragraph 29.1.2 has been further amended to distinguish
between the strategic and non-strategic policies.
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The introduction to the current Camden Local Plan includes an
explanatory paragraph stating A neighbourhood plan that is
prepared in line with the legal requirements and supported by a
majority in a local referendum must be adopted by the Council.
When adopted, a neighbourhood plan becomes part of the
development plan and will be taken into account alongside the
Council's other plans when making decisions on planning
applications in that area. This is a succinct statement,
understandable to the general public, of the kind that should
appear at the start of the RBKC Local Plan.
Retention of 2010 wording in this current RBKC chapter, referring
to 'community plans' could perhaps be further reduced to make
space for such an addition, unless the Council intends to publish
a further Community Plan? Community Plans date from a
previous era, linked to the Local Government Act 2000 and Local
Strategic Partnerships. These were set of arrangements which
disappeared with the election of the 2010 Coalition Government
and are now of less relevance to the planning system than are
neighbourhood plans. The section of the new document at 1.3
What should be in a Local Plan? should (I would suggest) pay
more heed to what is said on this question in the NPPF and in
DCLG Planning Practice Guidance. The 2012 NPPF states that
Local planning authorities should set out the strategic priorities for
the area in the Local Plan. DCLG Planning Practice Guidance
gives an answer to the question How detailed should a Local Plan
be at Paragraph: 010 Reference ID: 12-010-20140306 and says:
While the content of Local Plans will vary depending on the
nature of the area and issues to be addressed, all Local Plans
should be as focused, concise and accessible as possible. They
should concentrate on the critical issues facing the area –
including its development needs – and the strategy and
opportunities for addressing them, paying careful attention to both
deliverability and viability.
In line with the National Planning Policy Framework, the Local
Plan should be clear in setting out the strategic priorities for the
area and the policies that address these, and which also provide
the strategic framework within which any neighbourhood plans
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may be prepared to shape development at the community level.
As pointed out below (in relation to Chapter 29 on Policies and
Actions) the current RBKC Regulation 18 Draft does not explain
sufficiently the statutory relationship between a Local Plan and
neighbourhood plans, either at the start of the document or in the
second part introducing Borough wide policies. The NPPF and
DCLG Planning Practice Guidance provides material on this
important issue, which needs to be reflected in any up to date
Local Plan.
Annie Redmile

As a member of ESSA and the Kensington Society, I support
fully the submissions by both organisations. I hope that you will
forgive me that I am using this form, not in the most traditional
way, but to give my thoughts and opinions in a general sense!

Noted.

CHAPTER 2 ISSUES AND PATTERNS: OUR SPATIAL PORTRAIT
Question: Issues and Patterns: Our Spatial Portrait
Please provide your comments on the chapter and reference the specific paragraph numbers
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Constant Touch
Network (Piers
Thompson)

2.1.1 We agree that the Royal Borough is the best place to live.
We refute your contentious assumption that this is down to the
type and age of the built form.

2.1.1 states that “There are many factors that contribute to [the
Borough’s] success”.
2.1.2. Noted.

2.1.2 Whilst the built density of the smarter parts of the Borough
is high, the lived density is far lower.

2.1.3. A mix of uses can be found within a relatively short distance
from each other, compared to other Boroughs.

2.1.3 What does 'fine grained mix of uses' mean?
2.2.45. Noted.
2.2.45 Trellick Tower may be a much loved icon but it is draining
the Borough of cash. None of the estates mentioned have
become isolated from the rest of the Borough. Silchester is
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The Forland Medical Centre is located nearby at Bomore Road /
Walmer Road.
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isolated from LBH&F by the West London line. Worlds End
continues to suffer from a lack of a tube station.

Open space is noted as an important element of proposed site
allocation Policy CA5 Silchester Estates.

2.3.6 Silchester has no primary health facilities
2.3.15 Silchester has a large green public square open to all. It
would be a tragedy to build on it.
Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

A further bullet point should be added to 2.3.18:
That South Kensington has a unique set of issues that require
individual solutions to the unique problems that the Residents
now face.

The issues unique for South Kensington have been considered
within the South Kensington “Place”. The policies relating to all
centres are set out within the Fostering Vitality Chapter of the
Local Plan. They seek to balance the needs of residents with the
needs of those visiting the south Kensington Institutions, and the
needs of the Institutions themselves.

DP9 Ltd (Mr Manley)

Paragraph 2.3.16 – Our client supports the position that
sustainable development is a key consideration.
Paragraph 2.3.19 – Our client appreciates the need for flexibility
in tenure patterns to reflect the needs of existing and future
residents.

Support noted.

The Markham Square 2.2.47 More must be done at local and London levels to reduce
Association (David
air pollution within the Borough. This can be achieved by less
Cox)
traffic and by exercising greater control over construction traffic in
particular.

Noted. The Local Plan is based upon the principle of sustainable
development with, where possible, major trip generating
developments being located in areas well served by public
transport. This should, over time, reduce the dependence on the
private car. In addition the Council supports major transport
infrastructure projects to further reduce dependence on the private
car.
Construction traffic is a by-product of development, and as such
the Council recognises that to some degree it will be inevitable.
We have, however, attempted to mitigate its impact through a
recently published “Code of Construction Practice”.
Air quality is covered by Policy CE5 Air Quality in Chapter 36
Respecting Environmental Limits.

Martyn Baker

The Conclusions of this Chapter are all about the physical
characteristics and dimensions of the borough, suggesting it is
essentially the broad spatial patterns that must drive the direction
of the Local Plan. Yet, as indicated above, the economic life and
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The Council recognises the importance of the “economic” life of
the borough, with policies which protect commercial uses and
support the creation of new such uses across the Borough. It is
not self-congratulatory, with this policy offering further protection
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future of those who live and work in the borough must be a key
part of this Local Plan if it is to be in conformity with the NPPF,
the London Plan and the LEP's strategies.

than that in the 2010 Core Strategy, which in itself constituted a
sea change in the Council’s approach to office uses. The
provision of additional business floorspace, alongside the
protection of that space which we already have, is a central tenet
A key aspect of this economic dimension is the reality that RBKC of the Local Plan.
is one of only a minority of London boroughs, mainly in the inner
city, which create added value by accommodating a daytime
The section considering economic activity has been amended to
working population far greater than the size of the residential
note that there is a spatial variation on unemployment levels, and
population of working age. Yet the proportion of such residents
that the proportion of economically active residents who are not in
not in work and contributing to economic wellbeing is far too high, work is large in some boroughs.
which is why the Local Plan should not be so self-congratulatory
but be more focussed on the life of residents and not just their
Similarly the conclusions in para 2.3.19 have been amended to
residential accommodation.
note that that there is a need for more of a diverse mix of business
floorspace. This is explicitly recognised within the supporting text
This is why the conclusions to this Chapter should include bullet for CF5 which has been amended to note that the Council will
points about a) the requirement to strengthen employment and so seek to meet the objectively assessed need for new B class
the local skills base, and as a consequence give higher priority to floorspace within the Borough over the lifetime of the plan.
generating more affordable space for SMEs to reflect the needs
of existing and emerging enterprises b) the need to improve the The Council has not chosen to require “affordable” space for
public realm and increase recreational / green spaces in
SMEs as it is concerned that this could jeopardise the delivery of
particular c) the necessity of radically improving traffic
conventional business floorspace. Seeking a diversity of unit
management of main roads through the borough ie not just
types, and offering flexibility is considered to be the appropriate
improving travel choices but dealing with excessive delays,
approach. Such an approach should maximise future delivery of
congestion and pollution by enforcing traffic controls and
much valued B class premises.
penalties.
The Local Plan places great value on the public realm. As an
inner city authority we must, however, recognise that there are
limited opportunities for the creation of new space. Where
possible such opportunities have been taken. This approach is
set out in Chapter 33, An Engaging Public Realm.
One of the long term ambitions of the Local Plan is to reduce
traffic congestion by promoting patterns of sustainable
development. The Council does, however, recognise that
progress will be slow given the existing levels of congestion
associated with the existing nature of the Borough. Support for
the major public transport improvements/ stations should have
long term benefits in this regard. Traffic controls and penalties are
not issues for the Local Plan.
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St Quintin and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood
Forum (Henry
Peterson)

Chapter 2 Issues and Patterns - Our Spatial Portrait
Paragraph 2.2.6 retains wording from the 2010 Local Plan saying
Kensington and Chelsea are both
exclusive areas in which to live. Dictionary definitions of exclusive
include A place that is exclusive provides goods and services for
a limited number of people, esp. those who are wealthy:
an exclusive club. Is this the tone the Council wishes to set in a
Local Plan for everyone in the Borough?

Para 2.2.6 amended to remove the reference to “exclusive.”
Whilst the rest of the chapter is clear that the Borough faces
serious challenges, the term “exclusive” may give an unintended
impression that the Council supports “exclusivity” rather than
“inclusivity.”
Para 2.3.1 amended to recognise that whilst much of the Borough
is successful, the success is not undiluted.

The opening sentence of paragraph 2.3.1 (retained from the 2010 Para 2.2.27 amended to recognise that the building out of the
Plan) states The most obvious conclusion that can be drawn from Opportunity Areas may put more traffic on the borough’s road
examining the characteristics that have been outlined is that the network.
borough is hugely successful. Again, this is not a view shared by
all sections of the community in an area with rents and house
prices unaffordable to many, severe traffic congestion, and very
poor air quality.
Paragraph 2.27 points out that north/ south routes in the Borough
are restricted and hence heavily trafficked. We ask that the Plan
goes further, in drawing attention to the fact that the London Plan
and OPDC Draft Local Plan propose 24,000 new homes at Old
Oak, with no major changes to the sole north/south trunk road in
the area (Wood Lane/Scrubs Lane). Local people cannot
understand how what is billed by the OPDC as a high density
new city quarter can feasibly operate in this context. Aspirations
for modal shift to other forms of transport, planned to be imposed
via planning conditions for 'car-free' developments, are seen as
completely unrealistic.
Emma Dent Coad

2.2 Education (add) 'In some areas the proportion of people
without any qualifications is as high as 26%. These are also the
areas with up to 58% multi-deprivation.'
2.2 Income (add) '26% of children in RBKC live in poverty. In
some wards this increases to 49%.'
2.2.1 Life expectancy (add) 'In one community the average life
expectancy for a man is 64'.
2.2.1 Health facilities (add) 'However some GP practices are in
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Added reference to high levels of morbidity, child poverty and
differences in unemployment across the Borough.
This section is intended to provide a number of statistics for the
borough rather than setting out the Council’s ambitions or policies.
This is done in the relevant place or topic chapter.
So, for example, chapter 35 considers housing. The Council notes
that provision of new homes is not a panacea, and that it must go
alongside employment opportunities, social infrastructure etc for a
good quality of life. The provision of all these aspects of a place is
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dire need of updating and expanding to accommodate an
central to the Local Plan. This chapter also considers empty
increase in the older cohort of residents suffering ill health. Not all homes, in so far as it is a planning matter.
residents will live healthy lives until 92.'
The Council does not recognise a position where “many of our
2.2.1 Education (add) 'Some primary schools in the north of the
town centres are struggling.” Vacancy rates remain low and
borough have an over-provision of places'.
forecast demand remains positive. Chapter 31 sets out the
policies intended to maintain the vitality of the Borough’s centres.
2.3.3 Spatial Patterns (add) 'However simply transferring deprived These recognise that greater flexibility may be required if the
families from old flats to new flats does not improve their life
centres are to continue to attract visitors.
outcomes. Good planning ensures that a good level of health
facilities, education and work prospects are also within reach to
help residents improve their income and opportunities, and those
of their children. Without this we are just sanitising poverty.'
2.3.4 Town Centres (add) 'Many of our town centres are
struggling from changing shopping patterns, high rents and
depressed income. Good practice from other areas will be studied
to work to improve our town centres and shopping streets.'
2.3.8 Demand for housing (add) 'As demand increases, so does
the proportion of empty and second homes, which increases
every year. Ways of controlling empty homes will be investigated.'
2.3.19 Bullet point one (add) 'This applies specifically to the
expanding need for good primary health care facilities, which
could be priced out of the areas where most needed.'
Unite Group PLC (Sir/ Unite Group Plc generally supports the spatial objectives of the
Noted. Paras 35.3.72 to 75 consider student housing. No further
Madam)
plan, however would encourage greater reference to movements references are considered necessary.
and patterns of the student population within the borough.
The Chelsea Society
(Michael Stephen)

SECTION 2 – VISION AND STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES
Local Plans should be aspirational but realistic, and they should
address the spatial implications of economic, social and
environmental change.

The Chelsea Society’s vision for Chelsea is noted.
The Council notes that that Chelsea Society will be seeking
legislation to “redress the balance” between developments and
those affected. New legislation is beyond the scope of the Local
Plan.

Our vision is that 10 years from now Chelsea should be
substantially the same as it is today with the same style and
character, with the same village atmosphere, and with rather less The Council notes that the Chelsea Society has a made a number
noise, dust, disruption and pollution caused by building works and of points regarding basement development. Policy CL7 considers
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their associated traffic.

basement development. It is not the subject of this review as it
was comprehensively reviewed and adopted in January 2015.

The Chelsea Society spent nearly a year consulting its members
and other interested parties to prepare a statement of its vision
for the future of Chelsea. It was debated at a public meeting and
was adopted by the Council of the Society on 16th November
2015. It will be found on the Society's website at
http://chelseasociety.org.uk/the-future-of-chelsea-whats-next/
The Chelsea Society will seek legislation to redress the balance
between those who make financial gain from development, and
those whose quality of life, including their health, is damaged by
noise, vibration, pollution and traffic, often for extended periods.
This is acute in Chelsea in the case of basements, and the
Society has responded to the Government's call for evidence
http://chelseasociety.org.uk/basement-developments/ We have
made four points: 1. That there should be no right to excavate a
basement without planning permission (This has been dealt with
by the High Court in Eatherley v LB Camden (2016), and in
RBKC by an Article 4 Direction) put should be put beyond doubt
by a statutory amendment, 2. That double or multiple basements
should not be permitted (This has been dealt with in Chelsea by
RBKC Policy CL7), 3. That basement excavations should not be
allowed under gardens (currently RBKC policy CL7 limits this to
half the garden), and 4. That local authorities should have power
to prevent more than one basement development in the same
street at the same time.
We will also expect the Council to take promptly all legal action
necessary to protect local residents and businesses. It should not
be left to local people to enforce their own legal rights in relation
to neighbouring developments, because the costs and risks
involved in litigation are unsustainable for most people.
Successive governments have permitted, and seem likely to
continue to permit, almost anyone who can afford to do so to
come to Chelsea from anywhere in the world and buy or rent a
house or flat here. This is completely unsustainable. It is perhaps
the most powerful factor promoting change in Central London
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With regard to enforcement, the Local Plan Partial Review
proposes a new policy dedicated to planning enforcement in
Chapter 29: Policy C2 Planning Enforcement, which will signpost
to a Local Enforcement Plan which the Council will produce.
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today and impacting acutely upon the community of Chelsea. If
this trend continues it could soon be impossible to maintain
anything like Chelsea as we know it, and everything in the Local
Plan must be seen in that context.
Historic England
(Katharine Fletcher)

Strategic issues, p33 and Para 3.2.3 Table, p37
Historic England strongly supports the third point listed in para
2.3.19. It would be appropriate to amplify this to refer to
‘Protecting and enhancing the high quality historic environment
...’. This applies to the ‘issue’ (col 1) and to the expansion of this
in (col 2) in the table on p37.

Support noted.

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Chapter 2: Issues and Patterns: Our Spatial Portrait

New paragraph 2.2.41 added. This recognises the high level of
second and empty homes.

Demographics: Explain:
• Only London Borough with a falling population
Paragraph 2.2.1 amended to note that the Borough’s population
• need a section on household size and occupancy – need to
has fallen since 2001.
paint a picture of long history of unusually high % of 1 and 2person households (ca 80%) and very low occupancy rates – lots
large units occupied by small households – highest % of
households with < 0.5 persons/room (Census)
• ageing population
2.2.14: Highlight GP surgery closures and emerging gaps in
provision
Transport:
2.2.25 Highlight falling number of parking permits and falling car
ownership (Census)
Housing:
Need a section on housing unit sizes and change over time –
reduction in small units and increase in large units. (Census)
2.3 Spatial Patterns
2.3.3: More on differentials – housing size/type, overcrowding v
under-occupancy – polarisation/extremes
2.3.8/9: More emphasis on making the most effective use of our
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housing sites – too much emphasis on large units, not enough on
optimising the number of units and better mix. Need to find better
match between the Borough's objectively-assessed housing
needs and the outcomes of last 6-8 years.
These are needed to provide a better context for policies on
keeping life local, housing and transport.
NB: If agreed – Kensington Society will provide draft text for each
of these.
Eardley Crescent
2.3.15
Residents Association The Council should seek opportunities to create more public open
(Balaam)
space, especially in areas such as Earl’s Court, where there is
severe deficiency.
2.3.16
Agreed

The Earl’s Court development benefits from planning permission
and is currently under construction. As such there is no
opportunity to change the nature of the permission and to require
the provision of additional open space.
In general, the provision of open space is considered within Policy
CR5. This policy is only included within the scope of the Local
Plan Partial Review with regard to planning contributions (CIL and
S106) and not anything else.

Earl’s Court Society
Transport
Highways, Traffic and 2.2.25 Well over half of all households in Kensington and Chelsea
Transport Sub group (56 per cent) do not have access to a car or van
(Mark Balaam)
Given this statement, it is extremely important that new bus, rail
and Underground routes and facilities are given highest priority,
particularly the proposed new stations at Kensal, Westway Circus
(and their links to the HS2/Crossrail/GWML hub at Old Oak
Common just outside the Royal Borough), Chelsea Old
Town Hall and a Crossrail2/West London Line (WLL) interchange
at Imperial Wharf.

The Council’s Transport Policies CT1 (Improving alternatives to
car use) and CT2 (New and enhanced rail infrastructure) have
been prepared with regard to the borough’s low car ownership
level and with the aim of making it easier and more attractive to
walk, cycle and take public transport within the borough and to
other destinations. This is reflected in Strategic Objective Three:
Better Travel Choices. Accordingly, the promotion of public
transport services and facilities is afforded a high priority within
the plan.

The Council recognises the value of the West London Line in
providing for north south journeys within the borough and to other
2.2.27
destinations not least to the planned Old Oak Common
[Road] Access from the south is restricted to the Albert, Battersea development area. The Council would welcome new train services
and Chelsea bridges across the River Thames. North-south
providing direct connections between West London line stations
through routes are restricted because of the presence of the
and Gatwick Airport and other destinations. We make this point
Westway, the Hammersmith and City Underground line, the
when we get the opportunity to do so however lobbying for such
Grand Union Canal, Holland Park and Kensington Gardens. East- services is not a priority for the Council.
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west routes are less restricted but the West London Railway Line
is a significant barrier to access into and out of the borough to the The Lots Road place chapter confirms that the provision of an
west. The restrictions mean that those routes that are available
additional bus route that would serve Imperial Wharf station is a
are heavily trafficked. These routes are also often major retail
Council priority.
areas with heavy pedestrian flows, resulting in competition for
road space.
Given this statement, more should be done to encourage modal
shift from road to rail, especially on the West London Line, so that
this is not seen as a barrier, but an opportunity to encourage
more movements from the south and east to the north and west
and vice versa. This could be achieved by new direct rail services
from south-east London via the WLL and Old Oak Common to
points north and west of there.
This would hopefully relieve pressure on all parts of the Earl’s
Court One-Way System.
2.2.32 If a journey starts or ends at Kensington High Street, there
are a wealth of buses taking north-south routes. However, there
are only three services that extend both north and south of
Kensington High Street
North-south bus links across the Royal Borough have improved in
recent years. For example, there are at least six routes (49, 52,
70, 328, 452 and C1) that extend north and south of Kensington
High Street. Other fairly recent north-south bus links in various
parts of the Royal Borough include routes C3, 228, 316 and 360.
Future improvements could include new links between Earl’s
Court, the Chelsea & Westminster, Royal Marsden and Brompton
Hospitals, Chelsea Old Town Hall and Battersea

2.2.33 Looking at Public Transport Accessibility Levels as a
whole, they vary from ‘excellent’ around Notting Hill Gate and
South Kensington, to ‘poor’ or ‘very poor’ in the far south and
north west of the borough.
Agreed. To address the poor PTAL areas in the south of the
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Royal Borough (see the plan on page 22), a further new bus link
could be provided between Wandsworth Bridge, Townmead
Road, Imperial Wharf, Cheyne Walk and Westminster or Victoria
(see 9.4 eighth bullet point) and/or river services between these
points could be strengthened.
2.3.11 Another key issue is the predominance of the main
transport infrastructure running east-west and the difficulty of
moving north-south. There is also an issue in North Kensington,
where rail infrastructure has created significant barriers to
movement, but brings no access benefits because of the lack of
local stations.
Agreed, but more prominence should be given in Council
strategic thinking to the north-south role of the West London Line
and the potential for a new station at Westway Circus and
improved links between the West London Line and other rail
services at Old Oak Common.
2.3.12 (part) However, large parts of North Kensington and parts
of South West Chelsea have relatively poor public transport
accessibility.
This is why all four stations at Kensal, Westway Circus, Chelsea
Old Town Hall and Imperial Wharf (WLL/Crossrail2 interchange)
and improved interchange between the WLL and other rail
services at the Old Oak Common hub should be pursued and
shown as objectives in this Plan Review.
2.3.13 Vehicular traffic also has a significant impact on our street
environments, both in terms of its effect on the quality of the
pedestrian and cycling environment, but also in terms of air
quality. Measures to improve other travel choices so that car
dependency is reduced is thus an important issue to be
addressed in the strategy, and one reflected in public
consultation.
This is why, in addition to the above two comments, the Council
should also seek direct rail services between the WLL and (i)
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south and (ii) south-east London to encourage modal shift to rail
services parallel to the Earl’s Court One-Way System.
2.3.19 Bullet point 2 - Improving travel choices to reduce car
dependency, including getting better access onto the existing rail
infrastructure.
Fully support.
The key items here are (from north to south):• More proximate interchange between the WLL and the Old Oak
Common (OOC) HS2/Crossrail/GWML hub
• Linking HS2 with the WLL to enable the Royal Borough to have
direct links with both HS2 and HS1
• A new station at Westway Circus to allow:- east-west pedestrian
and cycle movements under the WLL, provide within a high PTAL
with high use of Wood Lane station a new set of National Rail
destinations to serve existing and new facilities such as the
Latimer Road/Freston Road Employment Zone, the residential
streets on North Kensington, the new Imperial College West
developments, and the northern half of the White City Opportunity
Area to aid easing pressures on Shepherd’s Bush WLL station.
The comment at 32.3.15 should be included here.
• Assessing which of the WLL stations should be served by HS2HS1 trains
• Strengthening links between Imperial Wharf station and the rest
of Chelsea, either by direct buses and/or by Imperial Wharf being
served by Crossrail 2 to relieve pressures on Clapham Junction
and so that residents would not have to travel out-of-borough on
rail journeys between Chelsea Old Town Hall and the WLL
corridor.
• Developing new local and inter-regional rail services, e.g.,
Basingstoke – Hounslow – WLL – OOC – NLL – Stansted;
Guildford – Surbiton – WLL – Luton – Bedford; and High
Wycombe – OOC – WLL – SE London (to ease pressure on the
Earl’s Court One-Way System between Westway and the
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Chelsea Embankment).
West London Line
Transport
The Council’s Transport Policies CT1 (Improving alternatives to
Group (Mark Balaam) 2.2.25 Well over half of all households in Kensington and Chelsea car use) and CT2 (New and enhanced rail infrastructure) have
(56 per cent) do not have access to a car or van.
been prepared with regard to the borough’s low car ownership
level and with the aim of making it easier and more attractive to
Given this statement, it is extremely important that new bus, rail
walk, cycle and take public transport within the borough and to
and Underground routes and facilities are given highest priority, other destinations. This is reflected in Strategic Objective Three:
particularly the proposed new stations at Kensal, Westway Circus Better Travel Choices. Accordingly, the promotion of public
(and their links to the HS2/Crossrail/GWML hub at Old Oak
transport services and facilities is afforded a high priority within
Common just outside the Royal Borough), Chelsea Old Town Hall the plan.
and a Crossrail2/West London Line (WLL) interchange at Imperial
Wharf.
The Council recognises the value of the West London Line in
providing for north south journeys within the borough and to other
2.2.27 Access from the south is restricted to the Albert, Battersea destinations not least to the planned Old Oak Common
and Chelsea bridges across the River Thames. North-south
development area. The Council would welcome new train services
through routes are restricted because of the presence of the
providing direct connections between West London line stations
Westway, the Hammersmith and City Underground line, the
and Gatwick Airport and other destinations. We make this point
Grand Union Canal, Holland Park and Kensington Gardens. East- when we get the opportunity to do so however lobbying for such
west routes are less restricted but the West London Railway Line services is not a priority for the Council.
is a significant barrier to access into and out of the borough to the
west. The restrictions mean that those routes that are available
The Lots Road place chapter confirms that the provision of an
are heavily trafficked. These routes are also often major retail
additional bus route that would serve Imperial Wharf station is a
areas with heavy pedestrian flows, resulting in competition for
Council priority.
road space.
Given this statement, more should be done to encourage modal
shift from road to rail, especially on the West London Line, so that
this is not seen as a barrier, but an opportunity to encourage
more movements from the south and east to the north and west
and vice versa. This could be achieved by new direct rail services
from south-east London via the WLL and Old Oak Common to
points north and west of there.
This would hopefully relieve pressure on all parts of the Earl’s
Court One-Way System

2.3.11 Another key issue is the predominance of the main
transport infrastructure running east-west and the difficulty of
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moving north-south. There is also an issue in North Kensington,
where rail infrastructure has created significant barriers to
movement, but brings no access benefits because of the lack of
local stations.
Agreed, but more regard and greater prominence should be given
in Council strategic thinking to the north-south role of the West
London Line and the potential for a new station at Westway
Circus and improved links between the West London Line and
other rail services at Old Oak Common.

2.3.12 (part) However, large parts of North Kensington and parts
of South West Chelsea have relatively poor public transport
accessibility.
This is why all four stations at Kensal, Westway Circus, Chelsea
Old Town Hall and Imperial Wharf (WLL/Crossrail2 interchange)
and improved interchange between the WLL and other rail
services at the Old Oak Common hub should be pursued and
shown as objectives in this Plan Review.
2.3.13 Vehicular traffic also has a significant impact on our street
environments, both in terms of its effect on the quality of the
pedestrian and cycling environment, but also in terms of air
quality. Measures to improve other travel choices so that car
dependency is reduced is thus an important
This is why, in addition to the above two comments, the Council
should also seek direct rail services between the WLL and (i)
south and (ii) south-east London to encourage modal shift to rail
services parallel to the Earl’s Court One-Way System
2.3.19 Bullet point 2 - Improving travel choices to reduce car
dependency, including getting better access onto the existing rail
infrastructure.
Fully support.
The key items here are (from north to south):-
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• More proximate interchange between the WLL and the Old Oak
Common (OOC) HS2/Crossrail/GWML hub
• Linking HS2 with the WLL to enable the Royal Borough to have
direct links with both HS2 and HS1
• A new station at Westway Circus to allow:- east-west pedestrian
and cycle movements under the WLL, provide within a high PTAL
with high use of Wood Lane station a new set of National Rail
destinations to serve existing and new facilities such as the
Latimer Road/Freston Road Employment Zone, the residential
streets on North Kensington, the new Imperial College West
developments, and the northern half of the White City Opportunity
Area to aid easing pressures on Shepherd’s Bush WLL station.
The comment at 32.3.15 should be included here.
• Assessing which of the WLL stations should be served by HS2HS1 trains
• Strengthening links between Imperial Wharf station and the rest
of Chelsea, either by direct buses and/or by Imperial Wharf being
served by Crossrail 2 to relieve pressures on Clapham Junction
and so that residents would not have to travel out-of-borough on
rail journeys between Chelsea Old Town Hall and the WLL
corridor.
• Developing new local and inter-regional rail services, e.g.,
Basingstoke – Hounslow – WLL – OOC – NLL – Stansted;
Guildford – Surbiton – WLL – Luton – Bedford; and High
Wycombe – OOC – WLL – SE London (to ease pressure on the
Earl’s Court One-Way System between Westway and the
Chelsea Embankment).

3.1.1 [Blue box below].
CV1 Vision for the Royal Borough: Building on Success (part)
By 2028 regeneration of areas of change will have resulted in
significantly improved transport, including a new Crossrail station
at Kensal, better links to Hammersmith and Fulham across the
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West London line and improved north-south bus links overcoming
the generally lower levels of accessibility in the north.
Ideally, Westway Circus station should be included in this
paragraph.
3.2 Strategic objectives
3.2.3 (Table within this para)
Improving travel choices
to reduce car dependency, including getting better access onto
the existing rail
infrastructure.
Agreed, although much has been done to improve north-south
bus links within the Royal Borough. In relation to the lack of
access onto existing rail infrastructure in the north of the Borough,
we support the efforts to secure a Crossrail station in the north of
the borough; however, it will be relatively distant and cut off from
the most of the Royal Borough.
Thought should be given to (i) strengthening bus services to this
new station, and (ii) other parts of the Royal Borough accessing
Crossrail via the West London Line and the Old Oak Common
hub.
In respect of the latter, the Council should press DfT, HS2, TfL
and other partners to create a more proximate, clement and
higher quality interchange between the WLL and HS2, Crossrail
and the GWML for Royal Borough residents and other WLL
users.
Strategic Objective Three: Better Travel Choices
Public transport, walking and cycling, parking
3.2.6 We have one of the lowest rates of car ownership
nationally, but many of our streets are still dominated by parking
and vehicular traffic. By making it easier to live without a car, we
can improve residents’ quality of life and opportunities for physical
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fitness through walking and cycling, as well as improving the local
built environment and reducing our environmental impact.
Agreed, but there should also be mention here of the need for the
Council to work closely with rail, bus, coach and water transport
operators to develop new and strengthen existing services.

CHAPTER 3 BUILDING ON SUCCESS: OUR VISION AND STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES
3.1 VISION
CV1 VISION FOR THE ROYAL BOROUGH: BUILDING ON SUCCESS
Question CV1(1)
Please provide your comments on the Vision CV1
Question CV1(2)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated Policy Formulation Report
Respondent

Comment

Response

WYG (Mary-Jane
O’Neill)

The ICR is generally supportive of the emerging Local Plan
Vision and para 14.2 amended to refer to Institute of Cancer
although has a few comments on the current document which are Research.
set out in further detail below.
We suggest that Strategic Objective CV1 ‘Vision for the Royal
Borough: Building on Success’ is amended in recognition that the
ICR, as well as the Royal Marsden and Royal Brompton
hospitals, “continue to further their international reputation for
delivering world class health care, education and research
activities”.
In addition, we request that the reference to the ICR (paragraph
14.2) is corrected to state the “Institute of Cancer Research”
rather than “Imperial Cancer Research Institute”, which should be
deleted.
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I trust the above changes will be possible. We request that we be
kept informed of progress in respect of the Local Plan Review
and any further planning policy documents. In addition, we
reserve our clients’ position to submit further representations on
subsequent consultations.
Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

5th paragraph starts "Better facilities will .........." the last sentence
of that paragraph, we would like amended as follows:
'The deficiency in local shopping will have been addressed at
South Kensington and with new town centres at Kensal .....'etc

The Council recognises that there is perception that South
Kensington suffers from a “deficiency in local shopping”.
However, it is a centre which still contains a number of the shops
which could be expected to serve local day to day needs. It has,
for example, a fishmonger, cheese shop, a farmers’ market and a
small supermarket. In addition, the Council cannot control the
nature of a shop, as this falls outside the remit of the planning
system. As such, it is not clear what the suggested amendment
to the vision could achieve. Kensal and Latimer have been
referenced as are brand new centres. Some of the floorspace is
likely to meet a local need. As such, these differ from South
Kensington.
Further reference has, however, been made within the South
Kensington Place (Chapter 12) of the role of the centre in
meeting the day-to-day needs of local people.

DP9 Ltd (Mr Manley)

Our client supports the vision to enhance existing employment
areas with new and improved employment floorspace alongside
supporting residential development providing a mix of uses and
creating thriving centres.

Support for mix of use within the Employment Zones noted.
Support for the retail role of Knightsbridge International Centre
noted.

Our client supports the continued promotion of the Knightsbridge
International Centre and the major role it plays for the borough.
The Markham Square I agree with this vision.
Association (David
Cox)
Quod (Georgie
Church)

Support noted.

The vision for the Borough is fully supported. The need to
Support for vision noted.
address the strategic issues that it lists should be given significant
weight and development that accords with the vision should go
Reference to “eyesores” has been removed from the Renewing
ahead, without delay.
the Legacy Chapter as part of the 2013 review of this chapter.
As such it is appropriate to remove the reference to eyesores
It is noted that the vision continues to encourage the removal of
from within the vision.
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eyesores from the borough, which we strongly support. However,
we encourage the Council to be ambitious when assessing
proposals for the redevelopment of these sites and consider the
wider package of benefits that can be achieved through
redevelopment of sites, rather than settling for removal of the
eyesore as its only objective. Given the significant pressures for
growth facing the borough and London, it is vital that sites are
optimised and high quality replacement architecture is sought to
replace the building that is lost.
Martyn Baker

The council's document "Ambitious for tomorrow 2014-28"
contains a reference to creating new opportunities but only seems
to talk in specific terms about the encouraging signs RBKC's
profile as a location for creative businesses is growing although
"currently there is a shortage of the right type of affordable and
flexible businesses space in the borough" and " to protect the
space we do have we are now having to fight to preserve our
hard-won exemption from new planning rules which allow
changes of use from commercial to residential without planning
permission." But where is the Action Plan or at least firm strategic
objective so that "creative businesses are able to prosper and
grow with us here in the Royal Borough, providing employment
for local people?"

Chapter 31 sets out a clear ambition to support business uses
across the Borough. This is supported by Policies CF5 and CF6
which aim to protect existing business premises and support the
establishment of new premises. The supporting text to these
policies recognises that it will prove difficult to meet the future
need for B class floorspace. The policy takes a two pronged
approach. It will protect what B class floorspace exists and
support applications for new space. In addition the Council sees
the introduction of residential development within the
Employment Zones as a tool to enable the increase in business
space in these areas. CF5 is clear. Residential floorspace will
only permitted within an Employment Zone when associated with
a significant increase in either the quality of the floorspace of B
class uses. The Council is of the view that there is no inherent
On the contrary, the revised CV1 Vision has been drastically
reason why a residential use will be incompatible with a nearby
modified by removing references in the existing Local Plan text to employment use. This is a pattern of mixed use common across
North Kensington and instead talking about regeneration of
London. The Council also recognises that the provision of
"areas of change" anywhere in the borough. The existing text
residential uses has its own benefits in terms of meeting housing
says "Jobs will be readily available as the Employment Zones will need.
have been protected from encroaching residential development
and be thriving centres for small businesses and the cultural
Residential uses will only be supported within an Employment
sector." It is imperative this text is retained and NOT REPLACED Zone where allowing a significant uplift in business floorspace.
by "Jobs will be readily available as the employment zones will
(The only exception is the northern part of the Latimer Road
have been enhanced with new and improved employment
Employment Zone were the policies within the StQW
floorspace and some supporting residential development
Neighbourhood Plan form part of the development plan.) This
providing a mix of uses and thriving centres for businesses and
approach is as relevant for the Lots Road Employment Zone as
the cultural and creative industries sector." Introducing residential elsewhere. As such the allocation of Policy CA10 (Site at Lots
floorspace in this proposed way would be totally inconsistent with Road) has been amended accordingly. There is a clear
the protected status given to employment land in Employment
expectation that the introduction of residential uses must be
Zones. Such a change should be ruled out on grounds that it is
accompanied by additional business floorspace.
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not in conformity with the London Plan and inconsistent with the
Council's own stand quoted above about protecting commercial
space from residential development.

The proposed vision is clear that jobs within the Employment
Zones will be “enhanced”. This goes beyond the original wording
which “protected from encroaching residential development.” The
NB The proposed Policy CA10 for Lots Road in chapter 9 goes so vision C1 has been amended to recognise that new business will
far as to set out a Principle that only the existing commercial
be supported across the borough, and not merely within areas of
floorspace will be re-provisioned, meaning there would be no
change or within the Employment Zones.
additional floorspace for SMEs provided in what would be a
predominately residential development in the middle of the only
employment zone in Chelsea. This would be ENTIRELY
RETROGRADE.
St Quintin and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood
Forum (Henry
Peterson)

Chapter 3 Building on Success: Our Vision and Strategic
Objectives
The revised paragraph in the box at CV1 is welcomed in terms of
recognition that the world of work is changing and that there is
scope for mixed use in Employment Zones (this statement now
reads Jobs will be readily available as the employment zones will
have been protected from encroaching enhanced with new and
improved employment floorspace and some supporting
residential development providing a mix of uses and be thriving
centres for small businesses and the cultural and creative
industries sector (our emphasis).

Support for the reworded vision noted.

Sport England (Mark
Furnish )

Sport England are disappointed that sport and leisure facilities do
not appear to form a prominent part of the Royal Borough’s
visions. Access to the right sport and leisure facilities in the right
places would have a significant impact on existing and new
residents’ quality of life and in this respect represents a vital form
of infrastructure for the area, especially when considering that
residents health in the north of the Royal Borough is lower and
requires improvement. In addition, new housing would increase
the pressure on existing facilities and therefore to ensure the
quality of life of the whole Royal Borough is maintained, which is
an expressed objective in the vision, strategic planning for sport,
leisure and recreation should be significant factor within the
Councils’ vision.

Sports facilities are social and community facilities which are
considered as part of the Keeping Life Local Chapter. This
chapter is not being reviewed at this time. Where proposed
development generates a need for sports infrastructure, this will
be addressed through planning contributions. This is indicated as
a possible planning contribution measure in paragraph 29.2.6 of
the LPPR Publication Policies document.

Emma Dent Coad

3.1 Vision (add) '… better housing, and better health care
facilities …'

3.1 the existing text allows for wider health benefits. Our
understanding is that a station on the West London Line is not a
priority for TfL although the Council supports this proposal in both
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3.1 Next paragraph (add) '…Public transport will be improved via
a Westway Circus station at the Latimer Road/White City
underpass on the West London Line. If the Crossrail station
cannot be achieved at Kensal, a monorail or tram connection will
be constructed between Ladbroke Grove and Old Oak Common'.
Next paragraph (add) '.. high quality design and construction
quality …'
Three paras down (add) '… and Wornington Green, plus a
concerted attempt to increase biomass with green walls and as
many trees as can reasonably be accommodated'.

the Latimer place chapter and the revised Better Travel Choices
chapter. The possibility of creating a tram or monorail connection
from Kensal to Old Oak Common has been investigated and
dismissed as there is no feasible route, a rail connection is the
only option.
Whist the details of the design and the nature of materials are
planning matters – and form part of the requirement for “high
quality design”, construction quality itself is a matter for building
regulations.
Opportunities to plant extra trees and deliver projects like green
walls need to be investigated on a case by case basis for specific
sites. Text has been added to the place chapters to encourage
initiatives that would improve air quality and to the air quality
section in chapter 36 regarding public realm projects to improve
air quality. Green walls will only be effective in certain
circumstances so a blanket endorsement is not appropriate.

CBRE (Jennifer Liu )

Comments in relation to Vision CV1 (Building on Success)
CHG support the Council’s vision of stimulating regeneration in
the north of the Borough and considers that optimising the final
phase of the Wornington Green development will be key to
achieving this. CHG agree that this area will be at the heart of
environmental sustainability, and welcome reference to the
combined heat and power network at Wornington Green as an
example of this. However, it should be noted that while there will
be opportunity for nearby sites to connect to the District Heating
System at Wornington Green, the plant has been designed to
meet the demand from the Wornington Green estate only so
future connections will need to ensure that there is adequate
plant on their sites.

Christie's South
Kensington
(Francesca Filippini
Pinto)

We welcome the ambition to enhance the reputation of South
Support noted.
Kensington as a national and international destination by
supporting cultural activities and on-going recognition of the need
to sustain a first class experience for visitors and set a new
standard for streetscape design.
Safe, easy and accessible public transport is essential to support
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The text does not imply that the heat and power networks are
limited to the new developments where they are located and it
would not be appropriate to include this level of detail in strategic
objectives.

Respondent
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cultural activity and enhance the reputation of South Kensington
as a national and international destination.
Tesco

CV1 – Vision for the Royal Borough: Building on Success

Support noted.

Policy CV1 of the Local Plan Review sets out the Council’s vision
for the development of the borough up to 2028.
Our client welcomes the Council’s vision for the development of
the borough up to 2028, and the Council’s commitment to build
on the success of the Portobello Road as an area of national and
international importance. Indeed, it is suggested that the
redevelopment of the site at 224-226 Portobello Road represents
an excellent opportunity to enhance the vitality and vibrancy of
the area.
Furthermore our client welcomes the Council’s continued
commitment to ensuring that the borough remains the ‘best place
to live’ in London, and the role that meeting the needs of
residents and visitors will perform in meeting this objective.
Exhibition Road
We welcome the ambition to enhance the reputation of South
Cultural Group (Emily Kensington as a national and international destination by
Candler)
supporting cultural activities and on-going recognition of the need
to sustain a first class experience for visitors and set a new
standard for streetscape design. The vision also should recognise
ambition for the Exhibition Road public realm to provide greater
connection between the institutions and their programmes and
encourage movement between venues.
Proposed addition to vision:
"Exhibition Road in South Kensington will be providing a first
class experience to visitors to the national institutions, and have
set a new standard nationally of streetscape design and cultural
activity in the public realm."
Comments: The Exhibition Road public realm scheme has greatly
transformed the visitor experience but there is still scope for
further improvement to retain the reputation for excellence in this
public realm. We would welcome a review of use of the road, now
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This is picked up in detail in the South Kensington Place chapter.
The text has been changed to:
“Exhibition Road in South Kensington will be providing a first
class experience to visitors to the national institutions, and have
set a new standard nationally of streetscape design and cultural
activity in the public realm.”

Respondent

Comment

Response

that it is five year old, including movement, security and cultural
activity. The pedestrian tunnel under Exhibition Road is a
neglected but vital part of the Exhibition Road public realm and
must be brought up to the quality of the surrounding area. Safe,
easy and accessible public transport is essential to support
cultural activity and enhance the reputation of South Kensington
as a national and international destination.
The ambition to build “conservation areas of the future” does
relate to the entire borough. This relates to high quality design
rather than any particular form of development.

Historic England
(Katharine Fletcher)

CV1 Vision, p34
For clarity, it would be helpful to make sure the three aspects of
the Vision are clearly separated. This would avoid any
misapprehension that ‘Conservation Areas of the Future’ relates
to areas other than the major regeneration areas. However, we
note that it is clear from the subsequent text (for instance, in para
4.4.3) that this is not intended to apply to the existing
conservation areas whose character, and significance, is already
established.

Zipporah LisleMainwaring

I also strongly object to the irritating slogan the Council puts on
Comment noted. The Council is rightly proud of its success. This
everything “Building on Success”. Success for whom or for what? is not to say that the Council is not aware of problems. The Local
The Borough has a declining population, with considerably less
Plan Partial Review seeks to address these.
than half of its population being born to the Borough. On what
basis can that be determined as “Success”.

Victoria and Albert
Museum (Steve
Hyde)

3.1 Vision – (Sought Changes in bold) - Enhance the reputation
of our national and international destinations – Knightsbridge,
Portobello Road, (delete South Kensington and replace with
"South Kensington Strategic Cultural Area,), the Kings Road,
Kensington High Street – by supporting and encouraging retail,
restaurant and cultural activities in particular.
Exhibition Road within the South Kensington Strategic Quarter
will provide a first class experience to visitors to the national
institutions, including the installation for temporary exhibits
supporting the strategic cultural quarter, as well as setting a new
standard of streetscape design to be as specified in
supplementary design guidance.
(Reasons for change) So as to cross reference to policies and proposals maps relating
to the South Kensington Strategic Cultural Area given in Chapter

57

South Kensington has to be considered as a place, not just as
the Strategic Cultural Area. The South Kensington Chapter has
been altered to make references to the Strategic Cultural Area
clearer.
This text cannot be included in the vision as the type of cultural
activity that would be appropriate, its duration and how it would
be managed have not been agreed.

Respondent
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Response

13.
Exhibition Road needs to be acknowledged in the local plan as
the location where the principal of temporary exhibits which
supports the Strategic Cultural Quarter is acceptable.
Details of the locations, number, and scale of temporary exhibits
be subject to a Supplementary Design Guidance.
London Borough of
Hammersmith and
Fulham (Matt Butler)

The Local Plan vision (Page 58) and priorities (para. 4.2.8)
reference a Crossrail 2 station at Kings Road. We are bidding for
an alternative Crossrail 2 Station at Imperial Wharf, as indicated
in the Hammersmith and Fulham Proposed Submission Local
Plan 2016. Whilst it is acknowledged that TfL's currently preferred
option is a station at King's Road, we are hopeful that an
alternative station at Imperial Wharf could be agreed given the
much greater regeneration benefits to London and therefore
object to the Crossrail 2 station at Kings Road.

The Council’s understanding is that TfL is not considering a
station at Imperial Wharf. An amendment to the reference to
Crossrail 2 in the Vision has been made in the Publication
Policies relating to the opening date at the request of TfL (see
below).

Your Local Plan Review makes frequent reference to a Crossrail
2 station at Kings Road and we consider the language misleading
as it is important to be clear in your text throughout your Local
Plan that the Crossrail 2 route is yet to be finalised with another
consultation scheduled for next year (eg. Policies CV1, CV14 and
CT2).
TfL (Andrew Hiley)

Page 58 Policy CV1 - the sentence ‘construction will have started Noted. Vision has been amended accordingly.
on a Crossrail 2 station at King’s Road, scheduled to open in
2032’ should be replaced with ‘construction will have started on a
Crossrail 2 station at King’s Road, scheduled to open in the early
2030’s’.

Henry Peterson

The wording in current paragraphs 3.22 and 3.23 uses opaque
language and is hard to understand (e.g. The underpinning
issues can be shaped into directional statements of intent, which
can directly guide decision making).
These paragraphs (which are new) and the accompanying table
connecting issues with strategic objectives and topics (which is
retained from the 2010 document) risk creating confusion.
This new version of a Local Plan needs to be clear as to how it
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Paragraph 29.1.2 has been further amended to distinguish
between the strategic and non-strategic policies.
The NPPF uses “strategic priorities” (NPPF paragraphs 156, 178,
182) and “strategic policies” (156, 184, 185) interchangeably and
the difference in meaning is not a significant matter or issue
which requires amending in the Local Plan.

Respondent
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Response

addresses the interaction between paragraphs 156 and 185 of
the NPPF.
NPPF paragraph 156 states local planning authorities should set
out the strategic priorities for the area in the Local Plan. This
should include strategic policies to deliver (followed by a list of
issues expected to be covered in Local Plans). Is there a reason
for RBKC to continue to use the term strategic objectives instead
of strategic priorities as per the NPPF? Terminology becomes
important when NPPF guidance is now regularly relied on at
appeals and in the Courts.
Paragraph 185 of the NPPF goes on the state that Outside these
strategic elements, neighbourhood plans will be able to shape
and direct sustainable development in their area. Once a
neighbourhood plan has demonstrated its general conformity with
the strategic policies of the Local Plan and is brought into force,
the policies it contains take precedence over existing nonstrategic policies in the Local Plan for that neighbourhood, where
they are in conflict.
Would it not be simpler if the RBKC Local Plan used the NPPF
terminology of strategic priorities, under which sit a set of
strategic policies, so as to be consistent with the NPPF? This
same issue arises again over the distinction between strategic
and non strategic policies, as referred to in Chapter 29 of the
Draft Plan on Policies and Actions (see below).
Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Vision:
Resolve issue of time scale – next 20 years (ie 2036) or 2028?

The vision has been amended to recognise that the plan period
is to 2028.

Better facilities: Add: need to plan for a better distribution of GP
surgeries/group practices

Policy C1 sets out the high level principles for seeking Planning
Contributions. Paragraph 29.2.6 includes provision of social and
community, and health facilities which encompasses GP
surgeries. The infrastructure table at chapter 37 Infrastructure
sets out the health infrastructure required in the borough. This
has been established through partnership working with the NHS.
Furthermore, social and community and health facilities are
included under the ‘Infrastructure and planning contributions’
sections of site allocations in chapters 5 to 14.

Key diagram:
Earl's Court: is this really "an area with a particular national or
international reputation"?
Thames: This should, however, be shown as such an area?
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Respondent

Comment

Response

Metropolitan importance.
The key diagram has been amended to show the Earl’s Court as
an “area of regeneration”.

3.2 STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES
CO1 KEEPING LIFE LOCAL
Question CO1(1)
Please provide your comments on the Strategic Objective CO1
Name

Comment

Response

Pridgeon

I apologise that I can’t remember or reference the exact
paragraph - the 345 page doc is too big to print out.

The design of new buildings is considered within the Renewing
the Legacy chapter of the Local Plan. This was reviewed in 2013
as part of a dedicated Conservation and Design Review, and as
such is not the subject of this review.

Main points under this section; height limitation for new build and
existing redevelopments to not overshadow conservation areas.
Limit the hotels on and around Notting Hill Gate in order to keep
life local and make sure the area is livable rather than purely a
tourist destination with all the resulting production of trash, noise
etc. Locals value local amenities much more than the transient
population.

As a highly accessible location with excellent public transport
links to the rest of London, Notting Hill gate is seen as an
appropriate location for new hotels and hotel bedspaces. It can
help the Borough meet the need for new hotel bedspaces as
identified by the GLA in its 2013 report “Understanding the
demand and supply of visitor accommodation in London to
2036”. The impact of any proposal upon residential amenity and
character will, however, be material if and when an application is
made.

The Markham Square I strongly agree with the need to keep life local. This is one of the
Association (David
strengths of the Borough. The needs of local residents must not
Cox)
be overlooked. Neighbourhoods require neighbourhood shops,
not major international retailers.

Noted. The planning system does distinguish between different
types of retail occupiers. A neighbourhood shop and an
international brand are both an A1 use. Where appropriate, the
Council will support the provision of a mix of retail unit types. The
smaller units are often more suited to the smaller neighbourhood
shop.

Martyn Baker

The Council recognises that the Lots Road Power Station
redevelopment is taking some time to come forward. However,

Lots Village as both an Employment Zone and a Conservation
Area lacks a local neighbourhood centre which the long delayed
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Name

Sport England (Mark
Furnish )

Comment

Response

Lots Road Power Station development will not provide, as it is
being designed as essentially a gated community. Since the
demolition of Ashburnham Primary School to build the Chelsea
Academy it has not been functioning as a community centre.
(Under s106 a proposed community facility is only being offered
in an underground location by the developer of LRPS.)

when complete it will include a significant amount of new retail
floorspace, of a scale that should act as a neighbourhood centre.
This is explicitly recognised within the Key Diagram and the Lots
Road Place. Actual designation will only take place when the
shops are under construction. The Council does not accept the
principle of a gated community and access to the new retail units
will be available to both residents of the power station site and of
the surrounding area.

Sport England welcome the reference that social and community
facilities would be widely available but these facilities should be
provided (or existing facilities protected and enhanced) to meet a
locally identified need informed by a robust evidence base. Sport
England does not consider the Royal Borough of Kensington and
Chelsea to have such an evidence base. This is elaborated in
Chapter 43 Evidence Base section to follow.

Sports facilities are social and community facilities which are
considered as part of the Keeping Life Local Chapter. This
chapter is not being reviewed as part of the Local Plan Partial
Review. Where proposed development generates a need for
sports infrastructure, this will be addressed through planning
contributions. This is indicated as a possible planning
contribution measure in paragraph 29.2.6 of the LPPR
Publication Policies document.
The Council’s current approach is to seek CIL, as per the RBKC
adopted CIL Charging Schedule, towards items included in the
Council’s Regulation 123 List. The Regulation 123 List includes
sports and leisure as an item capable of being funded by CIL.
CIL charge setting and the production of the Regulation 123 List
are part of a separate process to the Local Plan Partial Review
process.

Emma Dent Coad

Add 'While the borough is densely built it is not densely populated
in all areas due to the level of empty homes. Many of our
shopping and cultural attractions are patronised largely by
visitors, so the base level is much lower than it could be. The
upcoming rise in business rates will exacerbate this problem.
Tackling the problem of empty homes could help address this, to
raise the base level of local residents to add to the visitors and
shoppers.'
3.2.6 (add) 'Introducing a 20mph speed limit in residential roads
will make the borough a pleasanter place to walk and cycle,
decrease air pollution, and improve business in shopping streets.
This will be expanded in accordance with our neighbouring
boroughs.'
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Whilst the Borough may suffer from a number of under occupied
homes the Borough remains a densely populated area. As such,
it would not be appropriate to suggest that the borough’s town
centres are suffering from a lack of population.
Furthermore, the Council notes a centre will be supported by a
number of different types of people. The resident population will
play a role in supporting a centre, but so will people who visit a
centre from outside the Borough. This will include both those
working in or close to a centre, and visitors making specific
shopping trips. The Retail and Leisure Needs Study shows that
these “external” sources of expenditure are considerable.
Imposition of speed limits is not a matter for Local Plan.

Name

Comment

Response

3.2.8 (add) 'Purchasers of residential buildings in conservation
areas must accept that the home they have acquired, of whatever
period it may be, adds to the variety and character of the area. It
should not be an option to buy a building and consider it to be a
building plot, by immediately seeking to demolish and rebuild.'

Any application which includes the demolition of a property within
an Employment Zone will require planning permission and will be
assessed using the polices within the “Renewing the Legacy”
chapter of the Local Plan. This chapter was reviewed in 2013 as
part of a dedicated Conservation and Design Review and is not
the subject of the current Local Plan Partial Review.

Question CO1(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers
Name

Response

Response

Sport England (Mark
Furnish )

Paragraph 2.4 states that a strategic priority is to protect and
promote community facilities that otherwise might be lost to
residential use. Although this stance is broadly in line with Sport
England’s policy to protect, enhance and provide (see:
https://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-forsport/aims-and-objectives/), these actions should be informed by
a robust and up-to-date evidence base that clearly identifies what
actually is needed to be protected and promoted.

Sports facilities are social and community facilities which are
considered as part of the Keeping Life Local Chapter. This
chapter is not being reviewed at this time. Where proposed
development generates a need for sports infrastructure, this will
be addressed through planning contributions. This is indicated
as a possible planning contribution measure in paragraph 29.2.6
of the LPPR Publication Policies document.
The Council’s current approach is to seek CIL, as per the RBKC
adopted CIL Charging Schedule, towards items included in the
Council’s Regulation 123 List. The Regulation 123 List includes
sports and leisure as an item capable of being funded by CIL.
CIL charge setting and the production of Regulation 123 List are
part of a separate process to the Local Plan Partial Review
process.

Question CO1(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated Policy Formulation Report
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CO2 FOSTERING VITALITY
Question
Please provide your comments on the Strategic Objective CO2

CO2(1)

Name

Response

Response

Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

Second line starting "borough is enhanced by a wide variety of
cultural, creative, retail and commercial uses..... ( insert 'retail')

The value of retail uses is recognised by the Council.
“Commercial” includes retail uses. Adding retail uses to the vision
would, therefore, be unnecessary.

The Markham Square I agree.
Association (David
Cox)

Noted.

Martyn Baker

It is not clear from this partial review where the space for extra
cultural and creative uses is to be created (particularly if the aim
is to keep life local) or how it is proposed to remedy the
considerable shortfall identified in the need for more commercial
space over the plan period.

The Council recognises that it will be challenging to meet the
aims to address the provision of additional business floorspace.
Policy CF5 sets out the Council’s approach as to how it can
encourage net gains in business floorspace. It resists the loss of
existing, offers greater flexibility on the provision of new, and
within employment zones allows some residential uses to bring
forward additional business floorspace. However, ultimately the
Council must recognise that land is a scarce resource and that
the priority must be to meet housing need.

Christie's South
Kensington
(Francesca Filippini
Pinto)

We welcome the strategic commitment to supporting the cultural
and creative uses that contribute not only to the Borough but to
London’s role as a world city.

Support noted.

Exhibition Road
Welcome this strategic commitment to supporting the cultural and Support noted.
Cultural Group (Emily creative uses that contribute not only to the Borough but to
Candler)
London's role as a world city.
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Question CO2(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers
Name

Comment

Response

Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

3.2.5
These uses are under pressure from higher value residential
development, and in South Kensington from the demand for
A3,A4 and A5 premises, so there is a risk that ,............

Fostering vitality is concerned with the retention of a diversity of
uses across the Borough. The concerns about the “over
provision” of A3, A4 and A5 in South Kensington are considered
within the South Kensington Place and within Policy CF3 which
sets out what the Council considers to be the appropriate mix of
uses if the Borough’s larger centres. The vision of the South
Kensington Place has been amended to explicitly recognise the
importance of the centre in meeting residents’ day-to-day needs.

London Borough of
Hammersmith and
Fulham (Matt Butler)

Map (Page 311) – This map shows Westfield London shopping
centre but does not reference Shepherd's Bush Town Centre. We
would request that the centre is recognised rather than the
shopping centre within it.
Map (Page 311) – Earls Court Cultural uses are shown in the
Key, but no longer exist.

Reference to Westfield /Shepherd’s Bush Centre rather than
Westfield alone amended.
Map amended to reflect the loss of the Earl’s Court Exhibition
Centre.

Question CO2(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated Policy Formulation Report
CO3 BETTER TRAVEL CHOICES
Question CO3(1)
Please provide your comments on the Strategic Objective CO3
Name

Comment

Response

Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

End this objective after "easy and attractive". Delete the comment Noted. No change to the strategic objective as it is only by
" and preferred by our residents to private car ownership and use" providing forms of the transport that are “preferred” to the private
car, for a given trip, will use of the private car fall.

Pridgeon

Encouragement of cycling - Whilst the lanes through Hyde Park
work well, the Council should try to encourage safe cycle lanes
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The Council supports a number of initiatives to try to support
cycling in the borough. It does not, however, support the cycle

Name

Comment

Response

down Kensington High Street (or behind it to the north?) and
around Notting Hill Gate in the east-west direction.

super highway through Kensington High Street. It takes the view
that such an approach will have a negative impact on traffic flows
as well as having negative implications on safety. The latter are
associated with the close proximity of fast moving cyclists and
pedestrians.

The air quality generally is very poor. Work with the Mayor of
London to ban diesel taxis, lorries and buses from 2022 and
private cars with diesel from 2025.
Provide more electric charging points to encourage the switch to
electric / allow golf buggies ?

The Council works with the Mayor of London to improve air
quality associated with traffic.
The Council has an ongoing program to install additional onstreet car changing points as appropriate and as opportunities
arise. In addition, any new development should comply with the
GLA’s standards for electric charging points for new off street car
parking spaces. Consequently, the Borough should see a
significant increase in charging points over time.

The Markham Square I agree. Greater accessibility should be provided at Underground
Association (David
Stations.
Cox)

Support noted.

Sport England (Mark
Furnish )

Support for objective to improve cycling and walking noted.

Sport England welcome the objective to improve walking and
cycling to ensure these modes are safe, easy and attractive
which would encourage the community to travel by such modes
thereby positively contributing to the health and wellbeing of local
residents. Sport England and Public Health England have
produced Active Design Guidance that aims to inform the urban
design of places, neighbourhoods, buildings, streets and open
spaces to promote sport and active lifestyles. The guide sets out
ten principles to consider when designing places that would
contribute to creating well designed healthy communities,
including walkable communities and connected walking and
cycling routes. Sport England strongly recommends that these
principles and concepts are reflected in the Local Plan. More
information, including the guidance, can be found via the
following link;
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-forsport/planning-tools-and-guidance/active-design/
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Council Policy CT1 (k), not covered by the current review,
confirms the Council will work with partners to ensure that step
free access is delivered to all Underground and rail stations,
including South Kensington, by 2028.

Sport England’s publication “Active Design” is a valuable
resource. The principles set out therein are reflected within the
Local Plan and associated Supplementary Planning Documents.

Name

Comment

Response

Exhibition Road
Welcome the objective to promote walking, cycling and public
Support noted.
Cultural Group (Emily transport that are safe, easy and attractive. These are already the
Candler)
predominant modes of travel for workers and visitors to the
Strategic Cultural Area and improvements will benefit all users.
Reducing vehicle use would improve air quality, pedestrian safety
locally, as well as having wider environmental benefits.

Question CO3(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers
Name

Comment

Response

Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

3.2.6
The second sentence starting "By making it easier to live without
a car, we can improve residents' quality of life ........................." is
just untrue. Young people may be able to walk or cycle, but
carrying shopping home from supermarkets on a wet winters day
for an elderly person, is not something that improves the quality
of life, and probably leads to winter illness.

The text of 3.2.6 does not stigmatise car ownership. Our aim is to
improve the range of travel choices available to residents. Given
the issues of traffic congestion and poor air quality in the
Borough it is correct that the Council should aim to ensure that
travel by sustainable modes is the usual choice within the
Borough.

3.2.6 is a bad paragraph and should be removed. There is no
good reason to try to stigmatise car ownership in the south part of
the Borough, the revenue collected by parking permits and
parking fines contributes handsomely to the borough's finances. If
it is emissions that concern RBKC, first deal with the Lorries,
Buses, Waste collection Vehicles and delivery Vans, which any
one standing in the street will verify as being the worst polluters.
CBRE (Jennifer Liu )

Comments in relation to the supporting text to CO3 (Strategic
Objection for Better Travel Choices) Paragraph 32.2.4 states that
over the lifetime of the plan maximum parking standards will be
reduced and new residential development will increasingly
include no car parking at all except for essential need. CBRE
believe that parking standards should be flexible so that provision
can be assessed on a case by case basis. Whilst car-free
developments may be acceptable in accessible parts of the
borough, there are some areas in RBKC which are not as well
connected to public transport and therefore some parking is still
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Comments noted. The Council is of the view that the setting of
maximum car parking standards is a key policy tool in reducing
car ownership and congestion. It is an approach fully endorsed
by the London Plan.
32.2.4 is not part of the plan that is being reviewed.
All development proposals are assessed on their own merits.
The Councils adopted car parking standards do permit flexibility
within the defined ranges.

Name

Comment

Response

necessary.
Earl’s Court Society
Highways, Traffic and
Transport Sub group
(Mark Balaam)

3.2.6 We have one of the lowest rates of car ownership
Support noted. Chapter 32 sets out the “corporate or partner
nationally, but many of our streets are still dominated by parking actions” to achieve better travel choices. This includes ambitions
and vehicular traffic. By making it easier to live without a car, we to work with TFL and Network Rail.
can improve residents’ quality of life and opportunities for physical
fitness through walking and cycling, as well as improving the local
built environment and reducing our environmental impact.
Agreed, but there should also be mention here of the need for the
Council to work closely with rail, bus, coach and water transport
operators to develop new and strengthen existing services.

CO4 AN ENGAGING PUBLIC REALM
Question
Please provide your comments on the Strategic Objective CO4

Name

CO4(1)

Comment

Response

The Markham Square I agree.
Association (David
Cox)

Support noted.

Deloitte Real Estate
(Richard Maung)

Imperial College London welcome the continuing support and
investment in public realm and sense of place. In the South
Kensington Strategic Cultural Area, that sense of place needs to
reflect the cross-disciplinary innovation, teaching and learning
which was the founding purpose of the cultural quarter and its
continuing mission.

Support noted. Reference to Imperial College has been added to
the South Kensington place.

Christie's South
Kensington
(Francesca Filippini
Pinto)

We welcome continuing support and investment in public realm
and sense of place. In the South Kensington Strategic Cultural
Area, that sense of place needs to reflect the cross-disciplinary
innovation and learning which was the founding purpose of the
cultural quarter and it is its continuing mission.

Support noted.

Exhibition Road

Welcome continuing support and investment in public realm and

Support noted.
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Name

Comment

Response

Cultural Group (Emily
Candler)

sense of place. In South Kensington Strategic Cultural Area, that
sense of place needs to reflect the cross-disciplinary innovation
and learning which was the founding purpose of the cultural
quarter and its continuing mission.

Question CO4(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers

Name

Comment

Response

Eardley Crescent
3.3.7
Residents Association
(Balaam)
Agreed, but there should also be mention here of the desirability
of the Council working closely with others in taking opportunities
to improve the public realm.

This is a project that would have to be initiated by TfL as it owns
the station and the airspace. More investigation into the feasibility
and desirability of this proposal is needed before it could be
supported by the Council.
The Lillie Road Canal Bridge is not in this borough.

Specifically, efforts should be made to rectify the deficiency in
public open space south west of Kensington Gardens by creating
the Earl’s Court Station Park in the airspace above the District
Line tracks between Warwick Road and the Earl’s Court station
footbridge.
Care should also be taken in approving the design and contents
of the airspace over the West London Line and the Brompton
forecourt of the Earls Court Exhibition Centre, thus:• The Lillie Road Canal Bridge (in daily use for since 1828)
should be given the status of either a Scheduled Ancient
Monument or a Listed structure to provide:(i) public access under Lillie Road/Old Brompton Road between
Lillie Square and the proposed Lost River Park; and
(ii) interpretation of the rich social and transport histories of the
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Name

Comment

Response

West London Line corridor
• Consideration could also be given to incorporate a part-covered
or open-air theatre or performance space, subject to acceptance
in terms of local residential amenity. In any case, care should be
exercised to ensure that this area is not perceived as
inhospitable in terms of climatic conditions or at night.
Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

3.2.7: Streetscape/public realm: This should mention our longterm programme of driving up the quality of the Borough's
streetscape, clearing the clutter and controlling advertising, and
driving up the quality of our shopfronts

Noted. The vision is a headline. The ambition to drive up the
quality of the Borough’s streetscape would sit within the
Engaging Public Realm Chapter (Chapter 37). The Local Plan
Partial Review of this chapter relates only to planning
contributions (CIL and S106).

Earl’s Court Society
Highways, Traffic and
Transport Sub group
(Mark Balaam)

3.2.7 Kensington and Chelsea is distinguished by a high quality
network of streets, squares and public spaces. The public realm
is widely recognised and valued for providing the setting for our
rich architectural heritage. This is a strategic matter for the Royal
Borough, being central to our success as an attractive place to
live, work and visit.

This is a project that would have to be initiated by TfL as it owns
the station and the airspace. More investigation into the feasibility
and desirability of this proposal is needed before it could be
supported by the Council.

Agreed, but there should also be mention here of the desirability
of the Council working closely with others in taking opportunities
to improve the public realm.
Specifically, efforts should be made to rectify the deficiency in
public open space south west of Kensington Gardens by creating
the Earl’s Court Station Park in the airspace above the District
Line tracks between Warwick Road and the Earl’s Court station
footbridge.
Care should also be taken in approving the design and contents
of the airspace over the West London Line and the Brompton
forecourt of the Earls Court Exhibition Centre, thus:• The Lillie Road Canal Bridge (in daily use for since 1828)
should be given the status of either a Scheduled Ancient
Monument or a Listed structure to provide:(i) public access under Lillie Road/Old Brompton Road between
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The Lillie Road Canal Bridge is not in this borough.

Name

Comment

Response

Lillie Square and the proposed Lost River Park; and
(ii) interpretation of the rich social and transport histories of the
West London Line corridor
• Consideration could also be given to incorporate a part-covered
or open-air theatre or performance space, subject to acceptance
in terms of local residential amenity. In any case, care should be
exercised to ensure that this area is not perceived as
inhospitable in terms of climatic conditions or at night.

CO5 RENEWING THE LEGACY
Question
Please provide your comments on the Strategic Objective CO5
Name

CO5(1)

Comment

Response

The Markham Square High quality design must be insisted upon. The character of the
Association (David
Borough is largely derived from its buildings and open spaces.
Cox)
No buildings should be permitted to rise above 5 or at most 6
storeys.

Noted. The Council does require high quality design across the
Borough. Policy CL1 requires new development to respect the
context and the character of its surroundings. Policy CL12
considers building heights. Neither policy is the subject of this
Local Plan Partial Review. It would not be appropriate to have a
“blanket” ban for any development above six storeys.

Deloitte Real Estate
(Richard Maung)

Imperial College London welcome this objective. For the South
Kensington cultural quarter, the legacy inherited from the Great
Exhibition of 1851 is promoting and supporting innovation and
learning, knowledge and inspiration. This intangible heritage
should be protected and supported, as well as the built heritage.
South Kensington’s cultural and educational organisations were
founded to inspire change and to be world-leaders in their fields,
for the benefit of society and the economy.

Support noted.

Christie's South
Kensington
(Francesca Filippini

We welcome this objective. For the South Kensington cultural
quarter, the legacy inherited from the Great Exhibition of 1851 is
promoting and supporting cultural innovation and learning,

Support noted.
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Name

Comment

Response

Pinto)

knowledge and inspiration. This intangible heritage should be
protected and supported, as well as the built heritage. South
Kensington’s cultural and educational organisations were
founded to inspire change and to be world-leaders in their fields,
for the benefit of society and the economy.

Exhibition Road
Cultural Group (Emily
Candler)

Welcome this objective. For the South Kensington cultural
quarter, the legacy inherited from the Great Exhibition of 1851 is
promoting and supporting innovation and learning, knowledge
and inspiration. This intangible heritage should be protected and
supported, alongside the built heritage. South Kensington's
cultural and educational organisations were founded to inspire
change and to be world-leaders in their fields, for the benefit of
society and the economy.

Support noted.

Question CO5(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers
Name

Comment

Response

Historic England
(Katharine Fletcher)

Within this table, and in Strategic objective Five CO5, the phrase Noted. If read, chapter 34 makes it very clear that the phrase
‘Renewing the Legacy’ must be carefully applied so as not to
“Renewing the Legacy” does not infer the redevelopment of the
infer redevelopment within the borough’s historic townscapes and borough’s historic townscapes and landscapes.
landscapes. Consideration of alternative ways of expressing
conserving, and working with, the historic legacy might be
appropriate.

Eardley Crescent
3.2.8
Residents Association Agreed, but we are unsure as to what is meant by, “the Council
(Balaam)
seeks to establish Conservation Areas of the future.” We trust
that this does not indicate a change in approach to assessing
existing and putative Conservation Areas without close
consultation with residents.

In setting out an aspiration to create Conservation Areas of the
Future the text explains this is about setting the bar for the urban
design quality of new larger scale projects. This has no
implications for existing or proposed conservation areas.

73% of the Borough is covered by Conservation Areas, these
have been designated for their special architectural and historic
However, we have been struck by the continuing cohesion in
interest and the Council is in the process of producing new
heritage quality of the Old Brompton Road-Lillie Road corridor,
Conservation Area Appraisals for all of them, which set out what
especially given the impacts already visible (Lillie Square) and
it is important to preserve of enhance. This is the highest level of
proposed (the buildings to the north of West Brompton station) of protection that can be given to an area, unless it is a UNESCO
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Name

Comment

Response

the Earls Court redevelopment.

World Heritage Site, so it would not be helpful to create another
type of designation which lacks statutory effect.

We would therefore suggest that the option of designating this
and possibly other similar corridors as an Urban Heritage
Corridor, especially where, as here, a number of neighbouring
properties are protected under different designations (adjacent
Conservation Areas, locally and nationally Listed Buildings and
(potentially) a Scheduled Ancient Monument) but together form a
complete, varied and attractive streetscape.
In such corridors, new developments should not only respect the
strictures of the designation(s) that may directly apply to their
sites, but also have regard to the surrounding environment.
Earl’s Court Society
Highways, Traffic and
Transport Sub group
(Mark Balaam)

3.2.8 (part) Our listed buildings and conservation areas
contribute immensely to local distinctiveness both within the
borough and to London as a whole. The Council seeks to
establish Conservation Areas of the future.
Agreed, but we are unsure as to what is meant by, “the Council
seeks to establish Conservation Areas of the future.” We trust
that this does not indicate a change in approach to assessing
existing and putative Conservation Areas without close
consultation with residents.

4.4.3 makes it clear that the Council’s ambition is to ensure that
any estate renewal is undertaken to design standards that could
allow them to be designated as conservation areas in the future.
This has no impact on assessing existing or future conservation
areas.
The text at 3.2.8 has been amended to:
“The Council will seek to ensure that any regeneration projects
are undertaken to design standards that could allow them to be
designated as conservation areas in the future.”

However, we have been struck by the continuing cohesion in
heritage quality of the Old Brompton Road-Lillie Road corridor,
Conservation Areas are the way that areas of historic or
especially given the impacts already visible (Lillie Square) and
architectural merit are protected in this country.
proposed (the buildings to the north of West Brompton station) of
the Earls Court redevelopment.
We would therefore suggest that the option of designating this
and possibly other similar corridors as an Urban Heritage
Corridor, especially where, as here, a number of neighbouring
properties are protected under different designations (adjacent
Conservation Areas, locally and nationally Listed Buildings and
(potentially) a Scheduled Ancient Monument) but together form a
complete, varied and attractive streetscape.
In such corridors, new developments should not only respect the
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Name

Comment

Response

strictures of the designation(s) that may directly apply to their
sites, but also have regard to the surrounding environment.

CO6 DIVERSITY OF HOUSING
Question
Please provide your comments on the Strategic Objective CO6
Name

CO6(1)

Comment

Response

The Markham Square The level of social housing should be maintained. Care homes
Association (David
and sheltered housing should be retained. A mix of types of
Cox)
housing is essential. The aim should be to have fewer empty
house and flats. The Council should use its powers to increase
the Council Tax on unoccupied properties. This would not have
much of an effect upon wealthy owners but would at least
generate more income for social housing.
Gerald Eve (Peter
Edgar)

The Council’s ambition is to increase the level of all forms of
housing, so as to better cater for a variety of housing needs for
the borough’s residents.
Increasing Council Tax payable on unoccupied properties is
beyond the remit of the Local Plan.

Chapter 3 and Chapter 35
Support noted.
3.2 Strategic Objective CO6
The Estate supports the revised vision at Strategic Objective C06
which now includes reference to boosting housing in the borough
to further the aim of sustainable development.

The Labour Group - K CO6 Strategic Objective for Diversity of Housing
and C (N/A)
Our strategic objective is to boost the supply of housing to further
the aim of sustainable development including a diversity of
housing that at a local level, will cater for a variety of housing
needs, and is built for adaptability and to a high quality. In
particular, it will aim to reduce significantly the Housing
Allocations register and the number of households living in
temporary accommodation within the next five years, given that a
number of households have been in temporary accommodation
for over nine years already.

The Strategic Objective encompasses the whole range of
housing diversity that the various policies in Chapter 35 are
seeking to support. It is not appropriate to include the text
suggested in relation to reducing the housing allocations register.
The stated aim may be more appropriate for the Council as a
Local Housing Authority rather than as a Local Planning
Authority, which is what the Local Plan is concerned with.

Richard Foot

Support noted.

Strategic Objective: The respondent supports the revised
strategic policy commitment to ‘boost the supply of housing’ in
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Comment

Response

the borough. This is particularly important given that the Council’s
evidence base demonstrates that RBKC’s housing stock only
increased c.1% between 2009 and 2014.
Tesco

CO6 – Strategic Objective for Diversity of Housing

Support noted.

Our client welcomes that the Council’s acknowledge the
important role that boosting housing delivery within the borough
will perform in achieving the objectives of sustainable
development. We therefore welcome the Council’s commitment
to boost the supply of housing.
Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

3.2.9: Housing: We have a limited number of housing sites, so
we must make the most effective use of them to meet the needs
of residents.

The need to make effective use of all sites is an integral part of
both the Local and the London Plan with Local Plan Policy CL1
stating that the density of development should be optimised,
whilst having regard to local context.

Question CO6(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers
CO7 RESPECTING ENVIRONMENTAL LIMITS
Question CO7(1)
Please provide your comments on the Strategic Objective CO7
Name

Comment

Response

Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

second line at the end "........maintain low and further reduce
VEHICLE EMISSIONS, carefully manage..............."etc

Existing Policy CE5 Air Quality is being amended as part of the
Local Plan Partial Review to provide factual updates and
amendments to the changing context regarding air quality.

Pridgeon

air quality should be one of the top priorities !

Air quality is noted as one of the priorities within the Strategic
Objective CO7.

The Markham Square I agree.
Association (David

Support noted.
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Response

Cox)
Martyn Baker

See previous comments about pursuing a much more
Noted. Traffic management and enforcement is not a matter for
determined traffic management and enforcement regime on main the Local Plan.
through roads.

Question CO7(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers
Name

Comment

Response

Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

3.2.10
Amend the second sentence, in the middle ...."modifications to
our UNLISTED (insert this word) existing buildings............"

It would be inappropriate to set a blanket approach for all listed /
unlisted buildings regarding environmental adaptations.

CHAPTER 4 DELIVERING SUCCESS: OUR SPATIAL STRATEGY
4.2 BROAD QUANTA OF DEVELOPMENT
CP1 CORE POLICY: QUANTA OF DEVELOPMENT
Question CP1(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CP1
Name

Comment

Response

Pridgeon

The housing provision target is way too high and will lead to a
densification of a quiet and stable borough.

Noted. The Council is required to meet its housing target. As per
national planning policy, failure to demonstrate a five year
supply could prove problematical in the future when the Council
may have been minded to refuse an application which included
the provision of additional housing. In these situations there will
be pressure on the Council to approve such applications.

The Council should make a policy of forbidding the splitting up of
houses into flats to protect the local character

The Council notes that the pressure is normally on the
amalgamation of flats into a smaller number of larger units,
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Name

Comment

Response
rather than “splitting.” It is the amalgamation that is
problematical given the impact it has upon the Borough’s net
housing supply.

DP9 Ltd (Mr Manley)

Our client supports the need to deliver more office floorspace
within the borough.

Support noted.

The Markham Square I agree.
Association (David
Cox)

Support noted.

Martyn Baker

The Council recognises that the provision of an additional
93,000 sq of B class floorspace may prove challenging within a
borough where there is a finite supply of land. The Council also
recognises that ultimately, the Council will be judged on whether
it meets its housing targets. Not meeting the objectively
assessed need for business uses will be regrettable in that it
represents a missed opportunity, rather than in having any
fundamental impact on the ability of the Council to determine
applications as it sees fit.

There is a disconnect between Chapter 3 and this chapter
regarding the allocation of available space to achieve its range of
objectives. These four CP1 core policies are not cross-related to
how much space is actually going to be available to develop more
neighbourhood centres and increased educational, healthcare,
recreational and community facilities, as distinct from building a
lot more residential accommodation. As regards the provision of
93,000sqm of office floorspace the supporting needs and
availability study suggests a very considerable shortfall. Extra
land is also required for "a great deal of smaller infrastructure
required".

By including the figure for B class uses within the quanta of
development sought the Council signals its ambition- and in this
way seeks to encourage the provision of additional business
floorspace.
In terms of neighbourhood centres, the Council is satisfied that
there will not be the same conflict as that between residential
and business uses. Neighbourhood centres are small in scale,
with town centre uses often providing a welcome opportunity to
add life, and value, to a larger development. Such uses will
often occupy space which may be less optimal for residential
uses.

St Quintin and
Chapter 4 Delivering Success: Our Spatial Strategy
Woodlands
Neighbourhood Forum The map at paragraph 4.2.5 shows the symbol for a rail station at
(Henry Peterson)
a location which appears to be North Pole Road. While an
aspiration in the 2010 Core Strategy, no such station exists. We
welcome the Plan's support for an additional Overground station
at Westway Circus.
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The symbol for the North Pole Road station is faded to indicate
that it is a proposed station like Kensal Portobello.
Paragraph 29.1.2 has been further amended to distinguish
between the strategic and non-strategic policies.

Name

Comment

Response

Sport England (Mark
Furnish )

Sport England is concerned that the sporting needs and
requirements of existing and future residents is not specifically
acknowledged (although this could fall under current
infrastructure requirements there is no reference to future
infrastructure requirements) in this policy and therefore may not
be provided. Furthermore, while the Royal Borough of Kensington
and Chelsea has set out its infrastructure provision in the
infrastructure delivery plan and would seek securing provision
through planning contributions, there is not an up-to-date robust
evidence base and strategy for indoor or outdoor sport provision
therefore the Local Authority could have difficulties justifying
securing funds for such provisions.

Sports facilities are social and community facilities which are
considered as part of the Keeping Life Local Chapter. This
chapter is not being reviewed at this time. Where proposed
development generates a need for sports infrastructure, this will
be addressed through planning contributions. This is indicated
as a possible planning contribution measure in paragraph 29.2.6
of the LPPR Publication Policies document.

CBRE (Jennifer Liu )

Comments in relation to Policy CP1 (Quanta of Development)
While we do not consider any additional topic areas should be
dealt with in this policy, in accordance with the NPPF objective of
boosting significantly the supply of housing, CHL considers
that housing quanta in this policy should continue to be referred
to as minima, in order to ensure the ‘soundness’ of the plan, and
compliance with NPPF objectives set out at NPPF paragraph 47
to significantly boost the supply of housing.

Policy CP1 is explicit that the 733 additional housing units pa is
“a minimum” and a target that the Council will “seek to meet and
exceed.”

Tesco

CP1 – Quanta of Development

The Council’s current approach is to seek CIL, as per the RBKC
adopted CIL Charging Schedule, towards items included in the
Council’s Regulation 123 List. The Regulation 123 List includes
sports and leisure as an item capable of being funded by CIL.
CIL charge setting and the production of a Regulation 123 List
are part of a separate process to the Local Plan Partial Review
process.

The Council has identified sufficient deliverable (in the first five
years) and developable (in years ten to fifteen) sites to meet
Policy CO6 of the Local Plan Review states that boosting the
and exceed the target. A summary was set out in Chapter 40 of
delivery of new residential development within the borough is one the Draft Policies document. Further details will be provided in
of the Council’s strategic objectives. Therefore whilst we welcome the Publication document both in Chapter 40 and an update of
Policy CP1 of the Local Plan Review which reaffirms the
the borough’s Monitoring Report.
Council’s commitment to meeting and exceeding the London Plan
target for new homes in the borough (733 net dwellings per
In addition to the site allocations, the supply comes from other
annum), our client is concerned with the Council’s strategy to
sites with planning permission (both large and small) as well as
meet this commitment.
a small sites estimate (windfall sites) and an assumption for
vacant units coming back to use. The small sites estimate and
Policy CP1 states that the London Plan housing requirement is to assumptions for vacant units returning to use come from the
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Comment

Response

be met and exceed through the allocation of sites within the
borough, with a minimum net capacity of 8,100 residential units
having been identified through the Local Plan Review.

London Plan SHLAA 2013.

Whilst we welcome the Council’s commitment to meeting and
exceeding the housing requirement through a ‘plan-led’ approach,
our client is concerned that the Local Plan Review ignores the
important role that ‘windfall’ development will perform in meeting
the housing need. Indeed the NPPF states that the Council
should make an allowance for previously developed sites to come
forward as windfall sites.
It is therefore contended that the Council’s strategy for the
delivery of housing is not flexible, and too heavily reliant on the
delivery of strategically allocated sites. It is therefore suggested
that Policy CP1 of the Local Plan Review be amended to allow for
windfall sites to perform a role in meeting and exceeding the
housing need within the borough.
Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Quanta of development:
Office development: how realistic is it to plan for 93,000 sqm net
increase in offices by 2028?

The Council recognises that this is an ambitious vision.
However, meeting the objectively assessed need for business
floorspace will reap considerable benefits in terms of supporting
the local and the wider economy and helping maintain a
diversity of uses across the Borough. The Council is
encouraged that net permissions for B class uses for 2015/16
was some 24,000 sq m. Whilst all this space may not be built
out it does suggest that there is scope for a sea change in the
delivery of new business space in the future, were the market to
shift further in B class uses favour. The ambition to deliver
93,000 sq m of additional B class floorspace will ensure that
new B class development is not constrained.

Question CP1(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers
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Name

Comment

Response

DP9 Ltd (Mr Manley)

Paragraph 4.2 – Our client acknowledges the ambitious housing Support noted.
delivery (including affordable housing) delivery targets
established by the London Plan and encourage the borough to
maintain a flexible delivery approach to assist with meeting
these targets.

Canal & River Trust
London (Claire
McLean)

Chapter 4
Delivering Success: Our Spatial Strategy
Page 71
We note the potential for a new Crossrail station at Kensal,
which would unlock significant development potential at the
Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area gas works sites. We are
interested to understand what proposals for this area there
might be should the Crossrail station not be agreed, and how
this would affect the canalside.

The options for developing Kensal Canalside with and without a
Crossrail station will be explored in a Supplementary Planning
Document that will be produced in 2017. The contingencies
currently identified for Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area are set
out in chapter 39 Contingencies for site allocations.

Savills (Christopher
Colloff)

It is considered that the text in Section 4.2.8 should be revised
Amended as suggested.
to read:
“Thames Water is planning to undertake a major upgrade of the
Counters Creek sewer catchment (which runs along the western
borough boundary),....”

Sport England (Mark
Furnish )

Sport England are concerned that requirements of the NPPF in
paragraph 73 and Sport England’s policy to protect, enhance
and provide sporting facilities is not acknowledged. Sporting
infrastructure is an important feature of sustainable communities
and contributes to improving the physical and mental well-being,
which is an expressed strategic objective for the Royal Borough,
and therefore should be specifically addressed in the supporting
text and incorporated within Policy CP1.

Historic England
(Katharine Fletcher)

Policy CP1 Core Policy: Quanta of Development, p43
Support and comment noted.
The aspirations set out in para 4.4.3 for high quality in the estate
regeneration proposals are welcome. There are many emerging
examples of best practice of street-based developments in
London where high quality living environments have been
achieved based on the successful mansion-block typology and
scale. It will be important to ensure that the calculations of site
capacity in the SHLAA are realistic so that the developments
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Sports facilities are social and community facilities which are
considered as part of the Keeping Life Local Chapter. Social and
community uses will be protected. This is set out in Local Plan
Policy CK1. This chapter is not being reviewed at this time. Where
proposed development generates a need for sports infrastructure,
this will be addressed through planning contributions. This is
indicated as a possible planning contribution measure in
paragraph 29.2.6 of the LPPR Publication Policies document.

Name

Comment

Response

come forward in a well-considered form, guided by detailed
masterplanning.
The capacity of the borough to deliver new housing elsewhere,
including from windfalls, will need to take account of whether
previous sources of supply will be available in the future,
consistent with maintaining the quality and character of the
borough’s heritage.
TfL (Andrew Hiley)

Page 70 ‘Quantum of Development’ Plan, and elsewhere – the
base borough plans in the document are inconsistent with
respect to Crossrail 2 station i.e. some of the base plans show
the proposed station, some do not (for example plan on page
311). It is not clear on the plans that this, and the proposed new
Kensal Crossrail station, are new/proposed, as the ‘roundels’
are hard to distinguish from London Underground existing
station roundels. This could be explained in the key.

Maps updated
The table appearing after the site allocation identifies the site has
been identified as a construction site for Crossrail 2, reference to
the safeguarding has been added to the site constraints.

Page 83 table and page 235– Chelsea Farmers’ Market is
proposed as a ‘key site’; it is safeguarded for Crossrail 2, so
future use of the site is obviously dependent on the project.
West London Line
Group (Mark Balaam)

4.2.8 (part 1)Turning to infrastructure, the Council is planning for
a Crossrail station at Kensal, which would transform accessibility Comments noted.
in the north of the borough, as well as unlock significant
development potential at Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area.
Tfl not taking forward option of a Crossrail interchange at Imperial
Crossrail is timetabled to open in 2018. Crossrail 2 is also
Wharf.
proposed by Transport for London to go through the borough
with a station at King’s Road.
We welcome the opening of Crossrail, but urge that Council
presses for better interchange between it and the West London
Line (the Royal Borough’s main north-south public transport link)
at the Old Oak Common hub.
We also welcome the opening of Crossrail2, but ask that the
options of an interchange with the WLL at Imperial Wharf and
the provision of at least the station box at Chelsea Old Town
Hall be kept under consideration.
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Response

The WLL/Crossrail 2 interchange at Imperial Wharf would
support regeneration, significantly improve the PTAL in the area,
allow RBKC rail journeys to be completed without having to
travel out-of-borough to Clapham Junction and ease the
interchange pressure at the UK’s busiest rail nexus.

Question CP1(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated Policy Formulation Report
Name

Comment

Response

St Quintin and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood
Forum (Henry
Peterson)

Chapter 29 Policies and Actions
As with the 2010 Core Strategy, the Regulation 18 Local Plan
The order reflects the existing Local Plan, we cannot re-order and
sets out its borough-wide policies from Chapter 29 onwards. The there is no hierarchy in the Plan in any case.
prominence given to the Place chapters, in being positioned
earlier in the document and in advance of Borough-wide
strategic policies, seems questionable? Most applicants and the
wider public referring to the Local Plan will surely wish to consult
the latter as their first priority, given that the Place chapters
contain policy guidance but not policies as such?

Greater London
Authority

Chapter 4 Delivering Success: Our Spatial Strategy
References to the latest London Plan and updated London
housing evidence base documents are welcomed. Despite a
London Plan target that exceeds the local objectively assessed
need identified in the Council’s Strategic Housing Market
Assessment (SHMA), the Council will still need to provide
evidence of how it will meet and exceed its minimum housing
target of 733 units per year set out in policy 3.3 of the London
Plan. Policy CP1 Core Policy – Quanta of Development now
reflects the minimum annual targets in London Plan policy 3.3
and sets a minimum of 40% Affordable Housing of residential
floorspace on qualifying sites. Further comments on housing
policy are provided below.
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Noted. The Council is satisfied that it will exceed its minimum
housing target over the lifetime of the Local Plan. This is
illustrated through the Borough’s Housing Trajectory.
The Publication Policies require the provision of the “maximum
reasonable amount” of affordable housing, having regard to both
the target within the London Plan and the guidance within the
Mayor’s Draft Affordable Housing and Viability SPG.

4.5 PLACE SHAPING
Question CP2(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CP2
Name
Henry Peterson

Comment
In relation to those Place chapters which do not contain
Strategic Site Allocations, paragraph 4.3.3 in the new RBKC
draft explains that The place chapters set out the Council’s
direction of travel in relation to each location. They do not
contain place specific policies but they provide a framework to
guide future development management decisions relating to
the place. This guidance has weight in relation to the
application of policies in the plan and place policy CP2 below
is an umbrella policy for all of the place chapters.

Response
Policy CP2 replaces CP2 and CP3 in the existing Local Plan
which were similarly brief. The individual place policies were a
summary of the place chapter visions so it is considered more
straightforward to have an umbrella policy and to deliver the
place visions, principles and priorities. We are not aware of an
occasion where a developer has contested any part of a place
chapter.
Paragraph 29.1.2 has been further amended to distinguish
between the strategic and non-strategic policies.

As an 'umbrella policy' for Places Policy CP2 Places is very
brief. The strength of a policy 'hook' between this proposed
umbrella policy and the place related visions, principles and
priorities identified within the place chapters of the Local Plan
may prove to be contested by developers or at appeal. If the
Council has evidence from Inspectors EIP reports and appeal
decisions that this approach has proved robust in other Local
Plans, it might be worth asserting more forcefully the
soundness of this model.

Question CP2 (2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers.

Name

Comment

Response

DP9 Ltd (Mr Manley)

Our client generally supports planning policies which will
contributes to the visions, principles and priorities identified
within the place chapters of the emerging Local Plan.

Support noted
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Comment

Response

Henry Peterson

The introduction to the Places chapters should make clear that
policies included in any adopted neighbourhood plans will take
precedence, and will have greater weight, than the policy
principles and priorities in these chapters (NPPF paragraph
185). Encouragement to any emerging neighbourhood forums to
use the Place chapters as an initial reference point for preparing
a neighbourhood plan could usefully be included.

Paragraph 4.3.4 This text has been included under place
shaping to make it explicit that the Neighbourhood Plans set out
that specific non-strategic policies that are used in determining
planning applications in their neighbourhood areas.

Westway
The new Draft Local Plan deletes the previous chapter on
Westway. No explanation is given, and it would be helpful to
mention that a) parts of the former Westway 'Place' have been
included with 'Latimer' and 'Portobello' and b) that a Westway
SPD was adopted in 2012. Clarification should be given as to
the extent to which this SPD will continue to be treated as
'policy guidance' during the lifetime of the new Plan.

The Westway chapter has been divided between Latimer and
Portobello to better reflect how it is part of these wider areas, it is
not appropriate to refer to the previous version of the Local Plan
in this version.

RBKC introduced 'Place chapters' to its 2010 Core Strategy and
is not alone in London in preparing a new Local Plan which
goes into detail on individual 'Places'. The Southwark Local Plan
is similar, and that being prepared by the OPDC will also adopt
this approach. But in taking this route the RBKC document
needs to be clear on the implications for the Local
Plan/neighbourhood plan relationship.

The place chapters set out the Council’s vision for each place
and provide and guidance for the application of borough-wide
policies in individual places. This does not preclude
neighbourhood plans and the proposed statement is considered
unnecessary.

St Quintin and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood Forum
(Henry Peterson)

Henry Peterson

It is not for the Council to identify where a Neighbourhood Plan
should emerge.

SPDs are Supplementary Planning Documents that provide
planning guidance, they are capable of being material
considerations in making planning decisions and the weight
given to an SPD depends on a number of other factors like
whether they have been superseded, which are a matter of
judgement for the decision maker.

Paragraph 29.1.2 has been further amended to distinguish
between the strategic and non-strategic policies.

The inclusion of 'Place' chapters needs to leave the plan-making
space that the Localism Act has defined for neighbourhood
plans. Croydon's 2013 Local Plan, for example, takes a similar
approach to RBKC in including a Places in Croydon section.
Croydon's document includes the clear proviso that All future
Development Plan Documents will be carefully managed to
ensure their content does not unnecessarily trespass on the
intended function of Neighbourhood Plans.
In terms of the Strategic Site Allocations embedded within a
number of the RBKC Places chapters, the Regulation 18 Draft
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The word strategic has been removed from the heading of these
policy boxes. The text within paragraph 4.6.2 has been amended

Name

Comment

Response

provides the necessary clarification on strategic and nonto make it clear what is considered strategic in relation to
strategic policies in stating at 4.6.2 For each Site Allocation the neighbourhood plans. Land use and quantum of development
policy sets out the allocation in terms of land use and
are considered strategic.
development principles. The land use allocation is the strategic
part of the policy (our emphasis). The development principles
guide how it will be achieved and the infrastructure and planning
obligations form part of the delivery mechanism. The delivery
agencies involved and the possible timescales for development
are also identified.
This is helpful explanation, assuming the Council is intending to
make clear by this wording that it is only the type of land use
allocated that is deemed strategic and that remaining parts of
the statement in the relevant 'policy box' are deemed nonstrategic for the purposes of any neighbourhood plan that may
emerge for the Place in question.
St Quintin and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood Forum
(Henry Peterson)

The map at paragraph 4.2.5 shows the symbol for a rail station The map showing the station at North Pole Road has been
at a location which appears to be North Pole Road. While an
amended.
aspiration in the 2010 Core Strategy, no such station exists. We
welcome the Plan’s support for an additional Overground station
at Westway Circus.
In relation to paragraph 4.3.1 on 'place shaping', it is important
that the Regulation 18 Plan explains the role of the 'Place
chapters' in relation to neighbourhood planning. The two
neighbourhood plans currently in use in determining planning
applications should, we suggest, be identified and listed
alongside the Council's selection of 'Places' to be covered by
individual chapters.

Para 4.3.4 had been amended make it explicit that the
Neighbourhood Plans set out specific non-strategic policies that
are used in determining planning applications in their
neighbourhood areas, and make reference to St Quintin and
Woodlands and Norland Neighbourhood Plans.

In addition designated neighbourhood areas are shown on the
appropriate place maps showing key issues and opportunities,
As a neighbourhood forum, we are continuing to come across
and reference is made to the existence of the St Quintin and
instances where planning applicants (and/or their architects and Woodlands Neighbourhood Plan in the Latimer chapter (7.2),
planning consultants) are unaware of the neighbourhood plan
which is the only place which currently overlaps with a
policies that apply in the StQW designated area. The Local Plan neighbourhood area.
is the first document that applicants and their agents are likely to
consult, and it needs to signpost readers to the existence of
neighbourhood plans. The extensive section of the Local Plan
on spatial planning and Places is the most obvious part of the
document in which to do so.

84

Name

Comment

Response

Housing density and Estate regeneration
We welcome the aspirations in paragraphs 4.3.3 and 4.3.4 that
The Council’s vision for renewal of its housing estates is that
they will be developed to quality and design standards that will
enable them to become the ‘Conservation Areas of the Future’.
This is a high ambition. Is it one that is realistic, given what the
Draft Local Plan has to say on housing densities?

The tall building policy is not included in this Local Plan Partial
Review, CL12 Building Heights was included in the Conservation
and Design review adopted in December 2014

We strongly support the policy stance that RBKC has taken to
date in its planning policies, in relation to tall buildings.
Paragraph 4.4.3 of the new Draft Plan gives us concerns, in
stating that Housing densities will be appropriate for this part of
London and local public transport provision. Generally densities
will increase, in order to provide more homes, but this need not
mean more tower blocks. Mansion blocks which are typical of
much of the borough can provide a similar density.

Concern noted, this text has been re-worded slightly.

London's experience of housing density over the past decade
has demonstrated that London Plan policies, and the London
Plan Density Matrix, have been widely ignored. Very tall
buildings have proliferated. Super-densities and hyper-densities
have been justified by proximity to public transport nodes,
coupled with supposed 'exemplary' architectural design.
In applications for new developments, the term 'mansion block'
no longer refers to traditional blocks of 5-6 storeys, but is widely
applied to those of 8-12 storeys. Such building heights bears
little or no relation to the existing urban fabric of RBKC, and are
entirely removed from the human scale that is at the core of the
Borough's heritage.

Impact of OPDC Local Plan and development in the OPDC area This Local Plan cannot comment on the proposals or potential
impacts of development controlled by other authorities, the
The proposed 24,000 homes at Old Oak and the construction of Council responds to consultations that are relevant to the
the proposed HS2/Crossrail rail interchange will have an
residents in this borough.
enormous impact on north-west Kensington, in terms of
pressures on a congested local road network, demands on
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social and community infrastructure, and the housing of several
thousand construction workers during a decade and more of
building work.
Major proposed new developments at Scrubs Lane are already
reaching planning application stage ('North Kensington Gate', to
be followed by 'Mitre Yard' and very shortly the City Mission
Church site at 2 Scrubs Lane on the junction with Harrow Lane).
Cargiant/London Regional Properties are expected to submit
their masterplan for outline approval later in 2016, for 45 acres
at 'Old Oak Park'. The Council is not in a position to do more
than make 'observations' on these applications, as they come
through the planning system.
These proposals, all of which involve tall residential towers, are
premised on hypothetical PTAL levels for Old Oak and Scrubs
Lane which will not become reality for a further decade, if ever.
The recent OPDC review acknowledges that the case for two
extra Overground stations is not yet made, and will need to be
re-examined.
The scale of change faced by North Kensington residents (over
and above a projected 3,500 new homes and 10,000 sq m of
office space within the immediate Kensal Canalside area as
proposed in Draft Policy CA1) surely needs more recognition,
and more specifics on the Borough's response, in a new Local
Plan? Do there need to be some specific statements in the
Local Plan to guide future Council responses to the
development of the OPDC area, particularly in relation to
transport impacts, densities and building height.
The Draft Plan includes a Priority (Objective) to Deliver a new
road linking onto Mitre Way near Scrubs Lane in the London
Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham. This was mentioned as
a possibility in the 2010 Core Strategy. Six years on no more
detail is available. This new road is not referred to in the
subsequent Kensal Site Allocation and Policy CA1, nor in the list
of Infrastructure and Planning Obligations. What is to be the
route of this piece of significant infrastructure, and how will be
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The Council aspires to build a new link to Scrubs Lane and
meets regularly with the Old Oak and Park Royal Development
Corporation. Policy CA1r refers to new roads, and further detail
of how a new link can be achieved will be explored in the
development of an SPD for Kensal Canalside during 2017.

Name

Comment

Response

financed? What benefits will it bring in easing daily severe
congestion at the North Pole/Wood Lane junction, if Scrubs
Lane/Wood Lane is already operating at capacity and expected
to cater for the traffic generated by a new mini-city at Old Oak?
The Markham Square
I agree.
Association (David Cox)
Gerald Eve (Peter
Edgar)

Chapter4
4.3 Place Shaping
The Estate also supports the inclusion of South Kensington (no. This map is thematic, the town centre boundaries are shown in
13) in the Places figure as a centre of national or international
detail in chapter 42 Town Centre Maps.
reputation. However, it is considered that the indicative
boundary of South Kensington could be extended eastwards to
meet the boundary of Knightsbridge (no. 12) as there is an
important cluster of retail facilities around the south-western part
of Brompton Road which justify inclusion of this area within the
designation .
4.5 Policy CP2 Places
The Estate welcomes the recognition at supporting text
paragraph 4.5.2 to Policy CP2 that RBKC's town centres are
more than just shopping centres and include cafes, bars,
restaurants and cultural facilities such as galleries.

Support noted

CBRE (Jennifer Liu )

Comments in relation to Policy CP2 (Places)
CHL support this policy’s aim to ensure that new development
contributes to the visions, principles and priorities identified
within the place chapters of the Local Plan. In particular, the
continued regeneration of north Kensington and the opportunity
to maximise housing numbers where possible.

Support noted

Victoria and Albert
Museum (Steve Hyde)

Para 4.5.1 - Enhancing places in the Borough with a national or
international reputation
(Sought changes in bold) The Borough’s national and international destinations are
located within the Strategic Cultural Quarter and include the

Reference to the Strategic Cultural Quarter and museums has
been included in text after town centres.
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V&A, Natural History and Science Museums at Exhibition Road
and in an around the main town centres: Knightsbridge, Kings
Road and Kensington High Street as well as Portobello Road
and Golborne Road Street Markets.
(Reasons for seeking changes) So as to cross reference to policies and proposals maps relating
to the South Kensington Strategic Cultural Area given in
Chapter 13.
Onslow Neighbourhood 4.3.2
Association (Eva
We consider that the 'third theme, upholding our residential
Skinner)
quality of life' should be the primary concern of The Local Plan,
and not relegated to 'an overarching theme that relates to the
whole borough'
Currently the spatial theme ' enhancing those places in the
borough with a national or international reputation' has
completely upset the balance in South Kensington, between
retail shopping and eating and drinking establishments, to the
detriment of the residential quality of life.

The Council has three strategic objectives for the borough:
stimulating regeneration in areas of change, enhancing the
reputation of our national and international destinations and
upholding our residential quality of life as set out in chapter 3.1.
The Council does not accept that upholding our residential
quality of life should become the primary concern for the
borough plan. This is not in line with the NPPF which refers to
achieving sustainable development and the need to balance the
three dimensions to sustainable development being the
economic, social and environmental roles that the planning
system must play.

This 4.3.2 needs rewriting so that the spacial themes of
'regeneration' and 'enhancing' should both be subject to the
spacial theme of 'upholding our residential quality of life'
DP9 Ltd (Mr Manley)

Paragraph 4.5.2 – Our client supports the unique appreciation of Support noted
the royal borough's centres. Specifically, that the centres are
more than just shopping centres but are complemented by
cafes, bars and restaurants which attract local residents and
visitors alike.

Quod (Georgie Church) No comment.
Martyn Baker

At 4.6 under Policy CP2 there appear to be no site allocations
for public realm improvements or for extra green space to be
created, leave alone extra healthcare and educational capacity
to cope with growth in demand over the next decade. The
number of NHS surgeries in Chelsea ,for example, appear to
have halved in the last few years.

Site allocations relate to development rather than the creation of
green space, the requirement for additional facilities such as
education and healthcare are driven by residential development.
Where development is sufficient to generate additional demand
for facilities this is identified in the infrastructure and planning
contributions in site allocation policies.

Sustain (Maddie

Capital Growth supports the Council’s vision for renewal of its

This links to:
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Guerlain)

housing estates and the necessity for well-designed public
spaces Para 4.4.3

HCGA (Healthy
Community Gardening
Activities) (Cathy
Maund)

HCGA support “The Council’s vision for renewal of its housing
estates is that they will be developed to quality and design
standards that will enable them to become the ‘Conservation
Areas of the Future’. “Public spaces will be designed to be
accessible for all, and so they can be used for a variety of
different purposes, not just left over space around buildings.”
Para 4.4.3

CBRE (Jennifer Liu )

Comment in relation to the supporting text of Policy CP2
The text has been altered to make it clear that this does not
(Places)
necessarily mean more tower blocks. The text in relation to
Paragraph 4.4.3 sets out the Council’s preference for new
mansion blocks is factual, it does not state a preference.
estate renewal schemes to take the form of mansion blocks. We
oppose the inclusion of references to specific architectural forms
as this needs to be judged on a case by case basis, and subject
to viability testing as set out in NPPF paragraph 173 which
states that “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.”

Historic England
(Katharine Fletcher)

Areas of Change, pp45

PAN01: Farm Diversification
PAN 03: Lifetime homes revisions
PAN 04: Brighton Marina masterplan
Brighton and Hove have published a planning advice note which PAN 05: Design Guidance for the Storage and Collection of
can be used by other councils:
Recyclable Materials and Waste
http://www.brighton-hove.gov.uk/content/planning/planningPAN 06: Food Growing and Development
policy/planning-advice-notes-pans
PAN 07: Local List of Heritage Assets
PAN 08: External wall insulation
PAN 09: Householder guidance on energy efficiency for historic
houses in Conservation Areas
Which does not seem to be relevant.

We have not commented in detail on all the sites or ‘places’
identified, and would be pleased to engage further as the plan
progresses, or where heritage issues come to the fore.
As a general comment on this section, the maps identify certain
features, including ‘significant buildings’ the selection of which

89

Support noted

Significant buildings are just that, they are significant to the local
townscape, they are not necessarily heritage buildings.
Archaeological Priority Areas and conservation areas are shown,
Registered Parks and Gardens are not and will be added.
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needs to be defined. The designated heritage assets within
these areas are not identified and some thought should be given
to access to this information. The local plan Policies Map should
include boundaries for conservation areas, Archaeological
Priority Areas and Registered Parks and Gardens. Access to
information regarding listed buildings, scheduled sites and nondesignated heritage assets should be clearly referenced in the
plan.
Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

4.3 Place shaping:
Strongly support the need for place-shaping vision and strategy
for each "place" for the next 20 years. Not convinced that
Chapters 5-14 provide this!

The Chelsea Society
(Michael Stephen)

Noted, the chapters have been changed significantly in the light
of consultation responses, including those from the Kensington
Society.

SECTION 3 – PLACES
There are two areas in Chelsea which have a distinct character
and which in the Society's opinion should be designated as
"Places" for the purposes of the Local Plan. These are:
1. the Thames riverside between Chelsea Bridge and Chelsea
Creek, to a depth of 300 yards inland from the centre of the
river, and
2. the cultural corridor commencing at the Cadogan Hall and
including the Royal Court Theatre, the Saatchi Gallery, the
Royal Hospital, the National Army Museum, and the Chelsea
Physic Garden.

The Thames is a conservation area and the cultural corridor
described is part of the Sloane Square / King’s Road place. The
distinct character of the Thames conservation area is set out in
the relevant Conservation Area Appraisal / Conservation Area
Proposal Statement. The Sloane Square / King’s Road chapter
recognises this area has a large number of cultural attractions.

It would be a welcome addition to the public realm if the Royal
Hospital authorities would open to pedestrians the central
avenue of Burton Court, leading from Royal Hospital Road to
Royal Avenue. Also, the unsightly recycling bins opposite the
main entrance to the Royal Hospital should be moved to a less
obtrusive location, and where it is easier for cars to stop.

Support for the Lots Village submission noted

A part of Chelsea which finds itself under acute pressure is the
Lots Road area, and The Chelsea Society supports the
submission in this Partial Review made by the Lots Village
Chelsea Association.
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Allowing public access to the central avenue of Burton Court
would be a decision for The Royal Hospital as would be the
location of their bins.

CHAPTER 5 KENSAL
KENSAL PLACE
CV5 VISION FOR KENSAL
Question CV5(1):
Please provide your comments on Vision CV5
Name

Comment

Response

Inland Waterways
Association (Roger
Still)

At present the canal corridor provides a light and open space
with greenery on both the northern side (Kensal Cemetery) and
southern side (towpath with grass verges). These elements
should be maintained and improved, including the ‘View
Corridors’ framed by vegetation and bridges.

Comments noted.

We are concerned that a balance is maintained between the
relatively dense development described in Chapter 5 (Site CA1)
and the existing canal and canalside area. We believe it is
important not to crowd the canal with buildings that are too
close to the waterway or overbearing in terms of density or
height.
The historic character of the area has been documented by
English Heritage and we believe the elements which provide
this character should be preserved, in particular:
• Gasholders – we agree with English Heritage that, due to their
scale and visual qualities, the gasholders represent an
important Kensal Green landmark, forming an element of the
setting of the canal;
• No.1 Basin (with hump-backed bridge carrying the towpath
over the mouth of the basin) – currently remains in use as part
of the Boathouse Centre and should be preserved;
• No. 2 Basin (also with hump-backed bridge) - located west of
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Stronger reference to historic setting and industrial heritage added
to vision.
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the Sainsbury’s supermarket and currently infilled or overgrown,
should be recovered as part of the waterway heritage.
These features - including the existing brick basin entrances
from the canal - form an important part of the industrial heritage
of the area. Their preservation as part of a rejuvenated
waterway with connected public areas would contribute to their
potential inclusion into an extended Kensal Green Cemetery
and Grand Union Canal Conservation Area.
We also believe careful consideration needs to be given to the
quality of the future built environment, including the adoption of
architecture which responds to the picturesque cemetery and
post-industrial landscape of the canal, and the use of
landscaping to improve the public realm.
Nathaniel Lichfield &
CV5 Vision for Kensal
Partners (Marie-Claire St William considers that the Vision for Kensal needs to be
Marsh)
ambitious, yet fully deliverable, ensuring the Council fully
benefits from the significant opportunity that this last remaining
strategic brownfield site can provide for the Borough.

Support for the Council’s vision noted

In this regard, our client fully supports the positive vision for
Kensal set out by the Council in Policy CV5. It is welcomed that
the Council is supporting the Kensal Canalside Opportunity
Area being transformed into a thriving, well-connected
community. St William agrees that this site, with canalside
location, should be a residential-led development and that the
development proposals for the whole site must come forward
comprehensively.
In respect of the ‘Vision’, it is agreed that the new Crossrail
Station should be the Council’s aspiration, as it will help to
provide considerably improved transport opportunities for the
wider Kensal opportunity area.
Emma Dent Coad

The Kensal Employment Zone has suffered from developments
offering retail and office space of the wrong kind that is not
desirable by local businesses. The Canalot student hostels
street level retail units are empty, we must understand local
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The supporting text to CF5 sets out the desired function of the
Employment Zones – and that is a location for a wide range of B
class business operators. An assessment will be made on an
application by application basis as to what “non-business” uses
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need and cater for that rather than building units with plate glass may be supported. Paragraph 31.2.52 offers some examples of
frontages suitable only for luxury goods constantly on display.
such uses. The scale of such uses as well as their nature will be
Some businesses are small, messy and not aesthetic, and we
relevant.
must cater for them as well.
The NPPF is clear that we have a “plan-led system.” In this case
Once again we would like to emphasise that evidenced local
we have a OAN for offices and the Council will have the policies in
need should be our starting point and not an 'add-on' that
place to try to meet this need. This OAN is based upon the
developers can easily 'subtract' from their equations. If not we
London Office Policy Review and does relate to individual
will continue to have luxury developments standing beside
boroughs.
abject poverty, which is unacceptable and bad planning.
The circumstances of sites will be considered as and when an
application is made, but if the very nature of the office market
does change, and for example, demand drops significantly, we
would expect this be form part of a subsequent review of the Local
Plan.
The Council recognises that the nature of office demand is
changing in the borough. There is demand for new co-working
spaces, but also demand for the more traditional units. This is
supported by the Council’s office studies and by the local vacancy
rates across the Borough. The Local Plan seeks to support a
diversity of units – the small and the larger.
Carter Jonas
representating
National Grid Property
Holdings (Alister
Henderson)

The principle behind a new well connected residential-led
community is supported by NGPH, as is the promotion of a
Crossrail Station in this location. The emphasis on making the
most of the residential-led development location in a canal side
location is strongly supported and we recognise that the canal
frontages represent the best opportunity for providing an
attractive residential community in this location.

Support for the Council’s vision noted

Sainsbury’s
Supermarkets and the
Ballymore Group
(Indigo Planning)
(Nick | ...

Sainsbury’s Supermarkets Limited (“SSL”) and the Ballymore
Group have extensive land interests at the Kensal Gasworks
site, otherwise known as the Kensal Canalside Opportunity
Area (“KCOA”). As the majority landowners within the KCOA,
we are committed to continuing to work with the Royal Borough
of Kensington and Chelsea (“RBKC”) and other key
stakeholders to bring forward the regeneration of the area.

Qualified support for the Council’s vision noted. Amendments to
vision to talk more broadly about the provision of new
connections.

Generally, SSL and the Ballymore Group support the Vision for
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Kensal articulated in Draft Policy CV5, although through working
with our consultant team (Indigo Planning and WSP| Parsons
Brinckerhoff “WSP| PB”) we currently have reservations about
the need for and viability of a new railway crossing. This matter
is explored further later in this submission.
Lauren Laviniere

..New connections will provide a link across the railway and
westwards to Scrubs Lane, Old Oak and Park Royal...

Noted

TfL (Andrew Hiley)

Vision for Kensal – the realisation of the Council’s full vision for
Kensal is predicated on a Crossrail station and release of the
North Pole depot which is within the borough from operational
rail use.. We understand that there has been recent agreement
between Network Rail and the Council on undertaking a
feasibility study on this station proposal. NR and the DfT, who
own the land, should confirm whether any or all of the North
Pole depot could be released for housing and related
development and if so the likely timing and conditions ( e.g.
retention of vehicle access to the land to the west).

The Council’s vision remains to bring forward the site as a
comprehensive development. The Council will work with
landowners in the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area to ensure
comprehensive development of the site.

The Kensington
Society (Michael
Bach)

Suggested edits:

Suggested edits noted.

CV5 Vision for Kensal

A Local Plan does not have the provision to designate a new
conservation area. The Council is undertaking a review of the
Conservation Area Appraisals Statements. Prior to any
designation a local authority must identify an area as having a
definite architectural quality or historic interest (NPPF, para 127)
and ideally have carried out a Conservation Area Appraisal. The
Grand Union Canal has not currently been considered as part of
this process. It would therefore be premature to reference it in the
Local Plan.

Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area will have been transformed
from a former gasworks and railway depot into a thriving, wellconnected community. A new Crossrail station will minimise the
need for private vehicle use, improve employment prospects in
the north of the borough and make travelling to work easier.
Residential-led development will have made the most of its
canalside location, with dockside development and improved
access to the waterway, and of the green setting provided by
Kensal Green Cemetery. The canal and its southern towpath
will be a designated conservation area. A new road connection
will provide links across the railway and westwards to Scrubs
Lane and Old Oak. The Treverton Estate will have been
regenerated to provide new schools and will be an even more
appealing place to live. Kensal Employment Zone will provide
flexible workspace, and supporting uses (including some
residential accommodation) that bring vitality to the street, and
allow small and medium sized businesses to flourish, building
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on the area’s existing strengths in the creative sector.
Canal & River Trust
London (Claire
McLean)

We support this element of the vision: “Residential-led
development will have made the most of its canalside location,
with dockside development and improved access to the
waterway”.

Comments noted.

Historic England
(Katharine Fletcher)

CV5 vision for Kensal, p50
The reference to Kensal Green Cemetery as a ‘green setting’ is
disappointing for one of the most significant heritage assets in
the borough.

Stronger reference to heritage significance of Kensal Green
Cemetery added.

Greater London
Vision for Kensal – the realisation of the Council’s full vision for
Authority (Kevin Reid) Kensal is predicated on a Crossrail station and release of the
North Pole depot which is within the borough from operational
rail use.. We understand that there has been recent agreement
between Network Rail and the Council on undertaking a
feasibility study on this station proposal. NR and the DfT, who
own the land, should confirm whether any or all of the North
Pole depot could be released for housing and related
development and if so the likely timing and conditions ( e.g.
retention of vehicle access to the land to the west).

The Council’s vision remains to bring forward the site as a
comprehensive development. The Council will work with
landowners in the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area to ensure
comprehensive development of the site.

Question CV5(2):
Please provide your comments on the supporting text for the Kensal ‘Place’

Name

Comment

Response

Inland Waterways
Association (Roger
Still)

We welcome the principle of enhancing the canalside
environment as a destination for leisure and recreation uses.
We would like to see a ‘Canal Policy’ developed which takes
account of the needs of the boating community (both resident
and visiting) and incorporating proposals to improve the towpath
area to allow it to be safely used and enjoyed by boaters,
pedestrians and cyclists.

Text added to Principles: Support the needs of the boating
community.
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Point added to Priorities: Improve the towpath area to allow it to
be safely used and enjoyed by boaters, pedestrians and cyclists.
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The Canal Policy would set out the elements necessary to
encourage boaters, including mooring areas, canal side
furniture and facilities (water; pump-out; electricity and waste
disposal).
With regards to Para 5.4, we note the intention to use the canal
to transfer construction materials, domestic waste and
deliveries. We support this objective both as a way to promote
asset use and for environmental reasons. However, we
consider the ‘Canal Policy’ referred to above should include
provisions both to promote and control the use of the canal for
commercial purposes, ensuring other canal users (both water
and landbased) are not adversely affected.
We also consider the impact on the canal and canal users (both
water and landbased) of construction works during the
development phase needs to be taken into account. Such
matters as safe working practices and impact on the local
environment need to be considered and a protocol established
which all developers and contractors are required to adhere to.
Sainsbury’s
Supermarkets and the
Ballymore Group
(Indigo Planning)
(Nick | ...

Chapter 5 as a whole, recognises the pressing need to
regenerate the area and deliver high quality sustainable
development including significant housing provision, a new
Sainsbury’s superstore, commercial, retail and community uses,
high quality public realm, a new Crossrail station to serve North
Kensington along with other important access and infrastructure
improvements. SSL and the Ballymore Group welcome this
opportunity to contribute to the further development of the
planning framework for Kensal, and in parallel, continue to
collaborate with RBKC to facilitate the comprehensive
regeneration of a major opportunity area in Kensington.
Policy Content Supporting text

Comments noted.
The Council welcomes constructive input from Sainsbury’s
Supermarkets and the Ballymore Group.
Text added to Priorities: Deliver new housing in the Kensal
Canalside Opportunity Area
Bullet points are not prioritised

Comments on bridge:
The Council commissioned Peter Brett Associates (PBA) to carry
out a transport study and a development infrastructure funding
While the overall aims and objectives of the policy is supported, study (DIFS) to identify what transport infrastructure would be
the draft wording would benefit from being amended as follows: required to support the development of the opportunity area. The
study found that the provision of a road bridge would serve to
5.4 Priorities (Objectives and actions to deliver the aims)
increase the capacity of the local road network to meet the
• Housing delivery is the fundamental priority for the KCOA and demand generated by the opportunity area. PBA found that in the

96

Name

Comment

Response

does not feature in this list; it should therefore be given
appropriate prominence, as the first bullet point in the list;
• The current first bullet point “Facilitate the release.” is not
considered to be as high a priority as the delivery of housing
and should be further down the list;
• Similarly, the delivery of the link road to Mitre Lane should be
further down the list; and
• It is overly prescriptive for the policy’s supporting text to
specifiy the need for specific infrastructure requirements as it is
currently not certain whether all of the various interventions
identified in the Development Infrastructure Funding Study
(DIFS) are necessary. At the very least, it should be recognised
that the case has yet to be made for a new road bridge.

absence of a bridge the local road network would not function
properly within defined development scenarios. WSP, on behalf of
Sainsbury’s and the Ballymore Group, have challenged PBA’s
findings and the associated Priority at paragraph 5.4 on the basis
that retaining (or moderately enlarging) the existing roundabout
would satisfactorily accommodate development flows. The
retention (or moderate enlargement) of the existing roundabout is
not consistent with the Local Plan policies in particular CT1. The
pedestrian facilities on the existing junction are unacceptably poor.
The junction design espoused by WSP would provide no
pedestrian facilities. As the primary means of access to the
opportunity area, this junction must provide high quality provision
for pedestrians and cyclists to be policy compliant.

5.5 Delivery
• SSL and Ballymore Group recognise that new transport
infrastructure and public transport services connecting the area
under the adminstration of the Old Oak Park and Royal Mayoral
Development Corporation (“OPDC”) and the KCOA may deliver
a variety of potential benefits, and we remain broadly supportive
of that objective. However, from a practical transport
infrastructure delivery and phasing perspective, it must be
recognised that there are a number of complex land assembly
and viability issues requiring evaluation and resolution, not least
unresolved questions over the availability or otherwise of North
Pole East to accommodate new road infrastructure, and the
potential consequential loss of important potential housing land
throughout the KCOA.

Delivery: This point has been captured within the Risks Section of
the Site Allocation Policy CA1.

Furthermore, whilst we continue to engage positively on the
issue, SSL and the Ballymore Group are not yet satisifed that
the case for the proposed road bridge in the KCOA has been
made. Accordingly, given that these potentially complex issues
require further evaluation and resolution, it is important to
ensure that over the shorter term, the emerging development
framework provided by the draft policies and the KCOA SPD do
not impose undeliverable, or entirely aspirational infrastructure
obligations that ultimately impede the delivery of early phases of
development at the KCOA or inadvertently sterilise land,
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The Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD will include a
phasing strategy under which the early delivery of development
phases would occur with a due level of infrastructure provision.
The phasing strategy will be informed by the DIFS.
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particularly given the need to urgently deliver new housing in
RBKC within the Local Plan period. Ultimately, if there is a
choice to be made between improving connectivity between Old
Oak Common and the KCOA, or the delivery of significant levels
of new housing in North Kensington, then the latter policy
objective must be prioritised given the urgency to meet housing
target objectives over the Local Plan period, particularly if
alternative, deliverable and more viable access options exist in
the meantime.
• The penultimate bullet point “The Council will work with
landowners.” is critical to development delivery and should be
the first point in this list. This point should elaborate on subpoints of delivery, phasing, funding and viability as these are
also instrumental to comprehensive redevelopment of the
KCOA.
Canal & River Trust
London (Claire
McLean)

The Trust is particularly interested in proposals for this key
opportunity area, given the strategic position of the Grand Union
Canal that flows along its longest edge. The Trust own and
manage the canal and its towpath, and are responsible for
managing moorings along its length. We own and manage the
long term moorings at Ladbroke Grove, on the offside (nontowpath side) of the canal. Page 99 refers to British Waterways
owning the canal and towpath, and we would request that this
be amended (British Waterways became the Canal & River
Trust in 2012).
We would like to be involved in the development of the Kensal
Canalside Opportunity Area SPD when this comes forward.
Proposed Pedestrian and Cycle Bridge
We note several references in the Local Plan to a proposed
pedestrian and cycle bridge over the canal at Kensal, to connect
into the Kensal Green Cemetery. The Trust is wary of accepting
new bridges over our network as these have an impact on the
character and appearance of the historic asset of the canal,
sometimes encourage anti-social behaviour, and lead to
maintenance issues. However we would assess any proposals
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Comments noted.
Many of the comments will usefully feed into the development of
the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD.
The Council welcomes constructive input from The Canal & River
Trust.
The Planning authority will liaise with the Housing Department
regarding residential mooring requirements.
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coming forward in terms of need, and impact on our network.
Any bridge would have to be high enough over the waterspace
to not hinder navigation. Without prejudice to any future
decision of the Trust, the Council should also be aware that
consent of the Canal & River Trust, and a commercial
agreement would be required as landowner for any bridge
crossing, for which we would need to seek approval from the
Secretary of State.
Former Dock
No reference is made to the former dock within the site, which
was accessed via the tunnel under the towpath bridge, although
we note the Vision for Kensal refers to ‘dockside development’.
The dock was filled in at some point in the past, and we would
like to see it reopened and utilised for moorings and other water
based uses, such as the base for a trip boat or water taxi
service. There is significant demand for moorings in London,
and for long term moorings a revenue could be generated for
the land owner. The Trust would be unlikely to take on
ownership of any new basin, but would be happy to offer advice
on the creation of moorings, that would help complement new
development here.
During the construction phase of the Kensal Canalside
Opportunity Area, the dock could also be used for removal of
construction and demolition waste by barge.
Existing Dock
The Trust would continue to support the use of this existing
dock adjacent to the Sainsburys site for watersports activities,
and would also support any necessary enhancement of these.
Moorings
We note that housing authorities now have a requirement to
“consider the needs of people residing in or resorting to their
district with respect to the provision of places on inland
waterways where houseboats can be moored”, under section
124 of the Housing and Planning Act 2016. CLG’s draft
guidance suggests that once this has been undertaken the local
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authority’s planning team should be engaged in developing
solutions to meet need. The Trust would be keen to discuss this
assessment with the council if it has plans to undertake one.
The Council may be interested to note that the Canal and River
Trust is developing a Mooring Strategy for its London Waterway
area. We would be happy to keep you up-to-date with progress
on this. More information on the aims of the Mooring Strategy is
available here.
New residential moorings, where appropriate, along the canal or
in offline inlets and basins, can provide passive surveillance 24
hours a day, and we would also encourage the Council to
consider modest commercial use of the waterspace – with the
aim of animating the canal, in keeping with the setting of the
area. Individual business boats can also bring people to the
water’s edge (and on to the water if they include day hire craft).
Business moorings could also enhance development,
depending on the proposed layout, at the busiest ‘junctions’
between the towpath and development land. This has worked
retrospectively at isolated points along the canal between King’s
Cross and Camden, but works best when considered at an early
stage of masterplanning, incorporating dedicated widened
towpath space, electricity and water points.
There is potential to include improved boater facilities as part of
the Kensal development plans, which would be very beneficial,
given the distance to the closest boater facilities (refuse, water
and pump out at Little Venice). These should have good access
for servicing.
Building Heights – Overshadowing and Wind Impacts
We note the Vision’s aim that ‘Residential-led development will
have made the most of its canalside location, with dockside
development and improved access to the waterway’. We
support improved access to the waterway, but are also
concerned that the height of development adjacent to the canal
should be carefully considered. Part of the amenity value of this
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stretch of canal is its sunny aspect, given the lack of tall
development on the southern side of the canal. Should tall
development dominate the southern side of the waterway, this
will considerably overshadow the towpath and waterspace,
having an adverse impact on its amenity value.
Other negative impacts of tall buildings close to the canal would
be loss of light that would impact on the use of solar panels,
which many boats make good use of. This would increase
reliance on generators and fuel burning stoves, causing
potential conflict with new canalside residents. Introducing
electric bollards may help to mitigate this.
The canal is also an important ecological resource, and any
overshadowing could impact on this. We would request that
development proposals be required to assess potential
overshadowing impacts on the canal and its towpath.
Tall buildings close to the canal can also affect wind
microclimate and can affect boats trying to navigate past. We
would therefore also ask that development proposals be
required to consider this impact as part of their environmental
assessments.
Heating and Cooling
The canal water can be used for heating and cooling of
buildings, and we have been involved in many successful
projects on our network, where developments have found the
system to be more efficient than air source pumps. We would
therefore request that the Local Plan include reference for this
for developers who may wish to explore this technology.
Surface Water drainage
The canal can sometimes accept clean surface water drainage
from adjacent developments, subject to an agreement with the
Trust’s Utilities team. We would therefore ask that this be
included as a potential option for developments to explore.
Lighting
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The canal is generally retained as a dark corridor, supporting
bats who use it as a feeding corridor. Any new bridges (subject
to consent from the Trust) should include lighting over the
towpath for pedestrians and cyclists using the towpath at dusk
and dawn, but we would otherwise request that no lighting from
new developments should spill over the waterspace.
5.3 Principles (Overarching Aims)
Enhance the canalside environment as a destination for leisure
and recreation uses, and as an attractive pedestrian and cycling
route particularly to Old Oak Common.
5.4 Priorities (Objectives and actions to deliver the aims)
“Use the canal to transfer demolition and development
materials, domestic waste and deliveries.” This could
particularly be achieved by utilising the former basin at Kensal
(once reopened) for removal of construction and demolition
waste by barge, during the redevelopment of the Kensal
Canalside Opportunity Area.
Nathaniel Lichfield &
It is noted that the ‘Key Issues and Potential Opportunities’ plan
Partners (Marie-Claire (Pg. 93) designates land to the east of the Kensal site allocation
Marsh)
as the ‘employment zone’. In land use terms, this is considered
to be an appropriate location for employment land, in keeping
with the existing commercial premises and supporting the
expansion of this use on Kensal Road, with suitable existing
access via Ladbroke Grove. It is also agreed that the land to the
west of the site allocation, including the former gas holder site,
is most suitable for residential-led development, with residents
benefitting
from close accessibility to the canal and tranquil open space
provided by the Kensal Green Cemetery.
Supporting Text
The Supporting Text provides factual context to the site. The
Overarching Aims and Priorities are ambitious yet deliverable,
which are welcomed.
In respect of the ‘Delivery’, it is agreed that road and rail
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Comments and support noted.
The Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD will include a
phasing strategy under which the early delivery of development
phases would occur with a due level of infrastructure provision.
The phasing strategy will be informed by the DIFS.
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Comment

Response

infrastructure are necessary for the site to be developed. The
draft text states that this will be funded by the development of
the site through S106/S278 agreements with developers. Whilst
the principle is agreed, it must be recognised that the delivery of
these first stages of required infrastructure will place further
significant costs on the developers in addition to the burden of
the site specific costs associated with the regeneration of a
previous Gas Holder site.
The NPPF makes it very clear that Plans should be deliverable
and have regard to viability; in particular, Paragraph 173
stipulates that the sites identified in the Plan should not be
subject to such policy burdens that their ability to be developed
viably is threatened. It will therefore be necessary for the
Council to carefully consider phasing and viability to establish
how this will be funded with developers bringing parcels of land
forward in different phases, without such consideration, the
delivery of homes will be threatened. It is suggested that the
policy is amended accordingly in this regard. The scope for
development to come forward in advance of the station will also
need to be addressed and tested as part of the Local Plan
making process.
It is supported that RBKC make clear that they will work with all
landowners within the opportunity area to ensure
comprehensive development.
National Bargee
Travelling boat dwellers must be included in the developments
Travellers Association next to or including the canal.
(Marcus Trower)
Noise and dust caused by building work which effects the
people living on canal must be offset, including dredging any
dust from the building work back out the canal.
Facilities for boat dwellers should be provided, such as bins
points, water points, sewage points, toilets and showers. These
facilities must be free at the point of use for all Canal and River
Trust licence payers.
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Text added to Principles: Support the needs of the boating
community
Point added to Priorities: Improve the towpath area to allow it to
be safely used and enjoyed by boaters, pedestrians and cyclists.
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All the towpath must be kept free for ability travelling boat
dwellers to moor there, either with a bit of grass where mooring
pin can be put into or by mooring rings.
Kensington and
Chelsea Social
Council (Siobhan
Sollis)

The priority under 5.4 to develop a new neighbourhood centre
Support for a new neighbourhood centre and community facilities
and develop social and community facilities is very welcome.
noted. This chapter sets the backdrop for further consultation as
What this centre will be and what it will mean for the local
development proposals come forward.
community will require extensive consultation with residents and
community groups which we want to ensure is undertaken and
follows due process.

Carter Jonas
representing National
Grid Property
Holdings (Alister
Henderson)

The key issues and potential opportunities plan shown within
the supporting text shows the proposed location of the proposed
Crossrail station, which is supported. It also shows links across
the canal and across the railway and in principle (subject to
viability) it is important that the bridge across the railway can be
pursued. The links across the Cemetery are more difficult to
support in policy terms as there is no guarantee that this access
can be provided.
It is noted that the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area is
allocated in the London Plan and the regeneration opportunity is
significant as the last remaining large brownfield site in the
borough.
The Crossrail 1 Elizabeth Line will run above ground on the
existing rail corridor in this location and it is acknowledged and
supported that a Crossrail Station here would improve
accessibility, enhance employment prospects for the local
people and stimulate regeneration and growth in this part of the
borough.
Discussions in relation to the Crossrail station are now
seemingly well advanced and NGPH fully supports this as an
option. However, the Local Plan remains silent on alternative
strategies should the station not come forward as currently
planned, we feel that this is something that should be
addressed within the emerging document.
The principles (overarching aims) set out at 5.3 are supported.
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Comments noted and accepted.
This point is reflected in the wording of CA1 (q). This Risk will be
added to the Site Information for the Kensal Canalside
Opportunity Area Site Allocation. ADD a risk to the Site
Information for the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area Site
Allocation.
The Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD will include a
phasing strategy under which the early delivery of development
phases would occur with a due level of infrastructure provision.
The Council commissioned a DIFS to assess the deliverability and
the viability of the proposed site allocation. The phasing strategy
will be informed by the DIFS.
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However, it is important that the competing principles are
balanced carefully in any future development to ensure that best
use is made of this brownfield site to ensure that the Council is
able to achieve the delivery of its housing targets based on its
Objectively Assessed Need (OAN).
The delivery of the proposals at Kensal (paragraph 5.5) is an
important factor to consider and the funding of significant road
and rail infrastructure is something that needs to be considered
carefully in planning policy terms. The impact and requirements
of funding will ultimately impact the deliverability and viability of
the scheme and will determine the quantum and quality of
development that can be provided on this site.
The need for an SPD is understood and supported, but it is
important to ensure that this document is kept at a level of detail
which is suitable to guide future planning applications, but not to
become overly prescriptive in terms of the details of design.
This is something that will need to be considered further at the
planning application stage and the real detail will be provided at
this point.
NGPH is keen to support the Local Authority in delivering the
comprehensive redevelopment of this site.
Lauren Laviniere

Key issues and potential opportunities map (page 51)- The
spatial guidance being developed to inform OPDC’s planning
policy framework illustrates the future key connections to Kensal
Canalside Opportunity Area. To ensure flexibility in the delivery
of these routes, OPDC suggests that the dotted green line
illustrating improved pedestrian/cycle links is replaced with an
alternative all modes link as a principle. This will align with the
5th priority in section 5.4.

Comments noted.
Map – suggested amendments made
Para 5.2 – suggested amendments made
Para 5.3 – suggested amendments made

Para 5.4 – suggested amendments added to 5.5 Delivery
Paragraph 5.2- To support intentions to deliver linkages to Old
Oak and Park Royal, OPDC suggests the contextual information Para 5.5 – suggested amendments made
in section 5.2 makes reference to the regeneration being
planned for Old Oak and Park Royal.
Para 5.6 – suggested amendments made
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Paragraph 5.3- 6th Principle – remove ‘common’ and add ‘and
Scrubs Lane’.
Paragraph 5.4- • Priority 1 – Amend wording to demonstrate
joint working as follows: Facilitate the release of the North Pole
Depot from railway use working with relevant stakeholders such
as the Old Oak and Park Royal Development Corporation.
New Priority – Add new wording to demonstrate joint working:
Work with OPDC to deliver a coordinated approach to the
regeneration of Old Oak and Kensal Canalside.
Paragraph 5.5- • 4th bullet point – refer to OPDC as ‘Old Oak
and Park Royal Development Corporation’
Development in the OPDC area is likely begin next year in a
number of locations, as such it would be more precise to amend
the wording as follows: ‘and Kensal Canalside can act as the
first one of the earlier phases of wider regeneration of this part
of west London.’
Paragraph 5.6- The Scrubs Lane Direction of Travel Document
is intended to be published in early January which provides the
high level direction for the future Scrubs Lane SPD. As such,
this document should be made reference to as follows:
o OPDC, Old Oak and Park Royal Development Corporation
Scrubs Lane Direction of Travel Document, 2017.
TfL (Andrew Hiley)

TfL would be keen to work with RBKC on the proposed SPD for
the area including potential improvements to public transport,
highway network and pedestrian and cycle links. We would
suggest, in view of the uncertainty, this work considers the
option of development with or without a Crossrail station and/or
the North Pole depot.

Comments noted. The Council welcomes constructive input from
TfL.

We note that work recently commissioned by RBKC on Kensal
which has been provided as part of the supporting
documentation. We would be pleased to comment on the
findings of these studies should the Council find this helpful
Greater London
Authority (kevin Reid)

TfL would be keen to work with RBKC on the proposed SPD for
the area including potential improvements to public transport,
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Comments noted. The Council welcomes constructive input from
TfL.
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highway network and pedestrian and cycle links. We would
suggest, in view of the uncertainty, this work considers the
option of development with or without a Crossrail station and/or
the North Pole depot.
We note that work recently commissioned by RBKC on Kensal
which has been provided as part of the supporting
documentation. We would be pleased to comment on the
findings of these studies should the Council find this helpful
Earl’s Court Society
Highways, Traffic and
Transport Sub group
(Mark Balaam)

5.4 Priorities (Objectives and actions to deliver the
aims)(second and third bullet points)
• Support the delivery of a new Crossrail station.
• Provide an integrated public transport network.

Support noted.

Fully supported, but better interchange should be created at Old
Oak Common to ease access to the West London Line there to
provide a swift and easy rail link with other parts of the Royal
Borough, including West Brompton for the Earl’s Court area.
West London Line
Group (Mark Balaam)

5.2 Context (third bullet point)
• The area has relatively poor public transport accessibility
compared to the rest of the borough. The Crossrail 1 Elizabeth
Line will run above ground in the existing rail corridor through
Kensal Canalside. A Crossrail station here will improve
accessibility, enhance employment prospects for local people
and stimulate regeneration and growth in this part of the
borough.
Other areas that could experience positive effects from the new
Crossrail station could include Golborne, Latimer and the
northern part of Portobello Road.
5.4 Priorities (Objectives and actions to deliver the
aims)(second and third bullet points)
• Support the delivery of a new Crossrail station.
Provide an integrated public transport network.
Fully supported, but better interchange should be created at Old
Oak Common to ease access to the West London Line there to
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Comments on Crossrail with relation to other Place chapters
noted. Additional references have been added to these
accordingly.
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provide a swift and easy rail link with (i) other parts of the Royal
Borough and (ii) West Brompton and Clapham Junction (for
other tube and rail connections).

The Kensington
Society (Michael
Bach)

Suggested edits to this Place chapter:

Suggested edits noted.

Chapter 5 Kensal

Text added to Context describing relationship to the Old Oak Park
Royal regeneration area.

Kensal is identified as a 'Place' in the Local Plan because it is
an area which will undergo major change over the Plan period
up to 2026. Development of the Kensal Canalside Opportunity
area and the adjoining regeneration of Old Oak will create
entirely new neighbourhoods in this part of London. Successful
integration of these areas, alongside existing residential
communities, will require carefully framed planning policies.
Introduction
5.1.1 Kensal lies to the very north of the borough, bordering
the London Boroughs of Hammersmith and Fulham, Brent
and the City of Westminster, and is adjacent to the Old
Oakand Park Royal regeneration area where 24,000 new
homes are planned at Old Oak, alongside the proposed
HS2/Crossrail transport interchange (due for completion in
2026). The OPDC, a Mayoral Development Corporation, has
since 2015 been is the planning authority for this latter area,
taking over these functions from LB Hammersmith & Fulham,
LB Brent and LB Ealing. This is the UK's largest regeneration
area and its development will change the face of north-west
London.
5.1.2 The Kensal Road area to the east has proved an
attractive location for businesses including the 80,000 sq ft at
Portobello Dock (Tom Dixon and Innocent Drinks) and
businesses with a creative/cultural link including recording
studios. Kensal Rise north of the Harrow Road in LB Brent is
attracting the type of shops, restaurants and businesses which
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A Local Plan does not have the provision to designate a new
conservation area. The Council is undertaking a review of the
Conservation Area Appraisals Statements. Prior to any
designation a local authority must identify an area as having a
definite architectural quality or historic interest (NPPF, para 127)
and ideally have carried out a Conservation Area Appraisal. The
Grand Union Canal has not currently been considered as part of
this process. It would therefore be premature to reference it in the
Local Plan.
The Kensal DIFS has identified the infrastructure requirements the
development will generate.
Principles are intended to be overarching aims of development,
without clause or caveat.
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might have located in Notting Hill Gate and Portobello a
decade ago, and which are making the area fashionable.
House prices in the area have risen rapidly as a result.
5.1.3 Kensal Canalside was already designated as a Mayoral
Opportunity Area in 2010, and a SPD was planned to be
published thereafter. The prospects for a Crossrail station
receded for a time, but have now improved. There has been
limited progress in recent years on major landholders finalising
plans for land exchanges and on development proposals
coming forward. 2010 Core Strategy proposals for 2,500 new
homes in the Opportunity Area are increased to 3,500 in this
Local Plan reflecting the increased London Plan targets for
housing in the Borough. This is at the upper end of three
density levels consulted on by the Council in 2013/4.
Context
The Great Western Main Line and the Grand Union Canal run
east-west through the area. Together with the West London
Line to the west, this has resulted in poor connectivity to the
wider area. Ladbroke Grove is the primary north-south route
through North Kensington and Kensal and carries a lot of traffic.
The former Kensal Gasworks and the North Pole railway depot
are designated as Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area in the
London Plan. This 15.4 hectare site is the last remaining large
brownfield site in the borough.
The area has relatively poor public transport accessibility compared to
the rest of the borough. The Crossrail 1 Elizabeth Line will run above
ground in the existing rail corridor through Kensal Canalside. A
Crossrail station here will improve accessibility, enhance employment
prospects for local people and stimulate regeneration and growth in this
part of the borough.
Unless new social and community infrastructure is delivered at Old Oak
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at a pace to match residential development, Kensal will experience
significant new pressures on local schools and health facilities.
To the east of Ladbroke Grove the area is mostly
dominated by a mixture of employment land and postwar
housing estates. It includes areas that are amongst the 10
percent most deprived in the country. The Kensal Employment
Zone to the western end of Kensal Road is the largest of the
three employment zones in the borough. It comprises mostly
small offices and light industrial uses.
Businesses located here are typically engaged in recording
media, advertising, design, printing, publishing and
communications. The employment zone is on the western fringe
of the central London office market, and like Paddington,
benefits from a canalside location.
Kensal Green Cemetery is a valued heritage asset and a Grade
I Registered Park and Garden of Historic Interest. It is both an
operational cemetery and a tranquil open sp ace and contains
sever al Gra de I and II* listed building. Ke ns al House, buil t in
t he 1 930s as a n exempl ar ‘ur ba n vi llag e’ for the employe es of
t he gasw orks, is one of the few Modern Movement buildings in
the borough to be Grade II* list ed.
The later phases of redevelopment of Wornington Green estate
will reconnect the northern end of Portobello Road to Ladbroke
Grove. New office and retail will be provided at this junction
enhancing the vitality of the area.
5.2. Principle s (Overarching Aims)
Develop Kensal Canalside as a new neighbourhood integrated
within the wider area, including the 25,000 new homes to be built
at Old Oak.
Improve public transport accessibility and minimise the need
for private car usage in the area, recognising that there are no
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plans for radical change to the existing north/south major
routes to meet the additional demands of 25,000 new homes at
Old Oak and 3,500 at Kensal Canalside.
Deliver new residential-led development across the Kensal area.
Provide a network of high quality public spaces.
Enhance the canalside environment as a destination for
leisure and recreation uses, and as an attractive pedestrian
and cycling route ( with adequate segregation) particularly to
and from a new Old Oak town centre and major HS2/Crossrail
transport interchange.
Preserve the special character of Kensal Green Cemetery.
Support Kensal to continue to operate as a vibrant
employment area with some new residential accommodation
and create opportunities for innovative small and medium
sized businesses and open workspace.
Protect ecological habitats and biodiversity.k

Priorities (Objectives and actions to deliver the aims)
Facilitate the release of the North Pole Depot from railway use.
Support the delivery of a new Crossrail station.
Provide an integrated public transport network with good
connectivity east/west to Old Oak and the proposed
HS2/Crossrail interchange.
Provide a new road bridge across the railway line, to improve
access to the Gasworks site and Canalside Opportunity Area.
Deliver a new road linking onto Mitre Way near Scrubs Lane in
the London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham.
Relocate and upgrade the Sainsbury’s supermarket within
the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area.
Establish a new neighbourhood centre in Kensal Canalside
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to meet the day-to-day needs of the immediate area.
Provide new social and community facilities to support the new
neighbourhood, taking account of the major demands arising
from the regeneration of Old Oak..
Investigate opportunities to redevelop the Treverton Estate to
provide high quality new homes.
Provide a new enlarged primary school at Barlby Road and a
new Special Educational Needs school.
Deliver new, and enhance existing, green and civic spaces
that help to improve the important green infrastructure
corridor between Paddington Basin and East Acton along the
canal.
Designate the RBKC stretch of the canal as a conservation
area, matching the designations in LB Hammersmith and
Fulham and LB Brent.
Provide a range of new flexible workspaces, responding to
demand for open workspace and co-working Support the
function of the employment zone as a vital and valued asset
for small and medium sized businesses and for the cultural
and creative sector (using planning obligations to deliver an
element of 'affordable workspace' for the latter sector).
Use the canal to transfer demolition and development
materials, domestic waste and deliveries.
Delivery
Road and rail infrastructure necessary for the site to be
developed will be funded through development of the site.
The Council is progressing a Development Service Agreement
with Network Rail to establish how the station and associated
track can be constructed.
A Supplementary Planning Document for the Kensal
Canalside Opportunity Area will be published in 2017.
The Council will work closely with the Old Oak Park Royal
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Development Corporation to ensure that both developments
are integrated and Kensal Canalside forms part of the wider
regeneration of this part of west London.
The Council will work with landowners in the Kensal Canalside
Opportunity Area to ensure comprehensive development of
the site.
The Council will work with Transport for London to
deliver public transport improvements.
.
Historic England
(Katharine
Fletcher)

CV5 vision for Kensal, p50
The reference to Kensal Green Cemetery as a ‘green setting’ is
disappointing for one of the most significant heritage assets in
the borough. Undervaluing of the cemetery is also evident in the
context description (para.5.2 and the site constraints section)
which notes the Grade I and II* listed structures, but overlooks
the c.130 Grade II listed structures which represent one of the
most important concentrations of heritage assets in the Royal
Borough. We note that work is currently underway on the
Kensal Green Cemetery Conservation Area Appraisal, and
hope that this will be used to inform this policy section. As we
have previously suggested, understanding the significance of
the Grade I registered landscape will be essential in ensuring
that new development in Kensal responds to the setting of this
highly sensitive heritage asset, and to meeting the aim in
paragraph 5.3 to preserve the cemetery’s special character. We
note the desire to place a bridge across the canal to the
cemetery. This will need careful consideration, but if progressed
should be used as a catalyst to support the restoration and
future good management of the landscape which is on the
Heritage At Risk Register, and the monuments, many of which
are also At Risk. Failure to do so would increase the risk of
harm to the cemetery in our view.
We note that there are no objectives or actions (para 5.4) which
respond to the cemetery’s historic interest. Similarly, there is
nothing in policy CA1 referring to the historic environment,
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Comments noted.
Text added to vision to refer to significance of heritage assets.
Text added to 5.4 Priorities: Encourage new development to
respond sensitively to the historic canal and the setting of Kensal
Green Cemetery.

Name

Comment

Response

which we would expect, given the very high significance and the
proportionate response promoted by the NPPF. Without
referring to the historic environment in these sections of the
Plan, enhancing the condition of the cemetery is likely to be
made more difficult. We would suggest that this be amended to
help achieve the NPPF aim for net gains across the economic,
social and environmental (including historic environment)
strands of sustainable development (NPPF paras 8 and 152).
Similarly, we note that while half of the Grand Union Canal on
the Kensal Green Cemetery side appears to be designated as a
conservation area, the Kensal Gas Works side of canal is not. In
itself this appears inconsistent. Furthermore, it is likely to make
it harder to encourage new development to respond sensitively
to the historic canal, and the setting of Kensal Green Cemetery.
Ensuring that heritage significance is properly defined for this
site is likely to be important if the Council is seeking to retain the
canal basin feature and use the industrial heritage, including the
gasholders, to help shape a distinctive and authentic sense of
place. In 2015 Historic England produced a research report
which covered the Kensal Gasworks area:
(http://research.historicengland.org.uk/Report.aspx?i=15319&ru
=/Results.aspx?p=352). This noted that “the gasholders
represent a valued local landmark, with intrinsic aesthetic
appeal and associations with the industrial origins of the area.”
The references to the Kensal Village and Day Nursery (both
Grade II*) are welcomed. These important Modern Movement
buildings could also play an important role in shaping future
development in the Kensal area, and we would expect any
development to respond positively to their setting. Again, we
would encourage you to consider the value of these buildings in
more detail to improve the quality of development planned for
this Opportunity Area.
Golborne Forum
(Roger Roberts)

5.3 Principles
The Golborne Forum supports the principles and overarching
aims as outlined in the review document and in particular
supports intent to;
o Enhance the Canalside as a public space and safeguard
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Support for the principles and overarching aims noted.
Comments on massing and building heights noted. This will be
explored further as part of the development of the Kensal
Canalside Opportunity Area Supplementary Planning Document.
The Council welcomes constructive input from local residents and
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access through and beyond the Old Oak Common development other stakeholders.
o Insure that the commitment to higher density accommodation
is in Mansion block proportions as is the stated preferred aim of
RBKC, avoid high rise and any temptation to construct a "miniManhattan" as is suggested for Old Oak Common and already
present at Park Royal. Maintain the essence of Kensington and
Chelsea in the development.
o Enhance the special character of Kensal Green Cemetery
with a new foot / cycle bridge over the canal in the new
development
o Consider carefully the impact on overall traffic into the new
site with additional traffic on Barlby Road (site of an existing
school which is to be rebuilt and expanded and a new special
needs school). The increase traffic at the Barlby Round About
and the "Sainsbury" roundabout must be planned.
o The impact of the development on the Kensal site must
ensure that influence on the Wornington Green development
does not result in changes to current plans for lower height
buildings – no high building / buildings at this site would be in
keeping with RBKCs preferred "mansion block" approach to the
Borough's built environment.
o Development of the existing Treverton Estate must maximise
open space and low rise developments, as in the point above.
o Embed the concept of protection of ecological habitats and
biodiversity.
o Ensure that the promise to fund any future Cross Rail station
at Kensal/ Portobello is not reliant on maximising the provision
of Market Housing at the expense of Social Housing.
o The brown field site at Kensal is one of the few if not only area
where RBKC could meet its obligation to build and provide
social and affordable housing in good numbers.
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The Kensal Canalside Supplementary Planning Document will
provide a more detailed framework for the development of the
Kensal Canalside site.
Re: Housing. Policy CH2 seeks to deliver the maximum
reasonable amount of affordable housing.
The Priorities seek to improve the canal towpath for public access,
leisure and recreation and to enhance the green infrastructure
corridor.
The Council commissioned Peter Brett Associates (PBA) to carry
out a transport study and a development infrastructure funding
study to identify what infrastructure, including transport
infrastructure, would be required to support the development of
the opportunity area. The retention (or moderate enlargement) of
the existing roundabout is not consistent with the Local Plan
policies in particular CT1. The pedestrian facilities on the existing
junction are unacceptably poor. As the primary means of access
to the opportunity area, this junction must provide high quality
provision for pedestrians and cyclists to be policy compliant.
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Priorities
• Support the delivery of a new Crossrail station – but not at the
expense of providing fewer social housing units
• Provide a new road bridge across the railway line.
• Deliver a new road linking onto Mitre Way near Scrubs Lane in
the London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham – but with
careful consideration and improvements to the access
roads/roundabouts on Ladbroke Grove at Barlby Road and
Sainsbury
• Relocate and upgrade the Sainsbury's supermarket within the
Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area but ensure that it is not
removed away from easy access from Ladbroke Grove
. • Establish a new neighbourhood centre in Kensal Canalside to
meet the day-to-day needs of the immediate area – though what
this will be or look like is unclear in this review and extensive
neighbourhood consultation must be undertaken
• Provide new social and community facilities to support the new
neighbourhood - surgeries, pharmacies, other shops in addition
to Sainsbury (it must not be the only shop on this peninsula –
including groceries), meeting places and new places of worship
should be considered – with the combined development of the
Treverton Estate and the additional 3,500 units planned for the
Kensal site, provision for additional school(s) needs to be
incorporated into the plan
• Investigate opportunities to redevelop the Treverton Estate to
provide high quality new homes, with a commitment to applying
RBKC preference for Mansion Block proportions at most and of
the new 350 units anticipated there must be additional Social
Housing provided in the proportions expected of all new
developments.
• Provide a new enlarged primary school at Barlby Road and a
new Special Educational Needs school, but keep awareness of

116

Name

Comment

Response

potential future needs for a new school on the Kensal peninsula
• Provide a range of new flexible workspaces though be aware
of the apparent current over supply of this type of space in the
Golborne, Kensal and Barlby Road areas
• Support the function of the employment zone as a vital and
valued asset for small and medium sized businesses and for the
cultural and creative sector whilst consider removing restrictions
that result in no addition residential provision.
For the Kensal Plan:
o consideration of how the Canal Side House could be
incorporated into the plans for development of this site (it is not
listed but its external architectural is redolent of the areas earlier
use and would be a suitable reflection of the area in times past),
o the water tower (Water Tower House) for the reasons
mentioned in the preceding point,
o The two basins on the Kensal Site need to be incorporated
into public spaces and reflect their potential to be community
space assets, others as identified in other discussions and
reviews if necessary.
o The Canal paths between Old Oak Common, Scrubs Lane
and Ladbroke Grove and along the canal as it passes through
Golborne.
Provide High Quality New Housing
• To ensure that the Wornington Green developments do not
move to any High Rise /tower blocks into its plans – to ensure
the enforcement of lower buildings/ refer to Mansion Blocks
extant throughout the rest of the Borough. Avoid any Landmark
Tower Buildings."
• Continue to explore the opportunity to challenge the exemption
of providing housing (with a focus on Social Housing) as part of
developments for the Enterprise Zones in Kensal New Town,
whilst also complying / planning to be within RBKC's preference
for non- high rise buildings to keep to the principle of Mansion
Blocks and their height.

117

Name

Comment

Response

• Meet the expectation that new developments meet the 40% or
maximum construction of social housing in new and
improvements developments, on site and within RBKC.
• In particular with the Kensal Canal Side Opportunity Area
ensure that the maximum percentage of social housing is
provided.
• In this KCSOA development apply consistently the expectation
of the Borough's plans to have Mansion Block proportions,
avoiding any high-rise or "landmark buildings/tower blocks".
Enhance safety and permeability of the area
• Safety consideration must lead in all planning issues
• Permeability must also take in to consideration issues such as
traffic calming in any changes to develop permeability. Planning
must avoid the development of "rat runs" for motorised traffic –
eg as Portobello Road is joined with Wornington Road at a
junction to give access to Ladbroke Grove near Barlby
Roundabout, there must be plans for traffic control which
ensures neither road becomes a direct alternative route to using
Ladbroke Grove.
Enhance the Canalside Environment
• The canal side must continue to be a public amenity. It needs
to be protected from any enhancements which encroach on the
natural development such as abutting Meanwhile Gardens from
Gt West Road to Ladbroke or the new developments in KCSOA
with new homes and business planned to be developed. The
canal side needs to be designed to be easily accessed from the
new developments. This needs to extend to the docks which are
extant in the current site. Look to how they have supported
development in Paddington Docks/ Sheldon Square and
continue to remain public areas. Though this needs to be done
in a way which enhances wildlife spaces and supports the
canal's use by the canal boats which add to the ambiance of the
canal paths – which must remain as public right of ways.
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CA1 KENSAL CANALSIDE OPPORTUNITY AREA
Question CA1(1):
Please provide your comments on Policy CA1
Name

Comment

Response

Golborne Forum
(Roger Roberts)

Chapter 5 Kensal Plan
CA1

General support for Principles noted.

Inland Waterways
Association (Roger
Still)

The orientation and height of the proposed developments to the
south of the canal needs to be carefully considered in terms of
daylight and sunlight infiltration to the towpath and the canal. In
order to maintain midday solar penetration during the autumn,
winter and spring months we consider that commercial or
residential blocks immediately adjacent to the canal and parallel
with the canal should be no more than four to five stories in
height. It is accepted that much higher development will be
required to meet the proposed housing density but these higher
elements (six to ten stories) should be arranged in linear blocks
with a north/south orientation to ensure daylight and sunlight
reaches the canal and other open spaces during the middle part
of the day. Any ‘tower’ developments should be located at the
rear of the site along the boundary with the railway.

The Kensal Canalside Supplementary Planning Document will
provide a more detailed framework for the development of the
Kensal Canalside site.

With regard to height and positioning of new buildings, we are
concerned that these should not intensify wind speeds. The
experience in locations such as Paddington Basin are that
isolated freestanding towers intensify wind speed creating
eddies that make surrounding open spaces such as the canal
and towpath uncomfortable. High wind speeds created by tall
buildings are also likely to have a local impact on navigation,
with significant safety concerns.
We consider it important to maintain a generous towpath width
to provide access and circulation space for all users. For much
of its length, the existing towpath provides an open and
pleasant corridor with wide grass verges. We consider that no
new development should encroach upon the existing towpath
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The Council’s Policy CL5 requires all development to ensure good
living conditions.
Para 5.4 states: Improve the towpath area to allow it to be safely
used and enjoyed by boaters, pedestrians and cyclists.
Specific design will be assessed as part of any future planning
application.

Name

Comment

Response

strip that varies in width from 7 to 9.5 metres. The width of the
existing towpath next to site CA1 is defined for most of its length
by an industrial-era masonry wall and recently installed metal
fencing. The masonry wall should be retained, repaired or
rebuilt as necessary with new openings being formed at
appropriate points to link the pedestrian routes through the new
development with the canal. Consideration should be given to
replacing the Crossrail palisade fencing with a stock brickwork
wall to reduce noise impact from the railway and to maintain the
character of the towpath corridor. The planning of this area will
need to provide for various users, including the boating
community, pedestrians and cyclists, in order to provide an
attractive, functional and safe environment. Consideration
should be given to the design of the hard landscape surfacing to
allow separation of the cycle path from pedestrian only
footways.
Golborne Forum
(Roger Roberts)

The Kensal Canalside Development Opportunity is seen as an
The Council’s Policy CH2 Affordable Housing will apply to any
opportunity to press for and support the costs of providing a
development proposals and seeks to provide the maximum
Kensal/Portobello Station on the Elizabeth Line/ Cross Rail
reasonable amount of affordable housing.
project. This ambition must not distract from the necessary and
legal provision of increased social housing. It is important not to
lose out to the affordable and market flats to maximise income
for this plan – thus losing out on the legal and moral
responsibility to develop additional social homes.

National Bargee
Travelling boat dwellers must be included in the developments
Travellers Association next to or including the canal.
(Marcus Trower)
Noise and dust caused by building work which effects the
people living on canal must be offset, including dredging any
dust from the building work back out the canal.
Facilities for boat dwellers should be provided, such as bins
points, water points, sewage points, toilets and showers. These
facilities must be free at the point of use for all Canal and River
Trust licence payers.
All the towpath must be kept free for ability travelling boat
dwellers to moor there, either with a bit of grass where mooring
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Comments noted. The Principles for Kensal identify a new aim to
support the needs of the boating community.

Name

Comment

Response

pin can be put into or by mooring rings.
Nathaniel Lichfield &
CA1 Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area
Partners (Marie-Claire The Council recognise that this site provides the last remaining
Marsh)
large brownfield site within the Borough. In this regard, it is
important to ensure that the development of the site is well
considered. St William therefore welcomes the new text relating
to ‘principle’, this will help to ensure ‘comprehensive
development of the site in accordance with an urban design
framework’, which in turn will ensure that the proposals are
deliverable. Work on the Masterplan and design framework
should commence as soon as possible, with all parties working
closely with the masterplanner, to ensure there is a viable and
deliverable masterplan prepared.
Further, it would be helpful to understand broadly how the
Council envisage phasing across the site. To ensure
comprehensive development it is agreed that a masterplan for
the whole site will be required, which should refer to a very
broad phasing strategy. Further to this, and in accordance with
the Masterplan, the Council, in discussion with landowners,
should indicate areas where development is able to come
forward in advance of the infrastructure works.
The site allocation policy, notes that the site should be
developed for a minimum of 3,500 homes (increased from
2,500), 10,000sqm of office space and 2,000sqm of nonresidential floorspace. Although the increase is welcomed, the
Cushman and Wakefield ‘Development Uplift and Infrastructure
Study for Kensal Opportunity Area’ (September 2015) considers
4,000 units (with densities in accordance with the GLA Table
3.2) would be achievable at this site, with Crossrail and bus
service extension. The evidence base document goes on to
note that if densities were increased, akin to opportunity areas
such as Vauxhall Nine Elms Battersea, then Cushman and
Wakefield consider unit numbers could be over 4,500. Even if a
Crossrail Station did not come forward, given the priority the
Mayor is placing on homes growth, sites such as this offer a key
opportunity to deliver regeneration and growth. Given the
above, the minimum numbers of homes to be delivered should
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Support for the comprehensive development of the site noted.
The Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD will include a
phasing strategy under which the early delivery of development
phases would occur with a due level of infrastructure provision.
The phasing strategy will be informed by the DIFS.
The site allocation as drafted is supported by a robust evidence
base and the minimum of 3,500 homes is considered to be
realistic and appropriately attuned. Increasing this minimum would
undesirably risk the delivery of the plan.
Chapter 39 deals with the contingencies and risks for Site
Allocations
Contributions and viability will be further explored in the Kensal
Canalside Opportunity Area SPD.

Name

Comment

Response

be increased.
Importantly, St William fully supports the allocation of land on
site for a Crossrail Station and the certainty of the improved
accessibility that this will bring to the site. The Council has
stated that the Crossrail Station and access bridges over the
railway need to be built at the same time as the High Speed 2
line and Crossrail Station at Old Oak Common in order to take
advantage of the line closures required. In this regard, and as
set out in our Representations in February 2016, it is considered
that the preparation of the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area
SPD should commence immediately, in order to ensure that a
Masterplan is in place to ensure development can coincide with
the delivery of Crossrail Stations and High Speed 2 line. There
will need to be full engagement from all landowners in this
process.
Whilst Crossrail is supported, the development of this last
remaining strategic brownfield site should be robust to any
change outside of the Council’s control. Therefore St William
consider that it would be prudent for RBKC to consider an
alternative strategy if, for reasons out of the Council’s control,
the Crossrail Station cannot come forward.
CIL, S106 Contributions and Viability
We note that the draft Site Allocation text states that the Kensal
Opportunity Area will be zero rated for Borough CIL, in light of
the extensive infrastructure works required to facilitate
development on this site, and, in principle, this is welcomed.
However, it is noted that the Council considers that the required
infrastructure “will be funded through s106 agreements, subject
to pooling restrictions”. This is considered to be a pragmatic
approach and is welcomed, but in light of the number of
landholders on this site, and the potential overlap of
infrastructure required in key areas to unlock the potential of the
wider site, the Council will need to ensure that the ‘pooling
restrictions’ do not preclude contributions being made towards
required infrastructure and that phasing is properly considered
in this context.
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In this regard, it is noted that the Council’s Kensal Canalside
Development Infrastructure Funding Study (DIFS) dated
October 2016 details the infrastructure considered to be
required and prioritisation in respect of when they should come
forward to allow for planned growth in a sustainable and well
planned way. The DIFS makes clear that their prioritisation
categories do not intend to sequence infrastructure investments
in time order.
However, the first category for prioritisation includes ‘critical
enabling’ which is defined as infrastructure that is ‘critical to
facilitate a development. Without these works development
cannot proceed’. Table 5.8 details the infrastructure costs by
priority. It lists a number of infrastructure requirements as
‘critical enabling’ including: Crossrail, bus improvements, new
road and pedestrian bridge (over GWML), new primary schools,
extension to secondary schools. This would indicate that all of
these works are required ahead of any residential development
across the site, whereas it is considered that some residential
may be able to come forward in advance. The DIFS makes
clear that due to the extensive list of infrastructure
requirements, and the likely developer contributions via
S106/S278 agreements, any potential affordable housing will be
subject to viability. St William would agree with this approach
and consider that it is important that this is recognised in the
Policy. As such, it is considered that the Infrastructure and
Planning Obligations text for the draft Site Allocation should be
updated to state: “o. affordable housing, subject to viability”
(addition in italics, underlined).
As set out above, it will also be necessary to establish how
funding will be obtained for the upfront infrastructure
requirements. St William considers that the Council should fully
explore the funding mechanisms detailed within the Cushman
and Wakefield Development Uplift and Infrastructure Study
(September 2015).
Concluding Remarks
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As set out above, St William have an interest in the former
Kensal Gas Works site, owned by National Grid, allocated by
Policy CA1 for mixed-use development. St William fully supports
the Vision for Kensal and the draft Site Allocation within the
emerging Local Plan and will engage actively to bring forward
the development proposals.
This site is the Borough’s last remaining strategic brownfield site
that has the potential to deliver considerable residential-led
development. St William considers that the policy needs to be
ambitious, taking full advantage of this opportunity, but robust
and deliverable. In this regard, St William supports the Council’s
ambition for a comprehensive development, and agrees that
this should be detailed within an SPD and Masterplan for the
site. These documents should fully detail, through consultation
with landowners, how the critical infrastructure will be delivered
and funded, and the phasing for the wider site.
Emma Dent Coad

The Labour Group would like to see some general principles
underpin development plans for this area:

Policy CA1 contains general development principles for the site as
well as infrastructure requirements identified under Planning
Contributions.

1) Need to be firm with developers to meet obligations in
relation to:
Consultation will be carried out as part of the development of the
a) infrastructure,
Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD.
b) affordable housing (including a high ratio of socially-rented to
intermediate housing) c) essential local amenities: primary
Support for delivery of a Crossrail station noted
health, education, transport and work spaces.
2) Need to create 'place' and 'destination': building local
communities with strong identity where the everyday needs of
residents of all ages and physical abilities are readily available
within reasonable walking distance. That is the creation of vital
rather than a dormitory village.
3) Need for better local consultation in relation to the most
neighbouring communities, especially those in the North of
Dalgarno which may be joined to the site by the planned bridge.
The needs of the local community should be given more priority
than those of the developer. A prime example of this is the need
in the North of the Borough for increased and improved health
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provision. Sustainable development must also include improving
the health disparities of the borough and the impact both
qualitatively and quantitatively on the life span of our residents.
Another example would be the need for the provision of
substantial educational facilities in order to cater for the
increase in population. So far there has been a lack of pubic
engagement on this Opportunity Area. This deficit also includes
lack of engagement with Ward councillors. There needs to be a
much higher level of public participation and scrutiny into the
development plan for Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area.
More Specifically:
1) The Labour Group welcomes the lobbying for a new Crossrail
Station at this site as it will open up the area to a greater degree
of development and help meet our housing targets. If a
Crossrail station does materialise we need to make sure that
the S106 agreements do not simply get sucked up by the cost
of building a new station. The overall borough wide vision of the
targets for the provision of both socially rented and intermediate
housing should not be diluted. Alternative funding may need to
be secured in order to achieve this. If Crossrail is achieved we
would advocate a maximised ' green' approach to development
which minimises car use, even eliminates it, by comprehensive
provision of alternative, more eco friendly, forms of transport.
We should aspire to building an 'Eco-Village' for the 21st
Century. Please refer to the 'Eco-Town' proposals suggested by
the Labour Group in 2009 and subsequent formal study.
2) On the other hand however, there needs to be clear
alternative plans if the Crossrail station does not materialise.
There is a major need for housing development at Kensal, and
2000 homes can be achieved without Crossrail. But there is little
evidence presented that shows public transport and social
infrastructure will be strengthened sufficiently to cater for any
population growth if significant public transport is not secured. If
Crossrail is not achieved then other more robust plans in
relation to infrastructure need formulation:
a) The nature of the connection between Kensal Canalside and
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Old Oak Common. We have previously proposed a tram or
similar, and this needs to be properly investigated.
b) The actual siting of the proposed new road bridge and how
that will impact upon the estates in North Dalgarno
c) The actual siting of the pedestrian and cycle bridge.
3) 'Place' and 'Destination' at KCOA is if the highest importance.
The Labour Group advocates:
a) The need for a 'village centre'
b) The need for exploitation of the Canalside location as an
attractive destination, including social and sporting facilities
c) The need to expand and improve facilities at the Boathouse
Centre and so increase our provision of water-based sports and
leisure opportunities
d) The need to make sure that the provision of offices for the
Charitable and Voluntary sector, which was proved by
Canalside House, is replicated in any new development
Carter Jonas
representing National
Grid Property
Holdings (Alister
Henderson)

I am writing on behalf of our client National Grid Property
Holdings (NGPH) in order to make representations in relation to
the above document. The representations are made in the
context of NGPH’s substantial landholdings in the borough
which are at Kensal Gasworks site.
The site continues to feature as part of site allocation CA1 in
this most recent version of the Local Plan. The NGPH land
forms part of a wider allocation, which focuses on a residentialled mixed use scheme. The Council will be aware that National
Grid has formed a joint venture company with the Berkeley
Group called St William homes. St William has been established
to lead regeneration of redundant gasworks sites in London and
the south-east. The aforementioned site is currently under
consideration by the joint venture, which has the ability to
deliver a significant number of new homes and community
benefits. St William is making separate representations to the
emerging Local Plan.
Question CA1 (1) – Comments on Policy CA1
The allocation promoting a minimum of 3,500 residential units
within the policy is supported and the principle behind the
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Supported noted. The Cushman and Wakefield Study and PBA’s
DIFS indicate that the funding of a new Crossrail station and a
bridge across the railway by developments within the opportunity
area is necessary and is feasible in viability terms.

Name

Comment

Response

provision of a new Crossrail Station and a bridge across the rail
are also supported on the basis that they can be achieved from
a viability perspective.
The delivery of the infrastructure in this location will be key to
unlocking the full development potential of the site and at
present there is no reference to the required amount of
affordable housing provision within the Policy. Market conditions
at the time of delivery will largely impact on the amount of
affordable provision that can come forward at the appropriate
time and the cost of the infrastructure provision will also heavily
influence how much can come forward to ensure that
comprehensive development is delivered.
With this is mind, it is recommended that any reference to
affordable housing (currently o. within the Site Allocation text) is
based on a viability case made at the appropriate time.
Sufficient flexibility needs to be maintained within the policy to
ensure that it is not unduly onerous and stands in the way of
this site being regenerated and housing delivered on the scale
required to meet borough housing targets. The urban design
framework and SPD is supported, but the content and level of
detail of this document need to be carefully considered. As
stated above, the SPD should not be overly prescriptive and
whilst it should set out the key principles for development, the
detailed design stages should be addressed at the planning
application stage. The fact that the Kensal Opportunity Area is
zero rated for Borough CIL is welcomed and the S.106 process
will need to be managed carefully to ensure that appropriate
local infrastructure funds are provided for the level of
infrastructure required at the time of development, viability will
be key to the regeneration of this area. NGPH is keen to
support the Local Authority in delivering the comprehensive
redevelopment of this site.
Sainsbury’s
Supermarkets and the
Ballymore Group
(Indigo Planning)
(Nick | ...

Sainsbury’s Supermarkets Limited (“SSL”) and the Ballymore
Group have extensive land interests at the Kensal Gasworks
site, otherwise known as the Kensal Canalside Opportunity
Area (“KCOA”). As the majority landowners within the KCOA,
we are committed to continuing to work with the Royal Borough
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Comments noted and accepted.
Regarding comments on Overarching Development Objectives:
Achieve the optimum level of residential density that the site can
sustainably accommodate - This may mean an infrastructure light
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of Kensington and Chelsea (“RBKC”) and other key
stakeholders to bring forward the regeneration of the area.

development that might not be in adherence to our housing
targets – caution required

The overarching aims and objectives set out within Draft Policy
CA1 for the KCOA are welcomed and generally supported.

Minimise land-take required for new infrastructure to avoid the
unnecessary loss of development land and adverse impacts on
local character and amenity - We share this objective; we appear
differ on what new infrastructure is necessary

In general terms, whilst Draft Policy CA1 sets out appropriate
uses and proposes minimum levels of development, it is
important that further technical studies are carried out as soon
as possible to fully evaluate, and secure consensus for, the
optimum mix and quantum of sustainable development
(including housing provision) at the site. The proposed Kensal
Canalside Opportunity Area Supplementary Planning Document
(“KCOA SPD”) provides an opportunity to both establish the
maximum development potential and provide a coherent
delivery framework for the whole area. Whilst it is critical that the
KCOA SPD is not overly prescriptive or inflexible, it will need to
establish overarching sustainable design principles, identify
broad development opportunity areas, minimum and maximum
development parameters based on a thorough evaluation of the
area’s needs, opportunities and constraints, the viability of
different infrastructure interventions (based on agreed
development thresholds), and a thorough appreciation of the
interests and objectives of all affected landowners. It is also
important that the proposed KCOA SPD provides a clearly
articulated development framework for the KCOA as a whole,
without restricting SSL and the Ballymore Group’s requirement
for considerable design flexibility.
This letter of representation summarises our shared
development objectives for development of the site, comments
on the draft policy wording and evidence base, and suggests
further work that would help inform the further refinement of
Draft Policy CA1 and subsequent development of the proposed
KCOA SPD. We share RBKC’s wish to deliver an outstanding,
sustainable and well connected new neighbourhood, and
recognise that all parties involved in the regeneration of the
KCOA have an opportunity to deliver a truly transformational
development.
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The Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD will include a
phasing strategy under which the early delivery of development
phases would occur with a due level of infrastructure provision.
The phasing strategy will be informed by the DIFS. The phasing
strategy would be informed by the landowners’ objectives and
would be formulated to ensure that housing is delivered
expeditiously.
Regarding Technical Appendix:
The Council commissioned Peter Brett Associates (PBA) to carry
out a transport study and a development infrastructure funding
study (DIFS) to identify what transport infrastructure would be
required to support the development of the opportunity
area. WSP, on behalf of Sainsbury’s and the Ballymore Group,
have challenged PBA’s findings and the Council’s transport
priorities for Kensal on the basis that retaining (or moderately
enlarging) the existing roundabout would satisfactorily
accommodate the opportunity area’s traffic flows. The retention (or
moderate enlargement) of the existing roundabout is not
consistent with the Local Plan policies in particular CT1. The
pedestrian facilities on the existing junction are unacceptably poor.
The junction design espoused by WSP would provide no
pedestrian facilities. As the primary means of access to the
opportunity area, this junction must provide high quality provision
for pedestrians and cyclists to be policy compliant. For the local
road network to function satisfactorily for all road user groups, car
use needs to be greatly supressed by inter alia providing high
quality public transport access and connections that only a
Crossrail station could provide.
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Overarching Development Objectives
SSL and the Ballymore Group intend to develop an exceptional
new neighbourhood in North Kensington. To meet this objective,
we need to:
• Retain significant design flexibility and autonomy;
• Achieve the optimum level of residential density that the site
can sustainably accommodate;
• Deliver a new SSL store and redevelop the existing store
whilst continuing to trade;
• Deliver the optimal amount of new non-residential floorspace
to benefit local residents and the wider community, including
employment generating activities and visitor destinations;
• Minimise land-take required for new infrastructure to avoid the
unnecessary loss of development land and adverse impacts on
local character and amenity; and
• Avoid the imposition of restrictive phasing obligations in order
to bring forward development quickly. SSL and the Ballymore
Group must be permitted to bring forward the development of
our estate independently and in advance of other parts of the
KCOA. Nor should the commencement of development or the
phasing of development on our joint estate be conditional on the
advance delivery of infrastructure in other parts of the KCOA,
not under our control.
Together, the emerging Draft Policy CA1 and the proposed
KCOA SPD should establish overarching development
principles including an optimum level of density and
infrastructure requirement to enable each land parcel on the site
to be delivered without reliance on one another, or on critical
pieces of infrastructure such as the proposed Crossrail station
or road bridge.
**See PDF attachments for Technical Appendix**

The Kensington
Society (Michael
Bach)

The Council allocates development on the site to deliver, in terms Noted. These suggestions are not considered appropriate, Kensal
Canalside is expected to be developed in advance of the majority
of:
of Old Oak Park Royal Opportunity Area

129

Land use

s. is covered in point r.

a.

a minimum of:

i.

3,500 new residential units;

ii.

10,000sq.m of new offices;

iii.

2,000sq.m of new non-residential floorspace, including
social and community and local shopping facilities;

b.

a Crossrail station;

c.

the relocation and re-provision of the existing Sainsbury’s
supermarket;

d.

a Combined Cooling, Heating and Power (CCHP) plant or
similar, of a suitable size to serve the site with the
potential to contribute to the heat and energy demand of
the wider community as part of a district heat and energy
network;

e.

the provision of on-site waste management facilities to
deal with the development’s waste arisings from the new
uses of the site (including recycling facilities and/or
anaerobic digestion);

Principles

f.

comprehensive development of the site in accordance
with an urban design framework that will be set out in
the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD;

g.

a high-density development with a high environmental
standard in terms of construction, building materials,
waste management and energy usage/retention and
low levels of car dependency and ownership;

h.

improved infrastructure including a new road bridge
over the railway, a new pedestrian and cycle bridge
over the canal, remodelling of the Ladbroke Grove
junctions, and new streets that connect the site into its
surrounding context and other public transport links;

i.

attractive, usable and flexible public realm providing an
appropriate setting for
mixed-use
canalside
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development which features leisure, education and
business uses as well as housing;

j.

the improvement and relocation of facilities currently
provided by Canalside House and the Boathouse
Centre on-site if relocation is required to achieve
comprehensive redevelopment along the canalside
and Ladbroke Grove;

k.

the retention of the area west of the gas holders for the
provision of electricity infrastructure. Part of this site
may also be required for a gas pressure reduction
station, replacing the gas holders. Any buildings must
be of a high architectural standard and in keeping with
the overall redevelopment of the site;

l.

the ongoing access to, and respect for, the memorial
site of the victims of the Ladbroke Grove rail disaster;

Infrastructure and Planning Obligations
Kensal Opportunity Area is zero rated for Borough CIL so the
required infrastructure will be funded through s106
agreements, subject to pooling restrictions.

m. a Crossrail station (subject to meeting Network Rail’s
design requirements);

n.

social and community facilities (including health,
education and police) depending on the population
change and the pace of development in the adjoining
OPDC area;

o.

affordable housing

p.

affordable workspace for creative enterprises;

q.

construction and maintenance of a new road bridge
across the railway line to accommodate additional
traffic generated by development of the site and a
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pedestrian and cycle bridge over the canal;

q.

public realm and public spaces and improvements to
little Wormwood Scrubs and Kensal Cemetery
(subject to access through the cemetery and a linking
bridge over the canal)

r.

improved transport infrastructure including better bus
links and new roads and improvements to the junctions
with Ladbroke Grove,

s.

A new road linking the Kensal Canalside area to Mitre
Way and Scrubs Lane in Hammersmith & Fulham.

t.

landscaping and amenity improvements to the Grand
Union Canal;

u.

Combined Cooling, Heating and Power (CCHP) plant or
similar to serve the new development and form part of a
wider development in the future;

on-site waste management and on-site waste water treatment
facilities, which could include
Greater London
Authority (kevin Reid)

The Kensal Canalside is allocated in the London Plan as an
Support for production of an SPD noted.
Opportunity Area and has significant development potential and
as the borough’s only strategic site, it is important that the
This detail is contained within the Kensal Canalside DIFS.
maximum amount of development should be sought. The
reference to producing an urban design framework SPD to
guide comprehensive development of the site is welcomed. In
the London Plan, the minimum number of new homes is 3,500
and this has been reflected in the revisions to Policy CA1. At the
meeting with GLA officers, RBKC officers indicated that a new
Crossrail station would enable delivery of up to 4,800 new
homes and that the cost of the major infrastructure to provide
the station and other infrastructure improvements would reduce
the affordable housing to between 20 and 30%.
GLA officers recognise the Council’s desire to regenerate the
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area and are also aware of the significant constraints to
unlocking the full potential of the site. In particular, the delivery
of a new Crossrail station needs to be explored fully, including a
feasibility study to provide a cost/benefit analysis and
alternatives to delivering the station. TfL have provided further
comments on this matter in Annex 1. GLA and TfL officers are
keen to engage with RBKC on how the maximum development
can best be delivered in the Opportunity Area.
Canal & River Trust
London (Claire
McLean)

Site Allocation Policy CA1: Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area

Potential for use of canal water for heating and cooling noted.

Land Use
Comments regarding new bridges noted.
d. With regard to the proposed CHP plant, we would refer to our
comment above, about use of canal water for heating and
cooling, which could help add resilience to the proposed energy
system.
Principles
“h. improved infrastructure including a new road bridge over the
railway, a new pedestrian and cycle bridge over the canal”
“p. construction and maintenance of bridges over the canal and
railway a new road bridge across the railway line to provide a
second emergency access to the site and accommodate
additional traffic generated by development of the site and a
pedestrian and cycle bridge over the canal.”
With regard to these statements, please refer to our comments
regarding any new bridges over the
canal, above

Inland Waterways
Association (Roger
Still)

At present the canal corridor provides a light and open space
with greenery on both the northern side (Kensal Cemetery) and
southern side (towpath with grass verges). These elements
should be maintained and improved, including the ‘View
Corridors’ framed by vegetation and bridges.

Comments noted.
Stronger reference to historic setting and industrial heritage added
to vision.

Principle added to Policy CA1: The Council allocates development
We are concerned that a balance is maintained between the
on the site to deliver … a suitable setting for the designated
relatively dense development described in Chapter 5 (Site CA1) heritage assets;
and the existing canal and canalside area. We believe it is
important not to crowd the canal with buildings that are too
close to the waterway or overbearing in terms of density or

133

Name

Comment

Response

height.
The historic character of the area has been documented by
English Heritage and we believe the elements which provide
this character should be preserved, in particular:
• Gasholders – we agree with English Heritage that, due to their
scale and visual qualities, the gasholders represent an
important Kensal Green landmark, forming an element of the
setting of the canal;
• No.1 Basin (with hump-backed bridge carrying the towpath
over the mouth of the basin) – currently remains in use as part
of the Boathouse Centre and should be preserved;
• No. 2 Basin (also with hump-backed bridge) - located west of
the Sainsbury’s supermarket and currently infilled or overgrown,
should be recovered as part of the waterway heritage.
These features - including the existing brick basin entrances
from the canal - form an important part of the industrial heritage
of the area. Their preservation as part of a rejuvenated
waterway with connected public areas would contribute to their
potential inclusion into an extended Kensal Green Cemetery
and Grand Union Canal Conservation Area.
We also believe careful consideration needs to be given to the
quality of the future built environment, including the adoption of
architecture which responds to the picturesque cemetery and
post-industrial landscape of the canal, and the use of
landscaping to improve the public realm.
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Question CA1(2):
Please provide your comments on the site context text and site information table.

Name

Comment

Response

National Bargee
Travelling boat dwellers must be included in the developments
Travellers Association next to or including the canal.
(Marcus Trower)
Noise and dust caused by building work which effects the
people living on canal must be offset, including dredging any
dust from the building work back out the canal.

Comments noted. The Principles for Kensal identify a new aim to
support the needs of the boating community.

Facilities for boat dwellers should be provided, such as bins
points, water points, sewage points, toilets and showers. These
facilities must be free at the point of use for all Canal and River
Trust licence payers.
All the towpath must be kept free for ability travelling boat
dwellers to moor there, either with a bit of grass where mooring
pin can be put into or by mooring rings.
Emma Dent Coad

Principles, H – Delete 'bridge over canal' as the cemetery will
not allow access through their property to reach the Gasworks
site.

This point is reflected in the wording of CA1 (q). This Risk will be
added to the Site Information for the Kensal Canalside
Opportunity Area Site Allocation.

Carter Jonas
representating
National Grid Property
Holdings (Alister
Henderson)

Question CA1(2) – Site Context and Site Information Table

Support noted.

It is recognised (5.7.3) that the ‘optimal’ development can only
be achieved if the bridge crossing and the Crossrail Station only
come forward. However, it should be noted that some
development can be provided should these elements not
materialise – this should be recognised in the Policy and
supporting text. The Site Constraints and Risk sections in the
Site Table are noted and recognised, as the correct items to
identify in this table. It is also acknowledged that the Kensal
Policy is underpinned by the detailed DIF and Transport Studies
produced by PBA and we have taken the opportunity under this
question to make some comments on these documents below.

The Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD will include a
phasing strategy under which the early delivery of development
phases would occur with a due level of infrastructure provision.
The phasing strategy will be informed by the DIFS.

The Allies and Morrison Masterplan (not commissioned by
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The DIFS was necessarily based on assumptions. The western
end of the opportunity area has (and will continue to have) a lower
level of public transport accessibility than the eastern part of the
opportunity area. High trip generating development is not
generally appropriate for areas with relatively poor public transport
accessibility. We recognise NGPH’s lands would be proximate to a
Crossrail station which would provide high quality public transport
access and connections and this would facilitate the delivery of

Name

Comment

Response

NGPH) has been used as a baseline to underpin the
assessment. This is understood, in the absence of any other
masterplan information. However, the assumptions in relation to
the number of the housing trajectories appear to be out of kilter.
The density assumptions for the NGPH land (228 units at circa
130dph) are well below the densities applied to the other land
ownerships in the area – which get closer to 300 dph.

higher development densities. The points you raise are accepted
and these will inform development parameters within the Kensal
Canalside Opportunity Area SPD.

The NGPH land should be treated on an equal basis and
densities should be applied on the basis of sound planning
principles. NGPH believe that the canalside location would
provide an opportunity for higher density development given the
desirability of this frontage.

The Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD will include a
phasing strategy under which the early delivery of development
phases would occur with a due level of infrastructure provision.
The phasing strategy will be informed by the DIFS.

In addition, it would seem that the housing trajectories show that
the National Grid land would only build out these indicative 228
units over a five year period, whereas building rates for other
landowners are above 150 units per annum. This does not
make sense, in our view the units numbers of the National Grid
land should go up and the delivery period should be shortened
– this would create a more accurate reflection of the likely
outcome in terms of delivery in future years.
The Council has previously confirmed that these numbers are
indicative at this stage and have merely been used as a
benchmarking exercise. Nevertheless, NGPH is keen to ensure
that these numbers are revisited more carefully as part of an
SPD process due to take place in 2017. In terms of
contamination costs, it is difficult for NGPH to understand the
detailed costs at this stage. No Site Investigation can take place
whilst the holders are technically capable of re-use and
therefore an accurate reflection of these costs cannot be
determined at this stage.
The various scenarios A, B, C and D are understood. It is noted
in the DIF study that three of the four scenarios are technically
feasible, but it is also noted that the technical solutions do not
necessarily align with design aspirations/good masterplanning
principles. The DIF study shows additional options which could
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The points you raise are accepted and these will inform
development parameters and the phasing strategy within the
Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD.

Name

Comment

Response

be considered to deliver comprehensive development of the
site.
These additional options will need to be considered further as
part of the SPD process. However, it is vital that any
development is considered in line with viability considerations
and some consideration will also need to be given to what
quantum of development can come forward in advance of the
significant infrastructure works that need to be funded.. It will be
extremely difficult to ‘forward fund’ any such works, so a
mechanism for payment and phasing/delivery will have to be
considered carefully to ensure that appropriate levels of
development can be achieved. The DIF study clearly shows that
(depending on assumptions in relation to growth uplift) the level
of affordable housing provided will impact on return and overall
viability for future landowners/developers. This re-emphasises
further that planning policy will need to be worded flexibly to
ensure that any future planning applications are deliverable and
viable.
Sainsbury’s
Supermarkets and the
Ballymore Group
(Indigo Planning)
(Nick | ...

Turning to specific observations and comments about the
structure and wording of Draft Policy CA1, we provide
comments below:
Site Allocation Guidance: Policy CA1 Kensal Gasworks

The site allocation as drafted is supported by a robust evidence
base and the minimum of 3,500 homes is considered to be
realistic and appropriately attuned. Removing this minimum would
undermine the coherence of the site allocation and would threaten
the satisfaction of the borough’s housing needs.

The initial comments on draft policy CA1 relate to its overall
structuring, as it is considered that the order of “Land Use”,
“Principles”, “Infrastructure and Planning Obligations” would
benefit from being amended as follows:

The Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD will include a
phasing strategy under which the early delivery of development
phases would occur with a due level of infrastructure provision.
The phasing strategy will be informed by the DIFS.

• The “Principles” section should be first as this sets out the
overarching components of future development;
• The “Land Use” section should come after “Principles” as
these are the elements that would be delivered to achieve the
“Principles”; and
• “Infrastructure and Planning Obligations” should remain in its
current position as these are requirements that will enable the
delivery of the land uses.

The Council commissioned Peter Brett Associates (PBA) to carry
out a transport study and a development infrastructure funding
study to identify what transport infrastructure would be required to
support the development of the opportunity area. The study found
that the provision of a road bridge would serve to increase the
capacity of the local road network to meet the demand generated
by the opportunity area. PBA found that in the absence of a bridge
the local road network would not function properly within defined
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development scenarios. WSP, on behalf of Sainsbury’s and the
Ballymore Group, have challenged PBA’s finding and the
associated Priority at paragraph 5.4 on the basis that retaining (or
moderately enlarging) the existing roundabout would satisfactorily
• The policy would benefit from more flexible wording relating to accommodate development flows. The retention (or moderate
floorspace provisions. The proposed provision of 3,500
enlargement) of the existing roundabout is not consistent with the
residential units is supported as an aspirational target, however Local Plan policies in particular CT1. The pedestrian facilities on
it is difficult to justify at present as it does not appear to be
the existing junction are unacceptably poor. The junction design
based on any technical assessment and therefore this quantum espoused by WSP would provide no pedestrian facilities. As the
of development cannot be set as a minimum policy requirement. primary means of access to the opportunity area, this junction
As a strategic policy, this figure should remain high level, at
must provide high quality provision for pedestrians and cyclists to
least until robust testing has been carried out. Furthermore,
be policy compliant. The Council’s evidence base indicates that a
there is nothing in the current evidence base that can support
road bridge is necessary.
the current unit and floorspace provision quoted at a.i, ii, and iii,
therefore the proposed “minimum of .” wording should be
3,500 residential units are allocated in the London Plan for this
revised to reflect this and offer more flexibility;
site.
We also wish to make the following comments on the policy
wording specifically related to the delivery of housing:

• Notwithstanding the above, the DIFS indicates that the desired
level of housing may not be deliverable given the extent and
anticipated cost of the potential infrastructure interventions
proposed in that study;

No further development of policy is planned. The development
parameters will be worked up within the Kensal Canalside
Opportunity Area SPD and this work will be supported by technical
assessments as necessary.

• Further work is required to establish more reliable qualifying
thresholds for new infrastructure interventions, based on a
range of density scenarios and these should be set out in the
KCOA SPD;

The Council will work will landowners in the preparation of the
Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD on a development
framework that would minimise the land take of necessary
infrastructure to ensure a high quality built environment is
achieved.

• Given the uncertainties over the release and feasibility of land
elsewhere in the KCOA (including North Pole East), the draft
policy should promote maximum flexibility in regenerating the
KCOA. As indicated earlier, the commencement of development
on the land to the north of the railway within the KCOA,
including the SSL and Ballymore Group land, should not be
contingent on, or tied to, the commencement of development or
provision of infrastructure on land not expressly under the
control of SSL and Ballymore; and

Any acceptable development scenario would have to provide
satisfactory public transport access and work in traffic terms. The
Council agrees that future development proposals must be
supported by robust transport assessments and that further work
must be carried out. The Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD
will include development parameters which will be informed by
landowners’ input.

• Criterion (h) should be less specific: It would be more
appropriate to refer to the cited potential infrastructure

The Council commissioned Peter Brett Associates (PBA) to carry
out a transport study and a development infrastructure funding
study to identify what infrastructure would be required to support
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components as options, not absolute requirements at this stage. the development of the opportunity area. We consider this
constitutes a robust evidence base for the proposed policy
We also have the following comments on the policy wording
wording. We agree that further site specific technical assessments
specifically related to the delivery of infrastructure:
will be required to inform the SPD and future development
proposals.
• We acknowledge that the DIFS was high level and that further
technical assessments will be required to inform the further
Evidence Base Critique
development of policy and the KCOA SPD process. As such,
The Council commissioned Peter Brett Associates (PBA) to carry
we again reiterate the need for significant flexibility in relation to out a transport study and a development infrastructure funding
infrastructure delivery options at this stage;
study (DIFS) to identify what transport infrastructure would be
required to support the development of the opportunity
• SSL and the Ballymore Group continue to support proposals
area. WSP, on behalf of Sainsbury’s and the Ballymore Group,
for a new Crossrail station as it would provide an additional
have challenged PBA’s findings and the Council’s transport
transport mode for residents and decrease journey times,
priorities for Kensal on the basis that retaining (or moderately
particularly to other parts of London as well as improve
enlarging) the existing roundabout would satisfactorily
connectivity to other parts of the UK via the proposed Old Oak
accommodate the opportunity area’s traffic flows. The retention (or
Common Crossrail/HS2 interchange. However, if the station
moderate enlargement) of the existing roundabout is not
were not to come forward for any reason, this should not
consistent with the Local Plan policies in particular CT1. The
prevent the development of a significant quantum of housing at pedestrian facilities on the existing junction are unacceptably poor.
the site. The scenario where the Crossrail station is
The junction design espoused by WSP would provide no
undeliverable should be investigated and incorporated into the
pedestrian facilities. As the primary means of access to the
forthcoming KCOA SPD;
opportunity area, this junction must provide high quality provision
for pedestrians and cyclists to be policy compliant. For the local
• The DIFS and Transport Study suggest that a substantial
road network to function satisfactorily for all road user groups and
amount of infrastructure, particularly transport related, would be package of transport interventions set out in the proposed site
required and there is concern over the amount of developable
allocation is considered to be justified and necessary.
land this would occupy (estimated at c.25% of the total KCOA
area for transport infrastructure alone). This level of
The Council commissioned Peter Brett Associates (PBA) to carry
infrastructure land-take is not likely to be viable and would
out a transport study and a development infrastructure funding
almost certainly severly limit the delivery of housing in
study to identify what infrastructure would be required to support
particular;
the development of the opportunity area. We consider this
constitutes a robust evidence base for the proposed policy
• The DIFS suggests various transport interventions including
wording. We agree that further site specific technical assessments
the promotion of an entirely car free development and the
will be required to inform the SPD and future development
curtailment of bus routing into the site. Further work should be
proposals.
carried out to identify more appropriate solutions;
The comment on PTAL is accepted however we do not accept
• SSL and the Ballymore Group are doing further work to assess that uniform access to public transport across the opportunity area
the current traffic movements.
can be achieved.
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The outputs of these surveys will help inform the assessment of
development capacity at the site and the extent of transport
related infrastructure requirements; and
• Consequently, we recommend that the the policy wording
should be relaxed to reflect the need to further evaluate the
viability of specific infrastructure options following the
completion of further site specific technical assessments,
including those that will inform the development of the KCOA
SPD;

Support for delivery of a Crossrail station noted.

Evidence Base Critique
The DIFS and associated Transport Study (both produced in
October 2016), contemplate the need for particular
infrastructure to be provided in order to regenerate the site. As
noted above, a number of specific infrastructure interventions
are clearly now prescribed within the proposed criteria of Draft
Policy CA1 (including under criteria “h”, “m”, “n”, “p”, “q”, “r”, “s”,
“u” and “v”. Further surveys carried out by our own appointed
transport consultants WSP indicate that the suggested levels of
infrastructure contemplated under specific scenarios in the DIFS
are not currently justifiable and further details are provided
below.
On this basis, until more detailed feasibility work has been
completed and robustly tested, we do not consider it appropriate
to include prescriptive requirements for infrastructure within the
policy, rather these should remain as potential options. The
level and extent of infrastructure requirements can only be fully
understood once the development capacity of the KCOA has
been properly evaluated, and this requires the completion of
more detailed feasibility studies, including those currently
commissioned by SSL and the Ballymore Group and others that
will ultimately underpin the proposed KCOA SPD.
We offer the following general comments on the DIFS and
Transport Study. A more detailed analysis has been produced
by WSP and is appended to this letter:
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For the local road network to function satisfactorily for all road user
groups, car use needs to be greatly supressed by inter alia
providing high quality public transport access and connections that
only a Crossrail station could provide.
In order to fulfil the desired potential of the western part of the
opportunity area on the south side of the GWML it will be
necessary to provide a link to the OOCOA to the west. We accept
that the delivery of most development plots within the Kensal
Canalside opportunity area will not be dependent on this item of
infrastructure. This will be reflected with the phasing strategy
within the SPD.
Paragraph 4.3.6 relates to a potential future junction layout. PBA
found that for high density development scenarios the potential
future junction would not operate satisfactorily without a number of
turning movements being banned. The scenario where the right
turn from Ladbroke Grove (S) into Kensal Road is banned is
not presented within the Appendices to the Transport Study. We
have asked PBA to forward the missing information. This omission
is not critical and does not undermine the conclusions of the
transport study.
The baseline traffic flows contained within the PBA study are
based on 2015 traffic survey data commissioned by the
Council. This survey data is accurate and broadly consistent with
WSP's 2016 traffic survey data. The basis for the trip generation
figures presented by PBA is sound. We accept that the making of
alternative assumptions, as advocated by WSP, yield
different traffic flow forecasts. Even if lower traffic flows are
assumed it is not possible to provide satisfactory pedestrian and
cyclist facilities on the existing roundabout without unacceptably
impacting on traffic capacity. Consequently, the retention (or
moderate enlargement) of the existing roundabout is not
consistent with the Local Plan policies in particular CT1.
The PFS generates a significant number of vehicular trips. PBA's
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• PTAL is a crude measure of accessibility and a well-designed
site will enable residents at the western end to enjoy a similar
access to public transport as those in other parts of the site. The
stepped accessibility is artificial and does not replicate actual
behaviour;

assessment reasonably assumes that the PFS is being retained
as this is Sainsbury's intention. If the PFS is removed from the
site this would assist the task of improving the Ladbroke Grove/
Canal Way to a satisfactory standard. Notwithstanding
a significant redesign of the junction would still be required to
provide acceptable pedestrian and cyclist facilities.

• As indicated earlier, we continue to support the delivery of the The baseline traffic flows contained in the PBA study are based on
new Kensal Portobello Crossrail station at the KCOA, as set out 2015 traffic survey data commissioned by the Council. This survey
in Recommendation 1 of the PBA Transport Study;
data is accurate and broadly consistent with WSP's 2016 traffic
survey data. The basis for the trip generation figures presented by
• We agree that if the Crossrail station can be secured this will
PBA is sound. We accept that the making of alternative
secure a step change in accessibility, significantly improving
assumptions, as advocated by WSP, yield different traffic flow
access time to key destinations further afield. It will also have
forecasts. Even if lower traffic flows are assumed it is not possible
other far reaching socio-economic benefits. We do not agree
to provide satisfactory pedestrian and cyclist facilities on the
however that this is a ‘required’ level of accessibility, and whilst existing roundabout without unacceptably impacting on traffic
this step change can only be delivered through a new station it capacity. Consequently, the retention (or moderate enlargement)
should not prevent high quality development being delivered at of the existing roundabout is not consistent with the Local Plan
a reasonable density on the site;
policies in particular CT1.
• The comprehensive regeneration of the Kensal Canalside site
is not dependent upon the development of a new road bridge,
nor is it dependent upon the progress of the North Pole East
site;
• Trip generation information relating to SSL’s store has been
based on comparisons with similar sized supermarket
developments rather than actual surveys of traffic flows to and
from the site. Understandably, the accuracy of the trip
generation information could be improved through the use of
actual survey results;
• Paragraph 4.3.6 of the Transport Study refers to the right turn
from Ladbroke Grove into Kensal Road being banned, but this
is not reflected in the modelling or junction design. We believe
that with correctly forecast traffic flows an enhanced Ladbroke
Grove/Canal Way junction design can be delivered to
adequately accommodate all the development traffic in
Scenarios B and D, the latter representing the “High density at
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The pedestrian facilities on the existing junction are unacceptably
poor. The junction design espoused by WSP would provide no
pedestrian facilities. As the primary means of access to the
opportunity area, this junction must provide high quality provision
for pedestrians and cyclists to be policy compliant. A significant
redesign of the junction is considered necessary to provide
satisfactory access to the opportunity area for all road users.
Comments on hazardous substances noted.
Conclusions
Comments and support noted.
The Council commissioned Peter Brett Associates (PBA) to carry
out a transport study and a development infrastructure funding
study (DIFS) to identify what transport infrastructure would be
required to support the development of the opportunity area. This
evidence provides a sound basis for the schedule of required
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Canalside only scenario”, which contemplates approximately
3,000 units;

infrastructure included within Draft Policy CA1.

The junction design espoused by WSP would provide no
pedestrian facilities. As the primary means of access to the
opportunity area, this junction must provide high quality provision
for pedestrians and cyclists to be policy compliant. A significant
redesign of the junction is considered necessary to provide
• We agree that further work relating to traffic and infrastructure, satisfactory access to the opportunity area for all road users.
particularly the parameters of demand and supply, would
provide a more accurate representation of traffic movements
and consequently the level of infrastructure required and
residential density achievable on the site.
• The Transport assessment would benefit from a consideration
of the separate traffic flows associated with the supermarket’s
petrol filling station (PFS);

To provide clarity in relation to the above, SSL and the
Ballymore Group specifically commissioned WSP to carry out
studies of traffic flows and infrastructure requirements. The
scope of this work included surveys of traffic into and out of the
supermarket and also the PFS, as well as capacity
assessments of junctions. A summary of the key findings is set
out below:
• The traffic surveys found the actual traffic flows to be lower
than those stated by PBA which were based on comparative
developments;
• The decision to retain or remove the Sainsbury’s PFS would
have a major bearing on traffic movements and the amount of
infrastructure required, and consequently the level of residential
density achievable on the site;
- Retaining the PFS – As the PBA study significantly
overestimates the traffic flows, revised assessments will be
required to properly assess the level of infrastructure required to
serve the site, which can build upon the work undertaken by
WSP| PB;
- Removing the PFS – For all scenarios, traffic flows would be
lower than the current peak, therefore no capacity related
junction improvements would be needed. Using PBA’s modal
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split assumptions, the PFS flow equates to approximately 4,600
dwellings-worth of traffic in the PM Peak, therefore removing the
PFS from the proposed development would result in flows that
are less than currently experienced (ie. an improved situation).
Consequently, no additional infrastructure or alterations to
junctions would be required.
• The results of this work demonstrate that the suggested levels
of highway capacity improvements proposed by PBA (requiring
the realignment of Kensal Road requiring third party land and
demolition of Bridge House) are not necessary as they cannot
be properly justified. A thorough review of the traffic flows,
infrastructure requirements and costs for the site should be
carried out to accurately predict the ultimate residential density
of the site.
Further Work
The WSP| PB work has been expanded upon to produce a
more accurate study of the traffic flows and infrastructure
requirements as a more comprehensive response to PBA’s
work, and to help provide a deliverable solution that maximises
the development potential of the site and limits the extent
(particularly the cost and land take) of transport infrastructure.
This further work involves:
• A capacity test at the existing roundabout junction and to
evaluate whether it could be enlarged to allow a two-lane exit
and include the utility box to the south. This provides a more
comprehensive response to the PBA assessment and provides
a solution rather than simply highlighting the deficiencies in
earlier analyses.
• Commentary on the PBA Transport Study in light of the
surveys and junction capacity work and the implications of this
on the conclusions and recommendations drawn within the PBA
report.
Other Matters
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Turning to other land issues, the extant hazardous substances
consent (HSC) and associated consultation zones associated
with the now redundant and obsolete gasholders at Kensal
remain the single biggest constraint to development within the
KCOA, effectively sterilising the majority of the area. Whilst we
understand that National Grid and RBKC are in discussions
over the decommissioning of the gasholders, no clear
programme or strategy has been set out to date. This
uncertainty continues to undermine efforts by all parties to bring
forward the timely regeneration of the KCOA as a whole. We
would therefore urge RBKC, in its dual role as the Hazardous
Substances Authority (HCA) and Planning Authority, to intensify
its engagement with National Grid so that all affected parties
have a clearer understanding of when the HSC will be
surrendered or revoked.
Conclusions
As owners of extensive parts of the KCOA site, SSL and the
Ballymore Group generally support and welcome the
overarching policy aims and objectives set out within Chapter 5
and Draft Policies CV5 and CA1.
The purpose of these representations is to seek to influence the
development of the emerging policy and the forthcoming KCOA
SPD so that collectively they provide a clear and deliverable
framework for the comprehensive regeneration of the KCOA.
Our primary concerns relate to the proposed prescription of
specific transport infrastructure solutions in the emerging
policies. We firmly believe that Draft Policy CA-1 in particular
should be amended, so that it is more flexible and less
prescriptive. We also remain concerned about the extant gas
holder HSC and its continued sterilising effect on development
within the KCOA.
The DIFS and Transport Study contribute to the current
evidence base and form a useful starting point in setting out
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potential infrastructure requirements. Further work to establish
both the capacity potential of the KCOA and extent of
infrastructure requirements has been carried out by WSP| PB
and should be developed further to inform the development of
the proposed KCOA SPD and subsequent masterplans and
planning applications.
Recent studies carried out by WSP| PB have examined local
traffic flows and indicate that ambitious housing densities can
be achieved at the KCOA without the level or extent of
infrastructure proposed in the DIFS and Transport Study. SSL
and the Ballymore Group commission further work to examine
junction capacity around the site and to develop highways
layout options within the site which are enclosed. We hope that
this work and the data derived will contribute to the further
refinement of Draft Policy CA1 and the forthcoming KCOA SPD.
SSL and the Ballymore Group are keen to continue to work
collaboratively with RBKC and other stakeholders to establish
optimum levels of deliverable residential and non-residential
development at the KCOA.
In our capacity as a major landowner in the KCOA we reserve
the right to make further comments as necessary.

The Kensington
Society (Michael
Bach)

Suggested edits:

Suggested edits noted.

Site Context

5.7.2

Kensal Canalside is the last remaining large
brownfield site in the borough. It adjoins the Old
Oak and Park Royal Opportunity Area to the west
and development needs to be well integrated, in
terms of access, transport links, and adequate
social and community infrastructure with the
regeneration of the whole of this part of northwest
central London.
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Remove reference to this being developed before Old Oak and
Park Royal. (5.7.1)
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5.7.3

The opportunity area consists of the former Kensal
Gasworks north of the railway line and the North
Pole railway depot to the south. Part of the
northern site is now occupied by a Sainsbury’s
supermarket and petrol station. The site is bound
by the Grand Union Canal and Kensal Green
Cemetery to the north.

5.7.4

There is only one road access to the site north
of the railway line and the junction with Ladbroke
Grove is now at capacity. This severely constrains
the development that can be accommodated on
the site without significant transport
improvements. Optimal development of the site
can only be achieved with a new road bridge over
the railway line, improving access, and a new
Kensal Portobello Crossrail station, reducing the
need for private car ownership. Building the new
road bridge requires release of at least part of the
North Pole railway depot to the south, which is
currently designated for railway use.

Site Information
Risks
Construction of HS2 may not go ahead as planned.
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CA2 BARLBY-TREVERTON
Question CA2(1):
Please provide your comments on Policy CA2
Name

Comment

Response

Golborne Forum
(Roger Roberts)

CA2 Barlby-Treverton
• The Golborne Forum would be concerned to see that any
additional provision of housing on the Treverton site (planned
350 additional residential units) should be compliant with the
plan/requirement (?) that any new housing is required to have a
percentage of affordable and social houses included. This was
an error in the redevelopment of the Wornington Green which
resulted in a substantial increase in housing but NO increase in
social housing. This would go against the spirit and intent of
requirements that new development must contribute to
additional social housing stock. That should be on site and not
located out of Borough. RBKC often is quoted as saying that it
is very difficult to identify and provide land for the construction of
new social housing….. this is an opportunity to counterbalance
that difficulty. There should be an INCREASE of social rented
units let-alone floor space.

Draft Policy CH5: Estate Renewal / Regeneration 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 social rented and
affordable provision”.
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.

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
• The acquisition of The Victorian terrace on the northern part of informed throughout the process. Each development will have a
Ladbroke Grove may be required. The Forum would be
clear communications strategy and a lead project manager who
concerned to see this architectural reminder of the area's history will ensure residents’ concerns and questions are addressed.
lost and would want to see how the terrace is maintained as it
Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or `harder to
would be a counterpoint to the modern architecture which will
reach’ residents.
be part of the Wornington Green redevelopment. There appears
to be a concerning trend to destroy the architectural history of
North Kensington – something which would not easily happen in
Chelsea or South Kensington. This must be avoided to ensure
that the perception of residents of the north of the Borough are
that this is the local of the poor cousins to the residents of the
south and that our built environment is therefore fair game for
destruction and loss. This needs to be counterbalanced.
NHS Property
Services (william

With reference made to St Charles Hospital, Exmoor St, London Noted.
W10 6DZ, for which NHS Property Services (NHS PS) owns the
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everson)

freehold.

Response

As a significant local land owner, NHS PS welcomes the
Councils intentions to deliver improved community services as
part of this allocation. We would ask that the Council engages
positively with NHS PS during the formulation of Policy CA2,
helping to secure improvement across both sites through the
Local plan process.
Emma Dent Coad

We support the expansion of the school and the new SEN unit.
In relation to the housing itself we have concerns regarding
rehousing of tenants and of the process by which the Council
will purchase leasehold homes and offer cash or equity
ownership in return. Please refer to the Housing section for
guidelines.
Lack of meaningful consultation is again a big factor here, and it
is vital to work closely with all residents and neighbours to
ensure any development is done with as little disruption as
possible, and to the ultimate benefit of existing tenants.
We would like to see an improved and more accessible
community space within the new scheme, in addition to the
replacement of open green space and playspace.

Question CA2(2):
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School expansion and SEN unit supported.

Please provide your comments on the site context text and site information table.

Name

Comment

Response

NHS Property
Services (william
everson)

One of the core priorities of NHS PS is “Rationalising property:
Comments noted, but it would be premature to put any references
working with NHS England and commissioners to release assets
in the Local Plan at this time.
that are not good value, not fit for patient care or not required in the
future”. Sites which are considered no longer suitable or
appropriate for current or future healthcare provision are either
declared surplus to requirements or identified for reconfiguration by
the health commissioners. NHS PS’s role is to implement this
decision and provide ongoing property support throughout the
process.
This work is on-going, but forms part of a clear programme of
rationalisation which is critical in both assisting the minimisation of
revenue cost pressure on the NHS, and for the releasing of capital
for reinvestment. This is recognised within the London Plan at
section 3.94A, which acknowledges that “all organisations are
looking to make more effective use of the health estate and
support strategies to reconfigure healthcare services and improve
the quality of care, and ensure that the estate is managed
sustainably and contributes to carbon reduction targets. This will
result in surplus sites being released for other purposes. In
particular, NHS Property Services will be implementing a disposals
strategy which will provide opportunities for new homes on surplus
sites.”
Whilst the commissioning intentions for St Charles Hospital are
presently undefined, the site may be considered suitable for
rationalisation in the longer term and Site Allocation CA2: BarlbyTreverton represents an opportunity to improve and reconfigure
health services within the local area. NHS PS asks that the Council
recognise this and consider how both sites could be utilised for the
delivery of both improved public services and much needed new
homes.
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CHAPTER 6 GOLBORNE
GOLBORNE PLACE
CV6 VISION FOR GOLBORNE
Question CV6(1):
Please provide your comments on Vision CV6
Name

Comment

Response

CBRE (Jennifer Liu Comments in relation to Policy CV6 (Vision for Golborne)
)
CHG welcome the addition of references to the important role that
the regeneration of Wornington Green estate will play in
transforming Golborne.
The Kensington
Society (Michael
Bach)

Suggested edited version from the Kensington Society:
CV6: Vision for Golborne
The vitality of this part of North Kensington will have been
enhanced through sensitive Council interventions and application
of planning policies. The impact of major development in Kensal
Canalside and the Old Oak area, with increased traffic and higher
demands on social and community infrastructure, will have been
met insofar as possible. A Kensal Portobello Crossrail station will
have improved public transport links. The Golborne and Portobello
street markets will have become more seamless, with a balance
maintained between the amenity of local residents and growing
visitor numbers.
Regeneration of the Wornington Green estate will be complete
providing the existing community with more homes, new shops,
offices, social and community facilities and a new public square.
The area’s historic street pattern will have been be reinstated. The
completed redevelopment of the site in front of Trellick Tower will
offer a high quality public meeting space. New housing will be a
mix of sizes and tenures, aimed at retaining the area's mixed and
diverse community. Public realm improvements that create a
stronger sense of place will have been implemented in Golborne
Road, Kensal and Meanwhile Gardens. The canal towpath will
provide a much improved cycle and pedestrian route, as part of
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Comment noted

Comments noted. Amendments to vision to take a broader view of
the area.

Name

Comment

Response

part of a coherent stretch of waterside from Paddington Basin to
East Acton, and with the redeveloped section in the Old Oak area
at its heart.

Question CV6(2):
Please provide your comments on the supporting text for the Golborne ‘Place’
Name

Comment

Response

Mr Bewley

The actions from the 'RBKC draft Local Development Plan Document Tracked' should be taken forward:

Support for new entrance to rear of Westbourne Park Station
noted.

* An exit out of Westbourne Park tube to Ackam Road and on to the
market.
* New bridge over the canal to connect market to Harrow Road) but
Canal & River Page 112
Trust London 6.1.1 Golborne
(Claire
McLean)
6.3. Principles (Overarching aims)
We support the principle of enhancing the canalside environment,
although would add that the canal itself, and not just the canalside,
should be included in this, given the importance of its water quality,
biodiversity and heritage significance.

Support noted

6.4 Priorities (Objectives and actions to deliver the aims)
We support the aim to improve access to the Grand Union Canal
towpath.
Golborne
This response is on behalf of The Golborne Forum which brings
Forum (Roger together people who live and work in the Golborne Ward of the Royal
Roberts)
Borough of Kensington & Chelsea to speak up for the area.
Chapter 6 Golborne
6.3 Principles
Good Open Spaces & Community Facilities
• Good open spaces - this means that careful planning about the
reprovision of Athlone Gardens in the new Wornington Green
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The place chapters are part of the Local Plan which has to be read
as a whole to understand the full policy position.
Principles
Policy CA3c requires “the replacement of an improved Athlone
Gardens, measuring 9,186sq.m (GEA), including the area of the
existing ball court”.
The Council’s policy CA6 requires the protection of existing trees

Name

Comment

Response

development is needed. Plans need to build and expand on what was
good and excellent of the previous park which had 60 year old tree
growth plus pre-existing older trees from the original Victorian Street
Plan, much green space and a covered which was reminiscent of a
Victorian band stand. Athlone Gardens and other green spaces need to
maximise the "bio-mass" and aim for maximum replacement of trees
removed and lost – from the park and from the surrounding streets
because of this and other developments. The Gardens replacement
must be done with close consultation and cooperation of local groups
such as The Golborne Forum (6.4) – street trees and those that had
been in Wornington Green open space amenities have been or will have
been greatly reduced and these must be reprovided – especially in
conjunction with other greening concepts – especially as part of the
Boroughs commitment and need to combat air pollution.

and the provision of new trees to complement new green space.

• The reprovision of The Venture Centre in to the community space
planned as part of the Wornington Green development; part of the
replacement of ground given to Catalyst as part of their programme of
construction. This must also provide for the same external space as
currently exists – and a commitment to reprovide the Adventure
Playground should also be a commitment in this plan – trees and open
space equivalent to now being key.
• Catalyst must also reprovide the residents' community facility as part
of their redevelopment and not look to the Borough to do this – there
should be no loss of existing facilities.

Reprovision of social and community facility is specifically
referenced in the Wornington Green site allocation (see CA3d&n)
Support for additional access to Westbourne Grove Underground
Station noted.
Kensington and Chelsea College is protected by Policy CK1.
The canal towpath will be considered as part of the Kensal
Canalside SPD.
Addition of principle in relation to improving air quality (6.3).
The Council has a statutory duty to preserve the setting of
designated heritage assets.
Support noted regarding encouragement of activity in Golborne
Road to extend northwards over the railway lines.
The Westway is considered in the new Portobello Road Chapter
10 which is now separate from Notting Hill Gate. This chapter
refers to the RBKC Land underneath the Westway SPD,
enhancing the public realm underneath the Westway to create
safe and attractive routes and seeking GLA funding for public
realm improvements underneath the Westway. It does not deal
with specific concerns relating to individual developments.

• This protection needs to also ensure reprovision of the specially
constructed Steel Pan rehearsal space on Wornington Green – and
should be a cost to the developers not the Borough – but it must be
reprovided as part of our cultural history and connection to Carnival.

Any applications submitted by the Westway Trust would be
considered in relation to the relevant place chapters and the
borough-wide policies.

• This expansion and / or maintenance of open spaces must apply to
Meanwhile Gardens in its current and future plans.

Priorities
Comments noted regarding relationship to adjacent ‘places’. Text
added to better reflect this.

• These principals must lead in the redevelopment plans for the
Edenham site at Trellick Tower and any other developments which are
planned or will come about throughout Kensal New Town and the
housing planned in the Kensal / Sainsbury Development site.
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Addition of text relating to air quality issues.

Name

Comment

Response

• The Canal path along the Golborne border, passing through Kensal
New Town and extending along the canal in the Kensal Development
area through to Scrubs Lane and westwards must also be considered in
the Golborne and the Kensal LAP partial plan and be protected and
maintained as public access areas – this would include any side docks
such as the two in the Kensal development either side of the existing
Sainsbury's store.
• Kensington and Chelsea College – Wornington Road site; as one of
the poorest wards in the UK let-alone RBKC, there must continue to be
a continuing and further education and college provision which meets
the needs of Golborne, the north of the Borough and RBKC generally.
See additional comments in High Quality New Housing.
See the section following about the planned for Westway Development
Trust plans
• Consideration to be applied to plans from Westway Development
Trust. The Portobello Green must be protected as a green open
accessible space in any of their plans. Note that an obvious omission
from the Golborne plan is any reference to the Westway Trust
Development plan. This must be considered together with the Golborne
plans and any TFL development plans for Ladbroke Grove Underground
station and any development of Thorpe Close from Ladbroke Grove to
Portobello Road. The expectation of this route is that it will be a major
foot way to Westway and Portobello Road. The leasing by RBKC of a
space under the A4 flyover Westway to a school must not intervene with
that ambition; there should be no parking allowed on this public access
route – other than the needs of the Pepper Pot Club. Current plans
seem to show provision for the school to have parking – that needs to
be resisted to ensure its provision does not provide a precedent to other
lease holders. This interdiction to parking on Thorpe Close needs to
extend to the Westway Development Trust Offices. Thorpe Close in mid
to long term planning needs to be a clear footpath route.
Improve Cycle and Pedestrian Links
• See comments about the Thorpe Close/Portobello Green pedestrian
links to Ladbroke Grove and Ladbroke Grove (Underground) Station.

153

Name

Comment

Response

Preserve the setting of the designated heritage assets
• For Golborne these are assumed to include;
o Portobello Road and Golborne Road Markets,
o Athlone Gardens,
o Emslie Horniman Pleasance
o Portobello Green,
o Meanwhile Gardens,
o The Canal Path as public right of way,
o The Trellick Tower including vistas at Edenham and the need to
enhance the area beneath Trellick and leading on to The Golborne
Road between Elkstone Road and Kensal Road,
o The Kensal Library,
o Wornington College educational provision,
o the integrity of the architectural presence of St Michaels and All
Angels,
o The continued provision of the Skate Park in the bays under the A40
flyover on Acklam Road
Enhance safety and permeability of the area
• Safety consideration must lead in all planning issues
• Permeability must also take in to consideration issues such as traffic
calming in any changes to develop permeability. Planning must avoid
the development of "rat runs" for motorised traffic – eg as Portobello
Road is joined with Wornington Road at a junction to give access to
Ladbroke Grove near Barlby Roundabout, there must be plans for traffic
control which ensures neither road becomes a direct alternative route to
using Ladbroke Grove.
Enhance the Canalside Environment
• The canal side must continue to be a public amenity. It needs to be
protected from any enhancements which encroach on the natural
development such as abutting Meanwhile Gardens from Gt West Road
to Ladbroke or the new developments in KCSOA with new homes and
business planned to be developed. The canal side needs to be
designed to be easily accessed from the new developments. This needs
to extend to the docks which are extant in the current site. Look to how
they have supported development in Paddington Docks/ Sheldon
Square and continue to remain public areas. Though this needs to be
done in a way which enhances wildlife spaces and supports the canal's
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Comment

Response

use by the canal boats which add to the ambiance of the canal paths –
which must remain as public right of ways.
Encourage activity in Golborne Road to extend northwards over the
railway lines
• Much is now begun to support this and The Golborne Forum is
pleased with plans to develop the corner/ intersection of Golborne Road
with Elkstone Road to provide a place of pride for a memorial bench for
Susie Parsons. The aim to extend footfall into the area referred to as
Golborne Square is supported. This could lead to Borough support to
develop and extend grants to shop fronts on the "Square", to improve
footpaths on either side of the Golborne Road at this location, to
recognise that this is a bus route and safety route/access route to
Ladbroke which is encouraged but may need to be managed as density
develops. This will also contribute to continued developments in Kensal
New Town – note the comments about relaxing restrictions to including
housing with a focus on social housing when work spaces are
developed. The Golborne Forum would be happy to contribute to any
consultation to this end.
• The Edenham plans must also support this aim with an expectation
that the percentage of new homes contributes to meeting and
exceeding the recommendations for new social and truly affordable
homes in London.
• The (re) opening of an additional access to Westbourne Grove
Underground Station would encourage this aim and should be
supported.
6.4 Priorities (Objectives and actions to deliver the aims)
The Golborne Forum continues to agree with the priorities listed in the
document and recognises that progress has been made in a number of
issues there are five other issues to highlight in this regard;
1. The Local Area Reviews should not be seen in isolation. The Notting
Hill plan has elements crucial to the Portobello Plan and the Golborne
Plan. The Portobello and Golborne Plans share much specific to areas
and development, the Golborne plan is integrally linked to the Kensal
plan as the Kensal plan purports to look at Kensal New Town which is
part of the Golborne Ward and as such is liked to developments and
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principles in the Golborne plan.
2. The plans being developed for Westway Trust must be looked at in
terms of their relation to the Golborne and Portobello plans.
3. This link with Westway and RBKC plans for Thorpe Close and the link
with TFL and Ladbroke Grove Station must be looked at with an
understanding of the impact of needed future plans.
4. What is missing from the plans overall is an issue which had been
raised in the past but is not highlighted in any of the plans – that is the
role of a greening approach to the area across Kensington and Chelsea,
in particular the north of the Borough and areas impact on by the effects
of the A40 fly-over. The particulates and air quality continue to impact
seriously on the health and quality of life for all residents. This must
become a key feature or any future planning developments.
Emma Dent
Coad

6.3 Add 'good public open space'
6.4 Add 'improve Golborne Square for use by the existing shopkeepers'

6.3 Add ‘public’. Good open space applies to all open space.
6.4 Aspiration for improvements to Golborne Square relates to
streetscape

Marion
Gettleson

6.1 Introduction
6.1.1 Golborne is located in the north east of the borough, extending
north from the Westway to the Grand Union Canal, which forms the
borough boundary. The Paddington main line also runs through
Golborne. These large infrastructure corridors mean the area is
relatively isolated from its surroundings due to these physical and
perceived barriers
Context
6.2 Con• Golborne Road provides the neighbourhood centre for the
area. There is a strong sense of community amongst the small group of
retailers in Golborne Road. Golborne Road Market is seen as
complementary and also subsidiary to the Portobello Road Market,
whith its far wider selection of goods and services. Golborne Road
Market provides a fairly restricted offer to the local community.
However it has become a visitor destination in its own right with niche
restaurants and some high end independent shops,. The freeholder of
many of these shops is the Council. It is Council policy to use it’s retail
estate for the benefit of the community. However, the new shops do not
benefit traditional local communities, but the recent incomers who are
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Add sentence relating to Golborne Road becoming visitor
destination with increase in high end independent shops.
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Comment

Response

largely absentees.
Beyond Golborne Road itself, the area is largely residential, with a high
proportion of social rented housing. The Wornington Green Estate is
being redeveloped to meet modern housing standards. It will restore the
northern connection with Portbello Road and Ladbroke Grove. Ladbroke
Grove has been neglected for far too long and needs an urgent upgrade
of both its public and private properties for the benefit of local people.
West London
Line Group
(Mark
Balaam)

Sections 6.1, 6.2
Under either of these sections the following comment could be added: “The area could also experience positive effects from the new Crossrail
station at Kensal.”

Addition of reference to the potential Crossrail station at Kensal

The
Kensington
Society
(Michael
Bach)

Suggested edits:

Introduction
The aim of these revised chapters is to provide simpler and clearer
information and guidance. Background text is intended to be
minimised.

6.1Introduction
6.1.1
Golborne is located in the north east of the borough,
extending north from the Westway to the Grand Union Canal, which
forms the borough boundary. The Paddington main line also runs
through Golborne. These large infrastructure corridors mean the
area h a s h i t h e r t o b e e n relatively isolated from its surroundings
due to these physical and perceived barriers. There is no Undergound
station nearer than Ladbroke Grove.
6.1.2
The distinctive features of Golborne as a place to live and
work, as compared with the rest of the Borough, are1:a growing
workplace population and relatively high residential density




1

45.6% of residents identify a nationality that relates to Britain or
Northern Ireland, ranked 1st in the borough on this measure
14.0 per cent of households are owner occupied, a decrease of
2.4% since the previous Census whereas the private rented
sector has increased by 9.1%
The area is an eclectic and interesting urban environment,
heavily influenced by the large local Spanish, Portuguese and
Moroccan communities.

RBKC Ward profiles using data from 2011 Census
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Chapter 2 identifies our spatial portrait in detail
The Council is undertaking a review of the Conservation Area
Appraisals Statements as Conservation Area Appraisals. A Local
Plan does not have the provision to designate a new conservation
area and it would therefore be misleading to refer to this in the
Introduction to this chapter.
Context
Add text regarding Golborne Road becoming destination in its own
right.
Add text regarding Grand Union Canal and links to wider area.
Principles
Add text regarding improved public transport.
Priorities
A Local Plan does not have the provision to designate a new
conservation area. The Council is undertaking a review of the

Name

Comment

Response

6.1.3 The sections of the Grand Union Canal in LB Hammersmith
and LB Brent are designated as conservation areas. This Local Plan
designates the RBKC section also, given the increased significance
the canal will achieve as a linear recreation and heritage asset
following the regeneration of Old Oak North.

Conservation Area Appraisals Statements. Prior to any
designation a local authority must identify an area as having a
definite architectural quality or historic interest (NPPF, para 127)
and ideally have carried out a Conservation Area Appraisal. The
Grand Union Canal has not currently been considered as part of
this process. It would therefore be premature to reference it in the
Local Plan.

6.1.4
Meanwhile Gardens is a 4-acre area of open space on the
southern bank of the canal. The Gardens were created in 1976 by
local volunteers from a stretch of canal side land left derelict after
demolition of housing. The land is held in trust by a charity, and Local
Green Space designation will provide long-term planning protection as
a park open to the public.

Meanwhile Gardens is a designated Site of Importance for Nature
Conservation (SINC) – an area designated for its importance for
wildlife and for people to experience nature
The Local Plan cannot influence the ‘type’ of retail tenants

6.1.5
With growing numbers of international tourists visiting
Portobello, Golborne market has been 'discovered' as a destination in
its own right. Increased interest in street food from market stalls has
played a part, as it has done elsewhere in London (e.g. Borough
Market). As a result Golborne Road has attracted high end
independent fashion, vintage furniture and designer goods shops, and
niche restaurants. The Goldfinger Factory (upcycled furniture) has
established itself as a community enterprise.
6.1.6 Initial improvements to the public realm (painting of the railway
bridge, streetscape improvements) have helped to underpin the
attractions of the area without 'sanitising' or destroying its atmosphere.
A further programme of streetscene measures has been consulted on
extensively with residents, businesses and market traders. The area
outside Trellick Tower, and the physical condition of this building,
remain as issues to be addressed in the lifetime of this updated Local
Plan.
Context
 Golborne Road provides the neighbourhood centre for the area.
There is a strong sense of community amongst the retailers in
Golborne Road, and Golborne Road Market is seen as an
integral part of the Portobello Road Market offer to the south. The
Golborne Road Market has long provided for the local community,
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and has more recently become a tourist destination in its own right..
Beyond Golborne Road itself, the area is largely residential, with
a high proportion of social rented housing. The Wornington
Green Estate is being redeveloped to meet modern housing
standards and providing new private housing alongside
replacement of the existing social rented housing. Phase 1 is
complete and phases 2 and 3 are due for completion by 2021.
This development will restore the northern connection between
Portobello Road and Ladbroke Grove.
Trellick Tower, designed by Erno Goldfinger, is an architectural
icon and landmark of the area. It is listed Grade II* and at 35
storeys is the tallest building in the borough. The neighbouring
Cheltenham Estate is Grade II listed.
The Grand Union Canal runs through Golborne, with Meanwhile
Gardens providing open space alongside its southern bank. The
regeneration of the Old Oak area, with major investment in the
canalside including new basins and recreational facilities, will
improve the attraction of the Paddington Basin to East Acton
stretch of the canal.


Principles (Overarching Aims)
 Provide good open space and appropriate community facilities in
any new development.
 Improve cycle and pedestrian links, including the towpath route
along the Grand Union Canal.
 Build on the attractions of Golborne Road as a visitor destination,
without damaging its character.
 improve public transport links, with a Crossrail station at Portobello
Kensal
 Preserve the setting of the designated heritage assets.
 Provide high quality new housing.
 Enhance safety and permeability of the area.
 Encourage activity in Golborne Road to extend northwards over
the railway line.
Priorities (Objectives and actions to deliver the aims)
 Complete the redevelopment of Wornington Green.
 Reprovide Athlone Gardens and the Venture Centre.
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Response

Designate Meanwhile Gardens as Local Green Space and maintain
and enhance this area
Provide improved library facilities in the area, via a new North
Kensington Library.
Improve the streetscape in Golborne Road to solve drainage
problems.
Encourage more market stalls in Golborne Road, particularly
those dealing in vintage and second hand furniture, handmade
crafts and collectables, and street food.
Encourage the economic viability of Golborne Road as a 'place to
visit' through its retail offer of independent shops and its specialist
restaurants, while resisting high street 'cloning',
Exploit the potential of RBKC ownership of freeholds of premises,
to influence the type of retail and other A class uses in the street
Designate the RBKC section of the Grand Union Canal and its
towpaths as a Conservation Area.
Improve access to the Grand Union Canal towpath and integrate
it into the network of local pedestrian routes.
Provide a new entrance to the rear of Westbourne Park Station.
Reinstate the Victorian street pattern including the reconnection of
Portobello Road to Wornington Road and Ladbroke Grove.
Improve the Golborne Road/Elkstone Road junction.
Improve Golborne Square

Delivery



Planning and design guidance has been prepared for the
Wornington Green Estate and the land adjacent to Trellick Tower.



Catalyst Housing Ltd are delivering regeneration of the Wornington
Green Estate.
The Council will work with Meanwhile Gardens Community
Association to maintain and enhance the gardens as an area of
Local Green Space.



CBRE
The supporting text to Policy CV6 at paragraph 6.2 refers to the
(Jennifer Liu ) timescales for future housing delivery and states that “Phase 1 is
complete and phases 2 and 3 are due for completion by 2021.” The
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Alterations to timescales and phasing to reflect current position.
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timescales for latter phases is not accurate and we request that the text
is amended to state the following: “Phase 1 is underway and will be
completed by mid-March 2017. Phase 2 will commence development in
mid-2017. Phase 3 dates are currently to be confirmed.” The draft
document states at paragraph 6.4, that a priority for Golborne is the
reprovision of Athlone Gardens and the Venture Centre. CHG request
that the reference to the new Venture Centre is amended to “community
facility”, due to ongoing discussion with RBKC regarding the form this
community facility will take.

CA3 WORNINGTON GREEN
Question CA3(1):
Please provide your comments on Policy CA3

Name

Comment

Response

Emma Dent
Coad

The so-called regeneration of Wornington Green has done nothing to
tackle the severe overcrowding which continues to blight residents.
Catalyst continues to suggest that families should be broken up, rather
than provide the size of family homes they need. This is unacceptable
and NOT what was publicly guaranteed. The number and size of new
flats make this guarantee unachievable.

The Council has policies to require high quality design (CL2), and
policy CA3 requires replacement and improvement of existing
community facilities. CA3l-z specifies the planning contributions
required as part of the new development, which include healthcare
and education facilities, play space and play equipment and the
reprovision of Athlone Gardens and community facilities.

The design and construction quality on the first phase is frankly
lamentable. Some of the new flats leak worse than the old and poorly
maintained flats. While some have now been patched up, the
construction quality means we are very far from providing a
'conservation area of the future' as this was proposed to be.

The Building Regulations 2010 cover the construction of buildings.
Quality of construction cannot be controlled as part of the
Planning process.

The next phases of the Wornington Green development must be of
good design and construction quality. To date tenants have been moved
from poorly maintained buildings that have damp and may leak, to new
buildings that have damp and may leak. This is unacceptable. In
addition, residents with low incomes and poor life expectancy are simply
being translated (if they are lucky enough to get a new flat) into a newer
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home, apart from that there is no benefit to them whatever. Good
planning should ensure that there are better facilities for sports and
recreation, social life, increased primary care facilities, and improved
employment prospects. None of this has happened so there is no local
benefit after years of upset and disruption.
The old estate was a modern interpretation of Kensington garden
squares, with homes next to public green space that was overlooked
and safe for children to play. This is being replaced by roads that will
become rat-runs when Ladbroke Grove is congested (as it often is), and
more streets that children will have to cross to reach a bleak square
surrounded by roads. It is a very poor exchange.
Golborne
CA3: Wornington Green
Forum (Roger Many comments from The Golborne Forum regarding the Wornington
Roberts)
Green plan have been covered in 6.3 Principles review. Note the
following points however:
• There was and continues to be an expectation of "an improved
Athlone Gardens" which should be larger than previously as it also
incorporates the lost area for the previous ball court. The Golborne
Forum understands that Catalyst had originally committed to funding a
larger and improved Athlone Garden in return to the then existing space
be given to them for their building programme. The Forum also
understands that that undertaking has now been dropped but there is
subsequently a commitment for sums of at least £2million to be a
provided by Catalyst to this re-provided community park. The Forum
would want ongoing consultation of how this park will be designed and
would expect the wider community to have the main say in its concepts.

Policy CA3c requires “the replacement of an improved Athlone
Gardens, measuring 9,186sq.m (GEA), including the area of the
existing ball court”.
Reprovision of social and community facility is specifically
referenced in the Wornington Green site allocation (see CA3d&n)
As developer, Catalyst would carry out any further consultation on
the specific designs of the replacement Athlone Gardens and
reprovision of the cultural facility.

• The implication of scope to expand the Venture Centre is applauded
and The Forum supports the possibility of The Venture Centre
becoming the Anchor Tenant. This reprovision is going to be the same
footprint and The Forum would want the footprint of the current external
space to be safeguarded.
CBRE
**CBRE acts as planning consultants to Catalyst in respect of
(Jennifer Liu ) Wornington Green Estate. CBRE is instructed by Catalyst to submit
representations to the Local Plan Review Draft Policies consultation**
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Support for the continued allocation noted.
Amendments to replace ‘Venture Centre’ with ‘community facility’
in accordance with the s106 agreement.
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CBRE Limited (Planning) (CBRE) acts as planning consultants to
Catalyst Housing Group (CHG) in respect of the Wornington Green
Estate regeneration site (‘the site’ hereafter). CBRE is instructed by
CHG to submit representations to the Royal Borough of Kensington and
Chelsea Local Plan Partial Review Draft Policies document.
We understand that this Regulation 18 consultation is the penultimate
opportunity to comment on the draft policies prior to their submission to
the Secretary of State and subsequent examination. Our client
welcomes the opportunity to continue to engage with RBKC in respect
of the emerging Local Plan Review.
Background
CHG are one of the biggest housing associations in London and the
South East. CHG provide more than 21,000 homes, through a wide
range of rental and homeownership opportunities. Wornington Green is
owned by CHG and is their single largest estate. It is located in the
northeast of the Royal Borough and is broadly bounded to the north by
the mainline railway to Paddington; to the east by Golborne Road; to the
south by Portobello Road; and to the west by Ladbroke Grove.
Wornington Green is circa 5.66 hectares in extent. It most recently
contained 538 socially rented flats and houses which accommodated
approximately 1,700 residents. It was constructed between 1964 and
1985 in predominantly large deck blocks, the majority of which were 4 –
6 storeys in extent.
Context
Wornington Green benefits from a Strategic Allocation – policy CA2 – in
the Royal Borough’s adopted Core Strategy (December 2010) for (inter
alia) a minimum of 538 affordable dwellings and 150 dwellings which
are to be made available for private sale. The Wornington Green
Planning Brief was adopted in November 2009. An outline planning
application, with full details in respect of Phase 1, for the comprehensive
residentialled redevelopment of Wornington Green was approved by
RBKC on 31 March 2010 (reference: PP/09/02786). This application
also included the re-provision and enhancement of public and
community facilities, for use by the wider community. A Section 73
application was subsequently submitted and approved (31 January
2014) to amend the previously approved phasing and parameter plans
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to allow the optimum and expeditious progression of redevelopment
(reference: PP/13/04516). A reserved matters application for access,
layout, scale, appearance and landscaping issues relating to the s73
permission was then submitted and granted on 25 July 2014 (reference:
PP/14/01242).
Construction of Phase 1 of the redevelopment is due to be completed
shortly, with the majority of units now occupied, and commencement on
Phase 2 is due to commence in early 2017. Catalyst Housing Group are
now beginning to look towards the third and final Phase of the
development at Wornington Green, and intend to commence formal preapplication discussions with RBKC in 2017.
Subsequent to the grant of the Outline Planning Permission and the
adoption of the Development Plan and Supplementary Planning
Guidance for Wornington Green, there have been two notable changes
to the planning context for Wornington Green; specifically, the
publication of the National Planning Policy Framework and the Local
Plan Partial Review Rail Infrastructure Report. The National Planning
Policy Framework sets out at paragraph 47 that Local Authorities should
seek to boost significantly the supply of housing. The Local Plan Partial
Review Rail Infrastructure Report also sets out the potential for a
Crossrail station in the Kensal/ Ladbroke Grove Area. CHG request that
RBKC review these representations in light of these key policy areas.
CHG support the continued allocation of Wornington Green within the
Local Plan. As detailed consent has not yet been applied for in respect
of Phase 3. In addition CHL also support referring to potential housing
numbers as “minimum”.
CHG are keen to ensure the allocation of Wornington Green will
maximise potential development opportunities for Phase 3, which will
enable to scheme to continue to support the ongoing regeneration of
north Kensington, boost the supply of housing within the Borough in line
with NPPF objectives, and fully realise the potential of the proposed
Crossrail station at Kensal Green.
CHG request that at sections D and N of the policy, the reference to the
new Venture Centre is amended to ‘community facility’, as discussions
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with RBKC Planning Officers are ongoing as to what form this reprovision will take.

Question CA3(2):
Please provide your comments on the site context text and site information table.
Name

Comment

Response

CBRE (Jennifer In order to reflect the current position of the Wornington Green site,
Alterations to timescales and phasing to reflect current position.
Liu )
the wording of paragraph 6.7.1 should be amended to “Outline
planning permission, with full details in respect of Phase 1, was
granted in 2010. Phase 2 received detailed consent in 2014 and is due
to commence in 2017. Pre-application discussions for a detailed
application for Phase 3 are anticipated to be submitted in 2017”.
In the site information table, the “Existing Permissions” row should be
amended to reflect the above. The ‘Delivery Milestones’ row should
also be amended to replace the wording ‘Venture Centre’ with
‘community facility’, for the reasons stated elsewhere in this letter.
In addition, CHG request that all references to the ‘Venture Centre’
within the Infrastructure Table and Monitoring of Strategic Sites
(Wornington Green) table, are amended to ‘community facilities’, for
the above reasons.

CA4 LAND ADJACENT TO TRELLICK TOWER
Question CA4(1):
Please provide your comments on Policy CA4

Name

Comment

Response

Golborne
Forum (Roger
Roberts)

CA4: Land Adjacent to Trellick Tower
Comment and wish to be involved in future planning of the site is
The Golborne Forum was involved in the initial plans for Edenham and noted.
Trellick but was not involved with the 2015 plan. The Forum would

165

Name

Comment

Response

look to being more directly informed as this plan develops further.
Emma Dent
Coad

The provision of leisure and health facilities would make the
development here less unpalatable. However neither of these are on
offer. In summary, local people will gain nothing whatever from the
proposed development, which simply builds mainly private homes and
takes away publicly available space.
The proposed development at the foot of Trellick Tower is clearly
struggling to find its identity. The current plans simply take away a
much-love care home, a day centre for disabled people, a basket-ball
court and some free space which has become famous for its street art
and creative output. The replacement will be private or unaffordable
housing (the 'affordable rented' comprising just 9 of at least 60
homes), will privatise the open space, and give nothing whatever back
to local people.

There are no plans to provide a new medical facility on the
Edenham Way development site. A Council motion was passed
that there is the offer of space in Trellick Tower to provide a
consolidated healthcare facility. This site is seeking to deliver an
extremely high level of affordable housing and, therefore,
alternative options for improving medical facilities for the area
have been explored. This has led to the identification of the area
within Trellick Tower as a potential location for medical practices
to be relocated into. This location would offer a fit for purpose,
affordable site that is designed to cater for the requirements of a
21st century health practice enabling the medical practices to
continue to offer an excellent level of care alongside enhanced
facilities.

The previously-agreed new Health Centre has been designed out and The Local Plan allocates the site – it does not provide
the Council states it is not possible to negotiate with the NHS, which is development proposals. The allocates requires development to
not true.
provide additional social and community uses, and to provide
affordable housing in accordance with Local Plan housing policies
In short the development as currently envisaged takes away local
in Chapter 35.
facilities and hands it to the private sector. In an area with appalling –
and worsening – health and life expectancy, this is unacceptable.
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CHAPTER 7 LATIMER
LATIMER PLACE
CV7 VISION FOR LATIMER
Question CV7(1):
Please provide your comments on Vision CV7
Name

Comment

Response

The Labour
Group - K and
C (N/A)

CV7 Vision for Latimer
Latimer will have been improved to become a vibrant and appealing
place with open green spaces and some new homes, while retaining
the unique character of the community and neighbourhood. It will be a
place that focuses on the provision of high-quality services for local
residents and workers. Excellent architecture and urban design will
provide accessible and adaptable spaces that are valued and used by
the local community. The area underneath the Westway flyover will
have been revitalised through the creation of safe, well used spaces.
Better connected pedestrian and cycle routes will have allowed the
business and residential community to benefit from improved links to
White City and the area will be served by a new Westway Circus
station on the West London Line. More shops, cafes and other
facilities will have opened, making Latimer a more lively place to live
and work. More businesses, particularly in research, creative and
media will have chosen to locate here, spurred by opening of the
Imperial White City Campus

Objection to the word 'regenerate' noted. Vision amended to say
'improved'.

Kensington and
Chelsea Social
Council
(Siobhan Sollis)

We are concerned that in the wording 'guaranteeing all existing
tenants the opportunity of a new home' has been removed as well as
'the area will be better served by public transport'. Also the wording
'new housing for existing tenants will be of a type which would meet
their housing needs'. Existing tenants will want some assurance within
the plan that Decant does not mean unable to return when
regeneration of an area takes place.

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.

Nahid Ashby

Vision for Latimer

Objection to the word 'regenerate' noted. Vision amended to say
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A new Westway Circus Station is an aspiration for the Council.
Given the feasibility of providing a station at this location has not
been established it should not be integral to the vision of the
area.
Text amended to better reflect existing neighbourhood character.
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Response

'improved'.
"Latimer will have been regenerated…." – This is a presumptuous
statement and should be removed. It is assuming that the fate of
Silchester has already been sealed with regeneration! This is contrary
to the Council's claims that no decision has yet been made whether to
improve or regenerate.

Policy CR5 Parks, Gardens, Open Spaces and Waterways
protects existing open space; Policy CR6 Trees and Landscape
protects trees.

The community in Silchester already benefits from usable and much
loved open spaces and enjoys established trees and wildlife they
support. These spaces and trees must be protected.

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.
Support for improvements and new homes noted.

The vision for Latimer will dismantle the community, split families and
friends and result in more homelessness.
We welcome Improvements, we welcome more homes for new
inhabitants but we don't think the existing community should be
sacrificed to achieve the goal of building more houses.The word
"regeneration" should be removed and replaced with Improvements.
West London
Line Group
(Mark Balaam)

Given its inclusion at para 32.3.15, reference should be made here to
the proposed West London Line station at Westway Circus.

The Kensington Suggested edited version from the Kensington Society:
Society
CV7 Vision for Latimer
(Michael Bach)
Latimer will have continued to provide a good mix of employment and
housing opportunities, in a part of the Borough where house prices,
rents and commercial land values do not reach the levels of 'prime'
Kensington. The area is therefore important in maintaining a diverse
and sustainable borough, where public sector key workers have some
prospect of being able to find or remain in a home.

We support the provision of an additional station on the West
London Line adjacent to the borough boundary either at Westway
Circus or North Pole Road. The West London Line is in LBHF and
this is not stated as a key priority in its Local Plan.
Suggested edits noted.
Objection to the word 'regenerate' noted. Vision amended to say
'improved'.
Planning policy has no control over house prices. 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.

Regeneration of Silchester East and West Estates will have taken
place to provide new homes and public spaces, developed to excellent
standards of architecture and design,.
Add continued focus on sports and recreation
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The area underneath the Westway flyover will have been revitalised
through the creation of safe, well- used spaces, with a continued focus
on sports and recreation at the western end of the Westway Trust 23
acre landholding. Better-connected pedestrian and cycle routes will
have allowed the business and residential community to benefit from
improved links to White City.
The Freston Road part of the Freston/Latimer Employment Zone will
have continued to attract large-scale office uses. More shops, cafes
and other facilities will have opened making Latimer a more lively
place to live and work. More businesses, particularly in research,
creative and media will have chosen to locate here, spurred by
opening of the nearby Imperial White City campus in Hammersmith.
Adena Property Support the vision for the regeneration of Latimer and to improve
Investments
public transport links within the area.
Incorporated
(N/A)
TfL (Andrew
Hiley)

Support noted.

Page 133 Vision for Latimer – land underneath the Westway is owned Comments noted.
by TfL, although leased to the Council, and therefore plans for this
area will require close involvement of TfL, particularly in terms of asset
protection. This could be mentioned in the text.

Greater London Page 133 Vision for Latimer – land underneath the Westway is owned Comments noted.
Authority (kevin by TfL, although leased to the Council, and therefore plans for this
Reid)
area will require close involvement of TfL, particularly in terms of asset
protection. This could be mentioned in the text.
Constant Touch The vision and context take some contentious assumptions as starting
Network (Piers points. See below for details.
Thompson)
The community in Silchester is a perfect example of 'keeping life local'.
The neighbourhood shopping serves local needs, although it lacks
primary healthcare providers and a post office. A local GP would do far
more to address health inequalities than wholesale regeneration. The
vision for Latimer would make no difference to the lives of the existing
residents. Improvements are welcome, but not at the expense of the
existing community.
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Comments on the Silchester community and neighbourhood
shopping noted.
Changes to vision to better reflect existing neighbourhood
character.
Infrastructure requirements for healthcare facilities are set out in
the NHS Estates Strategy, which deals with provision of GP
premises. Requirements are population and health needs based.
Needs are then demonstrated to Government and funding is
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Response

agreed.
Projections for new homes seem flawed. The Council assumes a low
to medium density. However the ArcGIS density map is flawed. Dixon
House is high density, Whitstable medium, Markland and Frinstead
low. Bizarrely Buggsi's and Pig & Whistle are high density.
Furthermore, this only maps built density not lived density. Some
streets in the south of the Borough have up to 70% second homes.
Overall 10.2% of homes in RBKC are second homes.
Connectivity issues are over emphasised. Western access/egress is
blocked by the West London Line

The Local Plan and Chapter 7 Latimer Place chapter do not
contain a ‘density’ map. It is unclear as to what the comment
refers to.
Connectivity issues to the west noted. Text amended to reflect
this.
Objection to the word 'regenerate' noted. Vision amended to say
'improved'.

Object to the word 'regenerate'. Assumes wholesale changes. Replace
with 'improved'.
'To live and work'. Change following to 'with open public spaces and
some new homes, whilst retaining the unique character of the
community and neighbourhood'.
'High quality services'. Add 'for local residents and workers'. Residents
well served for world class shopping by Westfield and Portobello
Road.
Stephen
McLaughlin

The vision and context take some contentious assumptions as starting
points. See below for details.
The community in Silchester is a perfect example of 'keeping life local'.
The neighbourhood shopping serves local needs, although it lacks
primary healthcare providers and a post office. A local GP would do far
more to address health inequalities than wholesale regeneration. The
vision for Latimer would make no difference to the lives of the existing
residents. Improvements are welcome, but not at the expense of the
existing community.
Projections for new homes seem flawed. The Council assumes a low
to medium density. However the ArcGIS density map is flawed. Dixon
House is high density, Whitstable medium, Markland and Frinstead
low. Bizarrely Buggsi's and Pig & Whistle are high density.
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Comments noted. See response above.
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Furthermore, this only maps built density not lived density. Some
streets in the south of the Borough have up to 70% second homes.
Overall 10.2% of homes in RBKC are second homes.
Object to the word 'regenerate'. Assumes wholesale changes. Replace
with 'improved'.
'To live and work'. Change following to 'with open public spaces and
some new homes, whilst retaining the unique character of the
community and neighbourhood'.
'High quality services'. Add 'for local residents and workers'. Residents
well served for world class shopping by Westfield and Portobello
Road.
Jayed Ullah

The vision and context take some contentious assumptions as starting Comments noted. See response above.
points. See below for details.
The community in Silchester is a perfect example of 'keeping life local'.
The neighbourhood shopping serves local needs, although it lacks
primary healthcare providers and a post office. A local GP would do far
more to address health inequalities than wholesale regeneration. The
vision for Latimer would make no difference to the lives of the existing
residents. Improvements are welcome, but not at the expense of the
existing community.
Projections for new homes seem flawed. The Council assumes a low
to medium density. However the ArcGIS density map is flawed. Dixon
House is high density, Whitstable medium, Markland and Frinstead
low. Bizarrely Buggsi's and Pig & Whistle are high density.
Furthermore, this only maps built density not lived density. Some
streets in the south of the Borough have up to 70% second homes.
Overall 10.2% of homes in RBKC are second homes.
Object to the word 'regenerate'. Assumes wholesale changes. Replace
with 'improved'.
'To live and work'. Change following to 'with open public spaces and
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some new homes, whilst retaining the unique character of the
community and neighbourhood'.
'High quality services'. Add 'for local residents and workers'. Residents
well served for world class shopping by Westfield and Portobello
Road.
Michael Jardine The vision and context take some contentious assumptions as starting Comments noted. See response above.
points. See below for details.
The community in Silchester is a perfect example of 'keeping life local'.
The neighbourhood shopping serves local needs, although it lacks
primary healthcare providers and a post office. A local GP would do far
more to address health inequalities than wholesale regeneration. The
vision for Latimer would make no difference to the lives of the existing
residents. Improvements are welcome, but not at the expense of the
existing community.
Projections for new homes seem flawed. The Council assumes a low
to medium density. However the ArcGIS density map is flawed. Dixon
House is high density, Whitstable medium, Markland and Frinstead
low. Bizarrely Buggsi's and Pig & Whistle are high density.
Furthermore, this only maps built density not lived density. Some
streets in the south of the Borough have up to 70% second homes.
Overall 10.2% of homes in RBKC are second homes.
Object to the word 'regenerate'. Assumes wholesale changes. Replace
with 'improved'.
'To live and work'. Change following to 'with open public spaces and
some new homes, whilst retaining the unique character of the
community and neighbourhood'.
'High quality services'. Add 'for local residents and workers'. Residents
well served for world class shopping by Westfield and Portobello
Road.
J Charlie Hall

The vision and context take some contentious assumptions as starting Comments noted. See response above.
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points. See below for details.
The community in Silchester is a perfect example of 'keeping life local'.
The neighbourhood shopping serves local needs, although it lacks
primary healthcare providers and a post office. A local GP would do far
more to address health inequalities than wholesale regeneration. The
vision for Latimer would make no difference to the lives of the existing
residents. Improvements are welcome, but not at the expense of the
existing community.
Projections for new homes seem flawed. The Council assumes a low
to medium density. However the ArcGIS density map is flawed. Dixon
House is high density, Whitstable medium, Markland and Frinstead
low. Bizarrely Buggsi's and Pig & Whistle are high density.
Furthermore, this only maps built density not lived density. Some
streets in the south of the Borough have up to 70% second homes.
Overall 10.2% of homes in RBKC are second homes.
Object to the word 'regenerate'. Assumes wholesale changes. Replace
with 'improved'.
'To live and work'. Change following to 'with open public spaces and
some new homes, whilst retaining the unique character of the
community and neighbourhood'.
'High quality services'. Add 'for local residents and workers'. Residents
well served for world class shopping by Westfield and Portobello
Road.
Cyntra
Narinesingh

The vision and context take some contentious assumptions as starting Comments noted. See response above.
points. See below for details.
The community in Silchester is a perfect example of 'keeping life local'.
The neighbourhood shopping serves local needs, although it lacks
primary healthcare providers and a post office. A local GP would do far
more to address health inequalities than wholesale regeneration. The
vision for Latimer would make no difference to the lives of the existing
residents. Improvements are welcome, but not at the expense of the
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existing community.
Projections for new homes seem flawed. The Council assumes a low
to medium density. However the ArcGIS density map is flawed. Dixon
House is high density, Whitstable medium, Markland and Frinstead
low. Bizarrely Buggsi's and Pig & Whistle are high density.
Furthermore, this only maps built density not lived density. Some
streets in the south of the Borough have up to 70% second homes.
Overall 10.2% of homes in RBKC are second homes.
Object to the word 'regenerate'. Assumes wholesale changes. Replace
with 'improved'.
'To live and work'. Change following to 'with open public spaces and
some new homes, whilst retaining the unique character of the
community and neighbourhood'.
'High quality services'. Add 'for local residents and workers'. Residents
well served for world class shopping by Westfield and Portobello
Road.
N/A (Rowan
Someville)

The vision and context take some contentious assumptions as starting Comments noted. See response above.
points. See below for details.
The community in Silchester is a perfect example of 'keeping life local'.
The neighbourhood shopping serves local needs, although it lacks
primary healthcare providers and a post office. A local GP would do far
more to address health inequalities than wholesale regeneration. The
vision for Latimer would make no difference to the lives of the existing
residents. Improvements are welcome, but not at the expense of the
existing community.
Projections for new homes seem flawed. The Council assumes a low
to medium density. However the ArcGIS density map is flawed. Dixon
House is high density, Whitstable medium, Markland and Frinstead
low. Bizarrely Buggsi's and Pig & Whistle are high density.
Furthermore, this only maps built density not lived density. Some
streets in the south of the Borough have up to 70% second homes.

174

Name

Comment

Response

Overall 10.2% of homes in RBKC are second homes.
Object to the word 'regenerate'. Assumes wholesale changes. Replace
with 'improved'.
'To live and work'. Change following to 'with open public spaces and
some new homes, whilst retaining the unique character of the
community and neighbourhood'.
'High quality services'. Add 'for local residents and workers'. Residents
well served for world class shopping by Westfield and Portobello
Road.
ELAINE
ELLIOTT

The vision and context take some contentious assumptions as starting Comments noted. See response above.
points. See below for details.
The community in Silchester is a perfect example of 'keeping life local'.
The neighbourhood shopping serves local needs, although it lacks
primary healthcare providers and a post office. A local GP would do far
more to address health inequalities than wholesale regeneration. The
vision for Latimer would make no difference to the lives of the existing
residents. Improvements are welcome, but not at the expense of the
existing community.
Projections for new homes seem flawed. The Council assumes a low
to medium density. However the ArcGIS density map is flawed. Dixon
House is high density, Whitstable medium, Markland and Frinstead
low. Bizarrely Buggsi's and Pig & Whistle are high density.
Furthermore, this only maps built density not lived density. Some
streets in the south of the Borough have up to 70% second homes.
Overall 10.2% of homes in RBKC are second homes.
Object to the word 'regenerate'. Assumes wholesale changes. Replace
with 'improved'.
'To live and work'. Change following to 'with open public spaces and
some new homes, whilst retaining the unique character of the
community and neighbourhood'.
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'High quality services'. Add 'for local residents and workers'. Residents
well served for world class shopping by Westfield and Portobello
Road.
Hoi-Ken Fung

The vision and context take some contentious assumptions as starting Comments noted. See response above.
points. See below for details.
The community in Silchester is a perfect example of 'keeping life local'.
The neighbourhood shopping serves local needs, although it lacks
primary healthcare providers and a post office. A local GP would do far
more to address health inequalities than wholesale regeneration. The
vision for Latimer would make no difference to the lives of the existing
residents. Improvements are welcome, but not at the expense of the
existing community.
Projections for new homes seem flawed. The Council assumes a low
to medium density. However the ArcGIS density map is flawed. Dixon
House is high density, Whitstable medium, Markland and Frinstead
low. Bizarrely Buggsi's and Pig & Whistle are high density.
Furthermore, this only maps built density not lived density. Some
streets in the south of the Borough have up to 70% second homes.
Overall 10.2% of homes in RBKC are second homes.
Object to the word 'regenerate'. Assumes wholesale changes. Replace
with 'improved'.
'To live and work'. Change following to 'with open public spaces and
some new homes, whilst retaining the unique character of the
community and neighbourhood'.
'High quality services'. Add 'for local residents and workers'. Residents
well served for world class shopping by Westfield and Portobello
Road.

Sean Doherty

The vision and context take some contentious assumptions as starting Comments noted. See response above.
points. See below for details.
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The community in Silchester is a perfect example of 'keeping life local'.
The neighbourhood shopping serves local needs, although it lacks
primary healthcare providers and a post office. A local GP would do far
more to address health inequalities than wholesale regeneration. The
vision for Latimer would make no difference to the lives of the existing
residents. Improvements are welcome, but not at the expense of the
existing community.
Projections for new homes seem flawed. The Council assumes a low
to medium density. However the ArcGIS density map is flawed. Dixon
House is high density, Whitstable medium, Markland and Frinstead
low. Bizarrely Buggsi's and Pig & Whistle are high density.
Furthermore, this only maps built density not lived density. Some
streets in the south of the Borough have up to 70% second homes.
Overall 10.2% of homes in RBKC are second homes.
I object to the word 'regenerate'. This assumes wholesale changes. I
would prefer to see this replaced with 'improved'.
'To live and work'. Change following to 'with open public spaces and
some new homes, whilst retaining the unique character of the
community and neighbourhood'.
'High quality services'. Add 'for local residents and workers'. Residents
are already well served for world class shopping by Westfield and
Portobello Road.
Ginna
Wentworth

The vision and context take some contentious assumptions as starting Comments noted. See response above.
points. See below for details.
The community in Silchester is a perfect example of 'keeping life local'.
The neighbourhood shopping s needs, although it lacks primary
healthcare providers and a post office. A local GP would do far more t
health inequalities than wholesale regeneration. The vision for Latimer
would make no difference to the existing residents. Improvements are
welcome, but not at the expense of the existing community.
Projections for new homes seem flawed. The Council assumes a low

177

Name

Comment

Response

to medium density. However the density map is flawed. Dixon House
is high density, Whitstable medium, Markland and Frinstead low. B
Buggsi's and Pig & Whistle are high density. Furthermore, this only
maps built density not lived density streets in the south of the Borough
have up to 70% second homes. Overall 10.2% of homes in RBKC
homes.
Object to the word 'regenerate'. Assumes wholesale changes. Replace
with 'improved'.
'To live and work'. Change following to 'with open public spaces and
some new homes, whilst retaining character of the community and
neighbourhood'.
'High quality services'. Add 'for local residents and workers'. Residents
well served for world class shop Westfield and Portobello Road.
BARNABY
THOMPSON

The vision and context take some contentious assumptions as starting Comments noted. See response above.
points. See below for details.
The community in Silchester is a perfect example of 'keeping life local'.
The neighbourhood shopping serves local needs, although it lacks
primary healthcare providers and a post office. A local GP would do far
more to address health inequalities than wholesale regeneration. The
vision for Latimer would make no difference to the lives of the existing
residents. Improvements are welcome, but not at the expense of the
existing community.
Projections for new homes seem flawed. The Council assumes a low
to medium density. However the ArcGIS density map is flawed. Dixon
House is high density, Whitstable medium, Markland and Frinstead
low. Bizarrely Buggsi's and Pig & Whistle are high density.
Furthermore, this only maps built density not lived density. Some
streets in the south of the Borough have up to 70% second homes.
Overall 10.2% of homes in RBKC are second homes.
Object to the word 'regenerate'. Assumes wholesale changes. Replace
with 'improved'.
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'To live and work'. Change following to 'with open public spaces and
some new homes, whilst retaining the unique character of the
community and neighbourhood'.
'High quality services'. Add 'for local residents and workers'. Residents
well served for world class shopping by Westfield and Portobello
Road.
Christina
Robert

The vision and context take some contentious assumptions as starting Comments noted. See response above.
points. See below for details.
The community in Silchester is a perfect example of 'keeping life local'.
The neighbourhood shopping serves local needs, although it lacks
primary healthcare providers and a post office. A local GP would do far
more to address health inequalities than wholesale regeneration. The
vision for Latimer would make no difference to the lives of the existing
residents. Improvements are welcome, but not at the expense of the
existing community.
Projections for new homes seem flawed. The Council assumes a low
to medium density. However the ArcGIS density map is flawed. Dixon
House is high density, Whitstable medium, Markland and Frinstead
low. Bizarrely Buggsi's and Pig & Whistle are high density.
Furthermore, this only maps built density not lived density. Some
streets in the south of the Borough have up to 70% second homes.
Overall 10.2% of homes in RBKC are second homes.
Object to the word 'regenerate'. Assumes wholesale changes. Replace
with 'improved'.
'To live and work'. Change following to 'with open public spaces and
some new homes, whilst retaining the unique character of the
community and neighbourhood'.
'High quality services'. Add 'for local residents and workers'. Residents
well served for world class shopping by Westfield and Portobello
Road.
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Nicky Kentish
Barnes

The vision and context take some contentious assumptions as starting Comments noted. See response above.
points. See below for details.
The community in Silchester is a perfect example of 'keeping life local'.
The neighbourhood shopping serves local needs, although it lacks
primary healthcare providers and a post office. A local GP would do far
more to address health inequalities than wholesale regeneration. The
vision for Latimer would make no difference to the lives of the existing
residents. Improvements are welcome, but not at the expense of the
existing community.
Projections for new homes seem flawed. The Council assumes a low
to medium density. However the ArcGIS density map is flawed. Dixon
House is high density, Whitstable medium, Markland and Frinstead
low. Bizarrely Buggsi's and Pig & Whistle are high density.
Furthermore, this only maps built density not lived density. Some
streets in the south of the Borough have up to 70% second homes.
Overall 10.2% of homes in RBKC are second homes.
Object to the word 'regenerate'. Assumes wholesale changes. Replace
with 'improved'.
'To live and work'. Change following to 'with open public spaces and
some new homes, whilst retaining the unique character of the
community and neighbourhood'.
'High quality services'. Add 'for local residents and workers'. Residents
well served for world class shopping by Westfield and Portobello
Road.

Latimer Hard
Copy (Piers
Thompson)

The vision and context take some contentious assumptions as starting Comments noted. See response above.
points. See below for details.
The community in Silchester is a perfect example of 'keeping life local'.
The neighbourhood shopping serves local needs, although it lacks
primary healthcare providers and a post office. A local GP would do far
more to address health inequalities than wholesale regeneration. The
vision for Latimer would make no difference to the lives of the existing
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residents. Improvements are welcome, but not at the expense of the
existing community.
Projections for new homes seem flawed. The Council assumes a low
to medium density. However the ArcGIS density map is flawed. Dixon
House is high density, Whitstable medium, Markland and Frinstead
low. Bizarrely Buggsi's and Pig & Whistle are high density.
Furthermore, this only maps built density not lived density. Some
streets in the south of the Borough have up to 70% second homes.
Overall 10.2% of homes in RBKC are second homes.
Object to the word 'regenerate'. Assumes wholesale changes. Replace
with 'improved'.
'To live and work'. Change following to 'with open public spaces and
some new homes, whilst retaining the unique character of the
community and neighbourhood'.
'High quality services'. Add 'for local residents and workers'. Residents
well served for world class shopping by Westfield and Portobello
Road.

Question CV7(2):
Please provide your comments on the supporting text for the Latimer ‘Place’
Name

Comment

Response

St Quintin and
Woodlands

Given that the Freston Road part of the Employment Zone is the much Latimer Road/Freston Road is the designated name for the
larger part, in both area and floorspace, it would help to refer to this
employment zone. It is used across Council departments, linking
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Neighbourhood zone as being 'Freston/Latimer' rather than vice versa. As has often
Forum (Henry
been pointed out, the two parts of the EZ ceased to have any direct
Peterson)
connection following the building of the Westway and have developed
in very different ways since the 1990s. The Latimer part of the EZ is
made up of four sections of properties located within a single mixed
use street.
We welcome the fact that the Latimer chapter acknowledges within its
text that The St Quintin and Woodlands Neighbourhood Plan sets out
a framework of policies for the designated neighbourhood area and
promotes Westway Circus as potential location for a new station on
the West London Line. As mentioned previously, the introduction to
the Places section of the Plan needs to make clear that there is a
further StQW 'Place' north of Latimer for which a neighbourhood plan
is in use.

to GIS, and would not be appropriate to change the name in the
Local Plan.
Support for references to St Quintin and Woodlands
Neighbourhood Plan and Westway Circus station noted.
Additionally Policy CT2 includes “support the creation of a new
station on the West London line at Westway Circus, as proposed
by the St Quintin and Woodlands Neighbourhood Plan” and has
been reflected in the infrastructure delivery plan.
Addition of reference to neighbourhood planning and its
contribution to place shaping in Chapter 4.
Addition of text to support delivery of pedestrian bridge and
subway in 7.4

Paragraph 7.4 includes a 'Priority' stating Improve the area around the
entrance to the new pedestrian and cycle underpass link to White City Text amended regarding inaccuracies.
and access to Westway Travellers’ site. This long awaited underpass
has an earliest possible construction date of 2019, and is not yet in
place to have its entrance improved. There is growing local concern
about when this S106 community benefit will materialise? Local people
need all possible support from RBKC to ensure this much needed link
across the West London Line is built. Hence the first 'Priority' should
be to get the underpass constructed rather than to improve the area
round its entrance.
We welcome the 'Priority' at 7.4 which states Support retail and leisure
uses at street level such as cafes, gyms and crèches in Latimer
Road/Freston Road Employment Zone. This is an aim of the StQW
Neighbourhood Plan, now encouraged by NP policies which allow for
a wider range of uses within the Latimer Road part of the Employment
Zone.
The fourth bullet in 7.5 might be more accurate if it said 'Is due to start
construction by 2019'.
The Labour

7.1 Introduction

Suggested edits noted.
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Group - K and
C (N/A)

Comment

Response

7.1.1 Latimer is located to the north west of the borough adjacent to
the London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham. The West London
railway line forms the borough boundary which reduces connections
between the two boroughs.

Strengthen reference to improved links across the West London
Line.

7.2 Context
•The area is made up of popular large housing estates which replaced
the slums that contributed to the social problems of the area. Post-war
development was dominated by the construction of the Westway
flyover and West Cross Route in the 1960s. The West London Railway
line creates a barrier to the west but connectivity in other directions is
good and the proposed Latimer Road/White City tunnel beneath the
railway line will improve the situation significantly. The Westway also
creates significant noise and air pollution. Silchester East and West
were designed as a modern version of the gardens squares for which
Kensington is famous. Homes that open onto green space are safe for
families and children and support community life. Plantings and trees
protect householders from the worst aspects of air pollution. Reintroducing so-called “traditional” roads are not sympathetic to
community living.

Policy CR5 Parks, Gardens, Open Spaces and Waterways
protects existing open space; Policy CR6 Trees and Landscape
protects trees.

•The retail area close to Latimer Road Tube Station is designated a
neighbourhood shopping area reflecting the role these shops have in
meeting the day-to-day needs of local people.
•The area is well served by a wide range of sports facilities including
the Kensington Sports Centre and Westway Sports Centre.
Kensington Aldridge Academy and the redeveloped Leisure Centre
opened in 2015.
•The Silchester East and West estates have been identified by the
Council as a potential regeneration opportunity and the Council has
consulted residents on a series of concept masterplans. Further
testing of options is being undertaken and those options will be
consulted upon. Peabody has redeveloped their landholding in
Silchester as More West.
•The southern part of the Latimer Road/Freston Road Employment
Zone has changed significantly in recent years with the development
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Text altered to remove wording “sense of isolation”.

Addition of text to support delivery of pedestrian bridge and
subway in 7.4
Text added to encourage initiatives to improve air quality in this
area.
Delivery section to include new text: “The Council will encourage
developers to adopt low emission technology and innovative
energy saving measures to maximise sustainability and minimise
the air quality impact of development.”
The Council’s aspiration for a station at Westway Circus is
covered at 32.3.15. This is reiterated in 7.3 Principles.
Delete text: 'Re-instate a traditional street pattern'.
‘Affordable housing’ includes social rented accommodation. The
housing chapter defines ‘affordable housing’ in para 35.3.28 as
“…social rent, affordable rent and intermediate which meet the
requirements of households whose needs are not met by the
market.”
The Council supports the provision of step-free access across all
stations in the borough. Policy CT1 confirms the Council will work
with partners to ensure that step free access is delivered to all
Underground and rail stations by 2028. Where delivery timescales
are less precise, this has been reflected accordingly in the
infrastructure schedule.

Name

Comment

Response

of several large new office blocks providing headquarters for
businesses such as Monsoon and Talk Talk. The northern part has
retained much of its original character with a small number of motor
trade and storage uses located alongside a range of creative and
media related businesses.
•Imperial West, Imperial College’s new White City campus, is being
constructed immediately to the west of Latimer in the London Borough
of Hammersmith and Fulham. When fully developed in 2030, 12,000
people will work on the campus and 36,000 on the wider sites, which
will create demand for new local facilities such as shops and cafes.
This additional demand will depend on the construction of better links
across the West London Railway Line.
•Currently Imperial College is housing 7000 sq.m of business space in
on the campus site. These buildings are scheduled for demolition by
2025 as the new Campus is developed, which is likely to create further
demand for open workspace in the Latimer Road/Freston Road
Employment Zone, again depending on improved links across the
West London Line.
•The St Quintin and Woodlands Neighbourhood Plan sets out a
framework of policies for the designated neighbourhood area. Both the
Neighbourhood Plan and the Council promote Westway Circus at the
Latimer Road/White City underpass as potential location for a new
station on the West London Line.
7.3 Principles (Overarching Aims)
•Seek opportunities to provide new housing, including more social
rented and affordable housing, to meet the Borough’s housing needs.
•Provide good quality, safe and useable open space that is secure
and away from roads and good street connectivity as part of any
redevelopment. This will not include the creation of unnecessary
thoroughfares or “rat runs”.
•Support uses like shops and cafes that will provide for the needs of
residents and workers.
•Retain the focus on sport at the western end of the Westway.
•Improve pedestrian and cycle links across the area and address
community safety issues.
•Enhance the townscape and open spaces to highlight the unique
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nature of this part of Kensington.
•Retain the focus on sport at the western end of the Westway.
•Improve pedestrian and cycle links across the area and address
community safety issues.
•Enhance the townscape and open spaces to highlight the unique
nature of this part of Kensington
7.4 Priorities (Objectives and actions to deliver the aims)
•Improve the homes of existing Council and Registered Providers’
residents in Silchester East and West
•Improve the public realm under the Westway.
•Improve the area around the entrance to the new pedestrian and
cycle underpass link to White City and access to Westway Travellers’
Site and incorporate the entrance to a new Westway Circus station.
•[ Delete this statementReinstate a traditional street pattern where
possible]
•Support the growth and development of the Latimer Road/Freston
Road Employment Zone as a thriving centre for a range of businesses.
•Support retail and leisure uses at street level such as cafes, gyms
and crèches in Latimer Road/Freston Road Employment Zone.
•Improve the appearance of the rail and road viaducts.
•Work with Transport for London to encourage new retail and
commercial uses within the railway arches that meet community
needs.
7.5 Delivery
•The Council is investigating the case for regeneration of the
Silchester East and West Estates.
•If redevelopment is the preferred option the Council will seek to work
with residents, landowners and other stakeholders to develop and
agree a comprehensive masterplan to explore the potential of the
area.
•St Quintin and Woodlands Neighbourhood Plan allocates a site
within the neighbourhood area for residential development and sets
out how residential development above Units 1-14 Latimer Road could
come forward while preserving employment use on the ground and
any mezzanine floors.
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•The new pedestrian and cycle underpass under the West London
Line is being delivered as part of the s106 agreement for Imperial
West. The Council will also promote the underpass as the site for a
new Westway Circus station on the West London Line. Providing stepfree access and upgrading Latimer Road station will also be included
in any regeneration plan.
•The Council and Westway Trust will seek GLA Regeneration Funds
for public realm improvements underneath and around the Westway
and the provision of free wireless internet access. Development and
improvements to the public realm will be founded on environmental
principles and will include the “greening” of the motorway to reduce air
pollution and the introduction of hanging gardens on the disused
motorway spur.
7.6 References
7.6.1 The Council and other bodies have produced the following
documents that are relevant to the Latimer area:
•Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea (RBKC), Land
underneath and close to the Westway Planning Brief (SPD), 2012
•RBKC, Oxford Gardens St Quintin Conservation Area Proposals
Statement, to be revised 2017
•St Quintin and Woodlands Neighbourhood Plan has passed
referendum and will be made (adopted) by the Council in due course
•RBKC, Considerations for Estate Regeneration Proposals: Silchester
East and West, 2016
•RBKC, Strategic considerations for Estate Regeneration proposals,
2016
7.6.2 Pease note further documents may be produced after publication
of this plan so it is important to also check the Council’s website.
West London
Line Group
(Mark Balaam)

7.1 Introduction
7.1.1 Latimer is located to the north west of the borough adjacent to
the London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham. The West London
railway line forms the borough boundary which reduces connections
between the two boroughs.
Para 7.1.1’s second sentence should read, “The West London railway
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The Council recognises the value of the West London Line in
providing for north south journeys within the borough and to other
destinations not least to the Old Oak Common Opportunity Area.
The Council is pleased that TfL agreed with us that there should
be a West London Line station on the eastern fridge of the Old
Oak Common Opportunity Area.

Name

Comment

Response

line forms the borough boundary which reduces east-west connections Text amended to acknowledge the importance of the north-south
between the two boroughs, while providing excellent north-south links link provided by the West London Line.
for both. Such links should also be made available for Latimer by
provision of a West London Line station here at Westway Circus.
The Council’s aspiration for a station at Westway Circus is
covered at 32.3.15
We also suggest that the following is inserted in this section:“Latimer is served by Latimer Road and Ladbroke Grove underground
stations on the Circle and Hammersmith & City Lines, but has had no
West London Line station since 1940. Over the past 25 years there
has been a renaissance of the West London Line between Willesden
Junction, Kensington Olympia and Clapham Junction, with three new
stations at Shepherd’s Bush, West Brompton and Imperial Wharf, all
served by frequent trains throughout each day on two routes. In 2026,
a new station at Hythe Road, will give interchange between the West
London Line and HS2, Crossrail (for Heathrow) and the Great Western
Main Line.
The new Wood Lane station nearby on the Circle and Hammersmith &
City Lines has had the highest passenger numbers of UK stations
opened in the last ten years.
Being half-way between Shepherd’s Bush and Hythe Road and at
least a mile from each, offering a plethora of destinations (different
from those accessible from Wood Lane) to residents of North
Kensington, the Latimer Road/Freston Road Employment Zone, two
sports centres and the Kensington Academy, as well as the Imperial
West campus and northern end of the White City Opportunity Area, we
suggest that it is now right for a West London Line station at Westway
Circus to serve the four quadrants of the Latimer area and to link these
together by a new pedestrian and cycle access under the Line at this
new station.
Others areas that could experience positive effects from a new station
at Westway Circus could include the northern part of Portobello Road.”
7.3 Principles (Overarching Aims)
Add a seventh bullet point:-
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“Provide a new station on the West London Line at Westway Circus to
serve Latimer and adjoining areas and link the latter together.”
7.4 Priorities (Objectives and actions to deliver the aims)
Add a tenth bullet point:“The Council will work with Network Rail and Transport for London to
establish the business case for Westway Circus station.”
7.5 Delivery
add a tenth bullet point:“The Council will work with Network Rail and Transport for London to
establish the business case for Westway Circus station.”
The Kensington Suggested edited version from the Kensington Society:
Society
Chapter 7 Latimer
(Michael Bach) This area on the western side of the Borough, immediately to the
south of the Westway. It will see significant change and regeneration
in the 2017-26 Local Plan period, mainly as a result of plans for
regeneration of the Silchester East and West estates. For this reason
it is included as one of ( ) Place chapters, with Strategic Site
Allocations, in this Local Plan. While this 'Place' is named after the
Latimer Road Underground station, it should be noted that Latimer
Road itself is half a mile to the north-west of the station. Latimer Road
has (since the construction of the Westway) been physically separated
from the Freston Road part of the joint Freston/Latimer Employment
Zone.
Introduction
7.1.1 Latimer is located to the north west of the borough adjacent to
the London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham. The West London
railway line forms the borough boundary, and coupled with the West
Cross route, creates a major physical barrier between Latimer and
Shepherds Bush, the Westfield shopping centre, and the rapidly
developing Opportunity Area at White City East.
7.1.2 Connections northwards of Latimer are also limited, with the
original street pattern disrupted by the 1960s construction of the
Westway. To the north lies the St Quintin and Woodlands
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Suggested edits noted.
Introduction/Context
Chapter 4 introduces the Place chapters. It is not considered
necessary to duplicate here.
The Council recognises the value of the West London Line in
providing for north south journeys within the borough and to other
destinations not least to the Old Oak Common Opportunity Area.
The Council is pleased that TfL agreed with us that there should
be a West London Line station on the eastern fridge of the Old
Oak Common Opportunity Area.
Principles
The Principles provide broad aims, with detail of specific schemes
and actions elaborated on under Priorities.
Text added: Support the delivery of a new pedestrian bridge and
subway connecting White City Opportunity Area and Notting
Barns/Norland wards
And to delivery: It is due to start construction by 2019.
Fourth bullet in Principles reads: Improve the area around the
entrance to the new pedestrian and cycle underpass link to White
City and access to Westway Travellers’ Site. Not considered
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Comment

Response

neighbourhood, for which a neighbourhood plan forms part of the
development plan for the Borough. To the east lies the recently
created Avondale Conservation area and Avondale Park.

necessary to duplicate in delivery. Covered in fourth bullet here.

7.2. Context
The area is largely made up of housing estates, characterised by built
forms that at the time of their construction ignored the long-standing
patterns of finely-grained buildings, streets and spaces that remain in
other parts of the surrounding area. Post-war development was
dominated by the construction of the Westway flyover and West Cross
Route in the 1960s. This has led to poor connectivity and a degree of
physical isolation of the area. The Westway also creates significant
noise and air pollution.
The retail area close to Latimer Road Tube Station is designated a
neighbourhood shopping area reflecting the role these shops have in
meeting the day-to-day needs of local people.
The area is well served by a wide range of sports facilities including
the Kensington Sports Centre and Westway Sports Centre.
Kensington Academy and the redeveloped Leisure Centre opened in
2015.
The Silchester East and West estates have been identified by the
Council as a potential regeneration opportunity and the Council has
consulted residents on a series of concept masterplans. Further
testing of options is being undertaken and those options will be
consulted upon. Peabody has redeveloped their landholding in
Silchester as a relatively low-rise residential scheme, More West.
The Freston Road part of the Freston Road/Latimer Road Employment
Zone has changed significantly in recent years with the development
of several large new office blocks providing headquarters for
businesses such as Monsoon and Talk Talk.
Imperial West, Imperial College’s new White City campus, is being
constructed immediately to the west of Latimer in the London Borough
of Hammersmith and Fulham. When fully developed in 2030, 12,000
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people will work on the campus and 36,000 on the wider sites. A
proposed pedestrian/cycle underpass beneath the railway line has
funding allocated via planning obligations. If and when this is
constructed, this will improve access from Latimer to the Central Line
at White City and may add to demand for new local facilities in
Latimer such as shops and cafes.
Currently Imperial College is housing 7000sq.m of business space in
on the campus site. These buildings are scheduled for demolition by
2025 as the new Campus is developed, which may create further
demand for open workspace in the Latimer Road/Freston Road
Employment Zone.
The St Quintin and Woodlands Neighbourhood Plan sets out policies
for the designated neighbourhood area north of Latimer and promotes
Westway Circus (beneath the Westway roundabout) as a potential
location for a new Overground station on the West London Line.
Public transport accessibility levels in Latimer are classed as 'poor'
and 'moderate' rather than 'good'.
7.2. Principles (Overarching Aims)
Seek opportunities to provide new housing, including affordable
housing, to meet the Borough’s housing needs.
Provide good quality, safe and useable open space and establish
good street connectivity as part of any redevelopment.
Support uses like shops and cafes that will provide for the needs of
workers and residents, recognising that such uses can support
commercial activity in the Freston Road Employment Zone
Retain the focus on sport at the western end of the Westway.
Improve pedestrian and cycle links across the area, including the
much-needed proposed underpass between Latimer Road and
Imperial West, and address community safety issues.
Improve the townscape and open spaces in order to make this part of
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Kensington more attractive
7.3 Priorities (Objectives and actions to deliver the aims)
Improve existing Council tenants’ homes in Silchester East and West.
Improve the public realm under the Westway.
Reinstate a traditional street pattern where possible and where
supported through public consultation.
Support the growth and development of the Freston Road/Latimer
Road Employment Zone as a thriving centre for a range of businesses.
Support retail and leisure uses at street level such as cafes, gyms and
crèches in Freston Road/Latimer Road Employment Zone.
Improve the appearance of the rail and road viaducts.
Work with Transport for London to encourages new retail and
commercial uses within the railway arches.
Delivery
The Council is investigating the case for regeneration of the Silchester
East and West Estates.
If redevelopment is the preferred option the Council will seek to work
with residents, landowners and other stakeholders to develop a
comprehensive masterplan to explore the potential of the area.

North of the Latimer 'Place' the St Quintin and Woodlands
Neighbourhood Plan allocates sites within the neighbourhood area for
residential development and sets out how residential development
above Units 1-14 Latimer Road could come forward while preserving
employment use on the ground and any mezzanine floors.
The new pedestrian and cycle underpass under the West London Line
is due to be delivered as part of the s106 agreement for Imperial West.
The timetable for construction has slipped with an earliest start date of
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2019.
Once the proposed pedestrian/cycle underpass between Latimer Road
and Wood Imperial West/Wood Lane is in place, improve the area
around its entrance and the access road to Westway Travellers’ Site.
The Council and Westway Trust will seek GLA Regeneration Funds for
public realm improvements underneath the Westway and the provision
of free wireless internet access.
References
The Council and other bodies have produced the following documents
that are relevant to the Latimer area:
Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea (RBKC), Land underneath
and close to the Westway Planning Brief (SPD), 2012
RBKC, Oxford Gardens St Quintin Conservation Area Proposals
Statement, to be revised as a Conservation Area Appraisal 2017
St Quintin and Woodlands Neighbourhood Plan has passed
referendum and will be made (adopted) by the Council in due course
RBKC, Considerations for Estate Regeneration Proposals: Silchester
East and West, 2016
RBKC, Strategic considerations for Estate Regeneration proposals,
2016
Pease note further documents may be produced after publication of
this plan so it is important to also check the Council’s website.
Westway
Development
Trust

Chapter 7: Latimer
Key Issues and Potential Opportunities Diagram – p.72
Expand CA5 site allocation to include part of Westway Sports Centre
in accordance with the current options appraisal being undertaken as
part of the wider Council regeneration project.
Paragraph 7.5, 2nd Bullet
The Trust support close working between the Council and other
neighbouring landowners to realise value and create the most
advantageous and, where possible, comprehensive plan for the area.
Site Allocation CA5: Silchester Estates Diagram – p.75
Expand CA5 site allocation to include part of Westway Sports Centre
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The Council supports a close working relationship with the
Westway Development Trust. This is reflected in CA5b.
Expansion of the CA5 site allocation to include part of the
Westway Sports Centre is not considered appropriate as this land
is in social and community use and it is not clear how this could be
reprovided.
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in accordance with submitted site plan.
Constant Touch 7.2 Context
Network (Piers Change to "The area is made up of popular large housing estates
Thompson)
which replaced the tenements that were deemed to be responsible for
the social issues of the area.. Post-war...'
Delete connectivity and isolation sentence. Replace with. 'The West
London Line creates a barrier to the West, but connectivity is good in
the other directions. The proposed tunnel under the line will
significantly improve the situation'.
'noise and air pollution', add '…which preclude the building of new
dwellings close to the road'.
7.3 Principles
Change to 'Including social rented and affordable housing'
Delete 'and establish good street connectivity as part of any
redevelopment.'. Connectivity is only an issue to the West.
Change to 'Enhance the townscape and open space to highlight the
area's unique vision of the typical Kensington garden square.

Context
Context text amended to include reference to the West London
Line as a significant barrier to movement to the west.
Delete text: ‘sense of isolation’
Any development proposals would have to demonstrate if and
how they could overcome issues of noise and air pollution.
Principles
‘Affordable housing’ includes social rented accommodation. The
housing chapter defines ‘affordable housing’ in para 35.3.28 as
“…social rent, affordable rent and intermediate which meet the
requirements of households whose needs are not met by the
market.”
Priorities
Delete text: 'Re-instate a traditional street pattern'.
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.

7.4 Priorities
Change to 'Improve the homes and of existing Council and Housing
Association tenants in Silchester East and West'.

Delivery
Text has been added to the supporting text of Draft Policy CH5 to
emphasise the importance of consultation. The draft
Delete 'Re-instate a traditional street pattern'. Ludicrous priority. Can
`Regeneration Charter’ states: We will involve and consult
only be achieved by demolition so is a prejudicial statement.
residents about any plans for redevelopment and keep them
informed throughout the process. Each development will have a
7.5 Delivery
clear communications strategy and a lead project manager who
Add para. The Council accepts the risk of severe reputational damage will ensure residents’ concerns and questions are addressed.
if CPOs are required to undertake redevelopment.
Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or `harder to
reach’ residents.
Stephen

7.2 Context

Comments noted. See response above.
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McLaughlin

Change to "The area is made up of popular large housing estates
which replaced the tenements that were deemed to be responsible for
the social issues of the area.. Post-war...'
Delete connectivity and isolation sentence. Replace with. 'The West
London Line creates a barrier to the West, but connectivity is good in
the other directions. The proposed tunnel under the line will
significantly improve the situation'.
'noise and air pollution', add '…which preclude the building of new
dwellings close to the road'.
7.3 Principles
Change to 'Including social rented and affordable housing'
Delete 'and establish good street connectivity as part of any
redevelopment.'. Connectivity is only an issue to the West.
Change to 'Enhance the townscape and open space to highlight the
area's unique vision of the typical Kensington garden square.
7.4 Priorities
Change to 'Improve the homes and of existing Council and Housing
Association tenants in Silchester East and West'.
Delete 'Re-instate a traditional street pattern'. Ludicrous priority. Can
only be achieved by demolition so is a prejudicial statement.
7.5 Delivery
Add para. The Council accepts the risk of severe reputational damage
if CPOs are required to undertake redevelopment.

Nahid Ashby

7.2 Context
Delete connectivity and isolation sentence. Replace with. 'The West
London Line creates a barrier to the West, but connectivity is good in
other directions. The proposed tunnel under the line will significantly
improve the situation'.
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Comments noted. See response above.
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'the westway also creates significant noise and air pollution', add
'…which preclude the building of new dwellings close to the road'.
7.3 Principles
Change to 'Including social rented and affordable housing'
Delete 'and establish good street connectivity as part of any
redevelopment.'. Connectivity is only an issue to the West.
Change to 'Enhance the townscape and open space to highlight the
area's unique vision of the typical Kensington garden square.
7.4 Priorities
Change to 'Improve the homes and of existing Council and Housing
Association tenants in Silchester East and West'.
Delete 'Re-instate a traditional street pattern'. Ludicrous priority. Can
only be achieved by demolition so is a prejudicial statement.
7.5 Delivery
Add para. The Council accepts the risk of severe reputational damage
if CPOs are required to undertake redevelopment.
Jayed Ullah

7.2 Context
Change to "The area is made up of popular large housing estates
which replaced the tenements that were deemed to be responsible for
the social issues of the area.. Post-war...'
Delete connectivity and isolation sentence. Replace with. 'The West
London Line creates a barrier to the West, but connectivity is good in
the other directions. The proposed tunnel under the line will
significantly improve the situation'.
'noise and air pollution', add '…which preclude the building of new
dwellings close to the road'.
7.3 Principles
Change to 'Including social rented and affordable housing'
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Comments noted. See response above.
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Delete 'and establish good street connectivity as part of any
redevelopment.'. Connectivity is only an issue to the West.
Change to 'Enhance the townscape and open space to highlight the
area's unique vision of the typical Kensington garden square.
7.4 Priorities
Change to 'Improve the homes and of existing Council and Housing
Association tenants in Silchester East and West'.
Delete 'Re-instate a traditional street pattern'. Ludicrous priority. Can
only be achieved by demolition so is a prejudicial statement.
7.5 Delivery
Add para. The Council accepts the risk of severe reputational damage
if CPOs are required to undertake redevelopment.
Michael Jardine 7.2 Context
Change to "The area is made up of popular large housing estates
which replaced the tenements that were deemed to be responsible for
the social issues of the area.. Post-war...'
Delete connectivity and isolation sentence. Replace with. 'The West
London Line creates a barrier to the West, but connectivity is good in
the other directions. The proposed tunnel under the line will
significantly improve the situation'.
'noise and air pollution', add '…which preclude the building of new
dwellings close to the road'.
7.3 Principles
Change to 'Including social rented and affordable housing'
Delete 'and establish good street connectivity as part of any
redevelopment.'. Connectivity is only an issue to the West.
Change to 'Enhance the townscape and open space to highlight the
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Comments noted. See response above.
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area's unique vision of the typical Kensington garden square.
7.4 Priorities
Change to 'Improve the homes and of existing Council and Housing
Association tenants in Silchester East and West'.
Delete 'Re-instate a traditional street pattern'. Ludicrous priority. Can
only be achieved by demolition so is a prejudicial statement.
7.5 Delivery
Add para. The Council accepts the risk of severe reputational damage
if CPOs are required to undertake redevelopment.
J Charlie Hall

7.2 Context
Change to "The area is made up of popular large housing estates
which replaced the tenements that were deemed to be responsible for
the social issues of the area.. Post-war...'
Delete connectivity and isolation sentence. Replace with. 'The West
London Line creates a barrier to the West, but connectivity is good in
the other directions. The proposed tunnel under the line will
significantly improve the situation'.
'noise and air pollution', add '…which preclude the building of new
dwellings close to the road'.
7.3 Principles
Change to 'Including social rented and affordable housing'
Delete 'and establish good street connectivity as part of any
redevelopment.'. Connectivity is only an issue to the West.
Change to 'Enhance the townscape and open space to highlight the
area's unique vision of the typical Kensington garden square.
7.4 Priorities
Change to 'Improve the homes and of existing Council and Housing
Association tenants in Silchester East and West'.
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Delete 'Re-instate a traditional street pattern'. Ludicrous priority. Can
only be achieved by demolition so is a prejudicial statement.
7.5 Delivery
Add para. The Council accepts the risk of severe reputational damage
if CPOs are required to undertake redevelopment.
Cyntra
Narinesingh

7.2 Context
Comments noted. See response above.
Change to "The area is made up of popular large housing estates
which replaced the tenements that were deemed to be responsible for
the social issues of the area.. Post-war...'
Delete connectivity and isolation sentence. Replace with. 'The West
London Line creates a barrier to the West, but connectivity is good in
the other directions. The proposed tunnel under the line will
significantly improve the situation'.
'noise and air pollution', add '…which preclude the building of new
dwellings close to the road'.
7.3 Principles
Change to 'Including social rented and affordable housing'
Delete 'and establish good street connectivity as part of any
redevelopment.'. Connectivity is only an issue to the West.
Change to 'Enhance the townscape and open space to highlight the
area's unique vision of the typical Kensington garden square.
7.4 Priorities
Change to 'Improve the homes and of existing Council and Housing
Association tenants in Silchester East and West'.
Delete 'Re-instate a traditional street pattern'. Ludicrous priority. Can
only be achieved by demolition so is a prejudicial statement.
7.5 Delivery
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Add para. The Council accepts the risk of severe reputational damage
if CPOs are required to undertake redevelopment.
N/A (Rowan
Someville)

7.2 Context
Change to "The area is made up of popular large housing estates
which replaced the tenements that were deemed to be responsible for
the social issues of the area.. Post-war...'

Comments noted. See response above.

Delete connectivity and isolation sentence. Replace with. 'The West
London Line creates a barrier to the West, but connectivity is good in
the other directions. The proposed tunnel under the line will
significantly improve the situation'.
'noise and air pollution', add '…which preclude the building of new
dwellings close to the road'.
7.3 Principles
Change to 'Including social rented and affordable housing'
Delete 'and establish good street connectivity as part of any
redevelopment.'. Connectivity is only an issue to the West.
Change to 'Enhance the townscape and open space to highlight the
area's unique vision of the typical Kensington garden square.
7.4 Priorities
Change to 'Improve the homes and of existing Council and Housing
Association tenants in Silchester East and West'.
Delete 'Re-instate a traditional street pattern'. Ludicrous priority. Can
only be achieved by demolition so is a prejudicial statement.
7.5 Delivery
Add para. The Council accepts the risk of severe reputational damage
if CPOs are required to undertake redevelopment.
ELAINE
ELLIOTT

7.2 Context
Change to "The area is made up of popular large housing estates
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which replaced the tenements that were deemed to be responsible for
the social issues of the area.. Post-war...'
Delete connectivity and isolation sentence. Replace with. 'The West
London Line creates a barrier to the West, but connectivity is good in
the other directions. The proposed tunnel under the line will
significantly improve the situation'.
'noise and air pollution', add '…which preclude the building of new
dwellings close to the road'.
7.3 Principles
Change to 'Including social rented and affordable housing'
Delete 'and establish good street connectivity as part of any
redevelopment.'. Connectivity is only an issue to the West.
Change to 'Enhance the townscape and open space to highlight the
area's unique vision of the typical Kensington garden square.
7.4 Priorities
Change to 'Improve the homes and of existing Council and Housing
Association tenants in Silchester East and West'.
Delete 'Re-instate a traditional street pattern'. Ludicrous priority. Can
only be achieved by demolition so is a prejudicial statement.
7.5 Delivery
Add para. The Council accepts the risk of severe reputational damage
if CPOs are required to undertake redevelopment.
Hoi-Ken Fung

7.2 Context
Change to "The area is made up of popular large housing estates
which replaced the tenements that were deemed to be responsible for
the social issues of the area.. Post-war...'
Delete connectivity and isolation sentence. Replace with. 'The West
London Line creates a barrier to the West, but connectivity is good in
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the other directions. The proposed tunnel under the line will
significantly improve the situation'.
'noise and air pollution', add '…which preclude the building of new
dwellings close to the road'.
7.3 Principles
Change to 'Including social rented and affordable housing'
Delete 'and establish good street connectivity as part of any
redevelopment.'. Connectivity is only an issue to the West.
Change to 'Enhance the townscape and open space to highlight the
area's unique vision of the typical Kensington garden square.
7.4 Priorities
Change to 'Improve the homes and of existing Council and Housing
Association tenants in Silchester East and West'.
Delete 'Re-instate a traditional street pattern'. Ludicrous priority. Can
only be achieved by demolition so is a prejudicial statement.
7.5 Delivery
Add para. The Council accepts the risk of severe reputational damage
if CPOs are required to undertake redevelopment.
Sean Doherty

7.2 Context
Change to "The area is made up of popular large housing estates
which replaced the tenements that were deemed to be responsible for
the social issues of the area.. Post-war...'
Delete connectivity and isolation sentence. Replace with. 'The West
London Line creates a barrier to the West, but connectivity is good in
the other directions. The proposed tunnel under the line will
significantly improve the situation'.
'noise and air pollution', add '…which preclude the building of new
dwellings close to the road'.
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7.3 Principles
Change to 'Including social rented and affordable housing'
Delete 'and establish good street connectivity as part of any
redevelopment.'. Connectivity is only an issue to the West.
Change to 'Enhance the townscape and open space to highlight the
area's unique vision of the typical Kensington garden square.
7.4 Priorities
Change to 'Improve the homes and of existing Council and Housing
Association tenants in Silchester East and West'.
Delete 'Re-instate a traditional street pattern'. Ludicrous priority. Can
only be achieved by demolition so is a prejudicial statement.
7.5 Delivery
Add para. The Council accepts the risk of severe reputational damage
if CPOs are required to undertake redevelopment.
Ginna
Wentworth

7.2 Context
Change to "The area is made up of popular large housing estates
which replaced the tenements that w to be responsible for the social
issues of the area.. Post-war...'
Delete connectivity and isolation sentence. Replace with. 'The West
London Line creates a barrier to the connectivity is good in the other
directions. The proposed tunnel under the line will significantly improve
situation'.
'noise and air pollution', add '…which preclude the building of new
dwellings close to the road'.
7.3 Principles
Change to 'Including social rented and affordable housing'
Delete 'and establish good street connectivity as part of any
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redevelopment.'. Connectivity is only an is
West.
Change to 'Enhance the townscape and open space to highlight the
area's unique vision of the typical garden square.
7.4 Priorities
Change to 'Improve the homes and of existing Council and Housing
Association tenants in Silchester
West'.
Delete 'Re-instate a traditional street pattern'. Ludicrous priority. Can
only be achieved by demolition s prejudicial statement.
7.5 Delivery
Add para. The Council accepts the risk of severe reputational damage
if CPOs are required to undertak redevelopment.
BARNABY
THOMPSON

7.2 Context
Change to "The area is made up of popular large housing estates
which replaced the tenements that were deemed to be responsible for
the social issues of the area.. Post-war...'
Delete connectivity and isolation sentence. Replace with. 'The West
London Line creates a barrier to the West, but connectivity is good in
the other directions. The proposed tunnel under the line will
significantly improve the situation'.
'noise and air pollution', add '…which preclude the building of new
dwellings close to the road'.
7.3 Principles
Change to 'Including social rented and affordable housing'
Delete 'and establish good street connectivity as part of any
redevelopment.'. Connectivity is only an issue to the West.
Change to 'Enhance the townscape and open space to highlight the
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area's unique vision of the typical Kensington garden square.
7.4 Priorities
Change to 'Improve the homes and of existing Council and Housing
Association tenants in Silchester East and West'.
Delete 'Re-instate a traditional street pattern'. Ludicrous priority. Can
only be achieved by demolition so is a prejudicial statement.
7.5 Delivery
Add para. The Council accepts the risk of severe reputational damage
if CPOs are required to undertake redevelopment.
Christina
Robert

7.2 Context
Change to "The area is made up of popular large housing estates
which replaced the tenements that were deemed to be responsible for
the social issues of the area.. Post-war...'
Delete connectivity and isolation sentence. Replace with. 'The West
London Line creates a barrier to the West, but connectivity is good in
the other directions. The proposed tunnel under the line will
significantly improve the situation'.
'noise and air pollution', add '…which preclude the building of new
dwellings close to the road'.
7.3 Principles
Change to 'Including social rented and affordable housing'
Delete 'and establish good street connectivity as part of any
redevelopment.'. Connectivity is only an issue to the West.
Change to 'Enhance the townscape and open space to highlight the
area's unique vision of the typical Kensington garden square.
7.4 Priorities
Change to 'Improve the homes and of existing Council and Housing
Association tenants in Silchester East and West'.
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Delete 'Re-instate a traditional street pattern'. Ludicrous priority. Can
only be achieved by demolition so is a prejudicial statement.
7.5 Delivery
Add para. The Council accepts the risk of severe reputational damage
if CPOs are required to undertake redevelopment.
Suzy Jack

7.2 Context
Change to "The area is made up of popular large housing estates
which replaced the tenements that were deemed to be responsible for
the social issues of the area.. Post-war...'
Delete connectivity and isolation sentence. Replace with. 'The West
London Line creates a barrier to the West, but connectivity is good in
the other directions. The proposed tunnel under the line will
significantly improve the situation'.
'noise and air pollution', add '…which preclude the building of new
dwellings close to the road'.
7.3 Principles
Change to 'Including social rented and affordable housing'
Delete 'and establish good street connectivity as part of any
redevelopment.'. Connectivity is only an issue to the West.
Change to 'Enhance the townscape and open space to highlight the
area's unique vision of the typical Kensington garden square.
7.4 Priorities
Change to 'Improve the homes and of existing Council and Housing
Association tenants in Silchester East and West'.
Delete 'Re-instate a traditional street pattern'. Ludicrous priority. Can
only be achieved by demolition so is a prejudicial statement.
7.5 Delivery
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Add para. The Council accepts the risk of severe reputational damage
if CPOs are required to undertake redevelopment.
Nicky Kentish
Barnes

7.2 Context
Change to "The area is made up of popular large housing estates
which replaced the tenements that were deemed to be responsible for
the social issues of the area.. Post-war...'

Comments noted. See response above.

Delete connectivity and isolation sentence. Replace with. 'The West
London Line creates a barrier to the West, but connectivity is good in
the other directions. The proposed tunnel under the line will
significantly improve the situation'.
'noise and air pollution', add '…which preclude the building of new
dwellings close to the road'.
7.3 Principles
Change to 'Including social rented and affordable housing'
Delete 'and establish good street connectivity as part of any
redevelopment.'. Connectivity is only an issue to the West.
Change to 'Enhance the townscape and open space to highlight the
area's unique vision of the typical Kensington garden square.
7.4 Priorities
Change to 'Improve the homes and of existing Council and Housing
Association tenants in Silchester East and West'.
Delete 'Re-instate a traditional street pattern'. Ludicrous priority. Can
only be achieved by demolition so is a prejudicial statement.
7.5 Delivery
Add para. The Council accepts the risk of severe reputational damage
if CPOs are required to undertake redevelopment.
Latimer Hard
Copy (Piers

7.2 Context
Change to "The area is made up of popular large housing estates
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Thompson)

which replaced the tenements that were deemed to be responsible for
the social issues of the area.. Post-war...'
Delete connectivity and isolation sentence. Replace with. 'The West
London Line creates a barrier to the West, but connectivity is good in
the other directions. The proposed tunnel under the line will
significantly improve the situation'.
'noise and air pollution', add '…which preclude the building of new
dwellings close to the road'.
7.3 Principles
Change to 'Including social rented and affordable housing'
Delete 'and establish good street connectivity as part of any
redevelopment.'. Connectivity is only an issue to the West.
Change to 'Enhance the townscape and open space to highlight the
area's unique vision of the typical Kensington garden square.
7.4 Priorities
Change to 'Improve the homes and of existing Council and Housing
Association tenants in Silchester East and West'.
Delete 'Re-instate a traditional street pattern'. Ludicrous priority. Can
only be achieved by demolition so is a prejudicial statement.
7.5 Delivery
Add para. The Council accepts the risk of severe reputational damage
if CPOs are required to undertake redevelopment.

CA5 SILCHESTER ESTATES
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Question CA5(1):
Please provide your comments on Policy CA5

Name

Comment

Response

St Quintin and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood
Forum (Henry
Peterson)

The Regulation 18 Local Plan includes a series of Strategic Site
Allocations/Policies. That for the Silchester Estate (Policy CA5) is of
the most direct concern to StQW/SHRA. This allocates to the site up
to 1,400 residential units (a net addition of up to 850 additional
residential units) and also gives the area of the site as 6.3 hectares.
But the policy statement does not draw out the relationship between
these two figures, in terms of housing density and likely resultant
building heights. For the general public consulting the Local Plan, this
is information that we all wish to know.

The policy states that any future provision of new housing in the
area would be the subject of an Options Appraisal and will include
resident consultation. This document would be expected to
explore issues of density and massing.

Westway Trust
(Tibbalds
Planning and
Urban Design)

Westway Trust Consultation Response – Local Plan Partial Review
Draft Policies

The Council welcomes the Westway Trust’s ambitions to improve
and upgrade existing sports facilities, improve the quality of the
environment, and improve connectivity through their Estate and
accessibility to their sports facilities.

Introduction
These representations are submitted by Tibbalds Planning and Urban
Design on behalf of our client the Westway Trust (‘the Trust’).
Westway Trust is a charity that holds a long-lease interest in the land
under the A40 Westway flyover. The Trust is committed to enhancing
the 23 acres of space under the Westway flyover (‘the Estate’) for the
benefit local people, making it a great environment to live, work, play
and visit. The Trust’s charitable objects include promoting health,
providing sports facilities, supporting education and enterprise,
promoting the arts and culture, as well as commitments to
environmental improvement and protection. The Trust is also a local
grant maker, distributing surpluses generated from Trust property in
the form of grants that support local charities and voluntary groups
working in the area of benefit.
Over the next 15 years, the Trust proposes to continue to use their
land and property assets to deliver enterprise, retail, community,
cultural and sporting opportunities together with improvements to
green spaces and the wider public realm.
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The Council also acknowledges the value of the Westway Trust
estate within the Council’s wider regeneration aspirations.
The Westway Trust land is in social and community use and thus
protected by Policy CK1. Without a detailed proposal to re-provide
this elsewhere an allocation would be inappropriate at this stage.
The Council is committed to working closely with the Trust. As
such, this is reflected in CA5b:
“if the decision is made to proceed with redevelopment, rather
than infill / refurbishment or continued maintenance, then the
Council will seek to work with other landowners, existing residents
and other stakeholders in the area to develop a comprehensive
masterplan for the whole area;”
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The draft Local Plan sets out the Council’s medium-term vision for the
future development of the area. Given the Trust’s aims and objectives
and their landholding position the content of the plan and its aims,
aspiration and policies are of significant interest.
We confirm that in the context of the Trust’s ambitions we have
reviewed the content of the Plan and as a result we would request a
number of amendments to the policies of the emerging Plan.
In the following we set out the amendments the Trust would like the
Council to consider and in so doing we provide the reasons why we
feel such amendments should be made.
In support of our various representations we submit the following
documents:
1 Site Plan showing the proposed extension to allocation CA5
2 Baseline Noise Assessment
3 Air Quality Constraints Assessment
Background
Westway Trust’s landholding is identified as falling in the Latimer Sub
Area. The vision for the area states that the area underneath the
Westway flyover will be revitalised through the creation of safe, well
used spaces. Better connected pedestrian and cycle routes will be
delivered and links to White City will be improved.
The Plan goes onto state that the area will be regenerated and will
become an:
‘even more appealing place to live and work with new homes and
public spaces. Excellent architecture and urban design will provide
accessible and adaptable spaces that are valued and used by the
local community’.
The Westway Sports & Fitness Centre (‘the Sports Centre’) is
specifically identified and the Council wants through its plan making
to retain the focus on sport in this location. All of these objectives and
policy principles are supported by the Trust.
In pursuit of the Trust’s ambitions to improve and upgrade existing
sports facilities in the location their plans also include aspirations to
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improve the quality of the environment, improve connectivity through
their Estate and accessibility to their sports facilities. The Trust
undertake ongoing appraisal of the Estate and the associated
strategy to realise the social, economic and environmental potential of
the Estate. The Trust welcomes the opportunity to respond to
emerging proposals for the area and seek to be an integral part of this
consultation process. The Trust is committed to working in an open
and collaborative spirit with the aim of making this policy a success
and one that properly realises the full value and benefit of the Trust
estate.
In the context of the above the Trust note that the Council has
allocated site CA5 in the Latimer area, which includes Silchester East
Estate, Silchester West Estate, Bramley House and Kingsdown Close
as an area within which new homes, employment, retail and new
social and community spaces might be delivered. The allocation also
notes that there may be ways to improve the townscape and open
spaces in the area in order to make this part of the Borough more
attractive.
The allocation confirms that the Council is currently conducting a
study on land and properties in the area as part of a process for
assessing the regeneration potential of the area and that this study
will be due for completion in 2017. It is understood that this work will
then be used as a basis upon which a comprehensive masterplan
might be developed for the area.
The Trust continually evaluates its estate strategy and is cognisant of
the activities of the Council and other neighbouring landowners. The
Trust welcomes consultation and collaborative exploration that
directly or indirectly affects the Trust’s Estate. The Trust has
responded actively to the regeneration proposals of the Council, and
is keen to continue to explore proposals regarding land designated
under CA5 to ensure the Trust’s social aims and the value of the
Westway Trust estate is maintained within the Council’s wider
regeneration aspirations.
The CA5 allocation includes a mix of land owned by the Council and
other private landowners, but excludes the Westway Sports Centre,
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which wraps around the site to the west and north. However Westway
Trust is cognisant that Trust land is being taken forward within the
next stage of detailed options appraisal by the Council. The Trust
believes the current proposals do not properly realise the potential for
community benefit or value of the Trust land – particularly given the
very early stage of the Council’s investigations of the area’s potential.
The Trust would therefore like the boundary of the allocation to be
extended to reflect the detailed option appraisals which are now being
further explored by the Council, as shown in the attached site plan.
The Trust undertakes to actively engage with the Council’s estate
regeneration team to discuss the Silchester East and West estates
regeneration plans to ensure the full potential of the sites can be
understood.
The draft Local Plan recognises that the Westway flyover presents a
significant barrier to movement in the Borough and seeks to improve
the area under the flyover, with better connectivity, permeability and
public realm. Including parts of the Trust’s land in the CA5 allocation
area and any subsequent detailed masterplan will significantly
increase the opportunities to link the Latimer area south of the
Westway to the St Quintin and Woodlands neighbourhood area to the
north, as well as providing opportunities for improved access and a
coherent architectural style.
For example, introducing a building line along the boundary of the
Westway flyover could have significant benefits to the Silchester
Estate, screening existing or proposed new homes from noise
pollution. The Stage 0 report for the Silchester East and West Estates
was published in May 2016 and examined options for regenerating
the estates, including schemes that only used the Council’s land and
schemes that include that Council’s land and the land of adjacent
land owners. It was found that options that included parts of the
Trust’s land were the most viable, met planning requirements,
delivered more affordable housing and presented opportunities to
create higher quality green and public spaces. Therefore the Trust is
motivated to actively engage to ensure that land value is properly
understood and the best possible development can be realised.
The emerging Local Plan recognises the Latimer area as a location
for significant housing development and the current house building
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target for the Borough, is 7,330 houses from 2015 to 2025.
Expanding allocation CA5 could help create a larger and more
deliverable site, increasing the number of allocated homes to over
1,000 and making a significant contribution to the Borough’s housing
target.
Deliverability
The Trust has engaged with the Council’s policy team in response to
these development proposals and understands that there may be
concerns about the suitability of the site for mixed / residential
development. These concerns primarily focused on the potential loss
of sports provision and environmental issues, including noise and air
pollution. In response to these concerns, the Trust has undertaken a
number of initial environmental surveys to understand how these
factors may constrain development. The full reports have been
submitted in support of these representations, but the conclusions
have been summarised below.
Baseline Noise Assessment
Accon environmental consultants have been commissioned to carry
out a baseline noise assessment for the site to understand how
potential residential units above ground floor level may be impacted.
The report demonstrates that acceptable internal noise levels can be
achieved by installing appropriate glazing and ventilation systems, as
well as introducing general good acoustic design to create acceptable
noise levels in external areas. Further calculations would be carried
out at the detailed design stage in order to finalise sound insulation
requirements, but this report demonstrates that noise from the
Westway is a constraint that can be overcome with good design.
Air Quality Constraints Assessment
The submitted Air Quality Constraints Assessment describes the
potential air quality constraints for the site. The report demonstrates
that in 2020, most of the Site will experience annual mean nitrogen
dioxide concentrations below the objective. The only locations where
there is the potential for an exceedence of this objective are at
ground-floor level at the south western end of the Site and at firstfloor
level adjacent to the roundabout. If there are no high-sensitivity uses
to which the annual mean nitrogen dioxide objective applies (such as
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residential dwellings) proposed in these areas then there should be
no constraint to the proposed development on air quality grounds.
Loss of Sports Pitches
Westway Trust understands that any potential loss of sports facilities
is a serious consideration for both the Council and the Trust. The
Trust considers there to be significant opportunities to replace and
improve the sports provision at the Westway Sports Centre as part of
the Council’s wider estate regeneration strategy.
The Sports Centre is run and maintained by the Trust and offers a
wide variety of sports facilities. Currently over 600,000 people visit
Westway Sports & Fitness annually. The Sports Centre is therefore
an important and valued community asset.
It is, however in need of ongoing improvement and investment to
meet future demand, especially since the arrival of Imperial West
campus and new housing in the area will increase the number of
people using the facilities. Much of the Trust’s vision for sport was
formulated with the Royal Borough in December 2012 when the
Westway Planning Brief was developed. The brief sets out plans to
create a hub where many sports come together in one location,
offering more indoor facilities on the Silchester Estate.
Some of the existing sports pitches at the Westway Sports Centre
wider site are not covered or protected. This exposes people to noise
and air pollution from the Westway, as well as the weather. Hours of
use are restricted due to the lack of daylight in the winter and conflicts
currently exist between the sporting activities and motorway safety.
In response to this the Trust are developing plans to use some of the
existing sports pitches to create dedicated indoor sports facilities that
are suitable for use all year round and protected from the elements.
Sport England recognise that building on sports pitches can be
acceptable where replacement indoor sports facilities are proposed.
Paragraph 74 of the NPPF recognises that the loss of sports pitches
can be acceptable where the development is for alternative sports
and recreational provision, the needs for which clearly outweigh the
loss. Policy 3.19 of the London Plan supports proposals that increase
or enhance the provision of sports and recreation facilities as long as
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there is no net loss in facilities. Wherever possible, multi-use public
facilities for sport and recreational activity should be encouraged.
Since there is recognised demand for sports facilities in the area,
replacing outdoor sports pitches with indoor facilities can offer far
greater flexibility. Indoor facilities could be used for a wider range of
sports for more of the time and create an opportunity to not only
replace existing facilities, but also significantly enhance them.
Conclusion
In conclusion, Westway Trust considers the expansion of allocation
CA5 to present significant opportunities for the Latimer area.
Expanding the allocation could create opportunities to deliver greater
value and comprehensive community benefit, securing key linkages
and connections, delivering enhanced sports facilities and help
address the environmental issues associated with the elevated
motorway. Westway Trust are happy to have this opportunity to
comment on the emerging Local Plan and request that they are
included in any future consultation events.
Nahid Ashby

a) There is no indication of the number of habitable rooms that are to
be provided in addition to re-providing the existing social housing.
Only stating the number of dwelling is misleading and open to overdevelopment that is excessive in terms of demands on infrastructure
and services, or impact on local amenity and character.
Also it should be added that this will only happen after investigation of
the options appraisal and approval by existing residents.
b) The council should work with all the existing residents and land
owners not just lease holders and stakeholders.

a. the policy states that the quantum of housing to be provided is
dependent on the outcome of the options appraisal. The Options
Appraisal will include resident 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.

c) "At least the same number of social housing will be provided". This
makes no sense. If the Council wants to build more houses to reduce b. add ‘existing local residents’
their housing waiting list, then they should provide more social rented
floor space as most of those families they have in temporary
c. Draft Policy CH5: Estate Renewal / Regeneration seeks to
accommodation can't afford anything but social rent.
provide the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing. It
states “require the maximum reasonable amount of affordable
d) Traditional street pattern in the context of Silchester Estate seems housing, with the minimum being no net loss of existing social
to indicate intention of increasing population density over and beyond rented and affordable provision”. As explained in the supporting
the limit of London plan density matrix! It will not provide connectivity text “Estate renewal proposals differ from other types of
to the west, as this is cut off by infrastructures such as the westway
applications because often the sale of market housing is used to
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and west cross route that can't be altered.
Also Street pattern is a design element that should not be locked into
the planning policy for Silchester Estate. This will restrict options to
only one thing: wholesale regeneration.

fund the re-provided social rented and affordable housing. For this
reason the proportions of social rented / affordable and market
housing may differ from conventional housing applications where
cross subsidy is not being done on the same scale.”

e) The social floor space should be increased if the Council plans, as
they claim, to rehouse families on their waiting list.

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 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 regeneration as
otherwise the properties will remain vacant.

f) The existing Open space, mature and semi mature trees and
wildlife habitat should be protected and remain not replaced with
smaller, treeless, lifeless spaces.
g) The Council's CIL regulation 123 list is vague at best! The existing
community facilities should be retained, improved or re-provided.

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 social rented and affordable provision.
d. remove 'include reinstating a more traditional street pattern’.
e. Draft Policy CH5: Estate Renewal / Regeneration 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 social
rented and affordable provision”.
f. Policies CR5 and CR6 deal with the protection of open spaces
and trees.
g. Policy CK1 protects social and community uses.

Michael Jardine

I object in principle to the drafting of what is effectively an outline
Planning Permission before-the-fact into the Local Plan in what can
only be an attempt to redevelop for commercial gain with the
minimum of scrutiny. This Policy is being drafted into the Local Plan
for no reason other than to de-risk a redevelopment and make it as
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National Planning Policy Guidance states that “Local planning
authorities should ensure that the policies in their Local Plan
recognise the diverse types of housing needed in their area and,
where appropriate, identify specific sites for all types of housing to
meet their anticipated housing requirement.”

Name

Comment

Response

appealing as possible to commercial developers.
b. add ‘existing local residents’
The inclusion of the 'Traditional Street Pattern' is meaningless for all
except potential 'Private Sector Development Partners' and their
agents, who will see an opportunity to develop and market the kind of
high-value 'luxury apartments' which are contributing to problems of
housing supply in London, not solving them. Delete this reference.

d. remove 'include reinstating a more traditional street pattern’.
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 draft policy does not state whether RBKC intend to 're-provision
social rented floorspace' within the red-line, within the Borough or
even within London. Writing this into policy without clarification is a
f. Policy CR5 resists the loss of existing open space. Privision of
charter for social cleansing. Point c) must read: 'an increase in the
open space will form part of the Options Appraisal and will come
amount of social rented floor space (both Council and other landlords) down to detailed design at a later stage.
and number of social homes will be provided within the defined site'.
h. change to ‘the re-provision and improvements of existing
No other existing residents' rights are even mentioned. The Cabinet
community facilities’. Additional infrastructure requirements would
Member for Housing has said that it is the Borough's intention to offer be identified if the outcome of the options appraisal determines an
a right-to-remain to e.g. resident leaseholders 'where feasible'. He of increase in housing provision is appropriate.
all people should know from his experience as a property developer
that this will amount to nothing if it is shown to adversely affect the
profitability of a commercially-led redevelopment. Under point b)
delete 'other stakeholders' and replace with 'existing local residents'
Similarly, no mention is made of anything except housing and retail'supporting community facilities' is weak and will be knocked back by
anyone who seeks to maximise development profit. This is supposed
to be a Planning document and merely rebuilding to more than twice
the number of residential units is NOT Town Planning in any
reasonable sense of the term. Point h) must therefore read, 'retaining
and improving existing community facilities, and providing all
additional infrastructure required to meet the needs of a much larger
resident population'.
'Open Space' means nothing without quanta, and for whom it is
intended. Residents were told by the Architect employed by CBRE at
a public consultation that they had enjoyed genuine public open
space for too long and should allow it to be given to someone else.
This is vague and adds to a feeling that this Policy is being drafted
into the Local Plan for no reason other than to de-risk a
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redevelopment and make it as appealing as possible to commercial
developers. f) should read 're-provision of existing public open space'.
The Labour
Policy CA5
Group - K and C Silchester Estates
(N/A)
The Council may allocate development on the site to deliver, in terms
of:
Land use
a. up to 1,400 residential units (a net addition of up to 850 additional
residential units), depending on the outcome of investigation of the
options jointly with the existing residents
Principles
b. if the decision is made to proceed with redevelopment, rather than
infill / refurbishment or continued maintenance, then the Council will
seek to work with other landowners and the existing local residents to
develop a comprehensive and jointly agreed masterplan for the whole
area;
c. an increase in the amount of social rented floor space (both
Council and other landlords) and additional social rented homes will
be provided;
d. design principles will be established during the options study,
which will include improving the legibility of the local environment
without creating unnecessary thoroughfares or “rat runs”

Suggested edits noted.

Constant Touch
Network (Piers

a. the Options Appraisal will include resident consultation. Text
has been added to the supporting text of Draft Policy CH5 to

a & b. the Options Appraisal will include resident 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.

c & e. no change considered necessary. Policy CH5 deals
specifically and in detail with affordable housing and estate
regeneration. 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”. As
explained in the supporting text “Estate regeneration proposals
differ from other types of applications because often the sale of
market housing is used to fund the re-provided social rented and
Infrastructure and Planning Obligations
affordable housing. For this reason the proportions of social
e. the re-provision and increase in the existing social rented
rented / affordable and market housing may differ from
floorspace and an increased number of social rented homes provided conventional housing applications where cross subsidy is not
by the Council and registered providers;
being done on the same scale.”
f. the reprovision of public open green space away from roadways
and traffic;
f. this form of words is too prescriptive, and will come down to
g. development will be liable to make planning contributions in
detailed design at a later stage.
accordance with the CIL Regulations, the Council’s Regulation 123
List and other relevant Local Plan policies and SPDs;
h. change to ‘the re-provision and improvements of existing
h. retaining and improving existing community facilities and providing community facilities’. Additional infrastructure requirements would
all the additional infrastructure necessary to meet the needs of a
be identified if the outcome of the options appraisal determines an
much greater resident population, such as a health care facility and a increase in housing provision is appropriate.
new children’s centre.
a. after 'investigation of the options' add 'and the approval of existing
residents'.
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Thompson)
b. delete 'other stakeholders' and replace with 'existing local
residents'
c. change to 'an increase in the amount of social rented floor space
(both Council and other landlords) and number of social homes will
be provided'.

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.

d. remove 'include reinstating a more traditional street pattern and'.
b. add ‘existing local residents’
e. change to 'an increase in the existing social floor space and
number of social rented homes, Council and Housing Association'.
f. change to 'reprovision of existing public open space'.
h. change to 'retaining and improving existing community facilities,
and providing all additional infrastructure required to meet the needs
of a much larger resident population

c. no change considered necessary. Policy CH5 deals specifically
and in detail with affordable housing and estate regeneration. 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”. Any proposals would have
to satisfy those policy tests.
d. remove 'include reinstating a more traditional street pattern’.
e. no change considered necessary. Policy CH5 deals specifically
and in detail with affordable housing and estate regeneration. 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”. Any proposals would have
to satisfy those policy tests.
f. Policy CR5 resists the loss of existing open space
h. change to ‘the re-provision and improvements of existing
community facilities’. Additional infrastructure requirements would
be identified if the outcome of the options appraisal determines an
increase in housing provision is appropriate.

Jayed Ullah

a. after 'investigation of the options' add 'and the approval of existing
residents'.
b. delete 'other stakeholders' and replace with 'existing local
residents'
c. change to 'an increase in the amount of social rented floor space
(both Council and other landlords) and number of social homes will
be provided'.
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Comments noted. See response above.
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d. remove 'include reinstating a more traditional street pattern and'.
e. change to 'an increase in the existing social floor space and
number of social rented homes, Council and Housing Association'.
f. change to 'reprovision of existing public open space'.
h. change to 'retaining and improving existing community facilities,
and providing all additional infrastructure required to meet the needs
of a much larger resident population'.
J Charlie Hall

a. after 'investigation of the options' add 'and the approval of existing
residents'.
b. delete 'other stakeholders' and replace with 'existing local
residents'
c. change to 'an increase in the amount of social rented floor space
(both Council and other landlords) and number of social homes will
be provided'.
d. remove 'include reinstating a more traditional street pattern and'.
e. change to 'an increase in the existing social floor space and
number of social rented homes, Council and Housing Association'.
f. change to 'reprovision of existing public open space'.
h. change to 'retaining and improving existing community facilities,
and providing all additional infrastructure required to meet the needs
of a much larger resident population'.

Comments noted. See response above.

Stephen
McLaughlin

a. after 'investigation of the options' add 'and the approval of existing
residents'.
b. delete 'other stakeholders' and replace with 'existing local
residents'
c. change to 'an increase in the amount of social rented floor space
(both Council and other landlords) and number of social homes will
be provided'.
d. remove 'include reinstating a more traditional street pattern and'.
e. change to 'an increase in the existing social floor space and
number of social rented homes, Council and Housing Association'.
f. change to 'reprovision of existing public open space'.
h. change to 'retaining and improving existing community facilities,
and providing all additional infrastructure required to meet the needs
of a much larger resident population'.

Comments noted. See response above.

Cyntra
Narinesingh

a. after 'investigation of the options' add 'and the approval of existing
residents'.
b. delete 'other stakeholders' and replace with 'existing local

Comments noted. See response above.

219

Name

Comment

Response

residents'
c. change to 'an increase in the amount of social rented floor space
(both Council and other landlords) and number of social homes will
be provided'.
d. remove 'include reinstating a more traditional street pattern and'.
e. change to 'an increase in the existing social floor space and
number of social rented homes, Council and Housing Association'.
f. change to 'reprovision of existing public open space'.
h. change to 'retaining and improving existing community facilities,
and providing all additional infrastructure required to meet the needs
of a much larger resident population'.
N/A (Rowan
Someville)

a. after 'investigation of the options' add 'and the approval of existing
residents'.
b. delete 'other stakeholders' and replace with 'existing local
residents'
c. change to 'an increase in the amount of social rented floor space
(both Council and other landlords) and number of social homes will
be provided'.
d. remove 'include reinstating a more traditional street pattern and'.
e. change to 'an increase in the existing social floor space and
number of social rented homes, Council and Housing Association'.
f. change to 'reprovision of existing public open space'.
h. change to 'retaining and improving existing community facilities,
and providing all additional infrastructure required to meet the needs
of a much larger resident population'.

Comments noted. See response above.

ELAINE
ELLIOTT

a. after 'investigation of the options' add 'and the approval of existing
residents'.
b. delete 'other stakeholders' and replace with 'existing local
residents'
c. change to 'an increase in the amount of social rented floor space
(both Council and other landlords) and number of social homes will
be provided'.
d. remove 'include reinstating a more traditional street pattern and'.
e. change to 'an increase in the existing social floor space and
number of social rented homes, Council and Housing Association'.
f. change to 'reprovision of existing public open space'.
h. change to 'retaining and improving existing community facilities,
and providing all additional infrastructure required to meet the needs

Comments noted. See response above.
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of a much larger resident population'.
Hoi-Ken Fung

a. after 'investigation of the options' add 'and the approval of existing
residents'.
b. delete 'other stakeholders' and replace with 'existing local
residents'
c. change to 'an increase in the amount of social rented floor space
(both Council and other landlords) and number of social homes will
be provided'.
d. remove 'include reinstating a more traditional street pattern and'.
e. change to 'an increase in the existing social floor space and
number of social rented homes, Council and Housing Association'.
f. change to 'reprovision of existing public open space'.
h. change to 'retaining and improving existing community facilities,
and providing all additional infrastructure required to meet the needs
of a much larger resident population'.

Comments noted. See response above.

Sean Doherty

a. after 'investigation of the options' add 'and the approval of existing
residents'.
b. delete 'other stakeholders' and replace with 'existing local
residents'
c. change to 'an increase in the amount of social rented floor space
(both Council and other landlords) and number of social homes will
be provided'.
d. remove 'include reinstating a more traditional street pattern and'.
e. change to 'an increase in the existing social floor space and
number of social rented homes, Council and Housing Association'.
f. change to 'reprovision of existing public open space'.
h. change to 'retaining and improving existing community facilities,
and providing all additional infrastructure required to meet the needs
of a much larger resident population'.

Comments noted. See response above.

Ginna
Wentworth

a. after 'investigation of the options' add 'and the approval of existing
residents'.
b. delete 'other stakeholders' and replace with 'existing local
residents'
c. change to 'an increase in the amount of social rented floor space
(both Council and other landlords)
of social homes will be provided'.
d. remove 'include reinstating a more traditional street pattern and'.
e. change to 'an increase in the existing social floor space and

Comments noted. See response above.
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number of social rented homes, Council Association'.
f. change to 'reprovision of existing public open space'.
h. change to 'retaining and improving existing community facilities,
and providing all additional infrastructure required to meet the needs
of a much larger resident population'
BARNABY
THOMPSON

a. after 'investigation of the options' add 'and the approval of existing
residents'.
b. delete 'other stakeholders' and replace with 'existing local
residents'
c. change to 'an increase in the amount of social rented floor space
(both Council and other landlords) and number of social homes will
be provided'.
d. remove 'include reinstating a more traditional street pattern and'.
e. change to 'an increase in the existing social floor space and
number of social rented homes, Council and Housing Association'.
f. change to 'reprovision of existing public open space'.
h. change to 'retaining and improving existing community facilities,
and providing all additional infrastructure required to meet the needs
of a much larger resident population'.

Comments noted. See response above.

Christina Robert a. after 'investigation of the options' add 'and the approval of existing
residents'.
b. delete 'other stakeholders' and replace with 'existing local
residents'
c. change to 'an increase in the amount of social rented floor space
(both Council and other landlords) and number of social homes will
be provided'.
d. remove 'include reinstating a more traditional street pattern and'.
e. change to 'an increase in the existing social floor space and
number of social rented homes, Council and Housing Association'.
f. change to 'reprovision of existing public open space'.
h. change to 'retaining and improving existing community facilities,
and providing all additional infrastructure required to meet the needs
of a much larger resident population'.

Comments noted. See response above.

Suzy Jack

Comments noted. See response above.

a. after 'investigation of the options' add 'and the approval of existing
residents'.
b. delete 'other stakeholders' and replace with 'existing local
residents'
c. change to 'an increase in the amount of social rented floor space
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(both Council and other landlords) and number of social homes will
be provided'.
d. remove 'include reinstating a more traditional street pattern and'.
e. change to 'an increase in the existing social floor space and
number of social rented homes, Council and Housing Association'.
f. change to 'reprovision of existing public open space'.
h. change to 'retaining and improving existing community facilities,
and providing all additional infrastructure required to meet the needs
of a much larger resident population'.
Nicky Kentish
Barnes

a. after 'investigation of the options' add 'and the approval of existing
residents'.
b. delete 'other stakeholders' and replace with 'existing local
residents'
c. change to 'an increase in the amount of social rented floor space
(both Council and other landlords) and number of social homes will
be provided'.
d. remove 'include reinstating a more traditional street pattern and'.
e. change to 'an increase in the existing social floor space and
number of social rented homes, Council and Housing Association'.
f. change to 'reprovision of existing public open space'.
h. change to 'retaining and improving existing community facilities,
and providing all additional infrastructure required to meet the needs
of a much larger resident population'.

Comments noted. See response above.

Latimer Hard
Copy (Piers
Thompson)

a. after 'investigation of the options' add 'and the approval of existing
residents'.
b. delete 'other stakeholders' and replace with 'existing local
residents'
c. change to 'an increase in the amount of social rented floor space
(both Council and other landlords) and number of social homes will
be provided'.
d. remove 'include reinstating a more traditional street pattern and'.
e. change to 'an increase in the existing social floor space and
number of social rented homes, Council and Housing Association'.
f. change to 'reprovision of existing public open space'.
h. change to 'retaining and improving existing community facilities,
and providing all additional infrastructure required to meet the needs
of a much larger resident population'.

Comments noted. See response above.
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Question CA5(2):
Please provide your comments on the site context text and site information table.

Name

Comment

Response

Constant Touch
Network (Piers
Thompson)

7.7 Site Context

The Site Context provides existing contextual information about
the site and its surrounds. Aspirations or proposals for
interventions are confined to the policy, or reflected in the
Principles and Priorities for the Latimer Place.

7.7.2 Change opening to 'The area is served by Latimer Rd tube
station and a number of buses, is of PTAL level 3 owing to the West
London Line creating a barrier to the West. Connectivity will be
dramatically improved by the proposed tunnel and station at
Westway Circus.

Text added to the Principles and aims for Latimer: Support the
delivery of a new pedestrian bridge and subway connecting White
City Opportunity Area and Notting Barns/Norland wards.

Delete 'More locally,…irregular street pattern'
Deleted: ‘in order to make this part of the borough more attractive’
7.7.3 Delete 'but lacks a clearly defined neighbourhood centre'.
Insert 'Local shops serve residents well, but there is a lack of primary Text amended to remove 19 and 21A Silchester Road from RBKC
healthcare facilities and a post office'.
landholdings.
7.7.4 '..opportunities for creating employment…' Add 'through an
improved infrastructure, including a new children's centre and health
care centre' before '…new retail and office space'…
Delete 'in order to make this part of the Borough more attractive'.
Unnecessary. Subjective.
Change penultimate sentence. 'The option study is due for
completion in Sept 2017.'
Remove 19 and 21a Silchester Road from RBKC holdings.
Risks
Add: Deemed environmentally unsound on account of pollution
levels from Westway. Air quality assessments likely to breach
planning guidelines from NICE.
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Policy CE5 deals with Air Quality. Any major development would
require an air quality assessment.
Policy CL5b requires good standards of daylight and sunlight in
new development and where this affects existing properties.
Viability will be tested as part of the Options Appraisal and specific
development proposals.

Name

Comment
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Future iterations of London Plan, particularly higher requirements for
amount of social housing, make site financially unviable.
Loss of light for existing residents make plan unviable.
Deemed unsound through continuing market uncertainty
Reputational damage to RBKC arising from serving CPOs on a
charity, a church, community facilities, an arts centre and individual
leaseholders and freeholders, makes project unviable.
Human rights of individual leaseholders and freeholders would be
breached, rendering project unviable.
DVS deems financial viability to underestimate profits to developer
and subsequent increase in socially rented homes makes project
financially unviable.
Stephen
McLaughlin

7.7 Site Context

Comments noted. See response above.

7.7.2 Change opening to 'The area is served by Latimer Rd tube
station and a number of buses, is of PTAL level 3 owing to the West
London Line creating a barrier to the West. Connectivity will be
dramatically improved by the proposed tunnel and station at
Westway Circus.
Delete 'More locally,…irregular street pattern'
7.7.3 Delete 'but lacks a clearly defined neighbourhood centre'.
Insert 'Local shops serve residents well, but there is a lack of primary
healthcare facilities and a post office'.
7.7.4 '..opportunities for creating employment…' Add 'through an
improved infrastructure, including a new children's centre and health
care centre' before '…new retail and office space'…
Delete 'in order to make this part of the Borough more attractive'.
Unnecessary. Subjective.
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Change penultimate sentence. 'The option study is due for
completion in Sept 2017.'
Remove 19 and 21a Silchester Road from RBKC holdings.
Risks
Add: Deemed environmentally unsound on account of pollution
levels from Westway. Air quality assessments likely to breach
planning guidelines from NICE.
Future iterations of London Plan, particularly higher requirements for
amount of social housing, make site financially unviable.
Loss of light for existing residents make plan unviable.
Deemed unsound through continuing market uncertainty
Reputational damage to RBKC arising from serving CPOs on a
charity, a church, community facilities, an arts centre and individual
leaseholders and freeholders, makes project unviable.
Human rights of individual leaseholders and freeholders would be
breached, rendering project unviable.
DVS deems financial viability to underestimate profits to developer
and subsequent increase in socially rented homes makes project
financially unviable.
Nahid Ashby

7.7 Site Context

Comments noted. See response above.

7.7.2 Change opening to 'The area is served by Latimer Rd tube
station and two buses, is of PTAL level 3 owing to the West London
Line creating a barrier to the West. Connectivity will be dramatically
improved by the proposed tunnel and station at Westway Circus.
Delete 'More locally,…irregular street pattern'
7.7.3 Delete 'but lacks a clearly defined neighbourhood centre'.
Insert 'Local shops serve residents well, but there is a lack of primary
healthcare facilities and a post office'.
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7.7.4 '..opportunities for creating employment…' Add 'through an
improved infrastructure, including a new children's centre and health
care centre' before '…new retail and office space'…
Delete 'in order to make this part of the Borough more attractive'.
Unnecessary. Subjective.
Change penultimate sentence. 'The option study is due for
completion in Sept 2017.'
Risks:
Elaborate on the risks by adding: Deemed environmentally unsound
on account of pollution levels from Westway, excessive noise, loss of
trees and wildlife habitat and potential health risks to residents.
Jayed Ullah

7.7 Site Context

Comments noted. See response above.

7.7.2 Change opening to 'The area is served by Latimer Rd tube
station and a number of buses, is of PTAL level 3 owing to the West
London Line creating a barrier to the West. Connectivity will be
dramatically improved by the proposed tunnel and station at
Westway Circus.
Delete 'More locally,…irregular street pattern'
7.7.3 Delete 'but lacks a clearly defined neighbourhood centre'.
Insert 'Local shops serve residents well, but there is a lack of primary
healthcare facilities and a post office'.
7.7.4 '..opportunities for creating employment…' Add 'through an
improved infrastructure, including a new children's centre and health
care centre' before '…new retail and office space'…
Delete 'in order to make this part of the Borough more attractive'.
Unnecessary. Subjective.
Change penultimate sentence. 'The option study is due for
completion in Sept 2017.'
Remove 19 and 21a Silchester Road from RBKC holdings.
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Risks
Add: Deemed environmentally unsound on account of pollution
levels from Westway. Air quality assessments likely to breach
planning guidelines from NICE.
Future iterations of London Plan, particularly higher requirements for
amount of social housing, make site financially unviable.
Loss of light for existing residents make plan unviable.
Deemed unsound through continuing market uncertainty
Reputational damage to RBKC arising from serving CPOs on a
charity, a church, community facilities, an arts centre and individual
leaseholders and freeholders, makes project unviable.
Human rights of individual leaseholders and freeholders would be
breached, rendering project unviable.
DVS deems financial viability to underestimate profits to developer
and subsequent increase in socially rented homes makes project
financially unviable.
J Charlie Hall

7.7 Site Context

Comments noted. See response above.

7.7.2 Change opening to 'The area is served by Latimer Rd tube
station and a number of buses, is of PTAL level 3 owing to the West
London Line creating a barrier to the West. Connectivity will be
dramatically improved by the proposed tunnel and station at
Westway Circus.
Delete 'More locally,…irregular street pattern'
7.7.3 Delete 'but lacks a clearly defined neighbourhood centre'.
Insert 'Local shops serve residents well, but there is a lack of primary
healthcare facilities and a post office'.
7.7.4 '..opportunities for creating employment…' Add 'through an
improved infrastructure, including a new children's centre and health
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care centre' before '…new retail and office space'…
Delete 'in order to make this part of the Borough more attractive'.
Unnecessary. Subjective.
Change penultimate sentence. 'The option study is due for
completion in Sept 2017.'
Remove 19 and 21a Silchester Road from RBKC holdings.
Risks
Add: Deemed environmentally unsound on account of pollution
levels from Westway. Air quality assessments likely to breach
planning guidelines from NICE.
Future iterations of London Plan, particularly higher requirements for
amount of social housing, make site financially unviable.
Loss of light for existing residents make plan unviable.
Deemed unsound through continuing market uncertainty
Reputational damage to RBKC arising from serving CPOs on a
charity, a church, community facilities, an arts centre and individual
leaseholders and freeholders, makes project unviable.
Human rights of individual leaseholders and freeholders would be
breached, rendering project unviable.
DVS deems financial viability to underestimate profits to developer
and subsequent increase in socially rented homes makes project
financially unviable.
Cyntra
Narinesingh

7.7 Site Context

Comments noted. See response above.

7.7.2 Change opening to 'The area is served by Latimer Rd tube
station and a number of buses, is of PTAL level 3 owing to the West
London Line creating a barrier to the West. Connectivity will be
dramatically improved by the proposed tunnel and station at
Westway Circus.
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Delete 'More locally,…irregular street pattern'
7.7.3 Delete 'but lacks a clearly defined neighbourhood centre'.
Insert 'Local shops serve residents well, but there is a lack of primary
healthcare facilities and a post office'.
7.7.4 '..opportunities for creating employment…' Add 'through an
improved infrastructure, including a new children's centre and health
care centre' before '…new retail and office space'…
Delete 'in order to make this part of the Borough more attractive'.
Unnecessary. Subjective.
Change penultimate sentence. 'The option study is due for
completion in Sept 2017.'
Remove 19 and 21a Silchester Road from RBKC holdings.
Risks
Add: Deemed environmentally unsound on account of pollution
levels from Westway. Air quality assessments likely to breach
planning guidelines from NICE.
Future iterations of London Plan, particularly higher requirements for
amount of social housing, make site financially unviable.
Loss of light for existing residents make plan unviable.
Deemed unsound through continuing market uncertainty
Reputational damage to RBKC arising from serving CPOs on a
charity, a church, community facilities, an arts centre and individual
leaseholders and freeholders, makes project unviable.
Human rights of individual leaseholders and freeholders would be
breached, rendering project unviable.
DVS deems financial viability to underestimate profits to developer
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and subsequent increase in socially rented homes makes project
financially unviable.
N/A (Rowan
Somerville)

7.7 Site Context

Comments noted. See response above.

7.7.2 Change opening to 'The area is served by Latimer Rd tube
station and a number of buses, is of PTAL level 3 owing to the West
London Line creating a barrier to the West. Connectivity will be
dramatically improved by the proposed tunnel and station at
Westway Circus.
Delete 'More locally,…irregular street pattern'
7.7.3 Delete 'but lacks a clearly defined neighbourhood centre'.
Insert 'Local shops serve residents well, but there is a lack of primary
healthcare facilities and a post office'.
7.7.4 '..opportunities for creating employment…' Add 'through an
improved infrastructure, including a new children's centre and health
care centre' before '…new retail and office space'…
Delete 'in order to make this part of the Borough more attractive'.
Unnecessary. Subjective.
Change penultimate sentence. 'The option study is due for
completion in Sept 2017.'
Remove 19 and 21a Silchester Road from RBKC holdings.
Risks
Add: Deemed environmentally unsound on account of pollution
levels from Westway. Air quality assessments likely to breach
planning guidelines from NICE.
Future iterations of London Plan, particularly higher requirements for
amount of social housing, make site financially unviable.
Loss of light for existing residents make plan unviable.
Deemed unsound through continuing market uncertainty

231

Name

Comment

Response

Reputational damage to RBKC arising from serving CPOs on a
charity, a church, community facilities, an arts centre and individual
leaseholders and freeholders, makes project unviable.
Human rights of individual leaseholders and freeholders would be
breached, rendering project unviable.
DVS deems financial viability to underestimate profits to developer
and subsequent increase in socially rented homes makes project
financially unviable.
ELAINE
ELLIOTT

7.7 Site Context

Comments noted. See response above.

7.7.2 Change opening to 'The area is served by Latimer Rd tube
station and a number of buses, is of PTAL level 3 owing to the West
London Line creating a barrier to the West. Connectivity will be
dramatically improved by the proposed tunnel and station at
Westway Circus.
Delete 'More locally,…irregular street pattern'
7.7.3 Delete 'but lacks a clearly defined neighbourhood centre'.
Insert 'Local shops serve residents well, but there is a lack of primary
healthcare facilities and a post office'.
7.7.4 '..opportunities for creating employment…' Add 'through an
improved infrastructure, including a new children's centre and health
care centre' before '…new retail and office space'…
Delete 'in order to make this part of the Borough more attractive'.
Unnecessary. Subjective.
Change penultimate sentence. 'The option study is due for
completion in Sept 2017.'
Remove 19 and 21a Silchester Road from RBKC holdings.
Risks
Add: Deemed environmentally unsound on account of pollution
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levels from Westway. Air quality assessments likely to breach
planning guidelines from NICE.
Future iterations of London Plan, particularly higher requirements for
amount of social housing, make site financially unviable.
Loss of light for existing residents make plan unviable.
Deemed unsound through continuing market uncertainty
Reputational damage to RBKC arising from serving CPOs on a
charity, a church, community facilities, an arts centre and individual
leaseholders and freeholders, makes project unviable.
Human rights of individual leaseholders and freeholders would be
breached, rendering project unviable.
DVS deems financial viability to underestimate profits to developer
and subsequent increase in socially rented homes makes project
financially unviable.
Hoi-Ken Fung

7.7 Site Context

Comments noted. See response above.

7.7.2 Change opening to 'The area is served by Latimer Rd tube
station and a number of buses, is of PTAL level 3 owing to the West
London Line creating a barrier to the West. Connectivity will be
dramatically improved by the proposed tunnel and station at
Westway Circus.
Delete 'More locally,…irregular street pattern'
7.7.3 Delete 'but lacks a clearly defined neighbourhood centre'.
Insert 'Local shops serve residents well, but there is a lack of primary
healthcare facilities and a post office'.
7.7.4 '..opportunities for creating employment…' Add 'through an
improved infrastructure, including a new children's centre and health
care centre' before '…new retail and office space'…
Delete 'in order to make this part of the Borough more attractive'.
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Unnecessary. Subjective.
Change penultimate sentence. 'The option study is due for
completion in Sept 2017.'
Remove 19 and 21a Silchester Road from RBKC holdings.
Risks
Add: Deemed environmentally unsound on account of pollution
levels from Westway. Air quality assessments likely to breach
planning guidelines from NICE.
Future iterations of London Plan, particularly higher requirements for
amount of social housing, make site financially unviable.
Loss of light for existing residents make plan unviable.
Deemed unsound through continuing market uncertainty
Reputational damage to RBKC arising from serving CPOs on a
charity, a church, community facilities, an arts centre and individual
leaseholders and freeholders, makes project unviable.
Human rights of individual leaseholders and freeholders would be
breached, rendering project unviable.
DVS deems financial viability to underestimate profits to developer
and subsequent increase in socially rented homes makes project
financially unviable.
Sean Doherty

7.7 Site Context

Comments noted. See response above.

7.7.2 Change opening to 'The area is served by Latimer Rd tube
station and a number of buses, is of PTAL level 3 owing to the West
London Line creating a barrier to the West. Connectivity will be
dramatically improved by the proposed tunnel and station at
Westway Circus.
Delete 'More locally,…irregular street pattern'
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7.7.3 Delete 'but lacks a clearly defined neighbourhood centre'.
Insert 'Local shops serve residents well, but there is a lack of primary
healthcare facilities and a post office'.
7.7.4 '..opportunities for creating employment…' Add 'through an
improved infrastructure, including a new children's centre and health
care centre' before '…new retail and office space'…
Delete 'in order to make this part of the Borough more attractive'.
Unnecessary. Subjective.
Change penultimate sentence. 'The option study is due for
completion in Sept 2017.'
Remove 19 and 21a Silchester Road from RBKC holdings.
Risks
Add: Deemed environmentally unsound on account of pollution
levels from Westway. Air quality assessments likely to breach
planning guidelines from NICE.
Future iterations of London Plan, particularly higher requirements for
amount of social housing, make site financially unviable.
Loss of light for existing residents make plan unviable.
Deemed unsound through continuing market uncertainty
Reputational damage to RBKC arising from serving CPOs on a
charity, a church, community facilities, an arts centre and individual
leaseholders and freeholders, makes project unviable.
Human rights of individual leaseholders and freeholders would be
breached, rendering project unviable.
DVS deems financial viability to underestimate profits to developer
and subsequent increase in socially rented homes makes project
financially unviable.
Gina Wentworth

7.7 Site Context

Comments noted. See response above.
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7.7.2 Change opening to 'The area is served by Latimer Rd tube
station and a number of buses, is of owing to the West London Line
creating a barrier to the West. Connectivity will be dramatically
improve proposed tunnel and station at Westway Circus.
Delete 'More locally,…irregular street pattern'
7.7.3 Delete 'but lacks a clearly defined neighbourhood centre'.
Insert 'Local shops serve residents w is a lack of primary healthcare
facilities and a post office'.
7.7.4 '..opportunities for creating employment…' Add 'through an
improved infrastructure, including a children's centre and health care
centre' before '…new retail and office space'…
Delete 'in order to make this part of the Borough more attractive'.
Unnecessary. Subjective. Change penultimate sentence. 'The option
study is due for completion in Sept 2017.'
Remove 19 and 21a Silchester Road from RBKC holdings.
Risks
Add: Deemed environmentally unsound on account of pollution
levels from Westway. Air quality asses to breach planning guidelines
from NICE.
Future iterations of London Plan, particularly higher requirements for
amount of social housing, makes unviable.
Loss of light for existing residents make plan unviable. Deemed
unsound through continuing market uncertainty
Reputational damage to RBKC arising from serving CPOs on a
charity, a church, community facilities, and individual leaseholders
and freeholders, makes project unviable.
Human rights of individual leaseholders and freeholders would be
breached, rendering project unviable
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DVS deems financial viability to underestimate profits to developer
and subsequent increase in socially homes makes project financially
unviable.
BARNABY
THOMPSON

7.7 Site Context

Comments noted. See response above.

7.7.2 Change opening to 'The area is served by Latimer Rd tube
station and a number of buses, is of PTAL level 3 owing to the West
London Line creating a barrier to the West. Connectivity will be
dramatically improved by the proposed tunnel and station at
Westway Circus.
Delete 'More locally,…irregular street pattern'
7.7.3 Delete 'but lacks a clearly defined neighbourhood centre'.
Insert 'Local shops serve residents well, but there is a lack of primary
healthcare facilities and a post office'.
7.7.4 '..opportunities for creating employment…' Add 'through an
improved infrastructure, including a new children's centre and health
care centre' before '…new retail and office space'…
Delete 'in order to make this part of the Borough more attractive'.
Unnecessary. Subjective.
Change penultimate sentence. 'The option study is due for
completion in Sept 2017.'
Remove 19 and 21a Silchester Road from RBKC holdings.
Risks
Add: Deemed environmentally unsound on account of pollution
levels from Westway. Air quality assessments likely to breach
planning guidelines from NICE.
Future iterations of London Plan, particularly higher requirements for
amount of social housing, make site financially unviable.
Loss of light for existing residents make plan unviable.
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Deemed unsound through continuing market uncertainty
Reputational damage to RBKC arising from serving CPOs on a
charity, a church, community facilities, an arts centre and individual
leaseholders and freeholders, makes project unviable.
Human rights of individual leaseholders and freeholders would be
breached, rendering project unviable.
DVS deems financial viability to underestimate profits to developer
and subsequent increase in socially rented homes makes project
financially unviable.
Christina Robert

7.7 Site Context

Comments noted. See response above.

7.7.2 Change opening to 'The area is served by Latimer Rd tube
station and a number of buses, is of PTAL level 3 owing to the West
London Line creating a barrier to the West. Connectivity will be
dramatically improved by the proposed tunnel and station at
Westway Circus.
Delete 'More locally,…irregular street pattern'
7.7.3 Delete 'but lacks a clearly defined neighbourhood centre'.
Insert 'Local shops serve residents well, but there is a lack of primary
healthcare facilities and a post office'.
7.7.4 '..opportunities for creating employment…' Add 'through an
improved infrastructure, including a new children's centre and health
care centre' before '…new retail and office space'…
Delete 'in order to make this part of the Borough more attractive'.
Unnecessary. Subjective.
Change penultimate sentence. 'The option study is due for
completion in Sept 2017.'
Remove 19 and 21a Silchester Road from RBKC holdings.
Risks
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Add: Deemed environmentally unsound on account of pollution
levels from Westway. Air quality assessments likely to breach
planning guidelines from NICE.
Future iterations of London Plan, particularly higher requirements for
amount of social housing, make site financially unviable.
Loss of light for existing residents make plan unviable.
Deemed unsound through continuing market uncertainty
Reputational damage to RBKC arising from serving CPOs on a
charity, a church, community facilities, an arts centre and individual
leaseholders and freeholders, makes project unviable.
Human rights of individual leaseholders and freeholders would be
breached, rendering project unviable.
DVS deems financial viability to underestimate profits to developer
and subsequent increase in socially rented homes makes project
financially unviable.
Suzy Jack

7.7 Site Context

Comments noted. See response above.

7.7.2 Change opening to 'The area is served by Latimer Rd tube
station and a number of buses, is of PTAL level 3 owing to the West
London Line creating a barrier to the West. Connectivity will be
dramatically improved by the proposed tunnel and station at
Westway Circus.
Delete 'More locally,…irregular street pattern'
7.7.3 Delete 'but lacks a clearly defined neighbourhood centre'.
Insert 'Local shops serve residents well, but there is a lack of primary
healthcare facilities and a post office'.
7.7.4 '..opportunities for creating employment…' Add 'through an
improved infrastructure, including a new children's centre and health
care centre' before '…new retail and office space'…
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Delete 'in order to make this part of the Borough more attractive'.
Unnecessary. Subjective.
Change penultimate sentence. 'The option study is due for
completion in Sept 2017.'
Remove 19 and 21a Silchester Road from RBKC holdings.
Risks
Add: Deemed environmentally unsound on account of pollution
levels from Westway. Air quality assessments likely to breach
planning guidelines from NICE.
Future iterations of London Plan, particularly higher requirements for
amount of social housing, make site financially unviable.
Loss of light for existing residents make plan unviable.
Deemed unsound through continuing market uncertainty
Reputational damage to RBKC arising from serving CPOs on a
charity, a church, community facilities, an arts centre and individual
leaseholders and freeholders, makes project unviable.
Human rights of individual leaseholders and freeholders would be
breached, rendering project unviable.
DVS deems financial viability to underestimate profits to developer
and subsequent increase in socially rented homes makes project
financially unviable.
Nicky Kentish
Barnes

7.7 Site Context

Comments noted. See response above.

7.7.2 Change opening to 'The area is served by Latimer Rd tube
station and a number of buses, is of PTAL level 3 owing to the West
London Line creating a barrier to the West. Connectivity will be
dramatically improved by the proposed tunnel and station at
Westway Circus.
Delete 'More locally,…irregular street pattern'
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7.7.3 Delete 'but lacks a clearly defined neighbourhood centre'.
Insert 'Local shops serve residents well, but there is a lack of primary
healthcare facilities and a post office'.
7.7.4 '..opportunities for creating employment…' Add 'through an
improved infrastructure, including a new children's centre and health
care centre' before '…new retail and office space'…
Delete 'in order to make this part of the Borough more attractive'.
Unnecessary. Subjective.
Change penultimate sentence. 'The option study is due for
completion in Sept 2017.'
Remove 19 and 21a Silchester Road from RBKC holdings.
Risks
Add: Deemed environmentally unsound on account of pollution
levels from Westway. Air quality assessments likely to breach
planning guidelines from NICE.
Future iterations of London Plan, particularly higher requirements for
amount of social housing, make site financially unviable.
Loss of light for existing residents make plan unviable.
Deemed unsound through continuing market uncertainty
Reputational damage to RBKC arising from serving CPOs on a
charity, a church, community facilities, an arts centre and individual
leaseholders and freeholders, makes project unviable.
Human rights of individual leaseholders and freeholders would be
breached, rendering project unviable.
DVS deems financial viability to underestimate profits to developer
and subsequent increase in socially rented homes makes project
financially unviable.
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Latimer Hard
Copy (Piers
Thompson)

7.7 Site Context

Comments noted. See response above.

7.7.2 Change opening to 'The area is served by Latimer Rd tube
station and a number of buses, is of PTAL level 3 owing to the West
London Line creating a barrier to the West. Connectivity will be
dramatically improved by the proposed tunnel and station at
Westway Circus.
Delete 'More locally,…irregular street pattern'
7.7.3 Delete 'but lacks a clearly defined neighbourhood centre'.
Insert 'Local shops serve residents well, but there is a lack of primary
healthcare facilities and a post office'.
7.7.4 '..opportunities for creating employment…' Add 'through an
improved infrastructure, including a new children's centre and health
care centre' before '…new retail and office space'…
Delete 'in order to make this part of the Borough more attractive'.
Unnecessary. Subjective.
Change penultimate sentence. 'The option study is due for
completion in Sept 2017.'
Remove 19 and 21a Silchester Road from RBKC holdings.
Risks
Add: Deemed environmentally unsound on account of pollution
levels from Westway. Air quality assessments likely to breach
planning guidelines from NICE.
Future iterations of London Plan, particularly higher requirements for
amount of social housing, make site financially unviable.
Loss of light for existing residents make plan unviable.
Deemed unsound through continuing market uncertainty
Reputational damage to RBKC arising from serving CPOs on a
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charity, a church, community facilities, an arts centre and individual
leaseholders and freeholders, makes project unviable.
Human rights of individual leaseholders and freeholders would be
breached, rendering project unviable.
DVS deems financial viability to underestimate profits to developer
and subsequent increase in socially rented homes makes project
financially unviable.
Michael Jardine

7.7 Site Context

Comments noted. See response above.

7.7.2 Change opening to 'The area is served by Latimer Rd tube
station and a number of buses, is of PTAL level 3 owing to the West
London Line creating a barrier to the West. Connectivity will be
dramatically improved by the proposed tunnel and station at
Westway Circus.

Text on Air Quality has been added.

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
Delete 'More locally,…irregular street pattern'
informed throughout the process. Each development will have a
clear communications strategy and a lead project manager who
7.7.3 Delete 'but lacks a clearly defined neighbourhood centre'.
will ensure residents’ concerns and questions are addressed.
Insert 'Local shops serve residents well, but there is a lack of primary Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or `harder to
healthcare facilities and a post office'.
reach’ residents.
7.7.4 '..opportunities for creating employment…' Add 'through an
improved infrastructure, including a new children's centre and health
care centre' before '…new retail and office space'…
Delete 'in order to make this part of the Borough more attractive'.
Unnecessary. Subjective.
Change penultimate sentence. 'The option study is due for
completion in Sept 2017.'
(7.7.1 & 7.7.2) You need to take account of the fact that the 'clearly
defined boundaries' are genuine physical infrastructural constraints
and you cannot improve connectivity across, e.g. the H&C line or the
Overground by demolishing the estate, evicting the current residents
and building out an horrific neo-Georgian 'traditional street pattern' at
high density.
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Your 'Risks' must contain the risk that the neighbourhood will be
blighted if it is packaged up and sold to buyers with no interest in the
community, at such high values that any disturbance in the global
economy will create a ghost town.
Your 'Risks' must contain the risk that RBKC will be judged as having
enabled profiteering social cleansing. Your 'suitable private sector
partners' will look no further than their own profits. This is a risk to
RBKC's reputation, as is the likelihood of having to serve CPOs on a
charity, a church, community facilities, an arts centre and individual
leaseholders and freeholders.
Your 'Risks' must contain the risk that Human Rights of individual
leaseholders and freeholders would be breached, rendering project
unviable.
Your 'Risks' must contain the risk that a wholesale redevelopment is
deemed environmentally unsound on account of pollution levels from
the Westway. Air quality assessments likely to breach planning
guidelines from NICE. The environmental consequences of
demolition itself and related vehicle movements will only make this
risk more notable.
The Labour
Group - K and C
(N/A)

Site Allocation CA5: Silchester Estates
7.7 Site Context
7.7.1 The Silchester Estates site allocation includes Silchester East,
Silchester West, Bramley House and Kingsdown Close. The area
has clearly defined physical boundaries: the Westway to the north,
the railway running diagonally from the northeast to the southern site
boundary, which is formed by the More West development. The
Westway Sports Centre wraps around the site to the west and north.
7.7.2 The area is served by Latimer Road Tube Station and a
number of buses. It is of PTAL level 3 because the West London line
creates a barrier to the west. Connectivity will be dramatically
improved by the proposed tunnel and a new station at Westway
Circus, which the Council will promote. Bramley Road provides
access to the north and south, while Silchester Road links the site to
the east.
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Suggested edits noted and updated where necessary.
Text amended to remove 19 and 21A Silchester Road from RBKC
landholdings.
Policy CT2 includes “support the creation of a new station on the
West London line at Westway Circus, as proposed by the St
Quintin and Woodlands Neighbourhood Plan” and has been
reflected in the infrastructure delivery plan.
Deleted: ‘in order to make this part of the borough more attractive’
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
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7.7.3 The site has good access to sports, schools and community
clear communications strategy and a lead project manager who
facilities, Local shops serve residents well but the area lacks primary will ensure residents’ concerns and questions are addressed.
healthcare facilities and a post office.
Extra efforts will be made to reach more vulnerable or `harder to
reach’ residents.
7.7.4 The Council is conducting a study on land and properties in
Council ownership and the wider area. This is to understand the
Policy CE5 deals with Air Quality. Any major development would
potential to improve the area as a whole and establish if other nearby require an air quality assessment.
landlords, social and private, are interested in partnering with the
Council to build new homes. The study will also at look at
Policy CL5b requires good standards of daylight and sunlight in
opportunities for creating employment through an improved
new development and where this affects existing properties.
infrastructure, including a new children’s centre and health care
centre, new retail and office space, for new social and community
Viability will be tested as part of the Options Appraisal and specific
spaces, and ways to improve the townscape and open spaces [in
development proposals.
order to make this part of the Borough more attractive – delete as
this clause is unnecessary]. The options study is due for completion
in mid-2017. [The Council currently does not have any development
proposals – delete this sentence, which is tendentious].
Site Information
Site Address RBKC land-holdings
•1-45 Bramley House, ACAVA Studios, 2-9,10-15,16-21 and 22-27
Darfield Way
•1-80 Frinstead House
•1-20 Kingsnorth House
•1-80 Markland House
•2-42, 14-24, 26-36, 38-48 evens and 29-41 odds Shalfleet Drive
•13-21A Silchester Road (excluding nos. 19 and 21a)
•1-11, 12-17, 43-49, 50-56,57-63 and 64-76 Waynflete Square
•1-80 Whitstable House and ADKC office adjoining, yard south each
end of Silchester Road.
•Buggsi’s supermarket and the Pig and Whistle Pub
Non-RBKC land-holdings
• The Latymer Community Church
• 19 and 21A Silchester Road
• 1-12 Arthur Court, Bridge Close
• 1-11 Charlotte Mews
• 1-14 Colvin House
• Jack’s Garage
• 1-24 Goodrich Court
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• 63,67,69,71,73,75,77 and 79 Bramley Road
• 80-90 Waynflete Square
• Yard north-east end of Silchester Road
• 54 Blechynden Street
Ward
Notting Dale
Site Area 6.3 hectares
Site Owners
Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea - Silchester Estates,
ACAVA Studios
Catalyst Housing Limited – Bridge Close and Arthur Court
Octavia Housing Association – Colvin House
Notting Hill Housing Trust - Charlotte Mews, 63-79 Bramley Road
L&Q Housing Association - Goodrich Court, 80-90 Waynflete Square
Private ownership – Jack’s Garage, Latymer Community Church in
Bramley
Road, Charlotte Mews
Current Uses
Predominantly residential
Existing Permissions
TP/92/0243 for redevelopment of Arthur Court, 40 Silchester Road to
build 12 residential units and one 3-storey and one 4-storey building
was approved 12/02/1992.
PP/05/02747 Land Opposite Kingsnorth House, Kingsdown Close,
London, W10. Construction of residential building of ground plus
three storeys to provide 14 residential units. Granted subject to
S.106 17 Mar 2006. And CON/05/02747 Land Opposite Kingsnorth
House, Kingsdown Close, London, W10 Granted 03 Dec 2008
(Colvin House, Kingsdown Close, W10)
PP/99/2094 Section 106 Agreement 19/10/2000 80-90 Waynflete
Square
TP/84/0367 Conditional Permission 15/05/1984 New residential
development at Silchester Estate. Shall be known and described as
1-11 Charlotte Mews
PP/06/1653 Conditional Permission 24/08/2006 81-87 Bramley
Road, to be known as Goodrich Court
TP/82/0773 Conditional Permission 22/07/1982 Erection of 38 s/c
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bedsitting room dwellings and 8 s/c one bedroom flats, with off-street
parking space for 18 cars. (63-79 Bramley Road, Windsor Court)
Delivery
Delivery agencies
Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea, and possibly one or
more registered provider development partner
Delivery milestones
In the event that full or partial redevelopment is selected as the
preferred option delivery would not commence before 2019.
Funding arrangements
The Council’s emerging preferred strategy to deliver and fund major
estate regeneration schemes is by direct delivery through its Councilowned company and/or one or more registered housing providers.
Site Constraints
•The St Anne’s Nursery School and Children’s Centre, formerly
known as Latimer Road School, the Harrow Club and 189 Freston
Road are Grade II Listed
•New development needs to address surface water to reduce the
peak flow into the combined sewer network such that surface water
discharge into the network is restricted to greenfield run-off rates.
Risks
• The case for regeneration is deemed unacceptable and not agreed
by the existing resident community
• The case for regeneration is deemed environmentally unsound as
air quality assessments may breach planning guidelines set by NICE
• Future iterations of the London Plan make the plans financially
unviable
• Too much loss of light for residents render the plans unviable
• Market uncertainty renders the regeneration plans unsound
• Severe reputational damage if legally challenged Compulsory
Purchase Orders are needed to permit redevelopment
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CHAPTER 8 EARL’S COURT
EARL’S COURT PLACE
CV8 EARL’S COURT
Question CV8(1):
Please provide your comments on Vision CV8
Name

Comment

Response

Earl's Court
CV8 Vision for Earl’s Court
Society (Malcolm
Spalding)
By 2028, the former exhibition centre will be transformed into a
vibrant new urban village, which reflects the crescents and squares
nearby and links to a strengthened Earl’s Court District Centre and
wider development sites in the London Borough of Hammersmith
and Fulham. A new cultural offer, drawing upon the legacy of the
Exhibition Centre will add to the activity and interest of the area and
continuing to attract both national and international visitors from
across the capital. Steps will have been taken to humanise the
area’s streetscape with improvements to Cromwell Road, West
Cromwell Road, Warwick Road and Earl’s Court Road. Although
physically separate from Earl’s Court new residential-led
development along Warwick Road will further reinforce the new
urban quarter. A linear park will provide a pedestrian route through
the western Warwick Road sites linking to the Lost River Park on the
Earl’s Court development to the south. The park will also improve
east-west connections across the barrier of the railway line. The area
will continue to offer a wide range of residential accommodation and
will provide community infrastructure to support local life.

The Council is fully supportive of streetscape and landscape
improvements to West Cromwell Road. Add ‘West Cromwell
Road’ to CV8 Vision
The adopted Earl’s Court and West Kensington SPD refers to a
‘significant cultural facility’, which features in the vision and key
objectives for the site:
3•3 The new urban quarter will capture the spirit of this part of
London by continuing the legacy of the Earl’s Court ‘brand’ with a
new cultural destination that will continue to draw visitors from
across the Capital.
Key Principle CS1 requires a new strategic leisure, cultural and
visitor destination, providing a range of cultural, artistic and
creative facilities. Key Principle CS2 requires at least one large
cultural facility to form a cultural destination to retain the Earl’s
Court ‘brand’ in this location. The SPD cannot prescribe the
occupier of these facilities, as this is dependent on demand from
potential occupiers.
Whether this will attract both national and international visitoris
cannot be verified so it is best omitted. The facility will be a
significant cultural facility nonetheless.

TFL (Transport
TfL Property welcomes the inclusion of the chapter on Earl’s Court
for London)
which outlines the vision for the former exhibition centre as it is
(Rebecca Sladen transformed into a vibrant new urban village.
)
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Eardley Crescent Supported. However, any proposals that would lead to football
Residents
supporters moving to and from Chelsea FC at Stamford Bridge to
Association
use Eardley Crescent or Kempsford Gardens are to be resisted
(Balaam)

Support noted. All development proposals will be assessed
against local plan policies and will be informed by the vision for
Earl's Court.

Earl’s Court
Supported. However, any proposals that would lead to football
Society
supporters moving to and from Chelsea FC at Stamford Bridge to
Highways, Traffic use Eardley Crescent or Kempsford Gardens are to be resisted.
& Transport Sub
group (Mark
Balaam)

Support noted. All development proposals will be assessed
against local plan policies and will be informed by the vision for
Earl's Court.

Emma Dent
Coad

Under 'CV8': Generally a priority vision should be to address the
barrier to pedestrian permeability by the oppressive heavy vehicular
traffic on the West Cromwell and Warwick Roads. Informed research
has concluded that the most appropriate method of slowing traffic
down, is that 'landscaping' (incl shrubs) prompts drivers' behaviour to
reduce speed; the 'Green A4 corridor' West Cromwell Road was in
fact one of the Mayor of London's 100 Public spaces programme
2007; this should be resurrected and implemented.

The Council is fully supportive of streetscape and landscape
improvements to West Cromwell Road. This is identified in the
Infrastructure chapter of the Local Plan and a reference to this has
been added in this chapter under the Priorities for Earl’s Court.

Greater London
Authority (kevin
Reid)

Page 147/150/152 Vision for Earl’s Court/Earl’s Court Exhibition
Centre – TfL obviously has a large land holding in this area, as well
as being highway authority for key roads through the
area. Colleagues in TfL Commercial Development would be best
placed to comment on the land issues, for example decking over the
TfL depot that is mentioned. Changes to the highway where TfL is
highway authority, such as the proposal to remove the ‘one way’
system, would obviously require agreement with TfL. Similarly,
improvements to the Warwick Road entrance to Earl’s Court
Underground station, and step free access at West Brompton, will
require agreement with TfL London Underground. Any transport
changes in the area will require identification of funding
opportunities. In this respect it is acknowledged that policy CA76
includes the projects generally in the section ‘Infrastructure and
Planning Obligations’.

Comments noted. The Council recognises the importance of TfL
as a key stakeholder and vital delivery partner. Point added to
Paragraph 8.5 to recognise that the Council will work with TfL on
improvements to highways and underground stations. Specific
projects and likely funding sources are identified in Chapter 37:
Infrastructure.

TfL (Andrew
Hiley)

Page 147/150/152 Vision for Earl’s Court/Earl’s Court Exhibition
Centre – TfL obviously has a large land holding in this area, as well
as being highway authority for key roads through the area.

Comments noted. The Council recognises the importance of TfL
as a key stakeholder and vital delivery partner. Point added to
Paragraph 8.5 to recognise that the Council will work with TfL on
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An aspiration for improvements to West Cromwell Road has been
added to the vision and points added to Priorities and Delivery to
deliver landscape and streetscape improvements to West
Cromwell Road.
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Colleagues in TfL Commercial Development would be best placed to improvements to highways and underground stations. Specific
comment on the land issues, for example decking over the TfL depot projects and likely funding sources are identified in Chapter 37:
that is mentioned. Changes to the highway where TfL is highway
Infrastructure.
authority, such as the proposal to remove the ‘one way’ system,
would obviously require agreement with TfL. Similarly, improvements
to the Warwick Road entrance to Earl’s Court Underground station,
and step free access at West Brompton, will require agreement with
TfL London Underground. Any transport changes in the area will
require identification of funding opportunities. In this respect it is
acknowledged that policy CA76 includes the projects generally in the
section ‘Infrastructure and Planning Obligations’.

Question CV8(2):
Please provide your comments on the supporting text for the Earl’s Court ‘Place’
Name

Comment

Response

Emma Dent
Coad

Under 'Chapter 8.3 Principles': Consideration of public space is
recognised by planning experts as the first element of good planning.
Indeed the original RBKC LDF Core Strategy in March 2009,
promised 'boulevard treatment' to the West Cromwell Rd; and a new
public park near the Earls Court Road; and 'Wildlife/ecological area'
near West Brompton. These have been disappointingly erased. The
narrow proposed "Linear Park" ribbon is of little value, particularly to
young people who require a consolidated wide area for various types
of play.
Likewise the survival of the diverse range of species should be
encouraged to flourish and migrate along the North-south corridor
adjacent to the West London railway line.

The provision on landscaping on West Cromwell Road remains an
aim of the plan. Under the Local Plan any development of
100/100A West Cromwell would be expected to fund
improvements to the streetscape on West Cromwell Road. New
points have been added relating to the Council’s intention to
investigate developing a West Cromwell Road improvement plan.
The plan aims to improve north south cycle links and it remains to
priority to deliver a north south pedestrian route parallel to
Warwick Road.

There should be 'Cycle link' between Olympia and West Brompton.
Indeed this also was promised in 2009. Reconfiguration of the
pedestrian crossings is required

The final Principle seeks to protect the designated Green Corridor
along the West London Line. Specific environmental policy
requirements are set out in Chapter 36: Respecting Environmental
Limits. Policy CE4 Biodiversity protects Green Corridors and
Policy CE2 deals with Flooding and SuDS requirements.

Regarding 'Housing': more meaningfully affordable housing is
desperately needed. The RBKC Core Strategy (Dec 2010) Policy
CH2 requires developers to provide 50% affordable housing. The

Draft Policy CH3: Housing Size Mix and Standards requires new
residential developments to meet the housing standards on space
and access as set out in the London Plan. The London Plan has
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Comment

Response

adopted the more onerous ‘optional’ access standards in Building
Regulations. This is explained in the reasoned justification to the
draft policy and 90% of new housing should meet Building
The RBKC council should advocate 'Green roofs', and even 'green
Regulation requirement M4 (2) ‘accessible and adaptable
walls', as well as 'grey-water' recycling; SUDs; combined centralised dwellings’ and ten per cent of new housing should meet Building
heat & hot water power provision. The area along Warwick Road is
Regulation requirement M4 (3) ‘wheelchair user dwellings’, i.e. is
known prone to sewer flooding; porous pavementing would allow
designed to be wheelchair accessible, or easily adaptable for
rainwater to percolate through the undersoil; and attenuation ponding residents who are wheelchair users. In terms of space standards,
may be needed. Energy efficiency includes anaerobic digestion.
all new housing developments must meet the minimum standards
in the nationally described floorspace standards. With particular
If there is to be redevelopment, engagement at ground level with the reference to estate regeneration, Draft Policy CH5 criterion c.
public realm is most important. Infrastructure needed: nursery
requires that the mix of house sizes for the re-provided social
schools, allotments, and facilities where people can congregate;
rented housing will be determined by the housing needs of the
there are now no post offices in the W14 and SW5 postal districts,
tenants of the estate and by the housing needs of the Borough, at
nor public lavatories, nor public seats. Serendipitous environments
the time that an application is submitted.
help, eg cantilevered gardens, optimising evapotranspiration.
The Infrastructure schedule has been prepared working with
Housing design should be of the highest quality; Parker Morris plus
physical, social and green infrastructure providers to establish
space standards, balconies; with entrances on a core-access basis, what infrastructure provision there is in the borough, and
and residents having a say in management. Distances between
identifying any gaps or capacity issues. This includes with
opposing windows greater than 20m. Work-studios are needed.
responsible service areas: Planning & Borough Development;
Development should be conditional on local employment, and
Policy & Performance Unit; Finance; TfL and Transport &
training.
Technical Services; Children’s Services; Environment, Leisure and
Residents’ Services; Libraries; Corporate Safety; Housing; NHS;
Under 'Chapter 8.2 Site context' and 'Policy CA8': regarding the two Emergency Services; and Utilities.
sites on the eastern side of Warwick Road: the Mayor of London has
pronounced that he will not support any estate redevelopment
Comments regarding the Warwick Road Estate can be found
where: 1) the existing estate community are opposed to the scheme; under the site allocation Policy CA8.
2) the proposed scheme would involve a loss of social rent housing.
highest standards of sustainability should be sought; ie Eco-homes
code levels of 6, to be low carbon emission-compliant.

Generally, the issue of most concern currently to local residents, is
the intensification of the Capco Earl's Court Project site, most of
which lies in the LB Hammersmith & Fulham. Residents do not want
Tall Buildings overshadowing their homes, and object to a sense of
enclosure, any increased traffic congestion, and consequent air
quality pollution. Major reconnections within the public transport
accessibility are needed; the underground is already at full capacity.
Eardley Crescent 8.4 Priorities (Objectives and actions to deliver the aims)

It is not known whether the delivery of such a scheme is feasible.
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Comment

Response

Residents
Association
(Balaam)

We would urge adding to the sixth bullet point:“This improvement should include the proposed Earl’s Court Station
Park between over the District Line tracks Warwick Road and the
station footbridge.”

The suggested wording is overly prescriptive. Insert “and its
setting” after “Station” in the sixth bullet of 8.4

Earl’s Court
Society
Highways, Traffic
and Transport
Sub group (Mark
Balaam)

8.4 Priorities (Objectives and actions to deliver the aims)
We would urge adding to the sixth bullet point:“This improvement should include the proposed Earl’s Court Station
Park between over the District Line tracks Warwick Road and the
station footbridge.”

It is not known whether the delivery of such a scheme is feasible.
The suggested wording is overly prescriptive. Insert “and its
setting” after “Station” in the sixth bullet of 8.4.

Earl’s Court
Society (Cllr
Spalding)

8.2 Principles (Overarching Aims)
Create a new urban quarter within the Earl’s Court and West
Kensington Opportunity
Area providing jobs, homes and community facilities.
Support the existing Earl’s Court District Centre, helping it to
establish a new identity following the closure of the Exhibition
Centre, encouraging a BID, including a Crown Post Office
Ensure good connections between Earl’s Court District Centre and
the new urban quarter.
Ensure a two new public open spaces is are provided within the
Opportunity Area to serve the needs of the new residents and
occupiers of the development. (The Lost River Park above the
West London line tracks, and also at the Warwick Road
entrance to the underground station above the District line
tracks.)
Ensure that the new centre within the Opportunity Area serves the
day-to-day needs of the development and is of a scale that does not
have an unacceptable impact on the vitality and viability of the
existing centres in Kensington and Chelsea.
Ensure development within Opportunity Area is low carbon or carbon
neutral.
Improve the pedestrian environment around Cromwell Road,
Warwick Road and Earl’s Court Road to make it more pleasant
usable and safer for pedestrians and residents.
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Principles
The Principles provide broad aims, with detail of specific schemes
and actions elaborated on under Priorities.
The Council would welcome local business setting up a BID in this
location, however the Council has no allocated resources for a
Town Centre Manager to facilitate this.
The Council cannot require establishment of a Crown Post Office.
Warwick Road tube entrance improvements identified in 8.4
Alterations made to include the terms ‘usable and safer’ as this
more accurately reflects the Council’s aspiration.
The Council is fully supportive of streetscape and landscape
improvements to West Cromwell Road. This is identified in the
Infrastructure chapter of the Local Plan and a reference to this has
been added in this chapter under the Priorities for Earl’s Court.
Priorities
The adopted Earl’s Court and West Kensington SPD refers to a
‘significant cultural facility’, which features in the vision and key
objectives for the site.
Sixth bullet: It is not known whether the delivery of such a scheme
is feasible. The suggested wording is overly prescriptive. Insert
“and its setting” after “Station” in the sixth bullet of 8.4.

Name

Comment

Response

Improve provision for cyclists travelling east-west and north-south.
Protect the Green Corridor designated along the West London
railway line and the Linear park to enhance and preserve the
diversity of species, and to ensure good pedestrian connectivity
at West Cromwell Road bridge and Old Brompton Road bridge.

Insert new point regarding improvements to Warwick Road
crossings and junctions.

8.4 Priorities (Objectives and actions to deliver the aims)
Provide a replacement cultural destination of popular national and
international significance within the Earl’s Court and West
Kensington Opportunity Area which generates a footfall of at least
750,000 visitors per annum.
Provide suitable consolidated cultural infrastructure to create a
destination (eg 1,000-seat theatre plus 2,000-delegate flexible
convention centre)
Deliver a new cycling Quietway providing an east-west route across
Earl’s Court.
Deliver a north-south pedestrian route running parallel to Warwick
Road and potentially extending up to Kensington High Street.
Deck over the Transport for London depot and West London line to
allow for good connections and increased public open space.
Establish a district heat and energy source within the Earl’s Court
and West Kensington Opportunity Area.
Improve the Warwick Road tube entrance to Earl’s Court Station to
provide a suitable gateway to the new urban quarter, as a new
green space or retail opportunity over the District line tracks
Investigate returning the one-way road system to two-way working.
Review the operation of Warwick Road in terms of crossings,
traffic and pedestrian lights, phasing and timing, traffic calming,
20mph limits and bus stops.
8.5 Delivery
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Delivery
Point added to Paragraph 8.5 to recognise that the Council will
work with TfL on improvements to highways and underground
stations. Specific projects and likely funding sources are identified
in Chapter 37: Infrastructure.

Name

Comment

Response

The outline planning permission sets out how the masterplan for the
Opportunity Area will be delivered.
The Council will work in partnership with Transport for London and
the Greater London Authority (GLA) to overcome transport
constraints on the future development of the Opportunity Area and
to develop the Warwick Road entrance to the tube station.
The Council recognises the importance of the Earl’s Court District
Centre to cater for local needs and will work with local business
groups to improve it and make connections to the new centre in the
Opportunity Area, possibly by supporting a BID
Liberal Democrat 8: Earl’s Court
Group (Linda
Wade)
Drawing on the legacy of the Exhibition Centre will add to the activity
and interest of the area and continue to attract a footfall of 750,000
national and international visitors as set out in the original Council
SPD.

General
Point regarding 6.4.2 seems to refer to the previous Issues and
Options document.
Principles
The Principles provide broad aims, with detail of specific schemes
and actions elaborated on under Priorities.

In line with Policy 4.7 of the London Plan that the Council ‘undertake
regular town centre health checks to inform strategic and local policy The adopted Earl’s Court and West Kensington SPD refers to a
and implementation’ and to provide support to those businesses
‘significant cultural facility’, which features in the vision and key
adversely impacted by the development.
objectives for the site: 3•3 The new urban quarter will capture the
spirit of this part of London by continuing the legacy of the Earl’s
6.4.2 Low vacancy rates are not just a characteristic of the larger
Court ‘brand’ with a new cultural destination that will continue to
centres, but also the smaller neighbourhood centres, which are also draw visitors from across the Capital.
generally holding their own. They also continue to enjoy low vacancy
levels, and continue to serve the day-to-day needs of local residents. The Council may welcome local business setting up a Town
[This text is from Issues and Options] This policy would therefore
Partnership in this location, however the Council has no allocated
require a review of the present situation in Earl’s Court, which have
resources for a Town Centre Manager to facilitate this.
higher than average vacancy rates due to the development: the
length of time of delivery and uncertainty over implementation.
Policy CH2 sets out the Council’s policies on Affordable Housing.
It sets a borough wide target of 40% to help maximise the
In addition, there needs to be a review of the impact of noise, dust
provision of affordable housing and to take account of
and general disturbance with more Council control over the
deliverability.
monitoring of complaints raised by residents.
Priorities
8.3 Principles (Overarching aims)
Alterations made to include the terms ‘usable and safer’ as this
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• Create a new urban quarter within the Earl’s Court and West
Kensington Opportunity Area providing jobs, homes and community
facilities with (50% Affordable Housing, Social Rented, Affordable
Rent and Shared Ownership)
• Support the existing Earl’s Court District Centre, helping it to
establish a new identity following the closure of the Exhibition Centre
with a programme of active business support and re-branding for
local businesses potentially via a Town Partnership.
• Ensure good connections between Earl’s Court District Centre and
the new urban quarter with greater consideration for the connectivity
of the site both to Earl’s Court but also to the north. A review of the
potential for a tunnel under the A4 bridge to connect the site to the
Tesco site thereby creating a safe environment for pedestrians,
cyclists and those with disabilities or buggies.
• Ensure new public open spaces are provided within the Opportunity
Area to serve the needs of the new residents and occupiers of the
development. (The Lost River Park above the West London line
tracks, and at the Warwick Road entrance to the underground station
above the District line tracks as part of the improved TfL retail unit
offer, improving access to the station, and to provide safe and
appropriate evacuation area.)
• Ensure that the new centre within the Opportunity Area serves the
day-to-day needs of the development and is of a scale that does not
have an unacceptable impact on the vitality and viability of the
existing centres in Kensington and Chelsea.
• Ensure development within Opportunity Area is low carbon or
carbon neutral.
• Improve the pedestrian environment around Cromwell Road,
Warwick Road and Earl’s Court Road to make it more usable and
safer for pedestrians and residents.
• Improve provision for cyclists travelling east-west and north-south
external to the development site.
• Protect the Green Corridor designated along the West London
railway line and the Linear park to enhance and preserve the
diversity of species, and to ensure good pedestrian connectivity at
West Cromwell Road bridge and Old Brompton Road bridge.

more accurately reflects the Council’s aspiration.

8.4 Priorities (Objectives and actions to deliver the aims)
• Provide a replacement cultural destination of popular national and
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Sixth bullet: It is not known whether the delivery of such a scheme
is feasible. The suggested wording is overly prescriptive. Insert
“and its setting” after “Station” in the sixth bullet of 8.4.
The provision on landscaping on West Cromwell Road remains an
aim of the plan. Under the Local Plan any development of
100/100A West Cromwell would be expected to fund
improvements to the streetscape on West Cromwell Road. The
plan aims to improve north south cycle links and it remains to
priority to deliver a north south pedestrian route parallel to
Warwick Road. Insert new point regarding improvements to
Warwick Road crossings and junctions.
Insert new point regarding improvements to Warwick Road
crossings and junctions.
The adopted Earl’s Court and West Kensington SPD refers to a
‘significant cultural facility’, which features in the vision and key
objectives for the site.
Council Policy CT1, not covered by the current review, confirms
the Council will work with partners to ensure that step free access
is delivered to all Underground and rail stations by 2028. Where
delivery timescales are less precise, this has been reflected
accordingly in the infrastructure schedule

Name

Comment

Response

international significance within the Earl’s Court and West
Kensington Opportunity Area, which generates a footfall of at least
750,000 visitors per annum (as per the recommendations of the
ECS).
• Deliver a new cycling Quietway providing an east-west route across
Earl’s Court.
• Deliver a north-south pedestrian route running parallel to Warwick
Road and potentially extending up to Kensington High Street.
• Deck over the Transport for London depot and West London line to
allow for good connections and increased public open space.
• Establish a district heat and energy source within the Earl’s Court
and West Kensington Opportunity Area
• Improve the Warwick Road tube entrance to Earl’s Court Station to
provide a suitable gateway to the new urban quarter, (as above).
• Investigate returning the one-way road system to two-way working.
• As part of the review of the operation of the Earl’s Court One-Way
system, including the junction from Knaresborough Place, a need to
re-examine Warwick Road in terms of crossings, traffic and
pedestrian lights, phasing and timing, traffic calming, 20mph limits
and bus stops given the access/egress from the site, the bus stops
and the left-hand lane serving the turn off to the A4.
8.5 Delivery
• The outline planning permission sets out how the masterplan for
the Opportunity Area will be delivered.
•The Council will work in partnership with Transport for London and
the Greater London Authority (GLA) to overcome transport
constraints on the future development of the Opportunity Area and to
develop the Warwick Road entrance to the tube station and
improvements to access to the Piccadilly Line
• The Council recognises the importance of the Earl’s Court District
Centre to cater for local needs and will work with local business
groups to improve it and make connections to the new centre in the
Opportunity Area with increased support for small and medium
businesses.
• With the increases on the Business Rates small and medium
businesses are suffering, it is recommended that a Town Partnership
structure is developed and expanded to support businesses through
the construction and development period until robust enough to
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apply for the formation of a BID.
London Borough
of Hammersmith
and Fulham (Matt
Butler)

Para 8.5 (bullet 2) - Earls Court Exhibition centre delivery – LBHF
request that bullet 2 also includes working in partnership with LBHF
on transport constraints in the opportunity area.
Para 8.5 (bullet 3) – Request that the word "Proposed" is inserted
before "new centre".

Additions accepted.

Nicholas Beyts

With reference to 8.4 and related sections of the study, there
appears to be the intention to give the area a cultural identity which
would have international recognition.

In order to ensure the retention of cultural facilities in this location,
the ‘Culture Strategy’ in the Earl’s Court and West Kensington
SPD requires developers to create a lively cultural destination with
a variety of culture, arts and creative facilities that continue the
Earl’s Court ‘brand’.

The identity of the area would influence stakeholders perceptions of
the area. It is suggest the proposed identity for the area is tested with
stakeholders in the area. It is way evidence based policy could
contribute to the name and identity of the area. The stakeholders
include existing stakeholders and prospective stakeholders including
target groups of stakeholders who are opinion formers or we want to
attract to the area.
Tony Travers, Director of the LSE, commenting on Kensington and
Chelsea is reported to have said it is 'one of the most desirable
residential areas in London (and, frankly, the world)'.
The title New Kensington could carry some of the international image
of Kensington to the new development if New Kensington was
approved by existing stakeholders and performed well on
stakeholder research. Protected affordable residential
accommodation and work space could be part of the mix of
accommodation to invite in residents and to stimulate work in the
area, as it has done before in Kensington, Chelsea, Fulham,
Hammersmith and other urban areas in Britain and abroad
The work of Imperial College, the V & A, the former Earls Court
exhibition centre, some high property prices and history of strong
demand for property in Kensington and Chelsea by residents and
investors from Britain and around the world support the idea
Kensington is attractive and outstanding work had been done there.
Outstanding work carried out historically and in recent times in
Kensington, Chelsea, Fulham and Hammersmith has been in
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It would not necessarily to prescribe a new identity for the area in
a planning policy document, but the Council is supportive of
residents, businesses and other stakeholders who wish to develop
ideas for the area.

Name

Comment

Response

education, art, science, business. government service and the
religious life.
A seminal book on corporate identity, which is also a well regarded
introduction to the issues is: The Corporate Personality: an inquiry
into the nature of corporate identity, by Wally Olins, Mayflower
Books. New Kensington or New Kensington Place as has also been
suggested, could convey something of the old world to the new, on
an international scale, subject to stakeholder analysis.

CA6 EARL’S COURT EXHIBITION CENTRE
Question CA6(1):
Please provide your comments on Policy CA6
Name

Comment

Response

regency court
hotel (raj awasti)

Our business is suffering greatly due to the closure of the Earls Court Chapter 31 Keeping Life Local and Policy CF8 deals specifically
Exhibition centre & we are lucky to have a handful of bookings a
with Hotels and the protection thereof. Any change of use would
week, as a result.
be dealt with as a planning application using this policy.
We believe that hotels be permitted to close & action change of use
in the current economic climate.
Hotels below say 30 rooms should not be restricted, as this will not
fundamentally alter the number of room spaces available in Earls
Court, detrimentally.

Eardley Crescent
Residents
Association
(Balaam)

Land uses and their impacts should be controlled so as not to impair
the quality of life for existing residents, particularly in the case of the
significant cultural facility attracting large numbers of visitors.
m) supported
n) supported
o) supported
p) supported
q) supported
s) supported
t) Supported, subject to the caveat above on a significant cultural
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The ‘Culture Strategy’ in the Earl’s Court and West Kensington
SPD acknowledges the contribution that the Exhibition Centres
make to the local economy (see para 8.3 and 8.9). In order to
ensure the retention of cultural facilities in this location, the
‘Culture Strategy’ in the SPD requires developers to create a lively
cultural destination with a variety of culture, arts and creative
facilities that continue the Earl’s Court ‘brand’. Para 8.10 requires
a strategy that will need to include, among other things, an
assessment of the impact of cultural facilities on residents and
businesses in the area.

Name

Comment

Response

facility attracting large numbers of visitors.
Principle (j) specifically requires development to improve
residential amenity, the pedestrian environment and public
transport access in the area of the one-way system, ensuring it
does not have an unacceptable impact on traffic congestion. Any
application for development attracting large numbers of visitors
would need to demonstrate this.
Earl’s Court
Society
Highways, Traffic
and Transport
Sub group (Mark
Balaam)

k) In the open urban square, we would suggest providing parallel bus
and coach bays for local bus and for National Express coach
services in the area on the west side of Warwick Road opposite the
entrance to Earl’s Court station. Principal public access between the
station and the bus/coach stops would be by steps up from the
underground passage way between the station and the main part of
the new Earls Court redevelopment.
These bays would increase through road space on the Warwick
Road, eliminate the pavement congestion around the present bus
stop and allow National Express services to pick-up passengers with
luggage to Heathrow and other places (to reflect the National
Express alighting point in Earl’s Court Road). Departing buses and
coaches should activate traffic lights to allow them to proceed ahead
of other northbound traffic.

There is no evidence of significant public support to provide a
coach interchange at this location.
The Council recognises the value of the West London Line in
providing for north south journeys within the borough and to other
destinations not least to the Old Oak Common Opportunity Area.
The Council is pleased that TfL agreed with us that there should
be a West London Line station on the eastern fridge of the Old
Oak Common Opportunity Area.

The Council would welcome new train services providing direct
connections between West London line stations and Gatwick
Airport and other destinations. We make this point when we get
the opportunity to do so however lobbying for such services is not
a priority for the Council. Our focus is on ensuring sufficient
capacity of the West London Line rather than seeking new
The above should be carried out whether or not this part of the Earl’s destinations in the South East. It is not appropriate to include this
Court One-Way System (ECOWS) becomes two-way. It would
in the Earl’s Court site allocation.
probably need to be done if this part of ECOWS were to become
two-way.
n) We note and welcome the points made but would ask that the
Council pursue new direct rail services to south and south-east
London and better connections at Old Oak Common to underpin the
regeneration of this area and to encourage modal shift from the
Earl’s Court One-Way System and open up a new set of rail options
for residents and employers in the Royal Borough, especially on the
full length of its western edge.
o) We note and welcome the points made but would ask that the
Council pursue new direct rail services to south and south-east

259

Name

Comment

Response

London and better connections at Old Oak Common to underpin the
regeneration of this area and to encourage modal shift from the
Earl’s Court One-Way System and open up a new set of rail options
for residents and employers in the Royal Borough, especially on the
full length of its western edge.
p) We note and welcome the points made but would ask that the
Council pursue new direct rail services to south and south-east
London and better connections at Old Oak Common to underpin the
regeneration of this area and to encourage modal shift from the
Earl’s Court One-Way System and open up a new set of rail options
for residents and employers in the Royal Borough, especially on the
full length of its western edge
q) supported
West London
Part n
Line Group (Mark We note and welcome the points made but would ask that the
Balaam)
Council pursue new direct rail services to south and south-east
London and better connections at Old Oak Common to underpin the
regeneration of this area and to encourage modal shift from the
Earl’s Court One-Way System and open up a new set of rail options
for residents and employers in the Royal Borough, especially on the
full length of its western edge.
Part o
We note and welcome the points made but would ask that the
Council pursue new direct rail services to south and south-east
London and better connections at Old Oak Common to underpin the
regeneration of this area and to encourage modal shift from the
Earl’s Court One-Way System and open up a new set of rail options
for residents and employers in the Royal Borough, especially on the
full length of its western edge.
Part p
We note and welcome the points made but would ask that the
Council pursue new direct rail services to south and south-east
London and better connections at Old Oak Common to underpin the
regeneration of this area and to encourage modal shift from the
Earl’s Court One-Way System and open up a new set of rail options
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The Council recognises the value of the West London Line in
providing for north south journeys within the borough and to other
destinations not least to the Old Oak Common Opportunity Area.
The Council is pleased that TfL agreed with us that there should
be a West London Line station on the eastern fridge of the Old
Oak Common Opportunity Area.
The Council would welcome new train services providing direct
connections between West London line stations and Gatwick
Airport and other destinations. We make this point when we get
the opportunity to do so however lobbying for such services is not
a priority for the Council. Our focus is on ensuring sufficient
capacity of the West London Line rather than seeking new
destinations in the South East. It is not appropriate to include this
in the Earl’s Court site allocation.
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Comment

Response

for residents and employers in the Royal Borough, especially on the
full length of its western edge.
Part q: Supported
Part t: Supported
Liberal Democrat Policy CA6 Earl’s Court Exhibition Centre
Group (Linda
The Council allocates development on the site to deliver, in terms of:
Wade)
Land use
a. a minimum of 900 homes within the Royal Borough including
(social affordable, affordable rent and shared ownership, as in the
original SPD, plus affordable older resident independent living units);
b. a minimum of 10,000sq.m of office floor space including small
business start-ups and creative/artist workshops/studios;
c. retail and other uses within the A class of the Use Classes Order
1987 (as amended) to serve the day-to-day needs of the new
development;
d. a significant fixed one-site cultural facility of recognised
international significance to retain Earl’s Court’s long standing brand
as an important cultural destination, located on the area of the
Opportunity Area nearest to public transport accessibility;
Infrastructure and Planning Obligations
l. social and community facilities;
m. additional new public open space, including considering
opportunities to create biodiversity;
n. securing highway contributions including the investigation, in
consultation with TfL and the boroughs, into returning the Earl’s
Court one-way system two way working; implementation of those
measures identified during the investigation commensurate to the
development proposal; and significant improvements to quality of
residential amenity, the pedestrian environment and public transport
access in the area of the Earl’s Court one-way system;
o. improvements to Tube, bus and rail access, including interchange
from the West London line to the Underground network and the
extension of bus services into the site;
p. to contribute to step-free access at West Brompton Station,
measures to increase the capacity of the West London line and
improvements to its interchange with the Underground network,
particularly at Earl’s Court, and reinstate the direct services to
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The adopted Earl’s Court and West Kensington SPD refers to a
‘significant cultural facility’, which features in the vision and key
objectives for the site.
The Council would welcome new train services providing direct
connections between West London line stations and Gatwick
Airport and other destinations. We make this point when we get
the opportunity to do so however lobbying for such services is not
a priority for the Council. It is not appropriate to include this in the
Earl’s Court site allocation.
Specific educational needs to be assessed as part of a planning
application.

Name

Comment

Response

Gatwick Airport
q. improved pedestrian links from and through the site and the
surrounding area to public transport facilities and improved cycle
links to enhance north/south cycle accessibility with the introduction
of a tunnel under the A4 bridge;
r. affordable housing as part of residential requirement;
s. education facilities — expanded primary and secondary provision
on site (not Academies)
t. a cultural facility;
u. other contributions as identified in the Planning Obligations
Supplementary Planning Document and site specific supplementary
planning document.
Earl’s Court
Society (Cllr
Spalding)

Emma Dent
Coad

Suggested edits:
d. a significant cultural facility of recognised international significance
to retain Earl’s Court’s long standing brand as an important cultural
destination, located on the area of the Opportunity Area
to contribute to step-free access at West Brompton Station,
measures to increase the capacity of the West London line and
improvements to its interchange with the Underground network,
particularly at Earl’s Court, and if feasible reinstate the direct
services to Gatwick Airport

The adopted Earl’s Court and West Kensington SPD refers to a
‘significant cultural facility’, which features in the vision and key
objectives for the site.

Under '8.7: Site Allocation - Policy CA6: d.' add: 'of popular
international significance.'

The adopted Earl’s Court and West Kensington SPD refers to a
‘significant cultural facility’, which features in the vision and key
objectives for the site.

The Council would welcome new train services providing direct
connections between West London line stations and Gatwick
Airport and other destinations. We make this point when we get
the opportunity to do so however lobbying for such services is not
a priority for the Council. Our focus is on ensuring sufficient
capacity of the West London Line rather than seeking new
destinations in the South East. It is not appropriate to include this
in the Earl’s Court site allocation.

Key Principle CS1 requires a new strategic leisure, cultural and
visitor destination, providing a range of cultural, artistic and
creative facilities. Key Principle CS2 requires at least one large
cultural facility to form a cultural destination to retain the Earl’s
Court ‘brand’ in this location. The SPD cannot prescribe the
occupier of these facilities, as this is dependent on demand from
potential occupiers.
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CA7 WARWICK ROAD SITES
Question CA7(1):
Please provide your comments on Policy CA7
Question CA7(2):
Please provide your comments on the site context text and site information table.

Name

Comment

Response

Edwardes
Square
Scarsdale &
Abingdon
Association
(Anthony Walker)

Local Plan Review Chapter 8 Policies CA7 and CA8
The sites referred to in Policies CA7 and CA8 lie on either side of
Warwick Road. They are included in Chapter 12 Earls Court
although as is clearly shown by the Key Issues Map on page 79 they
are remote from the village core of Earls Court which has a very
distinct character. In fact the western side at the northern end of
Warwick Road lies in Holland Ward and is linked more closely with
the shops at the eastern end of Kensington High Street while the
southern end is part of Abingdon Ward and more closely related to
that area.

Retain allocations for Warwick Road Sites and Warwick Road
Estate within Chapter 12. It is recognised that they have a
different character from Earl’s Court Village core, though for the
purposes of the allocations, it is considered that this chapter is
appropriate and does not intent to take anything away from the
identity of Earl’s Court as a place. Local issues such as
improvements to West Cromwell Road and Warwick Road and
north-south links are relevant to these sites.
Inaccuracies noted and amended.

The fact that both CA7 and CA8 have incorrect ward allocations
indicates the lack of understanding of the area. CA8 is in Abingdon
and not Pembroke which is a ward which does not exist. CA7 is in a
combination of Holland and Abingdon not just Abingdon.
We consider that the development of remaining sites in these
locations and the impact in particular of the possible redevelopment
of the Warwick Road Estate is more related to the character and
appearance of Abingdon ward and to the north Holland ward than
Earls Court ward.
ESSA are commenting on these areas due to their impact on the
ESSA conservation area both in terms of built forms but also due to
the impact of traffic, amenities, social and cultural connections. The
railway line which is referred to as the boundary with Hammersmith
and Fulham was the location of a venture to provide a canal and
basin in the first half of the nineteenth century to serve the
substantial industry in the area including the international Erards
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The Warwick Road Planning Brief SPD includes development
principles for the sites and an indicative masterplan. This is
referenced in the Site Information table
.
An aspiration for better pedestrian and cycle links is not related to
a particular design.
The Infrastructure schedule has been prepared working with
physical, social and green infrastructure providers to establish
what infrastructure provision there is in the borough, and
identifying any gaps or capacity issues. This includes with
responsible service areas: Planning & Borough Development;
Policy & Performance Unit; Finance; TfL and Transport &
Technical Services; Children’s Services; Environment, Leisure and
Residents’ Services; Libraries; Corporate Safety; Housing; NHS;
Emergency Services; and Utilities.

Name

Comment

Response

piano factory located where the Warwick Road Estate now stands.
The Vestry from about this period had a number of storage and
depot buildings including stabling. The Britannia Tap public house on
the eastern side of Warwick Road served the working force in the
area and was owned by the Britannia Brewery in Allen Street again
tying this area back to the Abingdon Ward.
Policy CA7
Land Use
As noted above the designation of the sites as part of Earls Court we
consider misleading and consider that there should be reference to
the close relationships with Abingdon and Holland wards and
conservation areas. Much of the land use has already been built and
occupied. We consider that it would be useful if the extent of
completed development is confirmed as at the date of this review.
Principles
We are concerned that some of the play space and open space
awaits the delivery of some of the sites. We welcome the statement
in (e) that the three northern sites will be delivered to a single
masterplan. We believe that masterplan document should be
identified at this stage so that if new modified proposals for any of
the undeveloped sites is brought forward the basis on which they can
be assessed is clearly understood.
Infrastructure and Planning Obligations
We consider that the provision of some of these facilities such as
health care, social and community facilities are important aspects of
these sites. So far much of this appears to have been lost in some
cases due to planning consents not being implemented. The
situation may be aggravated by the possible development on the
eastern side of Warwick Road. Provision needs to be made to
ensure that if it is no longer possible to provide these facilities in
some parts on the western side then space is allowed on the eastern
side funded by the developments on the western side where
consents have already been granted.
We welcome better cycle routes but are concerned that by
combining these under one heading the risks to pedestrians from
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speeding cyclists is underestimated. They should be separate
aspirations.
(o) should specifically recognise the potential to improve Warwick
Gardens which is a potentially hazardous route .
Savills (Aimee
Squires)

I have been instructed by my client to submit representations on their
behalf to the Local Plan Partial Review
– Draft Policies (Consultation Response October 2016).
CA7 Warwick Road sites
The Local Plan Partial Review Draft Policies Regulation 18
Consultation October 2016 states that:
The Council allocates development on the site to deliver, in terms of:
Land use
a. a minimum of 1,219 total combined residential units across all four
sites:
i. 281 residential units on the Former Territorial Army site;
ii. 158 residential units on the Former Empress Telephone
Exchange;
iii. a minimum of 330 residential units on the former Homebase site;
iv. a minimum of 450 residential units on the 100/100A West
Cromwell Road site;
b. On the northern three sites on-site public open space, including
outdoor play space;
c. On the 100/100A West Cromwell Road site: leisure, social and
community uses (Class D1), provision of car parking and open
amenity space;
Principles:
d. sufficient non-residential uses on the northern sites to provide
active frontages to the ground floor of Warwick Road;
e. the three northern sites to be developed to a single masterplan;
Infrastructure and Planning Obligations
f. affordable housing as part of residential development on all the
sites to ensure a mixed and balanced community;
g. social and community facilities;
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The Council proposes to retain the allocation CA7a(iv) ‘a minimum
of 450 residential units’. This is a minimum figure. A greater
quantum of development would be tested against other relevant
policies and site constraints as part of a subsequent planning
application.
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Comment

Response

h. community sports hall and swimming pool;
i. health facilities;
j. crêche and education facilities;
k. landscape improvements to the West Cromwell Road in
connection with 100/100A West Cromwell Road site;
l. streetscape improvements to Warwick Road in connection to all
development sites;
m. pedestrian and cycle improvements;
n. floorspace for Safer Neighbourhoods unit, if required;
o. a contribution to investigate and implement measures to return the
Earl’s Court one-way system to two- way working
p. development wilwill be liable to make planning contributions in
accordance with the CIL Regulations, the Council’s Regulation 123
List and other relevant Local Plan policies and SPDs.
Response to CA7 Warwick Road sites – Question CA7(1)
We welcome the inclusion of 100A West Cromwell Road in the
Warwick Road strategic site allocation. We believe that the site at
100 and 100A West Cromwell Road has the capacity to deliver in
excess of 450 residential units.
The site is strategically located and is very well connected. The site
is located on the edge of the Royal Borough of Kensington and
Chelsea and the London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham,
representing the gateway to London from the west. It is located
approximately 530m from Earl’s Court underground station; 430m
from West Kensington underground station; and 840m from
Kensington Olympia underground station.
Baron’s Court, Gloucester Road and High Street Kensington
underground stations are also located in close proximity. The site
does not directly adjoin any residential development, being adjoined
the west London railway line to the west, West Cromwell Road (A4)
to the south, Warwick Road to the east and Fenelon Place to the
north. It is also one of the few large sites within the Borough which
are not located within a Conservation Area.
The site has the potential to greatly assist the Borough to deliver its
housing targets over the Plan period. As such, we propose that CA7
should be amended as follows:
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The Council allocates development on the site to deliver, in terms of:
Land use
a. a minimum of 1,419 total combined residential units across all four
sites:
i. 281 residential units on the Former Territorial Army site;
ii. 158 residential units on the Former Empress Telephone
Exchange;
iii. a minimum of 330 residential units on the former Homebase site;
iv. a minimum of 650 residential units on the 100/100A West
Cromwell Road site;
b. On the northern three sites on-site public open space, including
outdoor play space;
c. On the 100/100A West Cromwell Road site: leisure, social and
community uses (Class D1), provision of associated car parking and
open amenity space;
Principles:
d. sufficient non-residential uses on the northern sites to provide
active frontages to the ground floor of Warwick Road;
e. the three northern sites to be developed to a single masterplan;
Infrastructure and Planning Obligations
f. affordable housing as part of residential development on all the
sites to ensure a mixed and balanced community;
g. social and community facilities;
h. community sports hall and swimming pool;
i. health facilities;
j. crêche and education facilities;
k. landscape improvements to the West Cromwell Road in
connection with 100/100A West Cromwell Road site;
l. streetscape improvements to Warwick Road in connection to all
development sites;
m. pedestrian and cycle improvements;
n. floorspace for Safer Neighbourhoods unit, if required;
o. a contribution to investigate and implement measures to return the
Earl’s Court one-way system to two way working
p. development will be liable to make planning contributions in
accordance with the CIL Regulations, the Council’s Regulation 123
List and other relevant Local Plan policies and SPDs.
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London Borough
of Hammersmith
and Fulham (Matt
Butler)

Policy CA7 – Warwick Road Sites – Points a (i) and (ii) give an exact The residential unit allocations for the Former Empress Telephone
figure for housing as opposed to a maximum or minimum. We would Exchange and Territorial Army sites are exact to reflect the live
question whether providing a rigid figure is appropriate or flexible
planning permissions.
enough to optimise housing on site in line with the London Plan.

Earl’s Court
We would ask that investigations be undertaken as to the feasibility
Society
of serving these sites by a bus route along the adjacent stretch of
Highways, Traffic Warwick Road.
and Transport
Sub group (Mark
Balaam)

Several years ago London Buses investigated extending the C3
route north along Warwick Road. At the time there was no case to
extend the route however they indicated they would look at this
again once the population on Warwick Road increases.

Earl’s Court
Society (Cllr
Spalding)

Suggested edits:
Policy CA7(h) amended to include ‘public swimming pool’
c. On the 100/100A West Cromwell Road site: leisure (including a
swimming pool with public access times), social and community uses
(Class D1), provision of car parking and open amenity
community sports hall and swimming pool (with public access times);

Emma Dent
Coad

Under '8.7; Site allocation - Policy CA7: c.' add: 'public swimming
pool.'

Policy CA7(h) amended to include ‘public swimming pool’

CA8 WARWICK ROAD ESTATE
Question CA8(1):
Please provide your comments on Policy CA8

Name

Comment

Response

Warwick
Road Estate
Leaseholders'
Association.
(Behzad
Seyf)

As chair of the Warwick Road Estate Leaseholders' Association
(WRELA), I am making this submission in response to RBKC's planning
policy consultation, specifically on the Warwick Road Estate (WRE)
regeneration.

It is understood from the comments made that this refers to the
Warwick Road Estate regeneration project. It mentions the options
appraisal and related consultation carried out by the Housing
Department who have been managing the project.

1- I am happy to say there has been a marked improvement in the
attitude of RBKC towards communication with our association and

Comments on the Warwick Road Estate regeneration project have
been noted and this response has been forwarded to the Housing
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members since July 2016. Prior to this however, hardly any effort was
undertaken by RBKC to communicate with our association, then the only
legitimate representative of leaseholders on our estate. Instead, RBKC
held several meetings with a self-appointed resident in our estate who
lacked legitimacy and terms of reference and was not an elected
representative of our members and the residents of the WRE.

and Property Departments accordingly.

2- Back in May 2013, when RBKC informed us of its intention to
regenerate our estate, it had no answer for any of our questions, the
main one being the ability of our resident leaseholders to remain in the
local area and borough.
What RBKC told us at the beginning was that our properties were going
to be bought at the market price plus some statutory compensations.
This would have not allowed our members to purchase another property
locally, so they would have been forced to move out of the borough,
being displaced from family and friends, and losing their support
networks and quality of life in the process.
The news came as a great shock to all of us, and the fact that RBKC had
not developed any policies or vehicles, such as a shared equity offer,
reassuring the resident leaseholders that they could come back to the
new development, created a lot of uncertainty and stress amongst our
members, many of them either elderly or families with children going to
local schools. These were faced with having to dig dip into their savings,
if any existed, to assure their stay in the borough. In the majority of
cases, this would not have been tenable.
A year later in the summer of 2014, there was a mention of a shared
equity, but without any details. It took RBKC until November of 2015 (a
year and a half after the first announcement) to present a first draft of a
shared equity offer. This offer was ill prepared and was met with
unanimous dissatisfaction from our members, with the inevitable
consequence of increasing their stress levels. A meeting was held with
RBKC, many questions were put to them in writing, and not only could
they not answer these then, but even to date, we have not yet received
any substantive answers to many of our questions. Meanwhile RBKC
had, without paying attention to the views of our members, considered
its four regeneration options, got the approval of Cabinet for option 4 (full
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With regard to resident 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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Response

redevelopment) and developed in early 2016 a brief for the appointment
of an architect.
We felt that RBKC was bulldozing their way through the proposed
redevelopment process, which may also include seeking a CPO, without
paying any attention to our views. When one compares the behaviour of
RBKC with that of Westminster Council, who have a policy to ask
residents if they wanted to regenerate their estates, and would not do so
unless a majority voted for this, and who had their shared equity policy
ready before they announced any regeneration, one understands the
depth of the insensitivity displayed by RBKC.
Disappointingly, RBKC, despite all the resources at their disposal, had
not considered all the regeneration options possible, and our appointed
surveyor notified them of this in writing in March 2016. We were then told
in July 2016, in the presentation meeting of the new architect, that RBKC
had effectively done a U-turn, in the sense of having decided to return to
step 1 and consider all the options, including new ones.
Thus, in effect, RBKC had wasted 3 years due to their initial lack of
diligence and regard to due process, wasting a lot of taxpayers' monies
in the process. Moreover, during these 3 years, they caused immense
levels of distress to our members because of uncertainty regarding their
homes and future, and this continues to this date.
RBKC should have, before informing us of their intention to regenerate
our estate in March 2013 (almost 4 years ago), developed detailed
policies enabling those resident leaseholders who wished to remain in
the local area, the vehicle and means to do so. This would have
demonstrated some forethought and consideration for the grave impact
their news would have had on residents and could have helped to
mitigate against this.
3- Our leases as well as article 1 of the European Human Rights Act
allows our members quiet enjoyment of our properties. The complete
insensitivity that RBKC has shown in the three plus years following the
announcement of the regeneration has robbed us of this quiet
enjoyment. We would welcome some clear acknowledgment of this fact
from RBKC. We sincerely hope that going forward, RBKC deals with the
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regeneration of WRE (and other estates) in a more measured and
sensitive way.
4- Within the nine options presented by RBKC in their consultation
meeting held on 05/12/2016, a few options consider the demolition and
the redevelopment of the north side and the construction of a new depot
with a new sub-basement floor therein. This suggest that during the
construction period, which should last at the very least two years, the
existing depot would be transferred to a temporary site. Is such a
temporary site already designated and if so why could this not be made
into a permanent site?
5- Some of the options consider demolition of the garden in the sky in
Chesterton Square and reproducing it at ground level. This will make the
garden too dark and incompatible with the light requirements of RBKC's
planning department.
What solutions, if any, have you considered for this problem?
6- In RBKC's brief to the new architect, one of the objectives of the
regeneration was to increase the net present value of RBKC's assets.
This however was omitted from the notes under the heading of "Options
Assessment Matrix" in your presentation of the nine options. Please
advise whether this remains an objective of RBKC?
7- We understand that residents may be required to temporarily relocate
in the event that either a shared equity option is taken up following total
redevelopment or potentially whilst partial redevelopment is being
undertaken. Residents need to know how this would work in reality e.g.
anticipated timescales for temporary relocation; compensation which
would be paid to ensure that residents are put in a cost neutral position;
the assistance which RBKC would provide to facilitate temporary
relocation etc. More light on this issue would be greatly appreciated.
8- There is something defective with the new round of consultation
meetings which started in October 2016.
In the October consultation meeting no distinct options were provided
with the number of new units as well as new affordable units, and no
viability studies were undertaken. In the November consultation meeting,
nine distinct options were presented by RBKC, but we were told that still,
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no viability studies were undertaken.
I would suggest that should the viability studies been undertaken, these
nine option would very quickly have been reduced to fewer options
(possibly four), which would have allowed the public and the residents to
concentrate on these. Moreover, the speed & frequency at which these
monthly public consultation meetings were being held (one was originally
scheduled for January 2017) was too fast for our members to consider in
a measured way the different options.
It is now agreed with RBKC that the January public consultation meeting
will be held in mid-February, and that viability studies will be undertaken
for the nine options by then, which will most probably reduce the nine
options to a fewer number.
While we found it useful for RBKC to have held these consultation
meetings, I would suggest that a new round of consultation meetings
should be held once RBKC undertake their viability studies, provide
these studies to WRELA, and come up with fewer definitive options.
Only then could we come up with suggestions to the definitive options,
and if new rounds of public consultation meeting are subsequently held,
we could determine if our members' suggestions are considered or
ignored by RBKC.
It remains to be seen if RBKC will organise a new round of consultations
following the February 2017 meetings.
Edwardes
Square
Scarsdale &
Abingdon
Association
(Anthony
Walker)

Policy CA8
Site Allocation
The site allocation box refers to up to 350 units depending on the
outcome of the options appraisals together with the reprovision of 1,900
sq m of office space and ground floor commercial plus the reprovision of
the depot as needed. We believe this to be in accordance with the
studies which have been carried out to date.
RBKC issued a brief for the site in September 2016 which includes a
statement of the client objectives. While we recognise that these are not
firm commitments they do represent objectives just as CO5 is an
objective of the Local Plan and we consider should be referred to. These
include:
a Quality homes
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The client objectives are general principles that are reflected
elsewhere in the Local Plan and enshrined in existing policy. They
do not refer specifically to the Warwick Road estate and therefore
are not appropriate for this site allocation.
Regarding clause (e), the Council notes that all relevant policies
are applied in the assessment of a planning application; it is not
considered necessary to repeat policies elsewhere in the plan.
Support for the retention of the nursery noted.
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b Quality neighbourhoods street based to be conservation areas of the
future while recognising the local context
c Additional homes of all tenures
d Affordable homes
e Regeneration to improve social outcomes for residents, economic
activity and level of social integration
f Increase net present value and income
Under Site Allocation (e) there is only reference to the reprovision of
existing social rented floor space. In view of the reference to what is
generally assumed to be the top end of provision of new housing the
provision of social housing should reflect the aspirations of the Council
for increased social provision.
Policy CH5 Estate Renewal also has provisions for requiring the
maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing and guarantees that
existing social rented tenants have certain rights. While we do not wish
to see all this p olicy repeated we consider that the tone should be
reflected in Site Allocation (e)
(f) we note the acknowledgement of planning contributions
(g) we welcome the aspiration to retain the nursery
Emma Dent
Coad

Under 'Chapter 8.2 Site context' and 'Policy CA8': regarding the two sites
on the eastern side of Warwick Road: the Mayor of London has
pronounced that he will not support any estate redevelopment where: 1)
the existing estate community are opposed to the scheme; 2) the
proposed scheme would involve a loss of social rent housing.
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Policy CA8 states that any redevelopment is subject to the
outcome of an options appraisal (a). Any development would
require the re-provision of the existing social rented floorspace (e).
Text has been added to the supporting text of Draft Policy CH5
Estate Renewal / Regenerationto 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.

Question CA8(2):
Please provide your comments on the site context text and site information table.
Name

Comment

Response

Annie
Redmile

I felt that I should submit some general comments rather than complete
the online form. As a writer and community campaigner, this approach
tends to better reflect my contribution to community issues!

Comments noted.

First of all, as a member of ESSA and the Kensington Society, I support
fully the submissions by both organisations to this review. The key
figures representing ESSA and the Kensington Society have impressive
professional knowledge and skills - and an in depth understanding of
the issues that affect us in Kensington. We are lucky to have them!!

Policy CA8 states that any redevelopment is subject to the
outcome of an options appraisal (a). Any development would
require the re-provision of the existing social rented floorspace (e).

I hope that you will add my comments to the review process - and that
my slightly unorthodox approach adds some value.
I am a long term resident of the Royal Borough - 50 plus years - and
latterly on the Warwick Road Estate (WRE) I feel passionately that all
consultations must be transparent, effective and meaningful. No
imposition of preferred options!

Amendments to ward inaccuracies.

Draft Policy CH5 Estate Renewal / Regeneration emphasises 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.

Setting aside that WRE has been placed in the wrong wards - well we
are all human! - it is vital that proper consideration be given to the views
of residents, neighbours and local businesses across the area. I see this
now as an opportunity to really work together and create, to use RBKC's
words, 'conservation areas of the future' - but never forgetting 'people'.
I shall be taking a very keen interest in this process and will participate
in any constructive way I can as it evolves.
Edwardes
Square
Scarsdale &
Abingdon
Association
(Anthony
Walker)

Site Context
8.9.1 No comment
8.9.2 The western side of Warwick Road is dominated by the large
residential units. Although there is a large Tesco there is now virtually
no other retail or commercial uses although they did exist at one time.
The area to the east includes terraces and villas as well as mansion
blocks and some town houses which we understand to be buildings
generally having a garage and entrance at the lowest level with three
and four stories above. There is no reference to the terrace of small
commercial units on the north side of Pembroke road which include a
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Amendment to 8.9.2 to reference to the terrace of small
commercial units on the north side of Pembroke Road.
Amendments to ward inaccuracies.
There is currently no planning guidance specifically for the site.
Conservation Area Appraisals are always a material consideration
where appropriate in the assessment of any development
proposals.
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café, and other units which we consider have the potential to provide
the core of a local shopping centre.
Site Information
The ward is given as Pembroke which does not exist and should be
Abingdon.
Under Planning Guidance it says none. The sites boundary is right
against the ESSA conservation area where there is a CAPS and by the
time this review goes to the Inspector there will probably be a new CAA.

CHAPTER 9 LOTS ROAD/WORLD’S END
LOTS ROAD AND WORLD’S END PLACE
CV9 VISION FOR LOTS ROAD/WORLD’S END

Question CV9(1):
Please provide your comments on Vision CV9
Name

Comment

Council’s Response

Cremorne
Residents'
Association of
Lots Village
(Martyn
M.Baker/
Davis-Head)

PLEASE NOTE WE ARE NOW KNOWN AS LOTS VILLAGE
CHELSEA. AN ASSOCIATION FOR RESIDENTS AND BUSINESSES
IN LOTS VILLAGE

Amend LDF Database

Please find below, in the section for our area, the combined submission
rather than chapter by chapter.
RBKC PARTIAL REVIEW OF LOCAL PLAN: CRITICAL COMMENTS
ON CHAPTER 9 BY LOTS VILLAGE CHELSEA ASSOCIATION
(December 2016)
A In CV9 Vision for LOTS ROAD statements in sentences 2-4
misrepresent the Place:a) The s106 Agreement for the Lots Road Power Station (LRPS) makes The latest planning permission granted in 2015 (subject to a S06
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no mention of a new neighbourhood centre, social facilities or mooring
facilities for our neighbourhood.

agreement being signed) gives permission for flexible uses
incorporating shops (A1), professional services (A2) or food and
drink (A3) : 1,029 sq.m, Flexible uses incorporating shops (A1),
professional services (A2), business (B1) or assembly and leisure
(D2): 364 sq.m , which is a sufficient level of town centre uses to
constitute a new neighbourhood centre.

b) It does require the Developer "to fit out the Community Facility in the
event that a lease is agreed upon up to a cost of £100,000 or pay on
exchange of contracts £100,000 to the Council as a contribution to
fitting out the Community Facility". This is defined as "a unit of not less
than 445 sqm net internal floor space within Building KC3 (LRPS) to
provide Class D1(b) or Class D1(g) use….." (NB the Developer's latest
plans submitted to RBKC suggest this space will be underground!)

The latest planning permission grants Flexible uses incorporating
non-residential uses (D1) or assembly and leisure (D2): 1653 sq.m

c) The s106 Agreement also requires the Developer to provide a much
needed GP Surgery, and to make a Sports Facilities Contribution of
£1,000,000 to the Council towards funding the provision of public sports
facilities in the vicinity of the development.
Noted.
d) In sentence 3 of the draft Vision it is inadequate to say "the
Employment Zone will continue to function ……" which implies the
Agree the text in the vision has been amended to seek an
Council no longer has an aspiration to ENHANCE the only Employment enhancement of the employment zone in line with Policy CF5.
Zone in Chelsea. As we commented in February 2016 "this valuable
business cluster should whenever possible be expanded and reinforced
by providing more space for independent businesses, more small
Reference to the area’s isolation has been removed.
business units and more managed workspace; this is particularly
necessary on employment generation grounds in view of the fact that
Chelsea Riverside Ward is the third most densely populated ward in
RBKC" and only 65% of the economically active age group are in work
or looking for work.
e) In sentence 4 there is a mistaken statement that there is a need to
"overcome the isolation of Lots Road". On the contrary, there is already
good connectivity between Lots Road and the shops in the Kings Road
just over Stanley Bridge in Fulham, and equally good access from Lots
Road via Chelsea Harbour Drive to the Design Centre in Chelsea
Harbour and then to the shops just beyond Imperial Wharf Overground
station in Fulham. Together these three areas are recognized as
London's major Interior Design Quarter.
f) It is safer not "better" pedestrian links from Lots Road across the busy Amend ‘better’ to ‘safer’
A3220 which are needed to access Kings Road shops and services.
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Comment
Pedestrian crossings conveniently exist but still nothing has been done
to install pedestrian count down lights although TfL are currently
advertising they have installed 800 such systems. A3220 locations are
still only listed on p420 (under the Infrastructure Development Plan) as
being for TfL to deliver sometime in 2017/2018. These locations should
also include the zebra crossings at Hortensia Road/King's Road and at
the corner of Edith Grove.
B The Introduction at 9.1 is unbalanced. It would be more accurate to
say :- "In the South West of the Borough, Lots Village is unique in both
being a Conservation Area and Chelsea's only Employment Zone,
reflecting what remains of Chelsea's working riverside heritage
alongside low-rise Victorian terraced houses." [No more words involved]
C The Context at 9.2 needs some corrections. Bullet Point 1 refers to
"light industry" and "industrial feel" which implies there is still some
industrial activity but none is now evident, so "business "would best
describe the activities and character of Lots Village today. Mention
should be made of the Chelsea Academy, and it is worth recording that
there is a Primary School and a Nursery in the Worlds End Estate, and
one at Thorndike Close.
Bullet Point 2 implies that this Estate as well as Lots Village "is currently
undergoing significant change" but the Estate is a settled entity whereas
Lots Village is facing a perfect storm of development as a result of the
long delay in demolition work at the derelict LRPS site .This has blighted
the neighbourhood and delayed public realm improvements. It also
means the eventual development of this strategic site will coincide with
major engineering work by Tideway at Cremorne Wharf over the next
five years, as well as Thames Water's proposed construction work there
on a storm relief sewer to serve Fulham and Kensington. As said in the
earlier version: "THERE IS A NEED FOR THE AREA TO SETTLE
AFTER THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THESE PROJECTS TAKE
PLACE". It will take a decade or more for our local community to absorb
all these developments. Reference should also be made to the Chelsea
Island site already under development across the creek, as well as to
major work on the Fulham side of LRPS all of whose construction traffic
is using Lots Road and putting extra pressure on this area's road
network, well in advance of the proposed over-development of the
Fulham Gasworks site.
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This wording has been included.

Agree - Amend light industry to business
Amended text to acknowledge primary school in the World’s End
estate and Chelsea Academy.

This sentence raises the expectations that future development
that otherwise accords with policies within the development plan
and in all other respects would be acceptable could be refused
due to the fact that this area has been the site of large scale
development recently. This is not a valid reason for refusing
development and each proposal must be assessed on its own
merits and or impacts

Name

Comment

Council’s Response

Bullet Point 3 suggests incorrectly that Lots Village is "severed" from
surrounding areas by the Thames. On the contrary it is the only district
in Chelsea not separated from the Thames by the Embankment as a
major and highly polluted arterial highway. Instead Lots Road looks out
on the Thames and has the only public park in Chelsea directly on the
riverside. Despite the strategic railway line Lots Road has, as indicated
above, good connectivity to Fulham shops in the Kings Road and in
Imperial Wharf.

Bullet point 3 states that the River Thames acts as a barrier to the
surrounding areas. The importance of the riverside location is in
fact reflected in the principles (section 9.3)

D The Principles at 9.3 need, for the reasons given above at g), to be
amended to refer to safer pedestrian routes across main roads (second
bullet point) and to better measures to restrict rat-running through Lots
Village. For the reasons given above at e) we believe very strongly that
the penultimate bullet point should refer to "enhancing and expanding"
small business space within the Lots Road Employment Zone.

Amend better to ‘safer’
Agreed – amend. This is the Council policy as set out in CF5 in
any event.

E The Priorities at 9.4 need amending as follows: Bullet Point 1 Replace "Support "with "Enhance and Expand ".
Bullet Point 4 Although it has been the Council's aim for some years to
return the one-way system to two-way working we commented in
February that we had received no news about what progress officers
had made in pursuing this with TfL. So we think a clear timescale for
this now needs to be established if (as demonstrated in other parts of
London) the change-over can be expected to reduce the increasing
congestion, delays and tailbacks involving the Embankment as well as
Edith Grove and Cremorne/Ashburnham Roads.
Bullet Point 5 As explained above we see no justification for spending
money adding to the existing satisfactory cross-boundary links. Such
sums could be much better spent improving community facilities.
Bullet Point 7 The cycle hire scheme has long since been extended to
Lots Road, at the expense of parking spaces which are in short supply
when used by some residents in the Worlds End Estate (because a
residents' parking permit is cheaper than paying for off-road spaces) as
well as House Boat owners.
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The wording has been amended to state ‘enhance’ rather than
‘support’. This may include expansion, however, given the large
part of the area is a designated employment zone business B1
Uses should dominate in these areas. Including expand may
therefore be confusing and contrary to policy.
Returning the one-way road system to two way working remains
an aspiration of the Council. Decision making on this issue is the
responsibility of TfL. It is not within the Council’s gift to impose a
timetable.
This bullet point is referring to supporting initiatives to reduce the
impact of physical barriers such as the railway line between RBKC
and LBHF to improve permeability and connectivity between Lots
Road and the wider areas. No change necessary.
Noted – delete bullet 7.

Name

Council’s Response

Comment
Bullet Point 8 The C3 bus route already runs from Clapham Junction via
Wandsworth Bridge and Townmead Road to Lots Road and on up to
Earls Court. Bullet point 10 The established objective of building up to
55 affordable extra care housing units for the elderly on the Pound site
in Lots Road needs to be pursued without the delays associated with
the newly proposed CA10 proposals because the need is pressing.
Additional Bullet Point Priority should also be given to increasing public
open space in Lots Village which is best secured by extending
Cremorne Gardens to cover the site behind the huge and distracting
Advertising Hoardings at the junction of Lots Road with Cheyne Walk.
As we suggested in February we would wish to see a green walkway
established following the route of the old Kensington Canal, and for
green space to be provided at Cremorne Wharf after Tideway and
Thames Water have finished their engineering works.

The introduction of an additional bus route would allow a greater
range of destinations to be reached directly by bus to the benefit
of those visiting and living in the area.
Any future proposals for a new bus route or for modifications to an
existing route would be subject to public consultation and would
be devised to improve accessibility to poorly connected areas on
the southern fringe of the borough.
Traffic conditions are an important consideration when designing
bus routes as it is important that bus journeys are quick and
reliable for buses to be an attractive alternative to car use.

Delivery proposals at 9.5 are both objectionable. The original LRPS
scheme envisaged an express bus service along the Embankment to
Westminster, but this is frankly unrealistic when this route is already so
congested and slow moving not only during peak hours. No existing bus
service uses the Embankment in Chelsea, apart from the 170, which
uses a short stretch from Battersea Bridge to the Royal Hospital Road.
We remain strongly supportive of the continued safeguarding by the
Mayor of Cremorne Wharf and were opposed to early proposals to
develop this wharf because it is important to keep construction traffic off
the roads by utilising river transport whenever practicable.

This land is in private ownership. Any extension to Cremorne
Gardens to cover this site is likely to involve purchasing this site at
market value. Without any identified sources of funding it is not
clear how this would be achievable.

G Policy CA 10 – Site at Lots Road
Prior to pages 98-99 appearing in this document there has been no
attempt by Property Services to enter into any consultation with Lots
Village Chelsea Association. Just being informed recently RBKC had
acquired commercial sites in Lots Road does not represent an attempt
at consultation, unlike the due process earlier entered into regarding
options for Thamesbook including the Pound Site option to which gave
conditional support.

Noted – this text has been deleted. The Council’s policies
continue to support the safeguarding of Cremorne Wharf.

This CA10 proposal runs counter to the main economic thrust of the
London Plan and Chapters 3 and 4 – Building on Success, and
Delivering Success now being consulted on. As the borough which has

Agree – the allocation has been changed to ensure that there is a
significant uplift of commercial floorspace in line with policy CF5
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Noted.

Name

Council’s Response

Comment
fought successfully to protect employment space we from changes of
use to residential without planning permission it would be perverse of
RBKC and send entirely the wrong signal to developers if Chelsea's
only Employment Zone should have its protected employment space
compromised to by only allowing "re-provision of existing commercial
floor space" in the wholesale redevelopment these sites.
The sites should instead be dedicated to enhancing the existing Lots
Road business cluster in view of the large mismatch between the need
for B1 floor space (93,100 sqm over the lifetime of the plan) and what is
likely to be accommodated by existing allocations and permissions.
(See Employment Land Need and Availability Background Paper of
October 2016). This space in Lots Road is urgently needed to provide
opportunities for SMEs and new enterprises to develop over the coming
years and so provide local people with job opportunities.
Some of the active street frontage proposed should be earmarked for a
Neighbourhood Centre which Lots Village does not have; Chapter 3 has
a Key Diagram that indicates that a possible new neighbourhood centre
could be located at this site. The Vision (CV1) for the Borough set out in
Chapter 3 says "Jobs will be readily available as the employment zones
will have been enhanced with new and improved employment floor
space and some supporting residential development providing a mix of
uses and thriving centres for small businesses and the cultural and
creative industries sector". Any "supporting residential development"
apart from extra care units on the Pound Site should surely take the
form of key worker housing and be a minor element in the development.
Nearly 44% of households in Riverside Ward are in social housing, as
much as in the three other Chelsea wards combined. The 40% of
affordable homes in LRPS will increase this imbalance, producing too
much concentration rather than the diversity the Local Plan calls for.
Martyn M Baker and The Committee of Lots Village Chelsea
Association (formerly CRALV).

Martyn Baker

It is depressing, but not surprising, to find that despite the Issues and
Options Consultation of December 2015 very little notice has been
taken in this Partial Review now of the concerns expressed and
suggestions made by local residents of Lots Road on 7th February
2015.
The developers of Lots Road Power Station have yet to start
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The allocation at the car pound site will deliver extra care housing
and a significant uplift in employment floorspace in line with policy
CF5. Any C3 units that will deliver the maximum reasonable
amount of affordable housing, which will include a number of
housing products that will benefit a cross range of housing needs.
Agree – the allocation has been changed to ensure that there is a
significant uplift of commercial floorspace in line with policy CF5
The allocation at the car pound site will deliver extra care housing
and a significant uplift in employment floorspace in line with policy
CF5. Any C3 units that will deliver the maximum reasonable
amount of affordable housing, which will include a number of
housing products that will benefit a cross range of housing needs.
The draft text was written in the light of comments received during
the Issues and Options consultation, and further amended through
responses to the Draft Policies consultation.

Name

Council’s Response

Comment
construction in Chelsea so have provided nothing to the area as yet
apart from 10 years blight.
I reject the use of the word isolation in connection with the area known
as Lots Village. The area is quiet, protected from through traffic, with
comparatively low levels of crime in a genuine community that could be
better described as a very pleasant place to live, where most people live
in predominantly small family houses.

Any reference to isolation relates to the physical barriers to
movement that are present on the boundaries of Lots Road. That
is the River Thames to the south, the railway to the West and to a
lesser degree the busy Cremorne road to the East.

At no meeting of local residents that I have attended over the past 19
years have I heard any resident express a desire for closer connectivity
links with Fulham. "Improving connections to the wider area" far from
being vital would be costly, disruptive and detrimental to Lots Village.
Present connections are more than adequate.

Reference to the area’s isolation has been removed.

Lots Village is not "severed" from surrounding areas by the river
Thames. The Thames is unquestionably the finest asset of this area and would be for all Chelsea if the rest of the borough had not severed
itself from the river by permitting the construction of a four lane urban
highway between the two.

Agree - the importance of the riverside location is in fact reflected
in the principles (section 9.3)

The Thames in Lots Village provides open space, wide vistas, scenic
aspects, a venue for bird and animal life, constant interest, at times
views of magnificent sunsets and altogether a wider, broader
experience.
It also on occasions provides a channel for the wind to disperse some of
the pollution caused by traffic on the highway.
Section 9.3 includes as an overarching aim "maximizing the benefits of We have amended the text to make it clear that new riverside
the area's riverside location" but nowhere in this Review is this aim
development will have to make the most of the riverside location.
expanded or any actual suggestion made as to how to achieve this aim.
CV.4/5 seeks more sites for TfL cycles for hire in Lots Road. there is
already one large such rack in Lots Road, the installation of which
Noted – this text has been deleted.
involved the loss of parking bays despite great pressure on these in the
road. Neither the Council nor TfL can demonstrate a need to lose further The introduction of an additional bus route to the area would allow
parking bays for this purpose.
a greater range of destinations to be reached directly by bus to the
benefit of those visiting and living in the area.
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Council’s Response

Comment

The C3 bus already provides a good service to Central London via Earls
Court.
Any future proposals for a new bus route or for modifications to an
existing route would be subject to public consultation and would
Local residents would not support the removal of Cremorne Wharf's
be devised to improve accessibility to poorly connected areas on
safeguarded status. This status meets the needs of the PLA and
the south fringe of the borough.
protects the site (under which a new storm relief sewer, as well as a
combined sewer outfall to the Tideway Tunnel will be constructed in the Noted – this text has been deleted. The Council’s policies
near future) from unsuitable development.
continue to support the safeguarding of Cremorne Wharf.
Please see further comments under CA10
Quod
(Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted.

Martyn Baker

See the detailed comments already submitted by Lots Village Chelsea
Association

See response above.

Kerry DavisHead

I'm basing my comments on pages 91 to 99, these were the pages
presented at the event I attended, I didn't get to see the Kings Road
document unfortunately. The whole document is impossible to view
without an expensive hard copy. I am interested in the whole of the
areas detailed but for brevity must concentrate on Lots Village only.
I am chair of Lots Village Chelsea but this is my personal
representation. Because LVC has commented on the more technical
aspects I am focusing on the more emotional aspects of what the local
plan should look to for the area.
I'd like to see the map on page 92 corrected and updated. We attended
previous meetings and made "corrections" but these have not
materialised even though a new section has appeared, that of Site
Allocatiom CA10, site at Lots Road. I was surprised to see this suddenly
included, having been veiled in secrecy despite some of us asking
questions. The proposal was included without warning in the local plan Noted – amendments will be made.
so the other outdated items should have been amended?
KEY ISSUES AND OPPORTUNITIES MAP (page 92, 9.1). The
The Council has longer terms aspirations to improve north/south
outdated map needs correcting to show current situation and future
cycle routes in the borough. This is reflected in the infrastructure
possibilities.
Dotted green lines indicate "improve pedestrian cycle links". The line to
the north of the Kings Road is on private land with certain covenants.
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section of the allocations for Cromwell Road and Earl’s Court. The
inclusion of this link would create a quite, safe and low pollution

Name

Comment

Council’s Response

This is a very attractive walk to the Fulham Road, but closed at night
and on CFC Home match days. It should be shown as an existing link
for pedestrians during the day and not available for cycling.

route for cyclists as well as pedestrians. No change necessary.

Perhaps, given all the new cycling incentives and increased usage,
another coloured line should be introduced for the eventual map, or
three different lines, one pedestrian, one shared, one cycle only.
The line going through the Worlds End Estate and through the
Cremorne Estate needs detailing. There are solid buildings through
which this line passes. Is the intention to create a walk away from the
traffic of the Kings Road? It also crosses a very busy road, at which
point there is no crossing. Would the intention be to open up the Worlds
End green spaces for public use? Exactly what is planned to improve
the link between the Worlds End Estate and communities to the west
and east? The estate wall is a solid boundary, along which there is a
busy main road. The plaza is univiting and grey, with insuffient green
space.
The line indicating the Thames path is obviously a long way off in its
realisation, and will be limited by the LRPS gated community and the
LUL building. A route along the railway line would be most welcome but
will now be limited greatly by the RBKC Lots Road development.
An improved pavement towards Imperial Wharf station would be
welcome, particularly for the school, but the land is restricted on the
H&F side.
The solid green lines through Westfieid Park should be annotated to
show they are not open after dusk. In addition, it should now be
highlighted as a problem area regarding cycles. Since the inception of
Santander bikes at the other end of Upcerne its become a busy cycle
route through to the Kings Road, and cycling is not permitted in the
park. All efforts to engage with RBKC regarding this have failed. The
problem of how to calm/ban bikes whilst still maintains access for
pushchairs and mobility vehicles needs full discussion and action and
should form part of this map.

Agreed – maps will be amended
This is an indicative and aspirational goal to create an east/west
route for pedestrians and cyclists that avoids the traffic and
pollution of the King’s Road and Embankment. It is a long term
vision to be implemented incrementally where opportunities
arise
This level of detail is not required on an indicative map.

The proposed routes are aspirational. Detail design issues (such
as lighting and other measure to prevent anti-social behavior)
would be addressed through any future development application.

This level of detail is not required on an indicative map.

Map will be amended to show the routes as pedestrian routes.

Should there be any proposals to provide a route through to the Fulham
Gasworks there may well be much resistance as this would be a one
Although the Fulham Gasworks development is residential led it
way gain, IE very little gain for Lots Village and much to gain for H&F

will provide over 1000 sq m of shop, restaurant and drinking
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Name

Comment

Council’s Response

Gasworks development. They are providing no community facilities, no
doctors, no nursery, no school. So the one way traffic would be to use
the facilities of Lots Village, and Chelsea, the doctors, academy,
nurseries. Retail businesses may gain from this as the Gasworks is
providing very little retail business space.

establishments. The benefits of improved pedestrian and cycling
connectivity will help support businesses both sides of the
railway.

I would also personally query the siting of a public walkway against a
care home facilty and would very much question the viability of a tunnel.
Tunnels are on the whole anti social spaces and, given the proximity of
the Chelsea Academy it would provide a dry place for unwelcome
congregation at school exit times. At later times one can only imagine
the type of anti social activity a covered space may facilitate. This would
prevent its use by those who may benefit, IE those who cannot walk all
the way round so there'd be no real gain. Again, any proposed cycle use
will deter certain users, the frail, the elderly, this is already happening
with our street pavements.

The proposed routes are aspirational. Detail design issues (such
as lighting and other measure to prevent anti-social behavior)
would be addressed through any future development application.

.

We understand a bridge over the railway line wouldn't be acceptable to
TFL but some parties are keen on the idea. If space and funding
allowed then a compromise might be to have a high sided but very wide
garden bridge with gently sloping access. But the site is small and the
budget would be high. Anything mean and narrow would not be
beneficial to our area.
The proposed river bridge for pedestrians and cyclists is not shown,
planning has been obtained. Even though it's off map perhaps it should
be indicated, as if it is built it will increase foot and cycle traffic and
impact on various routes that are shown.
The future impact of Chelsea Football Club stadium has not been
accounted for. The impact of the Hortensia Road developments has not
been accounted for
Should the parade of shops on the Kings Road (opposite HORTENSIA
Road) be annotated as a designated shopping area, along with Lots
Road.
Kings Road/Worlds End. Potential shopfront improvements: this parade
is a much loved and well used facilty. Would improvements mean
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This is due to the scale on the map. The map will be amended to
show this.

Agreed reference to the Stamford bridge redevelopment has
been added to the context section.

No – these shops are not within a designated town center.

An improvement in the shopfronts may lead to increased
business and footfall along the parade and help existing and
valued shops.

Name

Council’s Response

Comment
increases in rent and therefore a change of the type of business?
Regarding the employment zone, particularly with regard to CA10 Lots
Road 65-69 and 71-73. May I quote a consultation carried out by
Cadogan in another area of RBKC, IE. Pavilion Rd
"Cadogan has received a strong response to their community
consultation, which sought the views of local people on what they would
like to see in six new retail units on Pavilion Road, just off Sloane
Square.
Over 100 people from across the local community, including residents,
businesses, community groups and Kensington MP Victoria Borwick
welcomed the opportunity to provide their input and have championed
Cadogan’s aspiration to deliver a variety of shops that will enhance
Chelsea’s village feel and serve the community.
Over 75% of respondents said that they would be interested to see
artisan shops that are independently owned and sell food such as a
butcher, baker, deli and greengrocer. Many who participated in the
consultation were also keen to see post office facilities, or a
convenience store, whilst others noted their preference for pop-up
shops, artisan street food and a neighbourhood café or restaurant.
Cadogan has reviewed the feedback and is working towards delivering
shops which meet the community’s needs. This may also include
providing financial support or discounted rates to encourage small
independent traders to the area.
Cadogan’s Chief Executive Hugh Seaborn said: “We are very grateful
for the response from the local community – there have been many
thoughtful suggestions as well as positive feedback on our long-term
stewardship in Chelsea. We are now committed to securing retailers
based on the comments we have received and look forward to creating
a new neighbourhood destination along Pavilion Road.”
The six shops are currently being built on Pavilion Road, as part of
Cadogan’s development at 131 Sloane Street. The building sits on the
southern end of this internationally recognised address in Chelsea,
which will provide a unique shopping experience with a mix of flagship
and independent retail, office space, a new restaurant and a landscaped
courtyard"

285

It will be a matter for the property department to determine
what businesses occupy the new development. They will come to
a view on this taking into account the need to maximize value for
public assets. The planning department is responsible for
protecting particular uses but cannot favour particular businesses
within any use class.
The latest planning permission granted in 2015 (subject to a S06
agreement being signed ) gives permission for flexible uses
incorporating shops (A1), professional services (A2) or food and
drink (A3) : 1,029 sq.m, Flexible uses incorporating shops (A1),
professional services (A2), business (B1) or assembly and leisure

Name

Council’s Response

Comment

(D2): 364 sq.m , which is a sufficient level of town centre uses to
I trust there would be similar consultation regarding any council
constitute a new neighborhood centre.
development. LRPS development, Chelsea Waterfront, has been vocal
in expressing there will be no community type shops, only high end
Bond Street type jewellers, a grocers of Partridges or above. It is not, as
stated, providing a neighbourhood centre so we need to look elsewhere References to the need to reduce air pollution has been inserted
into the chapter.
for this. Whilst we would resist any type of betting shop, off licence etc
we would welcome a facilty like a small M&S food only or a little
Waitrose. We do need a community space as there is nowhere
completely viable for resident meetings.
I'd also wish to see green space for the public to use, our park and
garden are over used and more green space and trees are needed.
One only has to look to sites in Fulham Riverside to see how mature
trees and shrubs can be integrated. We need adequate drainage and
greenery to mitigate pollution. I'd hate to see "spreadsheet homes",
boxes simply to satisfy the housing quota, if that's the plan then why
push all this into Lots Village. Anything should echo the low terraced
housing we have, and the existing warehouse type architecture. No
towers.

The Council generally pursues a policy of decluttering in the
public realm to enhance the attractiveness of the public realm
and help improve safety. Careful consideration will be given to
how best to create a sense of place in the streetscape. This may
be achieved by other means other than signage.
York stone paving has a prohibitive cost implication for the
Council. Purchasing and using this material has been reduced in
recent years as budgets have been reduced.

Appearance: A sense of place. Would signs be considered to show Lots
Village as an entity? There are signs as you enter Chelsea Harbour
(H&F) but not the other way round. I believe that rural villages use these
as traffic calming, making drivers think and subconsciously slow down.
Unifying the pavements in the conservation area, to York stone
throughout, would engender a sense of place. And may emphasise the
pavements are for pedestrians not cyclists.
I'd also like to see corrected the statement that the area is isolated. Yes,
we are isolated when the Prudential Ride closes the Kings Road, or
National Grid turned it one way, but the rest of the time we are
extremely well served by public transport. I don’t see the need for a new
bus route from Fulham Riverside to Central London. We have the C3
and other buses to connect. We have the 11, the 22, and a short walk
away we have the 14, 414, 211. So WE can get into central London.
Would a new bus serve only Fulham Riverside to our detriment? Lots
Road cannot take the bus especially given the LRPS development cars,
vans and rubbish vehicles congestion. Imperial Wharf station is now
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Reference to the area’s isolation has been removed. However,
the public transport accessibility score (PTAL) for the southern
area of Lots Road is rates poor and in parts of the Lots Road
Power Station site it is very poor
Noted.

Name

Council’s Response

Comment
well established but needs more trains per hour. We also have a car
share scheme that should be mentioned. The Santander cycles are
here already.
The one way system does divide us, so the needs of Lots Village and
Worlds End are quite different.
Cremorne Wharf should remain as a protected wharf in case it is
needed in the future. Not for servicing lorries through Lots Road, but
options kept open for river use. An attractive green space could be
created whilst still giving access for maintenance for the TW/CC/TT
servicing. This should be left as an asset for Lots Village and not an
opportunity for further development.

Noted – this text has been deleted. The Council’s policies
continue to support the safeguarding of Cremorne Wharf.

Overall, Lots Village should not be overdeveloped. It has a unique
village quality, with green space and the river (which incidentally opens
us up, not blocks us in). It should not be used to push unwanted
elements from other area into it. The conservation area should be
strengthened by the use of Article IV Directions if needed
Christian
Durie

Re Chapter 9

The aim of the places chapters is to identify potential
improvements that might be made. Rents and rates are issues
I attended the meeting at Chelsea Old Town Hall on 28th November
that are outside of the control of the council as they are set by
2016 specifically to learn about and maybe take part in discussion about national government and landowners.
proposals for the World’s End Area.
The Key Issues and Opportunities highlighted in the documents
presented showed the King’s Road ‘parade’ of shops as for “Potential
shopfront improvement” but there was no further information available at
the meeting. Is it JUST the shopfronts that are involved in this
suggested ‘improvement’?
• Most important is that the rent & rates for these shops are reasonable
so that they can be useful and practical and serve the actual needs of
the local community.
(NB The amount of ‘Designated Shopping Centre’ – coloured blue on
the map is extremely misleading as the whole of Chelsea &
Westminster Hospital is coloured as if a retail area!)
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This is correct – the Chelsea and Westminster hospital is within
the designated Fulham Road West shopping Centre.

Name

Council’s Response

Comment

Worlds End
Response to the proposed alterations to the Local Plan with particular
Studios (Peter reference to the Lots Road/Worlds End area policy review.
Barrett)
Background This response is provided to the proposed alterations to the
Local Plan with particular reference to the Lots Road/Worlds End area
Support for the vision is noted.
policy review. The plan envisages the future development of the local
area, drawn up by the local planning authority in consultation with the
community. The Vision The vision for the area contained in the existing
Local Plan and the Partial Review Draft Policies Plan is largely the
same, and is generally supported as being sensible and welcomed.
However many of the policies are vague and insubstantial and whilst the
existing plan (2015) recognises this, the draft plan does little or nothing
to rectify or move this forward despite the passage of time. Thus, for
instance, policies (many of them expressed as being ‘priority’), to:
‘improve the Worlds End Estate’, ‘improve local shop frontages’, provide
specific proposals to improve pedestrian and cycle links both ‘along and
across the Thames’ and to the Worlds End Estate, ‘return of the oneway road system to two-way working’, improve the links to the (future)
rail station Imperial Wharf improve cross boundary pedestrian and cycle
links to Hammersmith and Fulham are left vague and aspirational.
Without some detail of what might be suggested (as policy) it is difficult
to make an assessment of them. It is suggested that these should be
developed and be the subject of consultation.
Timeframe In addition it is unfortunate that the consultation period has
been set to end before the imminently anticipated decision on the
Chelsea-Hackney Line/Crossrail 2 line, the provision of which the
existing local plan notes is ‘specifically required to deliver the (Local
Plan) vision’.

The purpose of the places chapters is to be aspirational and to set
broad parameters for the improvement of the places over the plan
period. How these broad aims are achieved in practice will depend
upon future development proposal or public funding opportunities
that arise through the plan period.

The Council will amend any text in relation to the potential
Crossrail 2 station as and when more information is made
available but this cannot delay the Local Plan review process.

It is suggested that policy should be re-consulted in the light of a
decision on Crossrail relevant to the local area.
West London
Line Group
(Mark
Balaam)

We note and welcome the points made but would ask that the Council
pursue new direct rail services to south and south-east London and
better connections at Old Oak Common to underpin the regeneration of
this area and to encourage modal shift from the Earl’s Court One-Way
System and open up a new set of rail options for residents and
employers in the Royal Borough, especially on the full length of its
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The Council would welcome new train services providing direct
connections between Imperial Wharf (and the other West London
line Stations) and Gatwick Airport and other destinations. We
make this point when we get the opportunity to do so however
lobbying for such services is not a priority for the Council.

Name

Council’s Response

Comment
western edge.
We welcome the anticipated use of Cremorne Bridge by pedestrians so
that those living in North Battersea may reach West London Line
services at Imperial Wharf.

Support noted

We also ask that the options of a Crossrail2/WLL interchange at
Imperial Wharf be kept under consideration.

Ultimately the decision on the route is the responsibility of TfL and
national government. The Council understands this route is no
longer favoured due to the impact such a route would have on
journey time and the speed of trains to central London.

This interchange would support regeneration, significantly improve the
PTAL in the area, allow RBKC rail journeys to be completed without
having to travel out-of-borough to Clapham Junction, and ease the
interchange pressure at the UK’s busiest rail nexus.
Jo Sherrard

I would like to make a few comments regarding the Local Plan for the
Lots Village but am unable to compete with your very complicated
online process so please consider this as my contribution.
The introduction for your CV9 for Lots Road/World’s End indicates the
LRPS development will have provided amongst other things “a new
neighbourhood centre, social and community facilities” but I am unable
to find much evidence of this
• The GP space is now in the Power Station building itself which I
understand is now going to be a gated development so will this actually
be for surrounding residents and the local community or merely those
inhabiting the new development?

The latest planning permission granted in 2015 (subject to a S06
agreement being signed ) gives permission for flexible uses
incorporating shops (A1), professional services (A2) or food and
drink (A3) : 1,029 sq.m, Flexible uses incorporating shops (A1),
professional services (A2), business (B1) or assembly and leisure
(D2): 364 sq.m , which is a sufficient level of town centre uses to
constitute a new neighbourhood centre.
Although the Fulham Gasworks development is residential led it
will provide over 1000 sq m of shop, restaurant and drinking
establishments. The benefits of improved pedestrian and cycling
connectivity will help support businesses both sides of the railway.

• The community space is very disappointing and pushed down into a
sub-basement
It also says the isolation of Lots Road needs to be overcome. It seems
to me that these proposed “improved links” would in fact only benefit
people coming from H & F and the huge and the poorly equipped
developments being considered near the Gasworks – there do not
appear to be any community/doctor’s surgery or the like for those
developments – we in Lots Village do not have a problem with links to
the shops in the Kings Road or indeed Worlds End.
Lots Village
Chelsea

A In CV9 Vision for LOTS ROAD statements in sentences 2-4
misrepresent the Place:-
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The latest planning permission granted in 2015 (subject to a S06
agreement being signed ) gives permission for flexible uses

Name

Council’s Response

Comment

(Formerly
Cremorne
a) The s106 Agreement for the Lots Road Power Station (LRPS) makes
Residents'
no mention of a new neighbourhood centre, social facilities or mooring
Association of facilities for our neighbourhood.
Lots Villag...
b) It does require the Developer “to fit out the Community Facility in the
event that a lease is agreed upon up to a cost of £100,000 or pay on
exchange of contracts £100,000 to the Council as a contribution to
fitting out the Community Facility”. This is defined as “a unit of not less
than 445 sqm net internal floor space within Building KC3 (LRPS) to
provide Class D1(b) or Class D1(g) use…..” (NB the Developer’s latest
plans submitted to RBKC suggest this space will be underground!)
c) The s106 Agreement also requires the Developer to provide a much
needed GP Surgery, and to make a Sports Facilities Contribution of
£1,000,000 to the Council towards funding the provision of public sports
facilities in the vicinity of the development.

incorporating shops (A1), professional services (A2) or food and
drink (A3) : 1,029 sq.m, Flexible uses incorporating shops (A1),
professional services (A2), business (B1) or assembly and leisure
(D2): 364 sq.m , which is a sufficient level of town centre uses to
constitute a new neighbourhood centre.
The latest planning permission grants Flexible uses incorporating
non-residential uses (D1) or assembly and leisure (D2): 1653 sq.m

Noted.

d) In sentence 3 of the draft Vision it is inadequate to say “the
Employment Zone will continue to function ……” which implies the
The wording has been amended to seek an enhancement of the
Council no longer has an aspiration to ENHANCE the only Employment employment zone.
Zone in Chelsea. As we commented in February 2016 “this valuable
business cluster should whenever possible be expanded and reinforced
by providing more space for independent businesses, more small
business units and more managed workspace; this is particularly
necessary on employment generation grounds in view of the fact that
Chelsea Riverside Ward is the third most densely populated ward in
RBKC” and only 65% of the economically active age group are in work
or looking for work.
e) In sentence 4 there is a mistaken statement that there is a need to
“overcome the isolation of Lots Road“. On the contrary, there is already
good connectivity between Lots Road and the shops in the Kings Road
just over Stanley Bridge in Fulham, and equally good access from Lots
Road via Chelsea Harbour Drive to the Design Centre in Chelsea
Harbour and then to the shops just beyond Imperial Wharf Overground
station in Fulham. Together these three areas are recognized as
London’s major Interior Design Quarter.
f) It is safer not “better” pedestrian links from Lots Road across the busy
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Reference to the area’s isolation has been removed.

Name

Comment

Council’s Response

A3220 which are needed to access Kings Road shops and services.
Pedestrian crossings conveniently exist but still nothing has been done
to install pedestrian count down lights although TfL are currently
advertising they have installed 800 such systems. A3220 locations are
still only listed on p420 (under the Infrastructure Development Plan) as
being for TfL to deliver sometime in 2017/2018. These locations should
also include the zebra crossings at Hortensia Road/King’s Road and at
the corner of Edith Grove.

Amend better to safer

Question CV9(2):
Please provide your comments on the supporting text for the Lots Road and World’s End ‘Place’
Name

Comment

Council’s Response

Martyn Baker

See above

See response above

Quod
(Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted

Rosemary
Baker

Ditto

See response above

Christian
Durie

9.2 Context – this appears to refer almost exclusively to the Lots Road
area – very little concerns the World’s End area.

World’s End is described in the context. However, the majority of
future development is taking place in Lots Road and that is the
reason that this area has more attention.

9.3 Principles (Overarching Aims)
These principles/aims are all admirable, welcomed and I support them.
Most sincerely I hope the “support for small businesses” can be
extended from the ‘Lots Road Employment Zone’ to include the World’s
End area.

Noted.

9.4 Priorities (Objectives and actions to deliver aims)
Of these listed I support especially initiatives to encourage river
transport, creation of a new bus route for Fulham Riverside to World’s
End (and Central London) and provision for affordable older people’s
housing.

Support noted.

We asked about the “Return of the one-way road system to two-way
working” but no information was available, similarly as regards, “to

Returning the one-way road system to two way working remains
an aspiration of the Council. Decision making on this issue is the
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Name

Council’s Response

Comment

better integrate the World’s End Estate with its surroundings while
responsibility of TfL. It is not within the Council’s gift to impose a
respecting its design integrity” – There was no indication available of
timetable.
exactly what is meant. It appears rather a lot of words and what appear
to be hollow meanings? What are the actual ACTIONS being proposed?
It is hard to take part in a consultation in a vacuum of information.
• There seems to be something of a misconception that the Lots
Noted – issue of describing the area as isolated problematic.
Road/World’s End area is “isolated”. This is not recognised by those
Amend the vision.
who live there. Quiet streets and a residential area with mixed use and
access to practical and useful shops and transport is considered not just
attractive but actually desirable by residents.

Traffic was discussed and strongly I put forward a suggestion that
Enforcement against illegal parking, most especially in the King’s Road
is encouraged. It is lorries, delivery vans, taxis and cars parked on
double yellow lines during the day that cause the blockages and prevent
free flow. This is evident especially in the King’s Road - and in the
Fulham Road.
[On occasion I have seen - from one single vantage point - over 11
illegally parked cars between Beaufort Street and Park Walk. As this is
also a bus route and has an exclusive Right Hand Turn at the lights
towards the river – everything comes to a complete halt and the back-up
spreads North, South, East & West.]
Conclusion:
• Please make sure – as these are Council properties – that the ‘parade’
at World’s End King’s Road is priced reasonably to be able to provide
retail shops useful to and needed by the local community.
• Encourage the Council to enforce parking/stopping restrictions on the
main arteries so that there is a chance of a better flow of traffic –
especially for public transport.

It was disheartening, having made the effort to attend the meeting (my
third attendance on this consultation), to be told in answer to several
questions, “Well! I don’t live here so I don’t know the answer to that.” It
seemed that much of the RBK&C work had been done theoretically only
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We conduct consultations in order to make sure that we
understand local people’s concerns. Officers do have a good
understanding of the area as they undertook the recent
conservation area designation conducting a walk-about and

Name

London
Borough of
Hammersmith
and Fulham
(Matt Butler)

Comment

Council’s Response

- just on paper and the places/areas being reviewed for ‘consultation’
had not actually been sufficiently visited nor understood

analysis of the area.

Lots Road/Worlds End (section 9.5 'Delivery' p.94)

Noted reference to this has now been deleted.

"The Council will continue to lobby the Mayor of London for the removal
of Cremorne Wharf's safeguarded status within the London Plan to
allow its redevelopment in the longer term".
This seems at odds with Policy CE3 Waste (point c.) where RBKC are
proposing to safeguarded Cremorne Wharf- "c. safeguard Cremorne
Wharf, maximising its use for waste management, water transport and
cargo handling purposes". Although, Cremorne Wharf is currently not
operational as a waste management facility and being utilised
temporally for development of the Thames Tideway Tunnel and also the
Counters Creek Storm Relief, it is understood that once the Thames
Tideway Tunnel and Counters Creek Storm Relief Sewer Scheme
projects are complete, Cremorne Wharf is proposed to be brought back
into waste use. As there is limited capacity within RBKC to meet its
waste apportionment, It would be helpful for RBKC to clarify their
position on this.

TfL (Andrew
Hiley)

Page 166/167 Vision for Lots Road – the text mentions new cycle hire
docking stations, pedestrian/cycle river crossing (decking next to
existing bridge) and new bus route to central London. Funding for these
would need to come from development in the area. TfL should be
involved going forward in working up the details and in assessing long
term viability of the docking stations and the bus route.

West London
Line Group
(Mark
Balaam)

9.2 Context (third bullet point)

Noted.

Lots Road is severed from surrounding areas by the River Thames to
the south and the railway line to the west. The high volume of vehicular
traffic associated with the one-way system acts as a barrier for
pedestrians further adding to the perception that the area is isolated.
Improving connections to the wider area is therefore vital.

Support for this vision is noted.

We note and welcome the points made but would ask that the Council
pursue new direct rail services to south and south-east London and
better connections at Old Oak Common to underpin the regeneration of
this area and to encourage modal shift from the Earl’s Court One-Way

The Council would welcome new train services providing direct
connections between Imperial Wharf (and the other West London
line Stations) and Gatwick Airport and other destinations. We
make this point when we get the opportunity to do so however
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Name

Comment

Council’s Response

System and open up a new set of rail options for residents and
employers in the Royal Borough, especially on the full length of its
western edge.

lobbying for such services is not a priority for the Council.

We also ask that the options of a Crossrail2/WLL interchange at
Imperial Wharf be kept under consideration.

The Council is firmly behind proposals to build a Crossrail2 station
close to Chelsea Town Hall on the King’s Road as this is where a
new station would yield the greatest level of benefit for the
borough’s residents, institutions and businesses. The provision of
two Crossrail2 stations between Victoria and Clapham Junction is
not thought to be viable. The Local Plan has been worded
accordingly.

This interchange would support regeneration, significantly improve the
PTAL in the area, allow RBKC rail journeys to be completed without
having to travel out-of-borough to Clapham Junction, and ease the
interchange pressure at the UK’s busiest rail nexus.
9.3 Principles (Overarching Aims) (second bullet point)
Improve the connectivity within the area, neighbouring areas and the
wider city.
We note and welcome the points made but would ask that the Council
pursue new direct rail services to south and south-east London and
better connections at Old Oak Common to underpin the regeneration of
this area and to encourage modal shift from the Earl’s Court One-Way
System and open up a new set of rail options for residents and
employers in the Royal Borough, especially on the full length of its
western edge.
We also ask that the options of a Crossrail2/WLL interchange at
Imperial Wharf be kept under consideration.
This interchange would support regeneration, significantly improve the
PTAL in the area, allow RBKC rail journeys to be completed without
having to travel out-of-borough to Clapham Junction, and ease the
interchange pressure at the UK’s busiest rail nexus.
9.4 Priorities (Objectives and actions to deliver the aims)
We note and welcome the points made but would ask that the Council
pursue new direct rail services to south and south-east London and
better connections at Old Oak Common to underpin the regeneration of
this area and to encourage modal shift from the Earl’s Court One-Way
System and open up a new set of rail options for residents and
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Name

Council’s Response

Comment
employers in the Royal Borough, especially on the full length of its
western edge.
We also ask that the options of a Crossrail2/WLL interchange at
Imperial Wharf be kept under consideration.

Jo Sherrard

Randomly my comments on the area are as follows:

Support noted.

• I am all in favour of a Care Home/affordable older people’s housing
• I would prefer that the Council was in favour of enhancing rather than
supporting small businesses. This is an employment zone and one that
should be protected and encouraged.

This is stated policy of the Council (see Policy CF5). The text has
been amended to reflect this.

• I would not be in favour of a new bus route on Lots Road (South?)
going towards Sloane Square. Lots Road is incredibly narrow at the
best of times and is already difficult for cars, taxis, delivery vans for the
various businesses to get down this road. Loss of car parking is NOT an
option with so many new residential properties in the area springing up
and therefore the road would be clogged up still further. Also the
Embankment is one of the slowest roads in the area –not just due to
local traffic – and therefore I can see no point in a bus which would not
enhance or quicken public transport to Sloane Square or that direction.
It is already very possible to walk to Battersea Bridge to pick up the 170.
We also have the C3 which serves the area well
• Very important to protect the eclectic mix of uses and character of the
area by not overcrowding us with high grade, high rise residential
• Riverside locations and green open spaces are so important and I
would wish to see these improved where possible as well as properly
safeguarding the Chelsea Wharf as a working wharf rather than
continuing to lobby the Mayor of London for removal of this
safeguarding.
• The cycle hire scheme is already here
• It would be good to integrate the World’s End estate and one way
could be to take down the high walls that surround it.
• A green walkway from Chelsea Creek towards the Kings Road
Overall please do NOT overcrowd us with too much residential – this is
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The introduction of an additional bus route would allow a greater
range of destinations to be reached directly by bus to the benefit
of those visiting and living in the area.
Any future proposals for a new bus route or for modifications to an
existing route would be subject to public consultation and would
be devised to improve accessibility to poorly connected areas on
the southern fringe of the borough.
Traffic conditions are an important consideration when designing
bus routes as it is important that bus journeys are quick and
reliable for buses to be an attractive alternative to car use.

Noted
Agreed.

This aspiration is visualized on the place map.

Residential development in the employment zone will always be

Name

Council’s Response

Comment

one of the Borough’s best employment zones and this should be
subordinate to the employment uses.
enhanced and improved. The new developments appear to have a large
percentage of expensive properties that are way beyond the domestic
buyer and also a good percentage of affordable housing but possibly in
order to keep some diversity we should have some key worker units. I
do not believe LRPS is going to provide decent community space and if
the council redevelops the Car Pound Site and 60-71 Lots Road I feel
that more thought should be given to things that benefit the existing
community – ie proper community space, shops and/or offices with
affordable rents to encourage businesses that benefit communities such
as a “corner shop”, chemist, post office, NHS surgery etc.
Lots Village
Chelsea
(Formerly
Cremorne
Residents'
Association of
Lots Villag...

B The Introduction at 9.1 is unbalanced. It would be more accurate to
say :- “In the South West of the Borough, Lots Village is unique in both
being a Conservation Area and Chelsea’s only Employment Zone,
reflecting what remains of Chelsea’s working riverside heritage
alongside low-rise Victorian terraced houses.” [No more words involved]
C The Context at 9.2 needs some corrections. Bullet Point 1 refers to
“light industry” and “industrial feel” which implies there is still some
industrial activity but none is now evident, so “business “would best
describe the activities and character of Lots Village today. Mention
should be made of the Chelsea Academy, and it is worth recording that
there is a Primary School and a Nursery in the Worlds End Estate, and
one at Thorndike Close.
Bullet Point 2 implies that this Estate as well as Lots Village “is currently
undergoing significant change” but the Estate is a settled entity whereas
Lots Village is facing a perfect storm of development as a result of the
long delay in demolition work at the derelict LRPS site .This has blighted
the neighbourhood and delayed public realm improvements. It also
means the eventual development of this strategic site will coincide with
major engineering work by Tideway at Cremorne Wharf over the next
five years, as well as Thames Water’s proposed construction work there
on a storm relief sewer to serve Fulham and Kensington. As said in the
earlier version: “THERE IS A NEED FOR THE AREA TO SETTLE
AFTER THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THESE PROJECTS TAKE
PLACE”. It will take a decade or more for our local community to absorb
all these developments. Reference should also be made to the Chelsea
Island site already under development across the creek, as well as to
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This text does not mention World’s End estate which forms part of
the place. It also gives the impression that the whole of the Lots
Road area is both a conservation and also an employment zone
where only parts of the place have these designations. The
suggested text has been amended to reflect this. The chapter is
known as Lots Road / World End rather than ‘Lots village’. Other
elements have been included.
Agree - Amend light industry to business

Reference to World’s End has been deleted.

This sentence raises the expectations that future development
that otherwise accords with policies within the development plan
and in all other respects would be acceptable could be refused
due to the fact that this area has been the site of large scale
development recently. This is not a valid reason for refusing
development and each proposal must be assessed on its own
merits and or impacts.

Name

Council’s Response

Comment
major work on the Fulham side of LRPS all of whose construction traffic
is using Lots Road and putting extra pressure on this area’s road
network, well in advance of the proposed over-development of the
Fulham Gasworks site.
Bullet Point 3 suggests incorrectly that Lots Village is “severed” from
surrounding areas by the Thames. On the contrary it is the only district
in Chelsea not separated from the Thames by the Embankment as a
major and highly polluted arterial highway. Instead Lots Road looks out
on the Thames and has the only public park in Chelsea directly on the
riverside. Despite the strategic railway line Lots Road has, as indicated
above, good connectivity to Fulham shops in the Kings Road and in
Imperial Wharf.

Bullet point 3 states that the River Thames acts as a barrier to the
surrounding areas. The importance of the riverside location is in
fact reflected in the principles (section 9.3)

D The Principles at 9.3 need, for the reasons given above at g), to be
amended to refer to safer pedestrian routes across main roads (second
bullet point) and to better measures to restrict rat-running through Lots
Village. For the reasons given above at e) we believe very strongly that
the penultimate bullet point should refer to “enhancing and expanding”
small business space within the Lots Road Employment Zone.

Amend better to safer.

E The Priorities at 9.4 need amending as follows: Bullet Point 1 Replace “Support “with “Enhance and Expand “.

Agree – text amend to include enhance and expand.

Bullet Point 4 Although it has been the Council’s aim for some years to
return the one-way system to two-way working we commented in
February that we had received no news about what progress officers
had made in pursuing this with TfL. So we think a clear timescale for
this now needs to be established if (as demonstrated in other parts of
London) the change-over can be expected to reduce the increasing
congestion, delays and tailbacks involving the Embankment as well as
Edith Grove and Cremorne/Ashburnham Roads.

Returning the one-way road system to two way working remains
an aspiration of the Council. Decision making on this issue is the
responsibility of TfL. It is not within the Council’s gift to impose a
timetable.

Bullet Point 5 As explained above we see no justification for spending
money adding to the existing satisfactory cross-boundary links. Such
sums could be much better spent improving community facilities.

This bullet point is referring to supporting initiatives to reduce the
impact of physical barriers such as the railway line between RBKC
and LBHF to improve permeability and connectivity between Lots
Road and the wider areas. No change necessary.

Bullet Point 7 The cycle hire scheme has long since been extended to
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Comment

Council’s Response

Lots Road, at the expense of parking spaces which are in short supply
when used by some residents in the Worlds End Estate (because a
residents’ parking permit is cheaper than paying for off-road spaces) as
well as House Boat owners.

Noted – delete bullet 7.

Bullet Point 8 The C3 bus route already runs from Clapham Junction
via Wandsworth Bridge and Townmead Road to Lots Road and on up to
Earls Court. Bullet point 10 The established objective of building up to
55 affordable extra care housing units for the elderly on the Pound site
in Lots Road needs to be pursued without the delays associated with
the newly proposed CA10 proposals because the need is pressing.
Additional Bullet Point Priority should also be given to increasing public
open space in Lots Village which is best secured by extending
Cremorne Gardens to cover the site behind the huge and distracting
Advertising Hoardings at the junction of Lots Road with Cheyne Walk.
As we suggested in February we would wish to see a green walkway
established following the route of the old Kensington Canal, and for
green space to be provided at Cremorne Wharf after Tideway and
Thames Water have finished their engineering works.

The introduction of an additional bus route would allow a greater
range of destinations to be reached directly by bus to the benefit
of those visiting and living in the area.

Delivery proposals at 9.5 are both objectionable. The original LRPS
scheme envisaged an express bus service along the Embankment to
Westminster, but this is frankly unrealistic when this route is already so
congested and slow moving not only during peak hours. No existing bus
service uses the Embankment in Chelsea, apart from the 170, which
uses a short stretch from Battersea Bridge to the Royal Hospital Road.
We remain strongly supportive of the continued safeguarding by the
Mayor of Cremorne Wharf and were opposed to early proposals to
develop this wharf because it is important to keep construction traffic off
the roads by utilising river transport whenever practicable.

298

Noted

This land is in private ownership. Any extension to Cremorne
Gardens to cover this site is likely to involve purchasing this site at
market value. Without any identified sources of funding it is not
clear how this would be achievable.
The introduction of an additional bus route would allow a greater
range of destinations to be reached directly by bus to the benefit
of those visiting and living in the area.
Any future proposals for a new bus route or for modifications to an
existing route would be subject to public consultation and would
be devised to improve accessibility to poorly connected areas on
the southern fringe of the borough.
Traffic conditions are an important consideration when designing
bus routes as it is important that bus journeys are quick and
reliable for buses to be an attractive alternative to car use.

CA9 LOTS ROAD POWER STATION

Question CA9(1):
Please provide your comments on Policy CA9
Name

Comment

Council’s Response

Martyn Baker

See above

See response above.

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted.

Rosemary
Baker

Ditto

See response above.

Environment
Agency (North
London
Sustainable
Places)

We acknowledge that this site already has planning permission, but
any opportunity to include the recommendations from the Thames
Estuary 2100 (TE2100) Plan, should be taken. Please see the
recommendations in the TE2100 tailored briefing attached with this
response.

Site constraints have been amended to make reference to a 10m
set back in line with the recommendations in the TE2100.

London
Borough of
Hammersmith
and Fulham
(Matt Butler)

Policy CA9 Lots Road Power Station – We are confused as to whether Noted – reference to it being for information purposes has been
this is a policy or not. If it is just for information purposes, as the site
removed and this site is a site allocation.
context text states, then why is it in a policy box? We would suggest
detailing the planning permission in the explanatory text and not
including it as a policy.

Question CA9(2):
Please provide your comments on the site context text and site information table.

Name

Comment

Council’s Response

Martyn Baker

See above

See response above.

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted.
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Name

Comment

Council’s Response

Rosemary
Baker

Ditto

See response above.

CA10 SITE AT LOTS ROAD
Question CA10(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CA10
Name

Comment

Council’s Response

Martyn Baker

Residents in Lots Village have only recently learnt that RBKC has
purchased properties in Lots Road with the intention of developing
these currently commercial properties into largely residential units,
providing no more work space than is there at present, in one of the
few designated employment zones in the Borough .

The allocation has been the subject of one round of consultation
and will be so for another. All stakeholders are given the
opportunity to make representations. It will also be tested at a
local plan examination in public.

To date very little information, let alone details, about this project have
been provided. Local residents would wish to press the Council to
provide a great deal more, including on the amount of green space to
be incorporated in the scheme (see overarching aims).

The Council’s policy remains to encourage mixed and balanced
community. This is set out in Policy CH2 where the majority of all
new development will be for private sale. The affordable element
will include a number of housing products (starter homes, social
rent and intermediate rent) to meet the identified needs of a cross
range of society. This policy applies throughout the borough.

Residents in the area note that it appears still to be a policy of RBKC
(Local Plan Discussion Group, Chelsea Old Town Hall 28:11:2016) to
continue to reinforce the concentration of subsidised housing in the
west part of Riverside Ward. This could hardly be said to reflect the
diversity called for as one of the five strategic issues that the existing
Local Plan seeks to achieve.
Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted.

Rosemary Baker Ditto

See response above.

Environment
Agency (North
London
Sustainable
Places)

The following text has been added:
“An Exception test and a Flood Risk Assessment should be
submitted to support any future planning application. The
assessments should take into account the new climate change
allowances and requirements, especially for surface water

We would expect to see that an adequate setback of 10m for the
future defence raising and for access and maintenance is
safeguarded through a specific policy or through noting it as a site
constraint. An assessment of whether further setback, of up to 16m, is
necessary and should be agreed in consultation with the Environment
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Comment

Council’s Response

Agency.

flooding. New development needs to address surface water to
reduce the peak flow into the combined sewer network such that
surface water discharge into the network is restricted to greenfield
run-off rates.

Intertidal terracing should be incorporated into any planning
permission granted at this site to complement the intertidal terracing
that was approved for the planning permission on the opposite side of
the Chelsea Harbour. This would support the setting back of defences An undeveloped buffer of at least 10m incorporating intertidal
proposed in the TE2100 Plan.
terracing will be required from the statutory flood defence line, to
allow access for future flood defence raising, maintenance and
We acknowledge that the Sequential Test has been carried out for
betterment under Water Framework Directive /Thames River
this site and that it is not possible to locate the development outside
Basin Management Plan.”
of Flood Zone 3. We are pleased to see the points that should be
covered by the site specific Flood Risk Assessment are specified. We
would recommend an additional point:
The FRA must demonstrate that the lifetime of the flood defence is
commensurate with the lifetime of the development. Any remedial
works identified within the FRA must be carried out prior to any
occupation of the site.
London Borough
of Hammersmith
and Fulham
(Matt Butler)

The second line of this policy is not clear – "The council allocates
development…". We would suggest this is reworded to: "The Council
allocates the portion of the site within the Royal Borough for
development….."
There is no justification text to explain the policy content. In particular
we would welcome clarification on what is meant by extra care units
and what proportion of the 120 units they are proposed to make up.
We would suggest that this policy is more carefully worded to be clear
on the amount of residential dwellings vs the extra care units.
Whilst the site allocation is for land in RBKC, part of the overall site is
within LBHF. Given that RBKC own the piece of land within LBHF, we
are concerned about the extent to which this allocation will be used to
influence the development of the overall site. We would welcome
further discussion on this site allocation.
LBHF wish to secure the provision for a future potential
pedestrian/cycle link underneath the viaduct to Lots Road, as
identified by the council's South Fulham Riverside SPD. TfL also
welcomes this commitment. There are concerns regarding land
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The wording of the allocations text is standardized across the site
allocations and has been used since the Core Strategy in 2010
without confusion – no change necessary.
The definition of extra care housing is dealt with elsewhere in the
plan (see paras 35.3.62-63) and therefore does not need to be
repeated here. The Council has been more specific on the
quantity of extra care housing.
Agree – RBKC will work cooperatively with LBHF actively and on
an on-going basis to deliver development on the site.

Name

Council’s Response

Comment
ownership, licenses and the link onto RBKC land on the northern
bank of Chelsea Creek in order to deliver this link.

Worlds End
Studios (Peter
Barrett)

Site Allocation
Proposed Policy CA10 now envisages the addition of a strategic site
at Lots Road Auctions/Bonhams, which has very recently been
purchased by the Council. The site lies at the heart of the Lots Road
Employment Zone, and its designation offers a unique opportunity to
realise and catalyse many of the policy visions and principles.

Require an uplift in employment floorspace. The loss of auction
houses would be contrary to CF7 therefore add text to include
protection of the auction use.

However the site allocation and its description envisage changes in
land use policy and do not appear to include Policy Vision CV9. The
Council are now in a strong position as both client and policy planner
to deliver an exemplary scheme and make a direct contribution to
deliver the policy ‘visions’, ‘principles’ and ‘priorities’.
The site allocation is described in the proposed policy as:
Land Use a. a minimum of 120 residential units, including extra care
units b. commercial use The site lies in the centre of and forms part of
the Lots Road Employment Zone. No change to this policy
designation is proposed and so its principles must apply. Employment
Zones are defined by the Council as: ‘Designated areas where
specific policies apply in order to protect employment uses,
particularly light industrial and research and development uses, and
encourage new (employment) activities’. Such a designation is
different to ‘Mixed-use development’, which is defined as:
‘development containing a variety of activities on single sites or
across wider areas’.
Furthermore current policy (CP18) states for the area that ‘The
Council will maintain, protect and enhance the character of the area
by supporting …small creative uses’… Vision (CV9) notes the
Employment Zone will ‘continue to function as a centre for innovation
focusing particularly on art, architecture, antiques and interior design’.
Proposed Policy CA10 does not recognise the existing approved
designation as an Employment Zone but proposes the site for ‘A
mixed use development to include residential and employment
floorspace’, contrary to current policy.
On interrogation of planning officers at the recent public meeting,
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Agree – the allocation has been amended to make clear that a
significant uplift in employment floorspace is required.

Agree – the proposed allocation has been amended to add an
additional principle to seek protection of the auction house uses.

Name

Council’s Response

Comment
officers indicated that the proposed development of the site
envisaged replacement of the existing commercial space only (with
the option for the Auction use to reoccupy), with no augmentation or
increase in it’s provision. Indeed the principle of the stated
development (policy) is the ‘re-provision of existing commercial
floorspace’.
On the contrary the Policy envisages a minimum of 120 residential
units.
Whilst it is acknowledged (and indeed welcomed), that some mixed
and residential may be appropriately provided, it should be noted that
if the policy brief noted above was pursued, the quantum of the
residential development would far outweigh the commercial use of the
site, and would not sit comfortably with the site zone designation and
policy vision and principles.

Agree – the proposed allocation has been amended to be
employment-led development with a significant uplift in
commercial floorspace and an retention of increase in arts and
cultural uses that reflects the site’s location within the employment
zone in line with policy CF5.

Without support and enhancement to the commercial use of this
critical site by the Council, who now both formulate policy and control
by ownership the site, the critical mass of these uses in Lots Road is
likely to be eroded and lost.
The policy should be redrafted to note the importance of the
appropriate commercial use of the site. In addition, whilst some
residential would be acceptable, the opportunity should be seized to
also deliver other policy objectives.
Development Principles etc. The proposed policy development brief
Agree- an additional principle has been added to protect the
envisages: c. ‘active street frontages to Lots Road’. This should be
auction house use.
clarified and extended to include established policy for the area
(stated as ‘overarching aims’) in the brief to enhance and support: ‘the
eclectic mix of uses and character of the area’ ‘small business and
light industrial uses within the Lots Road Employment Zone’ ‘the
antiques, furniture and design cluster in Lots Road’. d. ‘re-provision of
existing commercial floorspace’. As noted above it is suggested this
policy statement is replaced with one that recognises the primary
designation of the site as falling within the Employment Zone, and
that ‘re-provision’ is not an adequate policy objective, and should be
replaced with a policy requiring positive enhancement (in quantum,
character and suitability) for use by small business, antiques, furniture
and design’ uses and users.
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Name

Council’s Response

Comment
e. ‘development that respects the setting of the Lots Village
Conservation Area’. The proposed policy statement is welcomed.
f. ‘development of a scale and density that is appropriate to its
surroundings’. The proposed policy statement is welcomed.
g. ‘development will be liable to make planning contributions….’ etc.
The proposed policy statement is welcomed

Lots Village
Chelsea
(Formerly
Cremorne
Residents'
Association of
Lots Villag...

G Policy CA 10 – Site at Lots Road
Prior to pages 98-99 appearing in this document there has been no
attempt by Property Services to enter into any consultation with Lots
Village Chelsea Association. Just being informed recently RBKC had
acquired commercial sites in Lots Road does not represent an
attempt at consultation, unlike the due process earlier entered into
regarding options for Thamesbook including the Pound Site option to
which gave conditional support.
This CA10 proposal runs counter to the main economic thrust of the
London Plan and Chapters 3 and 4 – Building on Success, and
Delivering Success now being consulted on. As the borough which
has fought successfully to protect employment space we from
changes of use to residential without planning permission it would be
perverse of RBKC and send entirely the wrong signal to developers if
Chelsea’s only Employment Zone should have its protected
employment space compromised to by only allowing “re-provision of
existing commercial floor space” in the wholesale redevelopment
these sites.

The allocation has been the subject of one round of consultation
and will be so for another. All stakeholders are given the
opportunity to make representations. It will also be tested at a
local plan examination in public.

Agree – the proposed allocation has been amended to be
employment-led development with a significant uplift in
commercial floorspace and an retention of increase in arts and
cultural uses that reflects the site’s location within the employment
zone in line with policy CF5.

The sites should instead be dedicated to enhancing the existing Lots
Road business cluster in view of the large mismatch between the
need for B1 floor space (93,100 sqm over the lifetime of the plan) and
what is likely to be accommodated by existing allocations and
permissions. (See Employment Land Need and Availability
Background Paper of October 2016). This space in Lots Road is
urgently needed to provide opportunities for SMEs and new
enterprises to develop over the coming years and so provide local
people with job opportunities.
Some of the active street frontage proposed should be earmarked for
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The Council’s policy remains to encourage mixed and balanced

Name

Comment

Council’s Response

a Neighbourhood Centre which Lots Village does not have; Chapter 3
has a Key Diagram that indicates that a possible new neighbourhood
centre could be located at this site. The Vision (CV1) for the Borough
set out in Chapter 3 says “Jobs will be readily available as the
employment zones will have been enhanced with new and improved
employment floor space and some supporting residential
development providing a mix of uses and thriving centres for small
businesses and the cultural and creative industries sector”. Any
“supporting residential development” apart from extra care units on
the Pound Site should surely take the form of key worker housing and
be a minor element in the development. Nearly 44% of households in
Riverside Ward are in social housing, as much as in the three other
Chelsea wards combined. The 40% of affordable homes in LRPS will
increase this imbalance, producing too much concentration rather
than the diversity the Local Plan calls for.

community. This is set out in Policy CH2 where the majority of all
new development will be for private sale. The affordable element
will include a number of housing products (starter homes, social
rent and intermediate rent) to meet the identified needs of a cross
range of society. This policy applies throughout the borough.

Question CA10(2):
Please provide your comments on the site context text and site information table.
Name

Comment

Council’s Response

Martyn Baker

See above

See response above.

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted

Rosemary
Baker

Ditto

See response above.

305

CHAPTER 10 PORTOBELLO ROAD / NOTTING HILL GATE
PORTOBELLO/NOTTING HILL GATE PLACE
CV10 VISION FOR PORTOBELLO ROAD/NOTTING HILL GATE
Question CV10(1)
Please provide your comments on Vision CV10.

Name

Comment

Response

Marion
Gettleson

CV10 Vision for Portobello Road
Portobello Road is 1.5km long and runs south to north, from Notting Incorporated into the revised chapter vision, introduction and
Hill Gate. Portobello Road is largely lined with small shops and it’s
context.
150 year old varied street market. It is essential that the market
continues to be vibrant and attractive, serving local residents and
visitors from across the world. The market will remain a centre for
the storage and sale of antiques in the UK’s principal wholesale
antiques centre. Portobello market inspires designers and supports
new entrepeneurs. To the north, the former convent walls link
Portobello market with the smaller but distinctive Golborne Market.
At this point, Portobello Road runs close to Ladbroke Grove, an area
in need of sensitive development to serve local needs and act as a
gateway to the markets. Some years ago investment was made in a
lift at Ladbroke Grove underground station, but the project was left
unfinished. The area would greatly benefit from the lift being
completed. A Kensal Portobello Crossrail station will provide another
valuable new transport link for the area.
Planning policies must protect the unique architectural
characteristics and style of Portobello Road. The area beneath the
Westway must be developed by the Westway Trust for the benefit of
all local residents, their varied communities and local businesses.
The proposed retail space must be commercially sustainable. New
developments will include a multi-use cultural venue, flexible indoor
and outdoor market space. This will adapt to changing fashions and
times. Infastructure will include lavatory facilities for visitors and
market traders. Market traders need adequate storage.
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Text amended, the revised vision now includes:
The land underneath and adjacent to this part of the Westway will
have been developed by Westway Trust with sensitivity to the
history of the area to provide a multi-use cultural venue and
indoor and outdoor market space that is flexible and can adapt to
changing fashions over time

Name

Comment

Emma Dent
Coad

CV10 Vision for Portobello in 2028

Response

Add 'Portobello Road Market is one of the most visited attractions in
London'.

Much of this is now included in the revised vision and context.

Portobello Road and Golborne Road will continue to be vibrant and
distinctive street markets serving local residents and attracting
The Council is unable to control the type of business that
visitors from across the world. Portobello Road will remain a jewel in occupies a shop.
London's shopping crown, a place of world class antiques hunting
alongside shops meeting the day-to-day needs of local people,
above all, a place which has not been overrun by identikit multiples.
The centre will maintain the rich variety of shops with a
predominance now so rare in London, of independent retailers
offering 'something different'. The existing antiques arcades are a
key ingredient of this variety. Portobello Road's strengths: its
international antiques trade and the diversity of the retail offer,
including vibrant small shops offering personal service, will continue
to be built upon. Its less glamorous role as the provider of the range
of shops and services essential to support the day-to-day needs of
Incorporated into delivery.
its 'village minded' local community is no less important and will be
maintained. Running the length of the Portobello Road, the street
market, with its antiques, fashion, crafts, and fruit and vegetables will
act as both a key driver to achieve this vision and an opportunity to
strengthen the existing close links with the Golborne Road Special
Neighbourhood Centre to the north. Portobello Road is, however,
more than a shopping street, it will continue to be the international
antiques market, and an inspiration for designers and a seed-bed for
new entrepreneurs. It will remain an important location for cultural
activities and office employment within the borough.

Tesco (Sir/
Madam)

CV10.2 Vision for Notting Hill in 2028
Take from the SDP.

New principles added relating to the SPD.

CV10 – Vision for Portobello Road / Notting Hill Gate

224-226 was not submitted to the call for sites and has not been
identified as a development opportunity in this plan. Delivering
housing is an important objective for the plan as a whole but this
is not a key element of the Council’s vision for Portobello Road.
The London Plan and the Council’s housing trajectory assume
that a certain number of smaller sites will come forward for
development as ‘windfall sites’. This approach is compliant with

The site at 224-226 Portobello Road falls within the Portobello Road
/ Notting Hill Gate character area as defined by the Local Plan
Review. Policy CV10 sets out the Council’s vision for the Portobello
Road / Notting Hill Gate character area over the plan period, and
therefore the site itself.
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Name

Comment

Response
the NPPF.

Our client welcomes the Council’s commitment to enhancing the
character area through improvements to the built environment,
public realm and connectivity within the Portobello Road / Notting Hill
Gate character area. However it is contended that Policy CV10 fails
to acknowledge the role that the area will perform in meeting the
development needs of the borough. Indeed the Local Plan Review
fails to identify any strategic sites within the area for future
redevelopment.
We therefore request that Policy CV10 be amended to reflect the
role that the Portobello Road / Notting Hill Gate character area
should perform in meeting the development needs of the borough.
These representations to the Local Plan Review, which have been
prepared on behalf of Tesco Stores Ltd., focus on the role that the
existing Tesco Metro at 224-226 Portobello Road, Notting Hill,
London, W11 1LJ may perform in meeting the Council’s vision and
objectives for the development of the borough over the plan period,
and the objectively assessed development needs.
The existing Tesco ‘Metro’ at 224-226 Portobello Road (hereinafter
‘the site’) is currently formed by a Tesco ‘Metro’ supermarket at
ground floor with ancillary uses at first and second floors above. The
site is located to the east of Portobello Road, and is bound to the
north, south and east by existing retail/residential properties.
It is acknowledged that the existing building is of limited architectural
merit, and does not contribute positively to the character, setting and
visual appearance of the Ladbroke Grove Conservation Area within
which the site is located.
Conclusion- In conclusion our client welcomes the Council’s
commitment to promote the continued redevelopment of the
borough, and to meet and exceed the development needs of the
borough through the Local Plan Review.
However, our client is concerned that those Draft Policies of the
Local Plan Review do not acknowledge the role that the whole
borough will perform in meeting and exceeding these development
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As above

Name

Comment

Response

needs, including the redevelopment of sites such as the existing
Tesco ‘Metro’ supermarket at 224-226 Portobello Road.
Indeed, it is contended that as a result of the failure of the Council to
plan proactively, or flexibly, to meet and exceed these development
needs, the Local Plan Review is not consistent with the overarching
objectives of the National Planning Policy Framework and/or London
Plan (2016).
Therefore as a key existing landowner and business within the
borough our client wishes to be kept fully informed in relation to the
future progress of the Local Plan Review, and looks forward to the
opportunity to make further formal representations to the Local Plan.
The existing use of the site as a Tesco ‘Metro’ reflects the sites
location within the ‘Portobello Road Special District Centre’ Primary
Shopping Frontage.
Ladbroke Grove London Underground Station (Fare Zone 2) is
located approx. 300m to the north-west of the site, and is served by
the Circle and Hammersmith & City lines. The site is also served by
a plethora of bus routes. Consequently the site benefits from a PTAL
Rating of 5.
The following assesses those Draft Policies of the Local Plan
Review which are considered relevant to the potential
redevelopment of the site. These Draft Policies are considered
against the overarching objectives of the NPPF and London Plan
(2016).
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If you have not done so already we recommend that you request
for the Company’s contact details to be added to our LDF
database so that you can be kept abreast of the future stages in
developing this plan.

Question CV10(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text for the Portobello/Notting Hill Gate ‘Place’ and reference the specific
paragraph numbers
Name

Comment

Response

Pridgeon

A height limitation should be in place for Notting Hill Gate.
The proposed heightening of Newcombe House is very blighting for
the area, in terms of limiting light, creating a concrete skyline that is
totally out of keeping with the surrounding area.

The Building Height SPD identifies where in the borough tall
buildings may be appropriate and sets out how the height of the
building should be assessed. In particular it identifies the need
for buffer zones around conservation areas.

Notting Hill should not be a priority for the Council for the provision
of hotels. Let that be Bayswater. We don't want Notting Hill to be
another Bayswater with the soullessness of a non-permanent
resident population.

The text does not mention hotels.
The principles text has been altered to: Reduce vehicle
dominance and increase cycle and pedestrian safety

Cycle and pedestrian safety around NHG and the streets west to
Ladbroke Grove and east to Clanricade Gardens should be a
priority. Air quality improvements too
Westcott

John Learmonth

No mention made of the very popular Farmers' Market behind
Newcombe House - this should be maintained.
Also Newcombe House should be refurbished and NOT
redeveloped.

Retention of the Farmers’ Market has been added under
priorities.
The text has been altered to: Refurbish or redevelop a number
of sites identified in the Notting Hill Gate Supplementary
Planning Document, including one of the tower blocks,
Newcombe House, where refurbishment is identified as the
appropriate option.

I have several concerns regarding chapter 10 of the LPPR draft
document as it stands.
A major concern is the third bullet point of section 10.4 in the LPPR
document (tracked) which refers to the need to “redevelop a
number of sites identified in the Notting Hill Gate Supplementary
Planning Document, including one of the tower blocks, Newcombe
House.” This is not correct. The Notting Hill Gate Supplementary
Planning Document/NHG SPD says in section 4.12 “There are two
possible options for the large building at Newcombe House: the
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The text has been altered to: Refurbish or redevelop a number
of sites identified in the Notting Hill Gate Supplementary
Planning Document, including one of the tower blocks,
Newcombe House, where refurbishment is identified as the
appropriate option.

Name

Comment

Response

refurbishment of the existing structure or its redevelopment” and
then in 4.15 “Consequently a refurbishment and potential recladding of the existing building is considered to be an appropriate
option for the site.” So, any revision of the Local Plan must say that
refurbishment continues to be the appropriate option for Newcombe
House, with re-development only being considered under certain
circumstances as outlined in section 4.16 of the NHG SPD. The
relevance of this policy in the NHG SPD is confirmed by the fact
that proposals to refurbish and only partially re-develop Astley
House, David Game House and United House have recently been
approved by the Council, whereas proposals for the wholesale and
inappropriate re-development of Newcombe House were rejected.
I welcome the LPPR document’s comments on the need to improve
the public realm and junctions around NHG station (10.4, 4th bullet)
but would like to see a clear commitment for increased pavement
space along NHG to ease pedestrian movement and reduce
congestion to reflect similar commitments in section 4.2 of the NHG
SPD – you will note that the rejected proposal for the Newcombe
House site included plans to reduce substantially the amount of
pavement space at the corner of NHG and Kensington Church
Street outside Waterstones, which would severely impede
pedestrian movement in this busy area, is clearly contrary to the
NHG SPD and should also be contrary to any revised Local Plan.

The detail of how the public realm would be improved is set out
in the Notting Hill Gate Supplementary Planning Document,
consequently the Local Plan needs only to set out that this is a
priority for the area. Requirements for social housing are set out
in borough- wide policy CH2 Affordable Housing, and office
provision in borough-wide policy CF5.

In general, the LPPR document should build on and reflect much
better the existing NHG SPD, with the former not reflecting the
latter in key areas such as:
• need to protect social housing.
• need for a diverse office offering.
• support for assets of community value, such as the “extremely
popular” (section 2.19 NHG SPD) Notting Hill Farmers’ Market, of
course not forgetting other assets such as local pubs and The
Bethesda Baptist Church on Kensington Place, the oldest building
in Hillgate Village.

Retention of the Farmers’ Market has been added under
priorities. Policy CK2. b. resists the loss of pubs and CK1
resists the loss of social and community uses like places of
worship.

Of course, there are good things in chapter 10 of the LPPR
document, such as comments on the need to reduce the vehicle
dominance of NHG (10.3, 3rd bullet) and support for specialist and

The new vision for Notting Hill Gate reflects the role of the
centre in serving local needs.
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Name

Comment

Response

independent shops (10.3, 2nd bullet; 10.4, 9th and 10th bullets) as
the area needs to cater for the needs of residents not just provide
coffee shops for office workers and tourists!
The chapters have been separated as suggested.
A final point is that Portobello Road and Notting Hill Gate are two
distinct areas with specific challenges and thus should each have
their own chapter and not be lumped together.
Quod (Georgie
Church)

Paragraph 4.3.1 rightly states that place shaping is at the heart of
spatial planning and that each place needs to be considered
individually, it is not enough to set out 'generic' policies.

Support noted.

By combining the chapter on Notting Hill Gate with Portobello
Road, the focus on the individual identity of the area has been
dramatically reduced and the chapter no longer provides a clear
focus on the need for the regeneration of the area to support its
independence as a District Centre and a place with its own
character that can support local life.

The chapter has been divided into two.

The chapter has diluted the focus on the need to repair the
townscape through the redevelopment of key buildings with high
quality architecture that creates a 'wow factor' that will excite and
delight residents and visitors and the need to significantly
strengthen the District Centre.

We trust this concern has been rectified in the new chapter text.

Chapter 16 of the CLP sets out a clear aspiration for the area and
this should not be reduced through the Local Plan Review. Whilst
we support the identification of Newcombe House as a site
requiring redevelopment, the draft text does not recognise the
opportunity for this key site to deliver significant public benefits. As
set out above, the redevelopment of the site could deliver a new
high quality public realm that is attractive, vibrant and activated by
new, independent retail units; step free access to the underground;
high quality residential and office floorspace; a doctor's surgery;
and space purposefully designed for a new farmers market among
other things. The opportunity to deliver these benefits as part of any
proposal should be referenced directly within the chapter to guide
proposals and decision making.
Whilst the Notting Hill Gate SPD (2015) does provide additional

312

This text has been revised to: Refurbish or redevelop a number
of sites identified in the Notting Hill Gate Supplementary
Planning Document, including one of the tower blocks,
Newcombe House, where refurbishment is identified as the
appropriate option.
The new point under delivery sets out:
The Supplementary Planning Document for Notting Hill Gate
identifies specific opportunities for development, refurbishment
or some additional storeys on seven sites: Newcombe House;
Astley House; the Gate Cinema; West Block; Ivy Lodge to
United House; 66-74 Notting Hill Gate and David Game House.
Applications have subsequently been received for some of
these sites.

Name

Comment

Response

guidance, as an SPD it forms only a material consideration in the
assessment of applications. Given the scale of change sought at
Notting Hill Gate, there should be a stronger vision included within
the Local Plan itself and a focus on the public benefits that could be
achieved as a result. This is important to support the level of
investment required. As it is currently drafted the chapter risks
diluting the opportunity for widespread regeneration of the area.
Ladbroke
Association
(Sophia Lambert)

Please note that this comment is from the Ladbroke Association.
The Ladbroke Association strongly urges that there should be
separate chapters on Notting Hill Gate, Portobello and Golborne.
Although they are connected, they are very different and have their
own characteristics and needs, and each requires a more detailed
vision than is at present suggested. In particular, the suggestion
needs to be avoided that Notting Hill Gate is no more than a
gateway to Portobello.
The Ladbroke Association has seen the three redrafted chapter
visions proposed by the Kensington Society and is in general
agreement with them.

These chapters are now separate and the Notting Hill Gate
chapter makes it clear that the area is more than the gateway to
Portobello.

Support noted.

The Hillgate
We represent our members who are residents of the area known as
Village Residents’ Hillgate Village, and its environs, mostly within the Campden Ward
Association/HVRA of RBKC.
(Peter Crawford )
On behalf of The Hillgate Village Residents' Association I submit
the following comments on chapter 10 Portobello Road/Notting Hill
Gate in the tracked copy of the LPPR document.
The chapter has been divided into two.
1. Although sharing some issues, such as how to deal with the
large number of tourists who come through the area, we feel
Portobello Road and Notting Hill Gate are two very distinctive areas We think this concern has been addressed in the new Notting
and deserve separate chapters.
Hill Gate chapter which contains references to the SPD under
delivery and the key themes of the SPD under principles.
2. We feel this document does not reflect the existing Notting Hill
Requirements for social housing are set out in borough- wide
Gate Supplementary Planning Document/NHG SPD of May 2015 in policy CH2 Affordable Housing.
several key respects and thus should be amended to do so.
3. The LPPR document makes no reference to the need to protect
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Comment

Response

social housing and encourage a diverse office offering on NHG,
about which clear commitments were made in section 3 of the NHG
SPD.
4. We would also take strong issue with the third bullet point of
section 10.4 in the LPPR document which refers to the need to
"redevelop a number of sites identified in the Notting Hill Gate
Supplementary Planning Document, including one of the tower
blocks, Newcombe House." This is not correct. The NHG SPD
states clearly in its section 4.12 "There are two possible options for
the large building at Newcombe House: the refurbishment of the
existing structure or its redevelopment" and then in 4.15
"Consequently a refurbishment and potential re-cladding of the
existing building is considered to be an appropriate option for the
site." So, any revision of the Local Plan must state clearly that
refurbishment continues to be the appropriate option for this site,
with re-development only being considered under certain
circumstances as outlined in section 4.16 of the NHG SPD; this
policy is borne out by the fact that proposals to refurbish and
partially re-develop Astley House, David Game House and United
House have recently been approved by the Council, whereas
proposals for the wholesale and inappropriate re-development of
Newcombe House were rejected.

This text has been revised to: Refurbish or redevelop a number
of sites identified in the Notting Hill Gate Supplementary
Planning Document, including one of the tower blocks,
Newcombe House, where refurbishment is identified as the
appropriate option.

Support noted
5. We welcome the LPPR document's comments on the need to
improve the public realm and junctions around NHG station (10.4,
4th bullet). However, these are issues which are already dealt with
in detail in the NHG SPD, which, again, should be reflected in the
LPPR document. Specifically, we would call for a clear commitment
in the LPPR document for increased pavement space along NHG
to ease pedestrian movement and reduce congestion to reflect
similar commitments in section 4.2 of the NHG SPD.
6. We welcome the LPPR document's comments on the need to
reduce the vehicle dominance of NHG (10.3, 3rd bullet). But again,
here the LPPR could be made more robust in its support for NHG
as an excellent public transport hub and its commitment not to
allow property owners to incorporate unnecessary additional car
parking in any refurbishment or redevelopment plans.
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Borough-wide car parking standards are set out in policy CT2.

Name

Comment

Response

7. We also welcome the LPPR document's support for specialist
and independent shops (10.3, 2nd bullet; 10.4, 9th and 10th
bullets), but don't forget these shops should also cater for the
30,000+ people who live within 800 metres of NHG (section 2.27
NHG SPD) and mustn't all be allowed to become coffee bars, fast
food joints and souvenir shops for visitors.

The Council has limited powers to control the type of shops in
an area as coffee shops and souvenir shops are categorised as
shops in planning terms and do not require planning permission
to change from one type of shop to another. There is control of
hot food takeaways.

8. We would like to see the document strengthened to support
other assets of community value, such as the "extremely popular"
(section 2.19 NHG SPD) Notting Hill Farmers' Market, local pubs
and The Bethesda Baptist Church on Kensington Place (built in
1824 it is the oldest building in the Hillgate Village area).

A new point has been added under delivery: Retain the
Farmers’ Market. Policy CK2. b. resists the loss of pubs and
CK1 resists the loss of social and community uses like places of
worship.

We hope the revised Local Plan will build on the NHG SPD and
We trust that the HVRA’s concerns have been addressed in the
propose a vibrant NHG with a diverse community, a wide offering of new Notting Hill Gate chapter.
shops, social housing and offices, which works for residents and
visitors alike, with uncongested, attractive public realms and with
any refurbishments and redevelopments respecting and not
detracting from the unique character of the area. We feel the
current LPPR document lacks vision and aspiration and this need
not be the case. The HVRA will be happy to engage further with
RBKC as it works to finalise the revised Local Plan.
RBKC (Monica
Press)

Attached is the submission from the Market Streets Action Group
(MSAG) planning sub-group: the group contributing to this included
residents, traders, stall holders and market streets officers.
The attached is Chapter 10 Portobello Road/Notting Hill Gate with
tracked changes and comments. The key issues addressed being:
1. That both places, although linked, need a separate Chapter each
to make them distinctive, clearer but also raise in each chapter the The chapter has been divided into two in response to comments
at the workshop discussion and received in writing.
links and co-dependency. The group recognise and work to
promote the link between Portobello Road and Golborne Road
markets and Chapters on both these places need to note this
important fact. Colleagues in Golborne Forum are offering
comments on the Golborne Chapter.
2. The need for a Portobello SPD. The SDP will not only strengthen A new point has been added under delivery to investigate
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the Council's ability to maintain the unique architectural character of
the Road and offer the area some "designated protection" but also
ensure the market continues to function successfully via controlled
traffic flows, parking, pedestrianised areas, the protection of current
storage areas and prioritisation of storage areas in future
developments. Currently developers seem unaware of the
shopfront guidelines and other key considerations when working in
the market streets until after the PAs are submitted; an SPD which
pulls together all existing policies and guidelines and makes the
developer/planning officers aware of the wider background and
context will in the long term save planning resources.

delivering an improvement plan for Portobello Road and
Ladbroke Grove. A Supplementary Planning Document would
be concerned with setting out development opportunities and
how these could best be achieved to meet the Council’s vision.
No significant development opportunities have been identified in
the area and no sites were submitted to the call for sites. It is
not the role of a Supplementary Planning Document to pull
together existing policies and guidelines, it provides
supplementary guidance not policies.

3. The need to designate specific resources and a coherent plan for
the neighbourhood centre of Ladbroke Grove which is highly used
as a transport hub and gateway to Portobello and Golborne Road
markets - but has no overall design, welcoming signage and public
realm or protection of its Victorian shopfronts. As the gateway to
the markets streets and new northern neighbourhoods and the new
Westway Portobello Village within the next 10 years it needs to be
given distinct attention by planning, an SPD may be too resource
intensive but currently it falls on the edge of each allocated place
and needs its own spatial strategy. The group notes the needs for
one document or "light" SPD which protects current shopfronts and
the Victorian characteristics of the centre, simplifies and designs a
workable streetscape and furniture, re-designs and allocates
parking and traffic flows (given the new schools and retail already
being designed which will increase and alter traffic flows and
parking needs), and new improved signage and pedestrian access
to Portobello Road and Golborne Road markets.

As above a new point has been added under delivery to
investigate delivering an improvement plan for Portobello Road
and Ladbroke Grove.
Reference has been included to the Council’s shopfront design
guidelines which apply borough-wide, and the possibility of
producing a bespoke set of guidelines for Portobello Road has
been proposed because of its unique heritage, this could
include Ladbroke Grove and the other surrounding district
centres of All Saints Road and Westbourne Grove.

Many thanks for all the extra work and efforts you have all put into
this review process and ensuring wide consultation - and I know will
be doing so over the next few months.
RBKC (Monica
Press)

Chapter 10 Portobello Road / Notting Hill Gate/

Introduction:
Portobello Road and Notting Hill are internationally known for their
‘bohemian’ character, a character which derives from the eclectic
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The chapter has been divided into two in response to comments
received at workshops and in writing during the consultation.
This proposed text has been used in writing the revised versions
of the two chapters, combined with other responses.
Bohemian referred to in the Notting Hill Gate chapter
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mix of local shopping, bookshops, antiques and other second hand
goods. This character has changed since its height in the early
1970s, with dramatic increases in property prices and an influx of
international tourists, particularly since the 1990s, resulting in
changing demographics and changes in the types of shops in the
area. However, the community remains vibrant and people are
passionate about maintaining the character and the diversity of the
area.

Changing demographics in the Portobello chapter

10.1.2 Portobello Road Market is one of the most visited attractions Portobello context includes being one of the most visited
in London. Portobello Road offers a unique retail experience that
attractions and two different retail characters.
combines a strong tradition of street markets, antique trading,
vintage and ‘edgy’ fashion, and local shopping. 10.1.3 This area
consists of two quite different characters of retail trading: Portobello
Road and Westbourne Grove. Internationally the two areas are
known as Notting Hill. Portobello Road market is different in
character from Golborne Road, which lies some 300 metres to the
north of the Portobello Road centre. Golborne Road is an integral
part of this area. However, given its own distinct identity it has its
own place and its own vision (Chapter 6).
10.1.4 Portobello Road market is an internationally celebrated
The character of the market is described under context
cultural asset and tourist destination, but only for, at most, two days
of the week. The antiques and flea markets attract very high footfall
to the road on Friday and during the weekend150. For most of the 25% is occupied by multiple retailers.
week, therefore, the centre primarily serves local needs. There is
concern that the unique character of the street is being lost to
‘clone’ retailers, coffee shops, souvenir shops and other touristorientated goods & services even though only 18 per cent of the
total retail floorspace within the centre is occupied by multiple
retailers (compared with 60-80 per cent in the major centres in the
borough)151. The fact that footfall is only high for part of the week
probably makes the Portobello Road less attractive to multiple
retailers yet more attractive to retailers that are able to profit from
high-volume, low-spending overseas tourists.
10.1.5 On Fridays and Saturdays the Portobello Road street market
divides into three main sections: antiques and bric-a-brac in the
south; new goods and fruit and vegetables in the centre; and a flea
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market in the north. During the week only the central section of the
market operates. This is in contrast to the Golborne Road market to
the north, seen by the local community as being an extension of
Portobello Road market. It operates on all days of the week, other
than Sundays and Thursday afternoons.
10.1.6. North of the Westway the market tends to dissipate outside
of peak trading times, and long brick walls here discourages visitors Reference to blank walls added
from continuing to Golborne Road. To encourage more street
trading in this section in-ground electricity points have been
installed between Acklam Road and Golborne Road and the wall
has been used successfully for a range of ‘Portobello Wall’ arts
projects. •
10.1.7. The Westway Trust, set up in partnership with the Council, The Westway SPD is mentioned under references.
manages the space underneath this part of the motorway for a
variety of retail and community uses. An SDP outlines planning and
usage priorities for all land under the Westway which crosses
Ladbroke Grove and Portobello Road.
10.1.8 The Portobello Road antiques trade is an integral part of the
heritage of the centre and a major draw for visitors. The market
The antiques market is described as being under pressure.
stalls, individual shops and large subdivided antique arcades
dominate the southern part of the centre. This trade, however, is
currently experiencing some difficulties. There is some evidence
that the bona fide antiques traders are unable to pay the higher
rents being sought by some landlords who are, as a result,
converting shops and arcades to other retail uses. Increasing rents,
and rates, are not just affecting the antique trade, many of the
smaller independent shops which serve the day to-day needs of the
area’s residents are also struggling. 10.1.7. By contrast
Westbourne Grove has gradually changed from antiques and local
food shops to a cluster of some of the most up-market fashion retail
in London. This cluster offers a pleasant shopping environment that
provides a real alternative to London’s larger retail centres and
shopping malls like Westfield London.
CV10 Vision for Portobello in 2028
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Portobello Road and Golborne Road will continue to be vibrant and
distinctive street markets serving local residents and attracting
visitors from across the world. Though in attracting international
visitors, it is important to consider the type of visitors attracted, how
they are attracted, and for what purpose they are attracted (to
participate in the vibrant local economy treasured by residents or
take snapshots and buy souvenirs). Tourism contributes to the
area’s vibrancy, but can also have a negative impact on the local
economy by driving up rents & business rates while distorting the
area’s retail offer to cater to large numbers of visitors spending very
little money. Portobello Road will remain a jewel in London’s
shopping crown, a place of world class antiques hunting alongside
shops meeting the day-to-day needs of local people, above all, a
place which has not been overrun by identikit businesses, whether
independent or multiples. The centre will maintain the rich variety of
shops with a predominance now so rare in London, of independent
retailers offering ‘something different’. The existing antiques
arcades are a key ingredient of this variety. Portobello Road’s
strengths: its international antiques trade and the diversity of the
retail offer, including vibrant small shops offering personal service,
will continue to be built upon. Its less glamorous role as the
provider of the range of shops and services essential to support the
day-to-day needs of its ‘village minded’ local community is no less
important and will be maintained. Running most of the length of the
Portobello Road, the street market, with its antiques, fashion, crafts,
and fruit and vegetables will act as both a key driver to achieve this
vision and an opportunity to strengthen the existing close links with
the Golborne Road Special Neighbourhood Centre to the north.
Portobello Road is, however, more than a shopping street, it will
continue to be the international antiques market, and an inspiration
for designers and a seed-bed for new entrepreneurs. It will remain
an important location for cultural activities and office employment
within the borough.

Golborne is a separate chapter.

Concern about footfall not converting to sales and overcrowding
damaging trade have been added to context.

Reference to small independent shops included.

Cultural place-making has been included under priorities.
Kensal Crossrail station will provide a valuable new transport links
to the area and Notting Hill Gate will be a welcoming gateway to
Portobello Road. The link between Portobello and Golborne
markets will have been strengthened and links between Ladbroke
Grove and Portobello Market will also be improved.
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Links between Ladbroke Grove and Portobello Road covered
under delivery.
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Notting Hill Gate, in the north east of the borough, developed along
the route of the old Roman road to Silchester and remains a key
route linking London to the west. It has excellent public transport
links and currently acts as the gateway to Portobello Road market
to the north.
10.2 Context
10.2.1. Pembridge Road and Kensington Church Street form one of
only a few north-south routes in the Borough. This increases traffic
on the section of Notting Hill Gate between the two junctions
leading to congestion, particularly as the route is heavily used by
buses. As such, this stretch is often dominated by traffic at the
expense of a comfortable pedestrian environment.
10.2.2. Notting Hill Gate is an important district centre in itself
serving local retail needs. Its excellent transport links make it a
good location for office and business uses particularly in the
creative and media sector. Notting Hill Gate was comprehensively
redeveloped in the 1950s and is of a completely different scale and
character to the surrounding residential areas. Many of the
buildings have now deteriorated. Together with the vehicle
dominance, this does not form a very attractive or welcoming arrival
point to Portobello Road.
10.2.3The area has a long-standing reputation for arts and culture.
A number of arts and cultural venues are located in the area,
including the Gate Theatre, the Gate Cinema and the Coronet
Cinema and Theatre.
10.2.4 Property prices in the area have increased dramatically. This
has altered the demographics of the area and led to significant
changes in the types of shops and is a regrettable erosion of the
unique character of Portobello Road. However, only 25 per cent of
the total retail floorspace within the centre is occupied by multiple
retailers (compared with 60-80 per cent in the major centres in the
borough).
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10.2.5 In contrast to the market streets, Westbourne Grove has
gradually changed from antiques and local food shops to a cluster
of some of the most up-market fashion retail in London. This cluster
offers a pleasant shopping environment that provides a real
alternative to London’s larger retail centres and shopping malls
such as the nearby Westfield London.
CV10.2 Vision for Notting Hill in 2028
Take from the SDP.

10.3 Principles (Overarching Aims)
• Protect the unique character of Portobello Road market and
ensure it continues to function successfully as a market.
• Support the specialist and individual retail functions of Portobello
Road, Westbourne Grove between Portobello Road and
Kensington Park Road, Kensington Park Road between Elgin
Crescent and Blenheim Crescent, Elgin Crescent and Blenheim
Crescent between Portobello Road and Kensington Park Road,
Talbot Road between Portobello Road and Colville Houses,
sections of Lancaster Road and Westbourne Park Road adjacent to
Portobello Road, and All Saints Road.
• Reduce the vehicle dominance of Notting Hill Gate
• Improve freedom of movement and legibility in the area.
• Improve connections between Golborne and Portobello markets.
• Enhance the public realm in the Portobello and Golborne market
area.
• Improve connections and wayfinding between Ladbroke Grove
and Portobello Road and Ladbroke Grove and Golborne Road.
10.4 Priorities (Objectives and actions to deliver the aims)
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• Improve links between Portobello Road, Golborne Road and
Thorpe Close markets.
• Enhance the public realm underneath the Westway to create safe
and attractive routes.
• Improve the public realm and junctions around Notting Hill Gate
station.
• Enhance wayfinding to Portobello Road from both north and south
sides of Notting Hill Gate.
• Enhance Ladbroke Grove as a neighbourhood shopping and
transport centre and key gateway to both market streets.
• Provide free wireless internet access in Portobello Road,
Golborne Road and Notting Hill Gate.
• Develop bespoke shopfront guidelines for Portobello Road.
• Protect new small retail units from amalgamation.
10.5 Delivery • The Council manages the borough’s street markets
and the Markets Office remains located in the centre of the markets Text added.
streets. The Markets Development Officer organises an annual
programme of events to promote the markets and attract shoppers
as well as other strategic activities to develop market stakeholder
skills and local support networks, and to ensure the long-term
economic viability of the markets and market streets.
• The Council will work with the Portobello and Golborne
Management Committee and the Markets Streets Action Group to
ensure the continued success of the markets.
• The Council will develop an SDP for Portobello Road which
strengthens its ability to maintain the character of the area through
the influence and control of property and retail development in the
area as regards architecture, incorporates the shopfront guidelines,
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Reference added to investigating delivery of an improvement
plan for Portobello Road and Ladbroke Grove.
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influences retail usage via favouring small retail units vs
amalgamations, requires developers to provide critical marketenabling and -supporting infrastructure such as storage, and
designates Portobello Road as a strategic site under the Local
Plan.
• The Council will develop a specific SDP to guide and influence
development, shops and architectural preservation of Ladbroke
Grove shopping area around the station, designating it a key
neighbourhood centre.
• The Council will work with and lobby Transport for London to a)
install disabled access/lifts at Ladbroke Grove station and b)
introduce bus announcements at Kensington Park Road and
Ladbroke Grove for Portobello Road Market and at Chesterton
Road for Golborne Road market.

Included under priorities

• The Council will improve wayfinding to Portobello Road from
Notting Hill Gate station by working with TFL to relocate certain bus This would be part of the public realm improvements that are set
stops from Pembridge Road to Notting Hill Gate, widen pavements, out in the Notting Hill Gate SPD.
redesign the roundabout at the Ken Pk Rd intersection, improve
pedestrian crossings and promote the alternative and safer route
for families and people with prams via Kensington Park Road to
Portobello Road market.
• The Council’s Highways department will work with the Markets
Manager to locate and provide additional parking facilities for
Text added.
permanent stall holders and Antique traders who are no longer able
to trade from arcades.
• The Council’s Arts and Culture Service and its Environment
Project (Terry Oliver) will continue to support the Portobello Wall
arts projects.
• The Council will work with The Westway Trust who have
consulted on ideas for redevelopment of their estate immediately
around Portobello Road and has been awarded GLA High Street
funding for pop-up market stalls in Thorpe Close.
• The Council and Westway Trust will seek GLA Regeneration
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Funding for public realm improvement underneath the Westway
and the provision of free wireless internet access.
10.6 References
10.6.1 The Council and other bodies have produced the following
documents that are relevant to this place:
• Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea (RBKC), Notting Hill
Gate Supplementary Planning Document (SPD), 2015
• Shopfront Design Guidelines SPD 2011
• RBKC, Land underneath and close to the Westway SPD, 2012
• Historic England, Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea
Archaeological Priority Areas Appraisal, 2016
10.6.2 Pease note further documents may be produced after
publication of this plan so it is important to also check the Council’s
website.
Diana Williams

Toilets -where?? A good 'Gateway to Portobello Market' ?? Please Opportunities to provide public toilets may come forward as part
imagine yourself as a young mother with a 2-3yr old child and a
of proposals to refurbish and redevelop parts of Notting Hill
baby in a pram visiting this area. Her young child, just out of
Gate.
nappies, needs to spend a penny urgently . She cannot use the
only public toilet (by Tesco) as it would mean leaving the baby in its
pram outside and unattended. The mother is then forced to let the
child squat in the gutter and in danger from the passing traffic.
Does Kensington and Chelsea wish to present such a welcome?
Borough-wide policy CT1 promotes provision of step-free
access to underground and rail stations, the public realm
Accessibility for Disabled Residents and Visitors
Bus stops in Pembridge Road at Notting Hill Gate are vital to many improvements proposed for Notting Hill Gate are intended to
disabled folk (including myself) as we can safely change bus routes make the area more pedestrian friendly and there will be an
opportunity to input further into any concerns you may have on
at these bus stops in order to get to hospital - shops etc. and so
the design of the public realm proposals when these have been
maintain our independence. And at no cost to the Borough! The
designed in detail.
needs of disabled people are not mentioned in this report.

Marion Gettleson

Portobello Road and Golborne Road
[NB the layout of this chapter makes no sense. It’s supposed to
describe Portobello Road, but begins with great detail on Golborne; This text has changed significantly in the light of consultation
includes almost nothing on Portobello and finishes with detailed
responses.
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comments on Notting Hill Gate. This is nonsense; but I can’t seem
to alter it.]

Portobello Road is a 1.5 kilometre road running north from Notting
Hill Gate to Golborne Road. Both Portobello and Golborne retain
their traditional street markets and are rightly treated here as
connected by history and culture. However, there are considerable
differences.
The population of Portobello Road is exceptionally diverse.
Millionaires and those on low incomes live side by side in harmony.
Many lower income people still live in Council and housing trust run
properties. The area is extraordinarily ethnically mixed. Local
schools have pupils from all over the world, particularly to the north
in and around Golborne Road, where there are large Spanish,
Portuguese, Morroccan and Somali communities etc. There’s also
a considerable West Indian community and many residents from
East Asia. It’s a glorious mix deserving celebration.

Incorporated into the context.

However, this seems not to be the case. Facilities are poor and
neglected in favour of private developers who build empty
properties.
Portobello is a part of the Borough that in recent years has
experienced overwhelming numbers of tourists, who take photos
and spend virtually nothing. They wander up the middle of the road,
looking neither left nor right. They see the Westway and leave.
Portobello needs international visitors who will shop, stroll and eat
in the area. Local residents and businesses justifiably want to
ensure the feel of the character of the area is not lost to a tide of
tourists. This problem has been growing for 20 years.
The last LDF sought to impose high end Westborne Grove style
retail on traditional Portobello Road and its market. As residents
warned at the time, this experiment proved disastrous. It has led to
astronomical rents; soon to be joined by huge rises in business
rates. This in turn has led to the loss of more antique arcades and
the proliferation of coffee and souvenir shops.
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We do not agree with this reading of the previous plan, the
changes that have occurred are a reflection of gentrification
changing the nature of demand in the area.
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Waste is outside the control of Planning, it is a matter for
The needs of local residents have been sorely neglected. A great
Environmental Services.
deal of new residential space has been built, but virtually all of it
remains empty. Existing improved housing is also empty. In a city
with a desperate lack of affordable housing, apparently developers
receive tax relief for failing to let their properties. This matter
requires urgent attention by central government.
While neighbouring streets are planted with magnolia trees, trash
piles up in and around the market. There’s an almost total lack of
the legally required waste bins. Some pavements and shop
forecourts are broken and remain dangerous for decades in places.
Market stalls are oversize, obstructing their potential customers.
Illicit street trading is rife and buskers apparently out of control.
There’ a serious lack of essential market storage, because the
Council repeatedly sells it off.
Portobello Road suffers from an almost total lack of trees and other
green space. This problem must be addressed as a matter of
Our arboricultural officers actively seek places to plant trees so
urgency; particularly in the light of the toxic fumes emanating from
if there is somewhere you consider suitable for tree planting
the elevated M40.
then please let them know.
Social facilities of all kinds have been shut down. Much of the
resulting burden is carried by the Tabernacle community centre and
the Salvation Army. Among many other services the Salvation
Army attempts to replace the old people’s luncheon club, closed a
few years ago by the Council. The current Westway proposals look
good on paper, but are seen as largely unsustainable; e.g. the rents
and business rates for the retail units remain uncosted.
Blenheim Crescent has developed a well-balanced retail offer for
those with higher incomes. However, Kensington Park Road
fashion retail is under considerable stress. All Saints Road has
become fashionable, but like Westborne Grove suffers from low
footfall. For those on lower incomes, the market remains an
essential resource and must be supported.
Over decades local schools have been closed and replaced by
private schools. The sites of these private schools are
contaminated by the poisonous air off the Westway. One will even
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be built under it. Poisoning school children is unsustainable. The
issue of the Westway’s poisonous fumes must be addressed as a
matter of urgency.
The Victorian N. Kensington library has been let, without tender, to
a private school. It’s replacement will be in the grounds of another
private school, formerly a local authority school.
Due to the lack of investment in the local social housing, there is an
atmosphere of residential decline reminiscent of the 1970s. In
particular, blocks such as those at 141-149 Portobello Road are
unacceptably dilapidated. Other local properties are similarly
decrepit. New developments are often substandard, including those
in conservation areas.
Despite all the problems, local people of all social classes love the
Portobello Market and its very special atmosphere. By definition,
atmosphere is not subject to planning. It’s an intangible quality
valued by local people and Portobello’s millions of visitors.
However, it needs Council support to thrive. The planning system
should actively promote and support small retailers who together
ensure that local life remains vital In contrast Golborne Road has
recently received considerable investment by RBKC and is now
being 'discovered' by discerning visitors. There is great concern
that low income families are being forced out of an area that
includes two of the poorest wards in Europe.
Marion Gettleson

The planning system is concerned with managing development
and does not have powers to promote and support small
retailers

Key issues and opportunities
Introduction
10.1.1
Portobello Road and its street market are one of London’s major
tourist destinations. This trend places unacceptable demands on
the public realm and is so extreme, it creates a nuisance at times
for local residents. On Saturdays the volume of tourists actually
damages trade in the market and local shops. The Council must
seek to rebalance the situation, supporting the needs of residents
and local retailers over those of tourist in its planning policies and
the range of services provided for the street.
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Reference has been made to overcrowding damaging trade and
creating a nuisance for residents, and ensuring the area
continues to function for the benefit of local residents and
visitors.
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Context
• Portobello Road Market is the heart of the community and area.
Text added about the origins of the market.
It’s famous for antiques, fashion and food;. It started life in 1865.
serving visitors to the Crimean War veterans cared for in the former
convents north of the Westway. The market celebrated its 150th
anniversary in 2015.
• Over the last 20 years property prices in the area dramatically
increased. This altered local demographics, leading to significant
changes in the types of local shops. While property price rise may
now have begun to reverse,they have caused a regrettable erosion
in the unique character of Portobello Road. While only 25 per cent
of the total retail floorspace in the centre is occupied by multiple
retailers (compared with 60-80 per cent in the major centres in the
borough) almost every vacant retail space now sells coffee or
souvenirs. Local needs and character are being lost.

Reference has been made to coffee shops and souvenirs.

• North of the Westway the market dissipates. This is largely due to The Council does not agree with this statement the market
the Council’s illegitmate practice of diverting street traders’ funds
dissipates because the shops give way to blank walls and there
from the market. Shop rents and business rates are so high, small are insufficient market traders to fill this section of the street.
businesses serving local people cannot survive. Visitors are
discouraged from continuing north to Golborne Road. To
encourage more street trading in this section in-ground electricity
points were installed between Acklam and Golborne Road, but they
are not used due to the cost. Along the old convent walls there has
been a series of successful ‘Portobello Wall’ arts projects.
• In contrast to the market streets, over decades, Westbourne
Grove gradually changed from antiques and local food shops to a
cluster of some of the most exclusive fashion retail in London. This
cluster is elegant but due to lack of footfall and high expenses, the
shops have proved financially disastrous. Several large premises
are currently empty or returning to art gallieries. Westborne Grove
provides no alternative to Knightsbridge or Westfield.
The Westway Trust is in a partnership with the Council. It manages
the space beneath part of the elevated M40, for a variety of retail
and community uses. Westway Trust is experiencing great difficulty
developing its property. Local people continue to object to its plans.
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The 2012 Westway Supplementary Planning Document is in tatters.
No satisfactory conclusion has been reached to a mishandled
series of public consultations.
• Principles (Overarching Aims)
These comments have been incorporated into the revised text.
• Portobello Road Market is the heart of the local area, which has
long been successful as an exceptionally mixed community in
terms of class and ethnicity. This creates Portobello's unique
bohemian local character, still celebrated in literature, film and
music. This intangible quality is what attracts visitors from all over
the world
• Protect Portobello Road’s unique character and ensure it
continues to function successfully as a market for the benefit of the,
local community, the neighbourhood cantre, and as a global visitor
Text has been added, Portobello Road centre includes
destination.
Kensington Park Road.
• Support the specialist and individual retail functions of Portobello
Road, Golborne Road, Kensington Park Road, All Saints Road and
neighbouring streets
• Improve connections between Portobello and Golborne markets.
• Ensure that the Westway Trust’s plans to redevelop part of their
landholding is acceptable to local residents and will be
commercially successful in future. There is still a great deal of work
to do. The name 'Portobello Village' is unnecessarly confusing.
Westway is neither Portobello, nor a village.
10.3 Priorities (Objectives and actions to deliver the aims)
Protect and support the licenced street trading in the area, its
variety and ancillary services for the benefit of the area’s local
communitiues and visitors.
• Continue to improve the existing links between Portobello,
Golborne Road and Thorpe Close markets
*Clean the poisonous air emanating from the elevated M40. It kills
75 people a year in the Borough *Ensure the Portobello area has
as much green space as possible. Trees must not be the
prerogative of the wealthy.
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New text added:
 Ensure the ‘Portobello Village’ development beneath the
Westway provides a multi-use cultural venue, benefits all
local residents and businesses and provides lavatories for
visitors and market traders, while allowing the area’s vibrant
street culture to evolve.
 Protect and support the licenced street trading in the area,
its variety and ancillary services
 Continue to Iimprove links between Portobello Road,
Golborne Road and Thorpe Close markets.
 Improve local air quality.
 Enhance the public realm underneath the Westway to
create safe and attractive routes.
Remainder of text proposed is as the previous version .
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Ensure the long term success of the enhancement of the public
realm beneath the Westway to create safe and attractive areas and
routes
• Ensure the redevelopment will succeed long term, To evolve with
a vibrant street culture and activity; providing significant multi-use
cultural venues
• Protect th improved local wayfinding, particularly from Notting Hilll
Gate station to Portobello Road.
• Provide free wireless internet access in Portobello Road and
Golborne Road
• Develop bespoke shopfront guidelines for Portobello Road
• Protect new small retail units from amalgamation
• Protect remaining launderettes.

The Council does not agree with these two statement.

10.4 Delivery
• Unfortunately the Council fails to manage the borough’s street
markets. It unlawfully extracts £250,000pa from their street traders.
As compensation a Markets Development Officer attempts to
promote the markets and attract shoppers.
• The Council fails to ensure the Portobello and Golborne
Management Committee have access to their funds. The Council
recently tried and failed to close down the Markets Streets Action
Group . This is a local forum meant to ensure the continued
success of the markets.
• The Council’s Arts and Culture Service supports the Portobello
Wall arts projects.
• The Council works with The Westway Trust. The proposed
redevelopment of their estate adjacent to Portobello Road has been
awarded GLA High Street funding for pop-up market stalls in
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Thorpe Close.
The Council and Westway Trust will seek GLA Regeneration
Funding for public realm improvement underneath the Westway
and the provision of free wireless internet access.
References
10.6.1 The Council and other bodies have produced the following
documents that are relevant to this place:
• Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea (RBKC), Notting Hill
Gate Supplementary Planning Document (SPD), 2015
• RBKC, Land underneath and close to the Westway SPD, 2012
• Historic England, Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea
Archaeological Priority Areas Appraisal, 2016
10.6.2 Pease note further documents may be produced after
publication of this plan so it is important to also check the Council’s
website.
The text refers to the SPD for Notting Hill Gate and the
Notting Hill Gate
objectives from the SPD have been included in the principles for
().1 The Council consulted over a long period on a Supplementary the chapter.
Planning Document for Notting Hill Gate, and adopted the resultant
document in July 2014. The policy guidance in this document will
continue to be used in the assessment of planning proposals in the
area.
Enhancing wayfinding to Portobello Road is identified as a
priority.
The SPD included three main objectives for the area
• Improve the streets and public spaces
• Improve the buildings and architecture
• Strengthen the identity of Notting Hill Gate
Further text on the SPD has been added.
• An additional objective is to support and improve pedestrian
access for visitors exiting Notting Hill Gate Station en route to
Portobello Market. The narrow raised pavement on Pembridge
Road is particularly dangerous in this respect. Urgent action is
needed to both route visitiors to other paths to Portobello Road and
to install safety measures such as a railing along Pembridge Road.
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()4. Redevelopment of the major landholdings on Notting Hill Gate
has been underway for several years, and the majority of planning
decisions affecting these sites will have been taken prior to final
adoption of this Local Plan. Detail on these sites is covered in the
SPD document. Hence there are no Site Allocation policies
included in this Place Chapter of the Local Plan.
TfL (Andrew
Hiley)

Greater London
Authority (kevin
Reid)

Page 182/184 CV10 Vision for Portobello Road/Notting Hill Gate –
Notting Hill Gate itself is part of the Strategic Road Network (SRN)
and, as such, plays a key role in traffic, bus and cycle movement.
Therefore any proposals to reduce vehicle dominance (page 184)
will require careful consideration of traffic, bus and cycle impacts.
TfL and the Council have a joint statutory responsibly under the
Traffic Management Act 2004 to ensure expeditious movement of
traffic flow along the SRN.

Any proposals would be discussed with TfL, as was the
Supplementary Planning Document for Notting Hill Gate.

Page 185 – the land under Westway is owned by TfL so this could
be acknowledged in the text, for clarity

Text amended

Page 182/184 CV10 Vision for Portobello Road/Notting Hill Gate –
Notting Hill Gate itself is part of the Strategic Road Network (SRN)
and, as such, plays a key role in traffic, bus and cycle movement.
Therefore any proposals to reduce vehicle dominance (page 184)
will require careful consideration of traffic, bus and cycle impacts.
TfL and the Council have a joint statutory responsibly under the
Traffic Management Act 2004 to ensure expeditious movement of
traffic flow along the SRN.
Page 185 – the land under Westway is owned by TfL so this could
be acknowledged in the text, for clarity

Anna Crona

Text amended.

Chapter 10 Portobello Road and Notting Hill Gate
The comments on the ambition and vision for the area seems
relevant but still very vague on the mentioning of the design and
height of the replacement of the Newcombe House. There has
been strongly objections to build a skyscraper at the Newcombe
House site and that the building was not of significant design
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The Supplementary Planning Document for Notting Hill Gate
sets out the Council’s aspirations in relation to Newcombe
House. The planning application was refused by the Council and
this decision is being appealed by the applicants.
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quality.
I strongly object to the construction of the skyscraper and a building
significantly higher than the current building and the architecture
needs to be of a design quality that enhances the beautiful and
loved townscape of Notting Hill. I didn't get the impression that it
was clear on the guidelines for a new building at Notting Hill gate
that will enhance the area and meet the objections made from the
public and neighbours living in the
area.
I attended the four hour Council meeting and, in listening to the
submissions, was shocked by how badly planned this application is
in spite of five years preparations. The points that really confirmed
this and that I most strongly object to are:
-The height and architecture of the building as described above
(which will set a severely negative precedent for the surrounding
area).
- The dig-down parking underneath the building. This is already
against the Borough's planning policies. Why should we accept digdown parking for this building when we oppose it for other
applications?
A point that has not been mentioned at all was the existing Farmers
Retention of the Farmers’ market has been identified as a
Market in Hill Gate Village. The return of the Farmers market to the
priority
new square has not been guaranteed or secured. The Farmers
market is a great community asset that builds interaction amongst
locals, encourages healthy, organic living and supports local
farmers. I strongly propose that this should be a condition that its
return be secured for the new site.
-The NHS surgery, which was advertised as a key asset of the new
site, is not a guaranteed feature of the building. We heard at the
meeting that the NHS has not approved nor been able to give input
on the plan to ensure that the building will be suitable for a fully
functional, modern surgery. Why have the requirements of the
surgery and the NHS not been taken into account in the chapter to
ensure that the inclusion of the surgery is a realistic possibility?
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The Supplementary Planning Document for Notting Hill Gate
identified the need for a new primary healthcare centre in the
area. And a new point has been added under priorities to seek
provision of a primary healthcare centre.
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Robina Rose

Most of my Portobello comments are covered by the MSAG
submission, which I was part of.
However, as you know, I attended several of the excellently
organised consultation events - in order to try and get some sort of
overview as to what was about to be up in the North of the
Borough.
I have been quite shocked at the dramatic shift in emphasis from
the previous LOCAL Plan.

Ladbroke
Here also the Ladbroke Association is in general agreement with the Many of these points have been picked up in the revised text.
Association
redrafts proposed by the Kensington Society. In particular, more
However, planning is not able to control gentrification.
(Sophia Lambert) emphasis should be given to:
* The desirability maintaining mixed communities (not just in
Golborne);
* The need for a good social infrastructure (which will help with the
maintenance of good mixed communities);
* The importance of the traditional markets (antiques, vegetables
(only 5-6 stalls left) vintage clothes, flea etc) for the attractiveness of
Portobello and Golborne as a tourist destination; the corollary being
the need to resist further expansion of fast food and fashion outlets
which will destroy the market's unique character;
* The need to avoid over-sanitation and over-gentrification;
* The importance of traditional public houses for the character of the
Portobello area;
* The importance of the architectural/historical characteristics of the
surrounding residential area for the Portobello Market (especially the
Ladbroke estate - n.b. the many visitors who come to see both
Portobello and "Notting Hill" as imagined in the eponymous film);
*The need to improve the current appalling way-finding which leaves
tourists wandering around lost and locals irritated by them;
* The need in Notting Hill Gate especially for a good range of local
shops and facilities for residents
Emma Dent
Coad
Chapter 10 Portobello Road / Notting Hill Gate/
Introduction:
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Policy CK 2 resists the loss of public houses.
The Conservation Area Appraisals / Conservation Area Proposal
Statements identify the architectural / historical characteristics
that need to be preserved or enhanced.
Improving wayfinding has been identified as a priority.
The Council cannot control the type of shops that are provided in
Notting Hill Gate this is a matter for individual landlords.
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Portobello Road and Notting Hill are internationally known for their
The chapter has been divided into two. This text has been
'bohemian' character, a character which derives from the eclectic
incorporated into the context.
mix of local shopping, bookshops, antiques and other second hand
goods. This character has been eroded since its height in the early
1970s, with dramatic increases in property prices, particularly since
the 1990s, resulting in changing demographics and changes in the
types of shops in the area. However, the community remains vibrant
and people are passionate about maintaining the character and the
diversity of the area.

10.1.6 Add 'North of the Westway the market dissipates, and the
lack of active frontages here discourages visitors from continuing to
Golborne Road. To encourage more street trading in this section inground electricity points have been installed between Acklam Road
and Golborne Road and the wall has been used successfully for a
range of arts projects.

Incorporated into context.

10.1.7 Add 'The Westway Trust, set up in partnership with the
The SPD is detailed under references.
Council, manages the space underneath this part of the motorway
for a variety of retail and community uses. An SDP outlines planning
and usage priorities for all land under the Westway which crosses
Ladbroke Grove and Portobello Road.
10.2.5 In contrast to the market streets, Westbourne Grove has
No change proposed, some of this text has now been removed.
gradually changed from antiques and local food shops to a cluster of
some of the most up-market fashion retail in London. This cluster
offers a pleasant shopping environment that provides a real
alternative to London's larger retail centres and shopping malls such
as the nearby Westfield London.

10.3 Principles (Overarching Aims)
• Protect the unique character of Portobello Road market and
ensure it continues to function successfully as a market.
• Support the specialist and individual retail functions of Notting Hill
Gate, Westbourne Grove, All Saints Road and Portobello Road.
• Reduce the vehicle dominance of Notting Hill Gate
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This is in the original text, improving legibility is the principle,
enhancing wayfinding is covered under priorities.
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• Improve legibility in the area.
• Improve connections between Golborne and Portobello markets.
• Improve connections and wayfinding between Ladbroke Grove and
Portobello Road and Ladbroke Grove and Golborne Road.
10.4 Priorities (Objectives and actions to deliver the aims)

Most of these points were in the original text.

• Improve links between Portobello Road, Golborne Road and
Reference has been made to enhancing Ladbroke Grove’s role
Thorpe Close markets.
as a key gateway to the markets.
• Enhance the public realm underneath the Westway to create safe
and attractive routes.
• Redevelop a number of sites identified in the Notting Hill Gate
Supplementary Planning Document, including one of the tower
blocks, Newcombe House.
• Improve the public realm and junctions around Notting Hill Gate
station.
• Enhance wayfinding to Portobello Road from Notting Hill Gate.
• Enhance Ladbroke Grove as a neighbourhood shopping and
transport centre and key gateway to both market streets.
• Support a new pop up market in Thorpe Close
• Provide free wireless internet access in Portobello Road, Golborne
Road and Notting Hill Gate.
• Develop bespoke shopfront guidelines for Portobello Road.
• Protect new small retail units from amalgamation.
• Protect existing launderettes
10.5 Delivery • The Council manages the borough's street markets
and the Markets Office remains located in the centre of the markets
streets. The Markets Development Officer organises an annual
programme of events to promote the markets and attract shoppers.
• The Council will work with the Portobello and Golborne
Management Committee and the Markets Streets Action Group to
ensure the continued success of the markets.
• The Council introduce all-day trading on Thursdays.
• The Council will develop an SDP for Portobello Road which
strengthens its ability to maintain the character of the area through
the influence and control of property and retail development in the
area as regards architecture, incorporates the shopfront guidelines,
influences retail usage via favouring small retail units vs
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The description of the role of the Council in market management
has been expanded.

Thursday trading is a market management not a planning
matter.
An SPD would be concerned with providing supplementary
guidance for development but little development is expected in
Portobello Road. The Council will investigate delivering an
improvement plan for Portobello Road and Ladbroke Grove and
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amalgamations and designating Portobello Road as a strategic site
under the Local Plan
• The Council will develop a specific SDP to guide and influence
development, shops and architectural preservation of Ladbroke
Grove shopping area around the station, designating it a key
neighbourhood centre.
• The Council will work with and lobby Transport for London to a)
install disabled access/lifts at Ladbroke Grove station and b)
introduce bus announcements at Kensington Park Road and
Ladbroke Grove for Portobello Road Market and at Chesterton Road
for Golborne Road market.
• The Council will improve wayfinding to Portobello Road from
Notting Hill Gate station by working with TFL to relocate certain bus
stops from Pembridge Road to Notting Hill Gate, widen pavements,
redesign the roundabout at the Ken Pk Rd intersection, improve
pedestrian crossings and promote the alternative and safer route for
families and people with prams via Kensington Park Road to
Portobello Road market.
• The Council's Highways department will work with the Markets
Manager to locate and provide additional parking facilities for
permanent stall holders and Antique traders who are no longer able
to trade from arcades.
• The Council's Arts and Culture Service will continue to support the
Portobello Wall arts projects.
• The Council will work with The Westway Trust who have consulted
on ideas for redevelopment of their estate immediately around
Portobello Road and has been awarded GLA High Street funding for
pop-up market stalls in Thorpe Close.
• The Council and Westway Trust will seek GLA Regeneration
Funding for public realm improvement underneath the Westway and
the provision of free wireless internet access.
10.6 References
10.6.1 The Council and other bodies have produced the following
documents that are relevant to this place:
• Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea (RBKC), Notting Hill
Gate Supplementary Planning Document (SPD), 2015
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this has been added to the text

A new point has been added relating to the lifts at Ladbroke
Grove.

Bus announcements are not a planning matter, nor is parking for
stallholders.
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• Shopfront Design Guidelines SPD 2011
• RBKC, Land underneath and close to the Westway SPD, 2012
• Historic England, Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea
Archaeological Priority Areas Appraisal, 2016
10.6.2 Pease note further documents may be produced after
publication of this plan so it is important to also check the Council's
website.
Robina Rose

Most of my Portobello comments are covered by the MSAG
submission, which I was part of.

The previous version of the Local Plan was produced under a
different planning regime where the plan was the spatial
expression of all the Council’s policies. The current regime (the
NPPF) requires the plan to focus on planning matters.

However, as you know, I attended several of the excellently
organised consultation events - in order to try and get some sort of
overview as to what was about to be up in the North of the Borough. Legibility has a distinct meaning – being able to find your way
I have been quite shocked at the dramatic shift in emphasis from the around an area easily, while liveability relates to the quality that
previous LOCAL Plan.
makes a somewhere a good place to live. Liveability remains at
the core of the Councils’ Keeping Life Local policies which are
What had been a keenly crafted synthesis of the many dialogues
not being reviewed at this time.
that had taken place between the policy department and the
community over a long period seems to have been replaced by
A station at Kensal would bring advantages to local people
something resembling a Developers Charter.
particularly in terms of access to enhanced employment and
Abridged beyond recognition (or out of existence in Portobello)
education opportunities.
"LEGIBILITY" would seemed to have replaced "LIVEABILITY".
The approach taken is in the plan is in conformity with the
"Kensal" refers more to Old Oak Common and the much dreamed
London Plan. It is not possible for Local Plan reviews across
station(s) facilitating commuter existances - than to its surrounding
London to coincide perfectly with London Plan reviews, plans
neighbourhoods of Golborne, Ladbroke Grove or Portobello.
have to come forward independently.
I feel that the extent of the changes proposed are so extreme as to
render them UNSOUND in terms of sustainable community
development.
I feel it is also highly incompatible with much of the new London
Plan.
How unfortunate that your timetables have become so out of sync.
Perhaps this is something that needs to be addressed ? I shall take
it up with Assembly representatives as it seems incredibly counter
productive and wasteful in the long term.
Nevertheless, I feel that a Portobello SPD as proposed by
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The Council is proposing to investigate delivering an
improvement plan for Portobello Road and Ladbroke Grove
rather than an SPD. An SPD would guide development but very
little development is expected in Portobello Road.
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MSAG/Monica Press would certainly be a step in the right direction.
Quod (Georgie
Church)

These representations are submitted on behalf of Notting Hill Gate
KCS Limited in response to the Royal Borough of Kensington and
Chelsea Local Plan Partial Review, Draft Policies Regulation 18
(October 2016).
These representations relate to our client's interests at Newcombe
House, 43/45 Notting Hill Gate, 39/41 Notting Hill Gate and 161-237
Kensington Church Street (odd). Collectively the buildings are often
referred to as the 'Newcombe House site', having been constructed
together in the late 1950s and early 1960s as part of a major
redevelopment of Notting Hill Gate.
Although only constructed circa 60 years ago, the existing buildings
are referred to in the adopted Consolidated Local Plan ("CLP") as
"tired and unattractive" (para 16.1.5). The CLP states that "the
architectural form" of Newcombe House "negatively impacts on the
character of Notting Hill Gate and the wider area", and subsequently
describes Newcombe House as an "eyesore" (ibid), which is defined
in the glossary as (p383):
"A building that because of its scale, height or massing greatly
disfigures the wider townscape, creating a very unpleasant sight."
In addition to the harm caused to local views, the Newcombe House
building has come to the end of its economic life, whilst the existing
change in levels across the site creates a barrier to accessibility and
the podium in front of the building offers very poor quality,
unwelcoming public space. It is important to note that refurbishment
of the existing building would not address these issues.
Redevelopment of the site is proposed in chapter 16 of the CLP, to
act as a catalyst for the regeneration of the Notting Hill Gate area.
Located in a town centre above a major transport interchange, the
brownfield site is a highly sustainable location for mixed used
development, yet it currently provides a minimal contribution
towards the vitality, vibrancy and appearance of the town centre.
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New text is proposed for the place chapter for Notting Hill Gate
and the reference has been removed from the glossary as the
eyesore policy has already been deleted.
The Notting Hill Gate SPD sets out the Council’s guidance in
relation to Newcombe House and improvements sought for the
area.
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Redevelopment of the site could deliver new homes, modern
employment floorspace, high quality retail and public realm, new
community facilities and improvements to public transport,
responding directly to the significant pressure for growth within
London by redeveloping a tired site in an important, highly
sustainable brownfield location.
Such regeneration and the significant public benefits that could be
delivered as part of the site's redevelopment are widely sought by
local residents, stakeholders, RBKC planning officers and Members.
It is therefore important that planning policy clearly reflects this
support and desire for regeneration to give developers the
confidence to bring forward proposals for such investment in the
area.
It is on this basis that we provide comments about the draft policies
proposed within the Local Plan Partial Review.
Tesco

These representations to the Local Plan Review, which have been
prepared on behalf of Tesco Stores Ltd., focus on the role that the
existing Tesco Metro at 224-226 Portobello Road, Notting Hill,
London, W11 1LJ may perform in meeting the Council’s vision and
objectives for the development of the borough over the plan period,
and the objectively assessed development needs.

224-226 was not submitted to the call for sites and has not been
identified as a development opportunity in this plan. Delivering
housing is an important objective for the plan as a whole but this
is not a key element of the Council’s vision for Portobello Road.
The London Plan and the Council’s housing trajectory assume
that a certain number of smaller sites will come forward for
development as ‘windfall sites’. This approach is compliant with
the NPPF.

The existing Tesco ‘Metro’ at 224-226 Portobello Road (hereinafter
‘the site’) is currently formed by a Tesco ‘Metro’ supermarket at
ground floor with ancillary uses at first and second floors above. The If you wish to be kept informed of the progress of the Local Plan
site is located to the east of Portobello Road, and is bound to the
please contact us register an email address on our database.
north, south and east by existing retail/residential properties.
It is acknowledged that the existing building is of limited architectural
merit, and does not contribute positively to the character, setting and
visual appearance of the Ladbroke Grove Conservation Area within
which the site is located.
Conclusion- In conclusion our client welcomes the Council’s
commitment to promote the continued redevelopment of the
borough, and to meet and exceed the development needs of the
borough through the Local Plan Review.
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However, our client is concerned that those Draft Policies of the
Local Plan Review do not acknowledge the role that the whole
borough will perform in meeting and exceeding these development
needs, including the redevelopment of sites such as the existing
Tesco ‘Metro’ supermarket at 224-226 Portobello Road.
Indeed, it is contended that as a result of the failure of the Council to
plan proactively, or flexibly, to meet and exceed these development
needs, the Local Plan Review is not consistent with the overarching
objectives of the National Planning Policy Framework and/or London
Plan (2016).
Therefore as a key existing landowner and business within the
borough our client wishes to be kept fully informed in relation to the
future progress of the Local Plan Review, and looks forward to the
opportunity to make further formal representations to the Local Plan.
The existing use of the site as a Tesco ‘Metro’ reflects the sites
location within the ‘Portobello Road Special District Centre’ Primary
Shopping Frontage.
Ladbroke Grove London Underground Station (Fare Zone 2) is
located approx. 300m to the north-west of the site, and is served by
the Circle and Hammersmith & City lines. The site is also served by
a plethora of bus routes. Consequently the site benefits from a
PTAL Rating of 5.
The following assesses those Draft Policies of the Local Plan
Review which are considered relevant to the potential
redevelopment of the site. These Draft Policies are considered
against the overarching objectives of the NPPF and London Plan
(2016).
Michael Bach
Kensington
Society

Introduction
Notting Hill Gate, in the north east of the borough, developed
along the route of the old Roman road to Silchester and
remains a key route linking London to the west. As one of the
Borough's District Centres, the area has excellent public transport
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links and acts both as a local shopping centre and as the arrival
point to Portobello Road market to the north.
CV10 Vision for Notting Hill Gate
The new vision text is very similar to that proposed.
Notting Hill Gate will have maintained and strengthened its distinct
identity as one of the Borough's main district centres. Very high
levels of public transport accessibility will continue to attract office
employment, cultural venues, and an evening economy, these
already being existing strengths of the area. The retail and
restaurant/cafe offer will serve local needs alongside outlets for
visitors and tourists.
As the arrival point for Portobello Road, the public realm (e.g.
The historic and architectural characteristics are covered in the
pavements, crossings, way-finding) will be have been improved to Conservation Area Appraisals /Conservation Area Proposal
cope with the high volumes of footfall in Pembridge
Statements.
Road/Kensington Park Road. Outdated 1950s buildings on
Notting Hill Gate will have been replaced by high quality
developments. The historical and architectural characteristics of
the four surrounding conservation areas, and in Hillgate Village,
will continue to provide an attractive environment for both
residents and visitors.
10.1
Context

 Notting Hill Gate is s u r r o u n d e d b y r e s i d e n t i a l
a r e a s a n d i s an important district centre in itself
serving local retail needs. Its excellent transport links make
it a good location for office and business uses particularly in
the creative and media sector.

 Notting Hill Gate was comprehensively redeveloped in the
1950s and is of a completely different scale and
character to the surrounding residential areas. Many of the
buildings have now deteriorated, and need to be redeveloped
providing an opportunity to improve the surrounding public
realm.

 The area has a long-standing r eputation for ar ts and
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culture. A number of arts and cultural venues are located in
the area, including the Gate Theatre, the Gate Cinema
and the Coronet theatre.
 Pembridge Road and Kensington Church Street form one
of only a few north-south routes in the Borough. This
increases traffic on the section of Notting Hill Gate between
the two junctions leading to congestion, particularly as
the route is heavily used by buses. As such, this stretch is
often dominated by traffic at the expense of a comfortable
pedestrian environment.
 Property prices in the area have increased dramatically.
Some decades ago Notting Hill Gate was considered one of
the Borough's more 'bohemian' areas, where housing was
(comparatively) less expensive. In more recent times,
Notting Hill and Holland Park have attracted international
home buyers from the finance and business worlds. This has
altered the demographics of the area.
 The Council adopted a Supplementary Planning Document
for Notting Hill Gate in July 2014. The policy guidance in this
document will continue to be used in the assessment of
planning proposals in the area. The SPD included three
main objectives for the area
a) improve the streets and public spaces

The objectives of the SPD have been included in the principles.
The role of the SPD is explained under delivery.

b) improve the buildings and architecture
These points are included, with different wording.

c)strengthen the identity of Notting Hill Gate

 Responses to the 2014 consultation on the SPD showed
that many local residents felt that the character of Notting Hill
Gate should be retained, in terms of its eclectic mix of
architecture, shops and cultural venues. As a district centre
within London, the area has its own distinctive qualities albeit
that the social demographic of the area has changed over
time, and continues to change becoming more international
and cosmopolitan. Proposals for redevelopment of the major
landholdings at Notting Hill Gate have been in progress for
several years, and the majority of planning decisions
affecting these sites will have been taken prior to the final
adoption of this Local Plan. Hence there are no Site
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The Council is unable to control the type of shops provided this is
a matter for landlords
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Allocation Policies in this Place chapter of the Plan.
10.2









10.3

Principles (Overarching Aims)
Continue to improve the streets and public spaces,
Ensure that redevelopment achieves high quality of
architecture and design
consolidate the identity of Notting Hill Gate as an
attractive and accessible part of London which retains its
feel as an 'urban village' while offering smaller and more
specialised cultural venues (theatre, cinema, dance)
Improve the buildings and architecture
Ensure a good range of shops to meet needs of local
residents
Reduce the vehicle dominance in Notting Hill Gate.
Improve legibility in the area.

Priorities (Objectives and actions to deliver the aims)

 Redevelop a number of sites identified in the Notting Hill
Gate Supplementary Planning Document

 Secure through planning obligations a new public






square as part of the redevelopment of Newcombe
House, to provide a sheltered and traffic-free
connection between Kensington Church Street and
Notting Hill Gate
Seek the opportunity for provision of a new primary
healthcare centre of circa 1,000 sqm GIA in Notting Hill
Gate.
Secure step free access to Notting Hill Gate
Underground Station
Temporarily relocate the Farmers Market, to enable
redevelopment to take place
Improve the public realm and junctions around Notting Hill
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This relates to a specific application which is at appeal so the
suggested text is not appropriate.
Reflected in revised text.

This is detailed in the SPD referred to in the text.
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Gate station.

 Enhance wayfinding to Portobello Road from Notting Hill
Gate.
10.4




Michael Bach
Kensington
Society

Delivery
The Council will continue to work with landowners and
developers at Notting Hill Gate to secure and deliver
planning obligations as identified for individual sites and
redevelopments
The Council will work with Transport for London on
improvements to Notting Hill Gate station

Portobello Road Portobello Road, famous for its antiques, is
one of the most visited attractions in London and has a long
established national and international reputation. It
celebrated its 150th anniversary in 2015. It also provides
facilities for local residents and opportunities for new
entrepreneurs. It is connected with the neighbouring
Golborne Road market.
CV10 Vision for Portobello Road

The vision has been re-written.

Portobello Road and will continue to be vibrant and distinctive
street market serving local residents and attracting visitors from
across the world. Portobello market will remain a centre for the
UK wholesale antiques trade, an inspiration for designers and a
seed-bed for small new entrepreneurs. The link between
Portobello and Golborne markets will have been strengthened
and links between Ladbroke Grove and Portobello Market will
also be improved. Kensal Portobello Crossrail station will
provide a valuable new transport link to the area.
Where possible, planning policies will continue to be used to
protect the specific characteristics and qualities of Portobello
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Road. The character of the Portobello Market relies partly on its
contrasts and touch of edginess and the aim will be to avoid
over-sanitisation. The part of Portobello Road beneath Westway
will have been developed by Westway Trust with sensitivity to
the history of this area, and following extensive consultation with
local residents and businesses. The Trust will be encouraged
to provide a multi-use cultural venue and indoor market space
that is flexible and can adapt to changing fashions over time.
Infrastructure will include facilities for the intensive numbers of
tourists visiting the area, as well as for market traders.
10.1. Context
 Portobello Road runs through an area with extreme
economic and social variations variations economically and
with an ethnically mixed community, including significant
numbers of Spanish, Portuguese, Moroccan and Somali
residents. The area's longstanding Afro-Caribbean
community has a deep commitment to its own cultural
contribution to the Portobello and Colville area since the
1950s. To the west of the market lie some of the highest
value housing in London, whereas its northern part runs
through or near some of the most deprived wards in the
country. There are challenges, therefore, in ensuring that all
these communities’ needs are met.
 Portobello Road’s status as one of London's major tourist
destinations benefits both
London's and the Borough's economy, but also puts demands
on the public realm and can create nuisance and loss of
amenity for local residents.
 The market’s attraction lies in some of the characteristics
that are currently being eroded by the dramatic increase of
property prices and rents, which has altered the
demographics of the area and forced out independent
retailers. They have been replaced largely by coffee shops,
souvenir shops, and eateries aimed at a tourist market.
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The text has been re-written and includes these issues.
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25% of retail floorspace is owned by multiple retailers as
compared with the 18% noted in the 2010 Core Strategy.



The number of traditional fruit and vegetable stalls in
the market has continued to decline, and fast food stalls
have proliferated. The antique market is under
pressure, with the transformation of arcades into retail
spaces let to a single tenant. Vintage clothes and bric a
brac continue to be popular. Very different levels of
pedestrian footfall between weekdays and weekends
continues to impact on the viability of retail in the street,
and on the types of business that will survive. Most of
the area’s traditional pubs (built at the same time as the
19th century development of Portobello Road) survive
and contribute to its character



The Westway Trust, set up in partnership with the
Council, manages the space underneath this part of the
motorway for a variety of retail and community uses.
Westway Trust is bringing forward development
proposals for 'Portobello Village', which have been the
subject of extensive local consultation. The 2012 RBKC
Westway Supplementary Planning Document remains
relevant as additional policy guidance to this Local Plan.



The less formal market area beneath the Westway
(described in the 2015 CLP as a 'flea market') has
become very busy at weekends, reflecting wider global
interest in street food, street music, and in experiencing
a part of London which offers the unexpected and is
seen as more 'real' than the more 'cloned' sections of
the street. The arcade beneath Westway has seen
diminishing trade, and the redevelopment of this site as
part of 'Portobello Village' is a key feature of the plans
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The Westway SDP is noted under references

The Westway market has been described in the text.

Name

Comment

Response

of the Westway Trust.



North of the Westway the market dissipates, and the
lack of active frontages c u r r e n t l y discourages
visitors from continuing to Golborne Road. To
encourage more street trading in this section inground electricity points have been installed between
Acklam Road and Golborne Road and the wall has
been used successfully for a range of ‘Portobello
Wall’ arts projects.



In contrast to the market streets, Westbourne
Grove has gradually changed from
antiques and local food shops to a cluster of some of
the most up-market fashion retail in
London. This cluster offers a pleasant shopping
environment that provides a real alternative to
London’s larger retail centres and shopping malls
such as the nearby Westfield London. However, new
stores at this location do not always survive given
levels of footfall.



Blenheim Crescent has developed a well balanced
retail offer for those with higher incomes. For those on
lower incomes, the market remains an essential
resource and needs to continue to be supported, along
with independent small retailers. Kensington Park
Road fashion retail is under considerable stress. All
Saints Road has become fashionable, but like
Westborne Grove suffers from low footfall. Some of the
these streets are increasingly becoming extensions of
the Portobello market area with their shops and food
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New stores do not always survive everywhere.

Blenheim Crescent and Kensington Park Road shops are part of
Portobello Road centre, All Saints Road and Westborne Grove
are separate centres.
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Comment

Response

outlets.



10.5

Because of proximity to the Westway, Portobello Road
experiences high levels of air pollution. The
introduction of more 'greening' is needed.

Principles (Overarching Aims)

 Protect unique character of Portobello Road market
and ensure it continues to function successfully as a
market, a local neighbourhood centre, and as a global
tourist destination.
 Support the specialist and individual retail functions
of Westbourne Grove, All Saints Road and Portobello
Road.
 Ensure the successful redevelopment by Westway
Trust of that part of their landholding at 'Portobello
Village'.
 Improve connections between Golborne and
Portobello markets.

10.6

Priorities (Objectives and actions to deliver the aims)

 Maintain mixed communities in the area
 Ensure that social infrastructure (health, education) is
retained, in a high value area

 Improve links between Portobello Road, Golborne Road
and Thorpe Close markets.

 Enhance the public realm underneath the Westway to

The nature of the community cannot be controlled through

create safe and attractive routes.
 Help Westway Trust to deliver successful
redevelopment of 'Portobello Village' in a form that

planning.
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10.7

Response
allows this location to continue to evolve in terms of
vibrant street culture and activity, in a well managed
and not over-sanitised environment
Support the plans of Westway Trust for a significant
multi-use cultural venue as part of the redevelopment of
Portobello Village
Enhance wayfinding to Portobello Road from Notting
Hill Gate.
Encourage opportunities for small new entrepreneurs in
the market
Protect new small retail units from amalgamation
Where possible, discourage and resist change of use
from retail to food outlets/cafes and protect traditional
vegetable and fruit stalls
Support a new pop-up market in Thorpe Close.
Provide free wireless internet access in Portobello
Road, Golborne Road and Notting Hill Gate.
Develop bespoke shopfront guidelines for Portobello
Road.
Protect existing launderettes.
Protect traditional pubs, by Article 4 Directions where
appropriate
Delivery

 The Council manages the borough’s street markets.
The Markets Development Officer organises an
annual programme of events to promote the markets
and attract shoppers.
 The Council will work with the Portobello and Golborne
Management Committee and the Markets Streets
Action Group to ensure the continued success of the
markets.
 The Council’s Arts and Culture Service supports the
Portobello Wall arts projects.
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Social and community uses are protected by policy CK1.

A new point has been added on Portobello Village under
priorities.

Policy CF3 protects all shops and shop floorspace in the primary
retail frontage of Portobello Road. The market is managed by the
Council as set out under delivery, this includes new text on
market support.
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Comment
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 The Council will work with The Westway Trust
who have consulted on ideas for redevelopment of
their estate immediately around Portobello Road
and has been awarded GLA High Street funding for
pop-up market stalls in Thorpe Close.
 The Council and Westway Trust will seek GLA
Regeneration Funding for public realm improvement
underneath the Westway and the provision of free
wireless internet access.

CHAPTER 11 KENSINGTON HIGH STREET
KENSINGTON HIGH STREET PLACE
CV11 VISION FOR KENSINGTON HIGH STREET
Question CV11(1):
Please provide your comments on Vision CV11

Name

Comment

Response

Kensington Court KENSINGTON COURT RESIDENTS ASSOCIATION:
Residents
OUR VIEWS ON CV11 - THE LOCAL PLAN’S VISION FOR
Association
KENSINGTON HIGH STREET
(John Gau)
We feel there is little point in demanding action in areas over which
the Council currently has no control – like rents and business rates.
The high cost of both clearly plays a crucial, perhaps even a
decisive, part in the survival of businesses in the High Street and its
surroundings. This must account for the number of shops that are
continually closing. (Currently there are about 20 empty ones.)
Sooner or later they get replaced, but in the meantime they blight the
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Agree – The vision has been amended to raise the expectations
across the plan period to seek an enhancement to the retail offer/
shopping experience alongside a growing reputation as a cultural
centre of international and national importance. The amended
vision is clear in seeking a distinct identity for Kensington High
Street as an essential goal in achieving the broader aims for the
place.

Name

Comment

Response

High Street. However, as there is little the Council can do about rents
and rates, it seemed sensible for us to focus on things that in our
view are achievable.
What we envisage is a vibrant and welcoming High Street (which
includes its side streets), that’s a pleasure to visit, where it is easy to
find one’s way around, that has a varied range of shops and
services, from well-known chains and fashion stores to small
specialist shops, that capture some of the zeitgeist of the High Street
in the 80s; a retail mix that caters for the everyday needs of local
residents as well as shoppers from outside the area in search of
something different. As important will be its cultural attractions –
destinations like Kensington Palace and the Design Museum, but
smaller museums and galleries too, and several fine Churches. And
of course plenty of places to eat, drink and relax.
Ideally Kensington High Street will have its own distinctive
reputation. One obvious possibility is that it becomes THE place to
visit for anyone interested in lifestyle, fashion and design.

Promotion of cultural attractions is a more prominent feature of the
amended vision. There is a tension between wayfinding to nearby
attractions and a corporate objective of reducing street clutter so
other ways to promote the cultural attractions in the High Street
will also be considered.

As it happens, much of this already exists in and around KHS, if you
know where to look. But there’s the rub. Anyone turning up at High
Street Kensington Station will find no welcome and little help on what
the High Street has to offer. This is symptomatic of a bigger problem.
There seems to be no plan, no co-ordinated thinking, no leadership
to make the High Street the destination it once was. There is not
even at the most basic level, a marketing strategy, a desire to sell
the attractions of the High Street. In some ways, it seems the
opposite is true. The Council says how important it is to revive the far
end of the High Street, to support public transport, to encourage
visitors, but allows the demolition of the Odeon, pulls down bus
shelters and closes the public toilet in Hornton St car park. There is
no point in having a ‘vision’, if nothing is done to support or enable it.
Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted.

ESSA (Anthony
Walker)

Local Plan Partial Review Chapter 11 Kensington High Street
Submission on behalf of the Kensington Society
CV11 Vision for Kensington High Street

The vision has been amended to seek an enhancement rather
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• The Vision fails to recognise the decline in the quality of the High
than a maintenance of the High Street retail offer. Reference to
Street Shopping. It should be aspirational and not just a matter of
importance of residential uses has also been added.
maintenance. The objective should be to strengthen the core
activities of retail, commercial and residential use and to enhance the
appeal by supporting and, where appropriate, reinforcing the cultural
and community amenities. Merely to maintain a distinctive offer is not
sufficient, although this is an important aspect of strengthening and
maintaining the core activities.
• The Vision should be that the High Street and the immediate
Reference to Kensington High Street’s role as the civic heart of
environment provides a heart for the Borough, combining regional
the Royal Borough has been added. Places of worship will be
and local retailing, cultural offers, including a museum dedicated to
added onto the map.
reaching out to the community, smaller art galleries and similar
offers, civic buildings including the Town Hall, the Central Library,
various churches (including St Mary Abbots, Our Lady of Victories
and the Carmelite Church) and related buildings (eg primary school),
other vital services (eg Post Office), a substantial commercial core,
including a major concentration of financial services, major hotels,
and numerous restaurants and drinking establishments. The sheer
scale of the critical mass of town centre activities is not adequately
expressed in the description as written.
• There is an undue emphasis on the Design Museum and its recent
opening. We agree about its significance, but the vision for the High
Street is as a town centre with the mix of uses appropriate to that
status. The Design Museum is distinctive in having a collection of its
own which is much smaller than many museums but with a focus on
outreach education focusing on the breadth and significance of
design. The importance of this is that it should help generate a
design-led renaissance for the western section of the High Street.
Proposed Vision
Our aspiration is over the life of the current Local Plan to create an
inspirational heart to the Royal Borough through the combination in
Kensington High Street and its surroundings of national and local
retail, commercial and cultural uses, residential and leisure uses
which we can be proud to hand on to future generations.
This will involve taking all possible opportunities to sustain the
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Reference to a design-led renaissance has been included within
the principles section.
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Response

positive aspects of the High Street and to enhance the built and
natural environment, to manage the activities it houses to contribute
to a dynamic and sustainable centre and to monitor its progress so
that it can continue to respond to changing needs and challenges.

Columbia
Threadneedle
Investments (sir/
madam )

Columbia Threadneedle Investments supports the vision for
Kensington High Street, and in particular providing a good range of
retailing and remaining an important office hub.

Noted. The importance of Kensington High Street as a retailing
and office location has been retained and is reflected in the
amended vision.

Question CV11(2):
Please provide your comments on the supporting text for the Kensington High Street ‘Place’
Name

Comment

Response

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted

Westcott

Campden Hill Road is also a major North-South route which is very
difficult to drive down as it frequently narrows to 1 car width.
No mention is made of the bottleneck which occurs at the Royal
Kensington High Street is part of the Strategic Road Network and
Garden Hotel for westbound traffic on Kensington High Street. This
as such is Transport for London’s responsibility in terms of
is frequently blocked by deliveries/chauffeurs in limos during the rush suggested improvements.
hour, making 3 lanes converge into 1. Tailbacks reach almost to the
Royal Albert Hall. It would be easy enough to stop parking during the
rush hour (red route?), and yet nothing seems to be done on this
major road. Recent roadworks to create right turning places have
narrowed the road further.

ESSA (Anthony
Walker) on behalf
of the Kensington
Society

Key Issues and potential opportunities – the map The maps are
potentially very useful tools in clarifying the key issues but only if
they are both accurate and relevant. We consider however that this
map is misleading and have listed the following examples:
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Response

Significant buildings. What is the basis for stating that a building is
significant? The pair of listed houses by Halsey Ricardo at the
bottom of Melbury Road are shown as significant buildings, but none
of the listed buildings around Edwardes Square or in Earl's Terrace
which are also listed and if anything have a more direct relationship
with the High Street are shown. The former Vestry Hall (now Bank
Melli) is an important listed building. The Derry and Toms building is
shown as being significant, while the arguably more architecturally
dramatic Barkers building is not. Likewise, the façade of the Odeon
Cinema also makes a significant contribution to the streetscape, as
do the buildings at the eastern end including the former Barkers
warehouses and the former Kensington Market. What makes a
building significant in the context of this chapter and the Vision for
the High Street needs to be consistent and applied rigorously in
order to guide both Case Officers and developers and their advisers.
Kensington High Street needs a building audit/appraisal.

Not all listed buildings are significant in the context of how the
High Street functions. This map has highlights the key cultural,
civic and landmark buildings in the high street.

Improve Cycle and Pedestrian routes. The pedestrian routes should
be considered separately from cycle routes. Kensington Church
Walk and the "lanes" in Kensington Village provide a very pleasant
pedestrian walk and benefit from not being seen as a cycle route.
Kensington Church Walk is used by children attending the school
and using the public green spaces (see below). The route in York
Place is currently 'no cycling ' at the eastern end although this is
frequently ignored. A number of cyclists pay little regard to
pedestrians and we would be concerned if a change in designation
encouraged this. We see no problem for bikes being walked through
these areas because they are primarily pedestrian routes and should
be shown as such. We consider the purpose of the designation
requires clarification.

The Council supports a number of initiatives to try to support
cycling in the borough. It does not, however, support the cycle
super highway through Kensington High Street. It takes the view
that such an approach will have a negative impact on traffic flows
as well as having negative implications on safety. The latter are
associated with the close proximity of fast moving cyclists and
pedestrians.

The map will be amended to highlight cycling and pedestrian
routes separately and together where appropriate.

The map will be amended to better reflect the public open space
in and around High Street Kensington.

We understand that there are proposals for a cycle superhighway
Agree – the map will be amended to include these area where
along Kensington High Street; we are opposed to such a measure as public realm improvements could be made in the future.
we consider that this will harm the vitality of the High Street as a
prime shopping area and will impede pedestrian movement along
and across the High Street.
Public Open Space. Areas like Holland Park and Kensington

355

Name

Comment

Response

Gardens are given the same designation as private gardens such as
Edwardes Square and Kensington Square, while the open spaces on
either side of Kensington Church Walk which provide a very valuable
public seating area, are ignored. The "square" in Iverna Gardens
also provides a pleasant green space with seating outside the private
area. The plan in fact provides a very misleading impression of the
amenities available in the area.
Potential for Public Realm Improvements. This is referred to in 11.4
and should be identified on the map. It includes the frontage to the
Odeon site and the old Post Office, the area in front of the Town Hall,
Phillimore Walk (which is treated as a service road to the High Street
Shops and is often cluttered with rubbish bins scattered over the
pavement), the space in front of Bank Melli, the entrance to
Kensington Court and the junction with Horton Street, the Waitrose
service yard entrance and the derelict site opposite this on the corner
with Pembroke Place. It is understood that the owners of the Boots
building are planning realigning the building line of this block which
may affect the public realm at this location. Any loss of this island of
café culture should be resisted. While initial indications of the
developers' proposals for the Boots building are positive there was a
lack of understanding of the potential impact of the pedestrian flows
to the Design Museum and the traffic congestion which regularly
occurs at the top of Wrights Lane
Designated Shopping Area. We welcome the recognition not only of
the main High Street as a prime Shopping Centre, but also some of
the small separate groups of shops in nearby neighbourhood centres
which contribute to the overall mix of shopping. For example a
traditional butcher is in Stratford Road and we consider that the
inclusion of that parade of shops on the plan is very important as is
the cluster along Thackeray Street. This makes the omission of the
group of small shops at the northern end of Kensington Church Walk
all the more perplexing. The policy that 80% of the primary retail
frontages should be shops has been undermined by the recent
expansion of banks, cafes and restaurants, whilst in Kensington
Church Street a large concentration of estate agents has developed
and in Earls Court Road and Allen Street there are continuous rows
of travel agents which, because they are not operated as shops but
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The blue shaded area on the map corresponds with the
designated town centres with Kensington and Chelsea. These
shops are not within a designated centre but nevertheless have
strong protection within the Council policies.
Reference to the Council’s shopfront SPD has been included in
the chapter.
The text has been amended to reflect these functions.
Importance of side roads for lower value uses has been included.

Name

Comment

Response

as back offices, can cause harm to the neighbouring traders due to
their blank frontages. There is thus a need to tighten controls on
these frontages.
Concentration of key town centre uses: The dominant role of
Kensington High Street is due not only to its retail function, but also
its commercial offices, leisure and entertainment, civic buildings, and
cultural offer. The chapter fails to grasp this – it is factual and
downbeat, whereas the High Street has a considerable critical mass
on which a real strategy for its future can be built. The difference
between the core retail area and its needs compared with those of
the areas on either side of the centre along the High Street and
again those of the side roads which provide valuable lower cost
areas of retail which can enrich the location-specific quality of the
High Street with art galleries, pet shops and other amenities.
ESSA (Anthony
Walker)

11.1 Introduction
11.1.1 There is no reference to the role of the High Street as defined Many of the comments received have pointed to the need to
in 31.3.9 as one of London's finest shopping areas. Although there is enhance and improve upon
reference in 11.2 to this activity the omission in the introduction infers
that this is not seen as a fundamental role. Active measures to
defend the core retail area should be encouraged even where these
are not directly planning matters
11.2 Context
1. The original department stores left a legacy of impressive
buildings both the main stores and their "warehouses"., The retailers
which have replaced them are described as more mainstream and
no longer appear to have an ambition to create a destination. The
development of the Boots building offers a possible opportunity to
enhance the legacy and the highest quality architecture should be
encouraged. The cluster of outdoor leisure shops, while being of
interest, do not have the status to make this a significant destination.
A co-ordinated marketing of the High Street based not purely on the
retail appeal is considered to be essential and should be part of the
Local Plan objectives. The more specialised areas at either end of
the High Street should be curated to ensure the appropriate mix of
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Reference to the important architectural legacy left by the
department stores has now been added to the text.
The Council has limited powers to curate any part of the High
Street but text has been added under priorities about working with
landowners etc.
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tenants and some of the larger landowners could take an active
interest in such a proposal. A town centre partnership (Council,
businesses and residents) needs to be developed and a town centre
management body established, as proposed in 2007. Without
positive management the High Street is drifting into decline.
2. The commercial content emphasises the key role of the High
Street as the heart of the Borough and, with the underground and
numerous bus routes, it is a major public transport interchange,
which makes the need for step-free transport access all the more
important. This supports its role as a major office location for the
Borough and serves retail, commercial, civic and cultural visitors as
well as residents.

Agree - delivering step free access is one of the priorities outlined
in section 11.4.

3. By the time this document is finalised the Design Museum will be
open. How does the draw of the Design Museum compare with the
other cultural attractions and that of the public buildings such as the
Town Hall? Projections of the potential 'draw' of each of type of
activity would provide useful guidance where actions are needed to
strengthen the individual draws and as a basis for monitoring
success. Footfall monitoring should be undertaken.

The Council already commissions consultants to monitor footfall
counts in the High Street and other town centres, which has
informed this policy review. There are footfall monitors in the
station mall.

4. If the hotels are so significant, and may become more so if
promotion of the cultural and retail strengths of the High Street is
achieved, then surely the principal hotels should be shown on the
map? (Royal Garden Hotel, Kensington Close Hotel, Copthorne Tara
Hotel and Milestone Hotel) There also are some very poor hotels
along the High Street. As part of an overall promotion of the High
Street guidance and encouragement are needed to improve the
general standard of accommodation and which are not necessarily
reliant on raising their star rating.

Given the number of hotels in the High Street it would not be
appropriate to show each one on the place map. The Council’s
general policy on Hotel CF8 encourage upgrading of existing
hotels throughout the borough.

5. The leisure and entertainment offer – restaurants, cafes, pubs and
night-clubs – should also be mentioned, combined with the way in
which they can be managed to make their impact on the residential
component of the High Street acceptable. Another case for positive
management of the total High Street offer. There has been a
substantial growth in chain catering units many of which offer good
value but tend to reduce the distinctive nature of the catering offer.
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Agree - additional wording that recognise the importance of the
residential. leisure and entertainment uses has been added to the
context section.

Reference has been made to the contribution of residential
mansion blocks.
This is difficult to deliver without a scheme coming forward. It is
unlikely that this block will significantly change within the plan
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One-off catering offers should be encouraged to compliment the
more common chains.

period.

6. The residential accommodation at upper levels in the mansion
blocks on the north side of the High Street contributes to the vitality
of the area, particularly the night-time economy and the awareness
of activity due to lit windows at night. Elsewhere, especially on the
south side, the upper floors are partly used as offices. The walkways
along the backs of the buildings on the south side of the High Street
from Wrights Lane westwards should be designed to provide a more
attractive and safe means of access especially where these are used
for access to residential units.

The importance of office is referred in the fifth bullet point in
Section 11.2 Context.

This development has already gained planning permission. An
SPD would therefore have no beneficial impact and could not be
justified.

7. The importance of the High Street as the main office centre in the
Borough should also be recognised, both in the High Street and in
Wrights lane and Kensington Church Street by encouraging a range
of types of office accommodation.
8. The cultural offer will include the new major cinema on the Odeon
site directly facing the Design Museum. The Council helped to
facilitate the introduction of the Design Museum to the area and a
similar proactive approach may be needed for the Odeon site. An
SPD plan encouraging the retention of the cinema entrance as part
of the High Street should be promoted.

Agree – a priority to seek engagement with all stakeholders to
realise a coherent vision for the high street has been added.
‘Building on the original strengths of the High Street’ is too vague
an objective and fails to specify what that means in the context of
High Street Kensington.

11.3 Principles (overarching aims)
1. To set up a town centre partnership between businesses, the
Council and residents to draw up a town centre strategy and an
action plan for managing the High Street, including managing and
improving the public realm and marketing the High Street.

Agree – a priority to seek engagement with all stakeholders to
realise a coherent vision for the high street has been added.
Agree- this has been included in the text for the amended vision
and within the principles section.

2. The prime objective should be to restore and build on the original
strengths of the High Street which are fundamental to its success.
(See above references to the critical mass of major town centre
activities.)

Planning permission has already been granted and work has
commenced at the Odeon site. Any amendments to the
consented scheme are dependent on the owners of the site resubmitting for a further planning application.

3. There should be an holistic approach to integrate the High Street
with the other nearby amenities, including the administrative role of

This sort of kiosk difficult to fund in an era of cutbacks. The
Council will consider other ways to promote the High Street,
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the Town Hall which was originally on the High Street and is now
including using technology.
distanced from it as are the other cultural amenities in the area, such
as the Central Library and the museums.
4. To promote a specific 'Kensington' identity for the High Street,
This remains Council policy and is reflected in the principles
both serving the local population and providing a wider West London within the High Street Kensington Place.
appeal.
This is identified as a priority for the eastern end of the High
5. To ensure that a new major cinema is provided directly opposite
Street.
the Design Museum to reinforce the cultural attraction at the western
end of the High Street. This is not a suitable use for a busy
secondary street with a narrow pavement.
Support for commercial uses and cultural uses are enshrined in
the policies of the Local Plan.
6. Improved way-finding needs to be integrated with the
dissemination of information. This should start with arrival at the
Protection of offices is set out in Policy CF5 plan.
main public transport centre the Kensington High Street
Underground station where the closed ticket offices provide
Developing the retail role of the high street is closer to a principle
opportunities for a visitor information centre and possibly a
and is included in that section. A ‘priority’ is a specific action that
management point for the High Street. (example: tourist booth at
might achieve an overall aim.
Richmond station).
The council seeks an appropriate balances of uses in the town
centre. The core frontage remains protected. Greater flexibility in
7. Continued reduction in street clutter including excessive external
secondary frontages reflects government guidance and reduces
displays for shops and the increasing number of large digital
pressure of the loss of A1 units in the core.
advertising panels. The Council needs to continue its policy to drive
up the quality of the streetscape.
Agree – a priority to seek engagement with all stakeholders to
8. The opportunities must be taken to drive up the quality of
realise a coherent vision for the high street has been added.
shopfronts and secure level access when shopfronts are renewed.
9. Encourage commercial uses particularly those which relate to the
museums and other public amenities.
10. Resist the loss of upper-floor offices in the High Street rather
than conversion to housing.

11.4 Priorities (objectives and actions to deliver them)
1. The first priority should be to restore and develop the retail role of
the High Street and Kensington Church Street. The policy to
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Planning permission has already been granted and work has
commenced at the Odeon site. Any amendments to the
consented scheme are dependent on the owners of the site resubmitting for a further planning application.

Noted.
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maintain at least 80% retail (A1) uses in the primary retail frontages
must be enforced – the invasion of banks and cafes/restaurants have Noted. Access for all is a policy that applies for all new
reduced the critical mass of retail uses. We do not agree with the
development within the Royal Borough.
proposed reduction in the proportion of retail units in the secondary
retail frontages as proposed in CF3 b ii.
Little information is available on this site despite efforts in relation
to the Odeon development. The Council is open to bringing this
2. A town centre partnership should be established and a town
site forward.
centre manager/curator should be appointed to develop a town
centre strategy and action plan to promote and secure the whole of
This fall under permitted development and therefore control could
the High Street offer, not just that of the retailing sector, to drive up
only be applied via an Article 4 Direction.
the quality of the streetscape and shopfronts, manage the public
realm and market Kensington High Street.
This has been included
3. We consider the reinstatement of the Odeon Cinema directly
facing the Design Museum is a priority, not just to provide a cultural
contribution to the Town Centre but also to remedy the adverse
impact its current state has on the vitality of the western end of the
High Street and on the parade of shops further to the west.

The Council has considered the Town Hall Courtyard as a
possible location for a Farmers’ Market. The Courtyard has been
deemed unsuitable because:
The Courtyard area will be renovated shortly
The market would clash with other events taking place in the
Great Hall (due to noise, rubbish collections, traffic etc.)

4. We agree with the various enhancements listed in the consultation
document.
This is covered by possible future public realm improvements.
5. We agree with the delivery of step free access to High Street
Kensington Station and ask for more emphasis on similar
improvements in access to shops and commercial premises. We
consider this to be important in the interests of all visitors and
residents to the area.

The chapter sets out a principle that street clutter will be
removed.
Support noted.

6. Improvement in the top end of the Earl's Court Road, including
active steps to ensure that the derelict site at the corner of Pembroke
Place and Earls Court Road is regenerated, if necessary through
compulsory purchase.
7. Discourage long runs of retail frontage being used for what are
clearly non-retail activities such as banks, travel agents, estate
agents, cafes and restaurants and similar uses. (see (1) above)
8. Seek regeneration of the service areas behind the shops to
enhance their appearance and potential to contribute to the area.
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Planning permission has already been granted and work has
commenced at the Odeon site. Any amendments to the
consented scheme are dependent on the owners of the site resubmitting for a further planning application.
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9 Seek an active use for the spaces between the Central Library and
the Town Hall, to create a positive space which contributes to the
appearance, amenity and vitality of the area, such as a location for
occasional markets.

The Council has a code of conduct for busking and a joint
working partnership with the Police
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/environment/environmental-health/noiseand-nuisance/busking

10 Create more places where people can stop and sit down – the
High Street at present has few places for people to rest/sit.

Agree- this has been added

11 Reduce the blockages caused by unused phone boxes and pillars
and similar obstructions.
11.5 Delivery
1. We welcome the intention to work with other parties to improve the
area but we have seen such intentions before and ask that a delivery
time table be established. This could be to have a structure to
facilitate these improvements in place within six months of the
adoption of the revised Local Plan including representatives of Local
Amenity Groups, retail traders, commercial interests, Mansion
Blocks, cultural interests, and transport bodies to ensure that a
positive Placemaking Strategy will be implemented and funded.
2. The High Street has suffered from multiple planning applications
being granted for example for the Odeon with no prospect of
delivery. It is suggested that shorter time scales for the life of
planning consents once granted are considered.

3. As part of the management of the High Street positive policies are
required with regard to busking, begging and other street activities. It
is suggested that certain forms of music can be beneficial for
example the designated locations for musicians or Christmas charity
musical events however all need clear policies including times and
locations. Some particularly where they take place close to or below
residential blocks can be very disruptive and need to be banned.
4. As part of the overall management of the High Street dedicated
staff could be employed to monitor busking, begging, flyposting,
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street sweeping, litter bins, and cars causing pollution by standing
idling for more than 60 seconds.

11.6 References
11.6.1 The ESSA area extends along about two thirds of the south
side of the High Street. The CAA which will be reviewed and adopted
during the consultation and submission of the Local Plan should be
referred in this section.
Columbia
Threadneedle
Investments (sir/
madam )

John Offen

Columbia Threadneedle Investments support the Principles
(Overarching Aims) set out at 11.3.
However, bullet 3 requires greater clarity in terms of its wording Agree – wording has been changed.
“Build on” should be replaced with “Maintain and enhance” or similar.
Suggested amendment below:
“Maintain and enhance the existing retail strengths of the centre.”
Bullet 4 should be reworded as it gives the impression that new
offices are only required to grow the media industry cluster
specifically – there should be broader support for new offices within
the town centre, irrespective of end-user, albeit recognising this
specific media industry cluster. Suggested amendment below:
“Encourage new, extended and refurbished offices in the area,
including those that would grow the media industry cluster.”
Columbia Threadneedle Investments broadly support the Priorities
set out at 11.4.

Agree – wording has been changed.

Columbia Threadneedle Investments suggests the following
amendments to 11.5 Delivery:
“The Council will work with Transport for London to deliver step-free
access to the underground station platforms, supported where
possible through section 106 agreements and CIL in the context of
relevant guidance and legislation on planning obligations.”

The Council is bound to work within the legislation framework and
national guidance to deliver step free access. The additional
wording is unnecessary.

For many years Kensington Church Street has been an important
area for fine art and antiques. However in recent years several shops
have become rather tawdry nail bars and hairdressers and poor
coffee bars particularly to the south. It is important that this
street retains its character so close to the palace and the park. It is a
great attraction for higher spending tourists which the

It is not within gift of planning to make distinctions within the same
use class. The special policy areas within Westminster only have
control in relation to protecting the tailors in Savile Row, as these
are sites of manufacturing as well as retail sale and so are
classed as sui generis not retail. This distinction cannot be used
to protect specific types of retail in the Royal Borough.
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borough must encourage. Residents are mighty fearful of the advent
of Crossrail to Chelsea and this should concentrate the Council's
mind on what it wishes to conserve. The Council should follow
Westminster's lead in designating Kensington Church Street a
special policy area. The Horrific decline of Knightsbridge is there to
show us how quickly an area can go down without necessary action.
Christie's South
Kensington
(Francesca
Filippini Pinto)

1.3 – We welcome the ambition to improve links and wayfinding
between Knightsbridge, Hyde Park and the Exhibition Road
museums and other cultural institutions around South Kensington.

Noted.

Exhibition Road
Cultural Group
(Emily Candler)

11.2 Context
Add that High Street Kensington’s proximity to South Kensington’s
cultural attractions is a strength. High Street Kensington station is
also a point of arrival for Royal Albert Hall audiences. Include that
Kensington Palace attracts c400,000 visits a year
11.3 Principles (Overarching Aims)
Welcome the commitment to improving wayfinding for cultural sites.
11.4 Priorities
ADD: Improving wayfinding should promote walking and public
transport links between High Street Kensington and South
Kensington/Exhibition Road.
ADD to Provide new signage for the Design Museum. “That signage
for Kensington Palace should also be improved.”

Agree – the following wording has been added “Improve
wayfinding and promote walking and public transport links
between High Street Kensington and South Kensington/Exhibition
Road”

Welcome the commitment to providing step free access to
Kensington High Street Station as excellent visitor experiences to
our sites begin with their journeys. Welcome the commitment to
improve the pedestrian access the corner of Kensington Church
Street.

Support noted

11.5 Delivery
Add Kensington Palace to this as they sit on the Cultural Place
making steering group.

Added

11.4 Priorities (Objectives and actions to deliver the aims)

Kensington Olympia fall outside of the scope of the Kensington
High Street place.

Earl’s Court
Society
Highways, Traffic
and Transport
Sub group (Mark

Add a ninth bullet point:Strengthen the links between Kensington High Street and its
neighbouring attractions with Kensington Olympia station for West

364

Agree – a reference to Kensington Palace has been added.
Agree – a reference to Kensington Palace has been added.

Name

Comment

Balaam)

London Line services

Response

West London
11.4 Priorities (Objectives and actions to deliver the aims)
Line Group (Mark
Balaam)
Add a ninth bullet point:Strengthen the links between Kensington High Street and its
neighbouring attractions with Kensington Olympia station for West
London Line services

Kensington Olympia fall outside of the scope of the Kensington
high Street place.

Deloitte Real
Estate (Richard
Maung)

11.4 Priorities
Imperial College London suggest that the following is inserted:
Improving wayfinding should promoting walking and public transport
links between High Street Kensington and South
Kensington/Exhibition Road.

Agree – the following wording has been added “Improve
wayfinding and promote walking and public transport links
between High Street Kensington and South Kensington/Exhibition
Road”

Christie's South
Kensington
(Francesca
Filippini Pinto)

11.4 Priorities
ADD: Improving wayfinding should promoting walking and public
transport links between High Street Kensington and South
Kensington/Exhibition Road.

Agree – the following wording has been added “Improve
wayfinding and promote walking and public transport links
between High Street Kensington and South Kensington/Exhibition
Road”

Kensington Court
Residents
Association
(John Gau)

There needs to be an individual who has responsibility for delivering Agree – a priority to seek engagement with all stakeholders to
the ‘vision.’ He or she would consult with all the stakeholders, come realise a holistic vision for the high street has been added.
up with a working strategy and then ensure it is carried out. But
he/she would also take charge of the bread and butter issues –
creating a marketing campaign, for instance, or organising events, or
ensuring that the police remove the beggars and rough sleepers.
Whether the ‘Czar’ works for the Council, or is employed in some
way by the stakeholders, and how he/she would be paid for, would
need to be explored. But we feel without someone dedicated full time
to the job of delivering the Kensington High Street ‘vision’, nothing
much will be achieved.
As part of this setup, there would need to be a smallish committee of
stakeholders to support the Czar. Currently there is the Kensington
Business Forum, which has a membership of several hundred local
businesses and runs networking events. It could provide the retail
representation. But the Council and other organisations should be
represented too.
2. Visit the smallest town in France and you will find a visitors/tourist
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This sort of kiosk difficult to fund in an era of cutbacks. The
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centre. There should be one in the High Street. Initially nothing too
grand – a small kiosk in or near the Station. (Now the ticket office is
closed, one could even start there). It would provide visitors with
leaflets, brochures, maps, (perhaps in due course even tickets) and
information about what the High Street area has to offer. Again, how
it’s paid for would need to be explored. To begin with, it might need
volunteers – but if France and the US can support centres like this,
Kensington surely can.

Council will consider other ways to promote the High Street,
including using technology.

3. There should be a High Street Map/Plan on a noticeboard for
visitors - perhaps more than one. Other parts of London manage to
have one, as of course do towns and villages in Europe. Why not our
High Street ?

There are currently legible London maps highlighting the places
of interest on the high street. In addition, the Council is pursuing
digital mapping projects that will provide such information to
smart phone users.

4. As part of the strategy to revitalise the High Street, there need to
be special events. Perhaps a regular arts and crafts market/fair in the
area round the Town Hall or St Mary Abbots – an echo of Kensington
Market and a step towards giving the High Street its own distinctive
brand.

The Council has considered the Town Hall Courtyard as a
possible location for a Farmers’ Market. The Courtyard has been
deemed unsuitable because:
The Courtyard area will be renovated shortly
The market would clash with other events taking place in the
Great Hall (due to noise, rubbish collections, traffic etc.)

5. Conspicuous by its absence in the Council’s proposals is St Mary The church is shown on the map and would be included in future
Abbots. Situated at the heart of High Street, the Church offers a host work to enhance and promote the High Street.
of possibilities not just as a place of worship, but as an attraction in
its own right and a location for events. It now has a priest responsible
for Mission to the High Street, who is already organising events. So
St Mary Abbots needs to be included in any vision of the High
Street’s future and to be involved as a stakeholder in any
consultations.
6. Central to the future of the High Street is the future of the Station,
briefly mentioned in the Council’s draft. It is frankly a disgrace
(though no worse than Notting Hill Gate or South Kensington) - a
shabby and passenger-unfriendly portal to the High Street. While the
responsibility for its redevelopment (if and when that happens) is
TfL’s, the Council should have a clear and public view on how it is
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Agree – the follow wording has been added Investigate
opportunities to redevelop High Street Kensington Station Arcade
to secure improved station facilities and step-free access at High
Street
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done and should be campaigning to upgrade it as a priority.
We think that implementing the above suggestions along with those
proposed by others will go a long way to making the High Street the
lively and attractive place it needs to be. Shops and businesses will
then compete to be part of it. Shops will close less, or stay empty for
shorter times. It will become a must-visit destination again. As Kevin
Costner says in ‘Field of Dreams’. ‘If you build it, they will come’.

Noted

CHAPTER 12 KNIGHTSBRIDGE
KNIGHTSBRIDGE PLACE
CV12 VISION FOR KNIGHTSBRIDGE
Question CV12(1):
Please provide your comments on Vision CV12
Name

Comment

Response

DP9 Ltd (Mr
Manley)

Our client supports the vision to maintain Knightsbridge's role as one
of London's most exclusive national and international shopping
destinations alongside an important residential quarter and service
centre for residents of the borough. The vision to improve public
realm in Knightsbridge is also supported.

Support noted, no response required

Within the corresponding map (page 204) – our client supports the
identification of potential for public realm improvements at the
northern end of Brompton Road adjacent to the Knightsbridge London
Underground Station.
Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

No response required

Brompton
Association

Knightsbridge: Chapter 12
The statement (CV12 Vision for Knightsbridge) that “Knightsbridge

Both functions existing harmoniously is the Council’s vision and a
further point has been added under Principles – Maintain

367

Name

Comment

Response

(Sophie
Andreae)

will continue its role as an important residential quarter and a service residential amenity to address this concern.
centre for residents” and that the area will have “maintained its role as
one of London’s most exclusive national and international shopping
destinations” and that “These two functions will exist together
harmoniously and the public realm will have been improved to reflect
both roles” is almost entirely fanciful given that the concerns of
residents are not echoed in the accompanying text.

Gerald Eve
(Peter Edgar)

Chapter 12

Support noted

CV12 Vision for Knightsbridge
At this stage there are no proposals for Brompton Road so this
The Estate supports the vision for Knightsbridge as both an exclusive would not be appropriate.
national and international shopping destination and an important
residential quarter . The Estate particularly welcomes the recognition
of the need for public realm improvements to support both these
roles. However, it is considered that the Key Issues and Opportunities
diagram should be updated to reflect that these improvements should
be prioritised along the whole length of Brompton Road, rather than
just the north-eastern end near Knightsbridge Underground Station.

Question CV12(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text for the Knightsbridge Place and reference the specific paragraph numbers
Name

Comment

Response

DP9 Ltd (Mr
Manley)

Paragraph 12.3 – The aims to reduce traffic congestion and improve
local links and wayfinding within Knightsbridge are supported by our
client.

Support noted
Support noted

Paragraph 12.4 – The objectives and actions to enhance access to
the existing London Underground Station, improve wayfinding and
signage are supported by our client.
We note the retention of a social and community use in the former
fire station is also a priority. The existing use, as a vacant (since

368

30.3.4 of Chapter 30 Keeping Life Local defines ‘Metropolitan
Police and other emergency service facilities’ as social and
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2014) fire station, is not considered worthy of protection on account
community uses so policy CK1 would apply. This provides
that it is not a typical 'social and community use'. The site itself was
sufficient flexibility so the requested change has not been made.
never used by the local community – it housed an emergency service
that served the local community. It is no longer suitable for a similar
use when considering emergency services have been undergoing a
process of consolidation and site vacation for many years now (this
building being but one example).
Knightsbridge International Centre has a need for an increase in
retail and office floorspace and the borough's existing and emerging
policies reflect this. However there is very little redevelopment
opportunity remaining within the Centre and thus it is important to
make the most of the potential that existing sites have to offer to
increase in retail and office floorspace in order to achieve the
Council's aspirations for the Centre. The site was identified as one of
four potential development sites within Knightsbridge in RBKC's
Consolidated Local Plan (2015). Promoting a flexible approach to
land uses on the site would enable a vacant site to be put to viable
use and provide additional retail and/or office floorspace for the
Knightsbridge International Centre to help deliver the Council's
targets and strengthen the vitality and viability of the Centre of which
it is a part.
On behalf of our client we request that the specific text is modified to
'Provide appropriate town centre uses in the former fire station, which
was vacated in 2014'.
Deloitte Real
Estate (Richard
Maung)

Under Principles, Imperial College London requests that the following The requested change has been made
amendment is made:
“Improve links and wayfinding between Knightsbridge, Hyde Park
and the Cultural and educational institutions on Exhibition Road”

Knightsbridge
Neighbourhood
Forum (KNF)
(Simon Birkett)

I am writing on behalf of the Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Forum
(KNF) to ask you to include policies in RBKC's new Local Plan that
will match or exceed in their positive 'effect' on the Knightsbridge
Neighbourhood Area all relevant policies in the 'Pre-submission
(Regulation 14) version' of our proposed neighbourhood
development plan (KNP). The proposed KNP can be seen here with
associated documents:
http://www.knightsbridgeforum.org/planning/consultation/
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When the Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Plan has passed
referendum and been ‘made’ by Westminster City Council it will
have effect in the designated the Knightsbridge Neighbourhood
Area only, so this request is inappropriate. In particular this
Borough does not accept the plan’s claim to a wider ‘area of
interest’, this is reflected in the Borough’s response to the Presubmission version of the Neighbourhood Plan.

Name

Comment

Response

The KNF is submitting its 49 proposed policies in 'Part One', where
relevant, as the basis for improvements in RBKC's new Local Plan:
http://www.knightsbridgeforum.org/media//documents/part_one_knig
htsbridge_neighbourhood_plan_presubmission_consultation_081216.pdf
Please see in particular the section on 'Our wider 'area of interest'' on
pages 6 to 8 of Part One. It includes:
"A key area of focus within the wider 'area of interest' is the raised
pavement area between 106 and 188 Brompton Road. The
importance of effective enforcement of Policies KBR17
(Neighbourhood Stress Area), KBR18 (Night-time uses in or adjacent
to residential areas) and KBR20 (Retail uses in the Primary Shopping
Frontages) is significant for this area to provide a high quality of
amenity for residents, workers, students and visitors alike."
Also Figure 2 on page 4 of 'Part One' which shows 'observed' uses
along 106 to 188 Brompton Road. More details are provided on our
Part Three evidence document.
Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Knightsbridge
Association
(Gilbert)

12.1.1 Agreed
Support noted
12.2 CONTEXT
• Happy with this.
• Happy with this
• Agree with this, but changes are proposed to the removal of the
pedestrian crossing islands which will improve access before north
and south. TfL are gradually introducing countdowns at the
crossings.
• Agree. The reduction in the use of diesel by buses, hgvs, taxis etc.
air quality will improve.
• We would agree. Knightsbridge should not be allowed to become a
late night destination by default. There has already been too much
creep in permitted hours. In addition, no further changes of use to A3
should be permitted due to the cumulative effect of the already over
concentration of A3 use in Brompton Road and the surrounding
streets.
• The shops serving residents in the western part of the centre, west
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The Council carefully controls the use of Hans Crescent and rarely
permits commercial activities to take place on the street. Council
officers work with the Kensington and Chelsea Community
Policing team to combat anti-social activity on our streets,
including Hans Crescent.
Whilst there are reports of traffic problems at the junction of Basil

Name

Comment

Response

of Beauchamp Place, are fast disappearing.
• We would query whether any of the 'improvements' in this
paragraph have been achieved. The apron at the corner of Basil
Street/Hans Road has had a disastrous effect on traffic flow, leading
to severe congestion and air pollution. The pedestrianisation of Hans
Crescent has relocated rather than provided a new entrance to the
tube, which may have marginally improved the experience of arriving
in Knightsbridge. Pedestrianisation has created a haven for buskers,
illegal traders, card sharps and drug pushers which the authorities
are unable to control. We feel strongly that Hans Crescent should not
be used for commercial purposes, which we were always told would
not be allowed.

Street/ Hans Road due to the volume of taxis servicing Harrods,
these are not related to the roadway width. The width of the
roadway at this junction used to be excessive. The widening of the
footway at this junction has served to improve conditions for
pedestrians whilst – in the Council’s view – improving the
appearance of the street.

12.3 PRINCIPLES (OVERARCHING AIMS)
• There is no mention of protecting the interest of residents in this
section.
• We are not sure what the third bullet point actually involves.
12.4 PRIORITIES (OBJECTIVES AND ACTIONS TO
DELIVER THE AIMS)
• Step free access to Knightsbridge Tube – this is being provided in
the K1 development
• Improving signage and way finding – what does this entail?
• Depends what is meant by enhance the streetscape.
• What kind of social and community use could be provided in the
former fire station.
• Expand retail provision – is this feasible?
12.5 DELIVERY
• Agreed
• 'Improvements' to Sloane Street streetscape: This should not
involve closure of traffic lanes or any narrowing of the highway. For
the volume of pedestrians using Sloane Street is more than adequate

A new point has been added to Principles - Maintain residential
amenity.
Upholding our residential quality of life is one of the three strategic
objectives for the Borough set out in CV1 the vision for the
Borough and delivered through in the policies in chapter 30
Keeping Life Local.
The third bullet under principles is picked up in the second bullet
beneath priorities. This will involve initiatives to help people to
understand how close South Kensington and Hyde Park are to
Knightsbridge through Legible London signage and a mobile
phone map.
Chapter 30 paragraph 30.3.4 defines social and community uses.
The opportunity to expand retail facilities in the north part of
Pavilion Road has been identified.
The detailed design of proposals for Sloane Street will be the
subject of a separate consultation.

Exhibition Road

1.3 – Welcome ambition to improve links and wayfinding between
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Support noted
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Cultural Group
(Emily Candler)

Knightsbridge, Hyde Park and the Exhibition Road museums.

Brompton
Association
(Sophie
Andreae)

At 12.2 there is a bullet point which states “The centre is surrounded
by residential streets. The proximity of residential streets means
there can be a conflict between the local and international role of the
centre, particularly in relation to the night time economy”. Anyone
who has visited Knightsbridge in the evening, particularly in the
summer, knows just what a problem the mass of cafes has become,
coupled with the vast numbers of people walking along and
congregating on the pavements, the proliferation of speeding cars,
pedicabs playing loud music, and noise and rubbish on the streets
that ensues.
Yet in 12.3 (Principles (Overarching Aims) and 12.4 (Objectives and
actions to deliver the aims) and 12.5 (Delivery) there is nothing about
residents or the need to contain the night time economy by limiting
licensing hours or the proliferation of cafes and tables and chairs.
These is nothing about encouraging high quality shops. An aim to
“Protect the international reputation of Knightsbridge town centre” is
meaningless without some policies in place to make sure that local
amenity and the quality of the public realm is protected. This is
particularly the case along Knightsbridge west of Harrods along the
Brompton Road. If the Council is not very careful, this degradation of
the public realm with spread to Sloane Street where there is every
likelihood that the proposed narrowing of the street and introduction
of planters and more trees will lead to yet more proliferation of cafes
and tables and chairs and an extension to the night time economy
down this street as well.

A new point has been added under Principles -Maintain residential
amenity.

Licensing is a separate legal regime from planning, as is the
licensing of chairs and tables and so cannot be covered in
planning policy. The Council is not able to exert any control over
the quality of shops that open in the Borough, but upholding
residential quality of life is one of the three strategic objectives for
the Borough set out in CV1 the vision for the Borough and
delivered through the policies in chapter 30 Keeping Life Local.

As an example of how little your officers know of the area the only
This text has been amended to ‘west of Beauchamp Place
other mention of “residents” in the chapter on Knightsbridge is the
Harrods’.
bullet point under Context which states “The needs of local residents
tend to be served by the shops in the western part of the centre, west
of Beauchamp Place”. This is simply not true. M&S Food is located
The reference to Brompton Cross has been removed.
on the eastern corner of Beauchamp Place and both Sainsbury’s
Local and Waitrose are on the north side further to the east nearer
Harrods. These are the convenience stores used by residents, not
the expensive and generally poor quality Lords opposite Brompton
Square. There is a newsagents and a dry cleaners to the west of
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Beauchamp Place but other useful shops have been replaced with
cafes in recent years.
At 12.4 there is a worrying priority which states there is an objective
to enhance the streetscape from Knightsbridge to Sloane Square and As explained above this is not possible.
to Brompton Cross. We are aware of the Cadogan Estate’s plans to
introduce planting into Sloane Street and have severe reservations
about them as already stated, but what is planned for Brompton
Cross and which streets are involved? We are currently unaware of
any plans for the public realm in this area.
We consider that this chapter needs major revision. It needs to
accept that there are real issues at the moment that are militating
against the Borough’s vision to see Knightsbridge remain an
attractive area and it needs to address these with principles and
overarching aims. A principle to limit licensing hours would be a good
first step.
TfL (Andrew
Hiley)

Page 195 and 205 Deliver step-free access at High Street
Kensington and Knightsbridge Stations – theses will require
confirmation/ identification of funding opportunities to deliver;
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Policy CT1, which is not being considered in this partial review,
covers this point:
CT1. k. work with partners to ensure that step-free access is
delivered at all Underground and rail stations by 2028, require
new developments to contribute towards step-free access and
ensure it is delivered at Underground and rail stations in the
borough where there is a redevelopment opportunity;

CHAPTER 13 SOUTH KENSINGTON
SOUTH KENSINGTON PLACE
VISION CV13 VISION FOR SOUTH KENSINGTON
Question CV13(1):
Please provide your comments on Vision CV13

Name

Comment

Response

Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

This 'Vision' for South Kensington Residents, is of concern, as the The vision has been amended to strengthen this point.
'Vision' does not mention the people who live here and who pay the
council tax.
The vision recognises the need to strike a balance between the
centre’s two roles.
These residents have had their retail shopping removed and
instead have a plethora of eating and drinking establishments, so
The proposal to introduce a service retail frontage in this area has
have had a reduced quality of life and the 'Vision' does not make
been removed from the plan. Please refer to the revised Policy
any effort to restore the balance.
CF3. Wording under priorities has also been strengthened in this
respect.
The Vision for South Kensington should say that RBKC will make
every effort to prevent the change of retail shopping units to eating Support for enlarging the institutions’ catering facilities noted, this
and drinking establishments.
has been supported in Fostering Vitality 31.3.65 which states that
where the use is ancillary to the principle use they will not be
The RBKC will actively encourage the institutions in South
subject to the requirement for a retail needs impact assessment.
Kensington, to enlarge their own catering facilities and thus earn
additional revenue from these sales.
By reducing the current levels of cafes etc, the institutions and the
residents will benefit, and the visitors will not be inconvenienced.

Thurloe
Residents
Association (Jan
Langmuir)

This Local Plan Review also offers an opportunity for the Council to The vision has been amended to reflect this comment, the
adopt policies that better meet the needs of local residents and
priorities have also been strengthened.
workers as well as visitors. If this is not done, there is a risk that
residents will be left a district centre in decline. Current policy
seems lacking in vision for the area and all its constituents. TRA
urges the Council to think big; to actively curate the area to bolster
its identity as both as cultural destination and a residential
neighbourhood of distinction.
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(P Edgar)
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In this connection, the policy statement in CV13 should clearly
state RBKC's commitment to respecting and promoting residents’
concerns. Something like "South Kensington has a historic and
important role as a residential quarter with a district centre which is
of equal importance to the role of the cultural institutions."

The Council agrees that the centre fulfils two roles but cannot
equate the residential role to the international role of the Strategic
Cultural Area, not least because this is a London Plan
designation.

The traffic congestion and problems with the flow of vehicles
around the South Kensington Station are other problems that
should be targeted in the Local Plan. Thus, the CV13 paragraph
should contain a sentence such as "Reduce traffic congestion
around the Underground Station and reduce air pollution. as well
as emphasize the need to improve access to the Museums,
including refurbishing the tunnel, as well as continuing to improve
the pedestrian environment within South Kensington District
Centre."

Refurbishing the tunnel and continuing to improve the pedestrian
environment are how the Council will achieve the vision for South
Kensington and are detailed as principles, priorities and
deliverables. References to reducing traffic congestion and
improving air quality have been added under these heading also.

Chapter 13
CV13 Vision for South Kensington
Support noted
The Estate approves of the vision for South Kensington as both a
premier cultural designation and a distinct town centre, and the
commitment for the Council to act to ensure that the great
institutions continue to regard this area as their natural home. The
Estate welcomes the commitment to transport infrastructure
improvements to South Kensington Underground Station and
public realm enhancements on the surrounding streets.

Christie's South
Kensington
(Francesca
Filippini Pinto)

The vision should include reference to South Kensington’s
Strategic Cultural Area being of national and international
significance and highlight RBK&C’s commitment to supporting and
enhancing overall cultural activities within the South Kensington
Strategic Cultural Area. The vision for South Kensington should be
more ambitious, positive and forward looking, in line with the
visions for the other Place areas in the plan.

Deloitte Real
Estate (Richard
Maung)

Imperial College London supports Policy CV13 which sets out the
vision for South Kensington and recognises that the area is the
“natural home” of great institutions. However, the policy vision only
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Reference to the Strategic Cultural Area and it’s being world-class
has been added to the vision.

Text amended to include education.
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overtly refers to cultural institutions and Imperial College London
would like to see the importance of the educational institution
equally referred to in the policy. It is suggested that the policy reads
“CV13 Vision for South Kensington South Kensington will remain a The points are reflected in the revised text under context.
premier public cultural and educational destination – the home of
science, arts, education and inspiration, and a district town centre,
recognising that on occasions reconciling these two roles can be
challenging but a balance will have been struck. All the great
institutions have, or are developing, alternative sites and the
Council will act to ensure they continue to regard South Kensington
as their natural ‘home’ in order to protect and enhance this
extraordinary cluster of cultural and educational institutions.”
It is noted that RBKC’s intention to support existing institutions is
clearly set out in the policy and Imperial College London would like
to ensure that this support is extended to the existing educational
institutions, including itself. Amendments to the draft policy in this
way would more accurately reflect Imperial College London’s role
as part of the cultural institutions group.
The vision also should recognise ambition for the Exhibition Road
public realm to provide greater connection between the institutions
and their programmes and encourage movement between venues.
“Exhibition Road in South Kensington will be providing a first class
experience to visitors to the national institutions, and have set a
new standard nationally of streetscape design and cultural activity
in the public realm.”
Exhibition Road
Cultural Group
(Emily Candler)

The vision should include reference to South Kensington’s
Strategic Cultural Area being of national and international
significance and that museums and other cultural activities within
South Kensington Strategic Cultural Area will be supported and
enhanced. The vision for South Kensington should be more
ambitious, positive and forward looking, in line with the visions for
the other Place areas in the plan.
The cluster of institutions that today makes up the South
Kensington Strategic Cultural Area, was created for innovation and
learning – to bring about change. It is a place that enriches
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The vision text has been amended to include world-class, in
addition South Kensington it is identified in the plan as a place
with a national or international reputation.
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peoples' lives and inspires thinking and activity, provokes wonder
and understanding. It is a place of innovation and invention, debate
and learning, contributing to the benefit of society at both a global
and local level.
The Strategic Cultural Area has a sense of dynamism and, in
keeping with the spirit of its Victorian founders, the institutions have
adapted and evolved over the past two centuries, both in their offer
and activity and their built form, to compete globally as leaders in
their fields and appeal to broader audiences. Mixing contemporary
and heritage, the common thread is architectural excellence,
breathing new life into buildings, with new public spaces and
entrances, that respond to a spirit of welcome, openness and
modernity.
The streets and surrounding urban realm is also evolving and
innovating, both responsive to, and leading, urban and social
change. Its ‘spine’ – Exhibition Road – has shown the way in
contemporary urban design and movement. Five years on, this
public realm needs continued investment and attention to ensure it
delivers its full potential and continues to provide an excellent
experience for visitors, workers, students and residents, with
spaces for delight, and interaction, as well as places for respite,
with an ease of movement into and across the entire quarter.

A reference to Exhibition Road being the spine of the area has
been included in the context.

South Kensington is also a residential area. Balancing the vibrancy This comment is noted and welcomed.
of a major destination and research centre, and the needs of
visitors, workers and students within the Strategic Cultural Area,
with quality of life for people living here is something we need to
address as a community.
The Exhibition Road Cultural Group is keen to work with RBKC,
WCC, residents and local stakeholders to shape a positive vision
for the future of the area.
Victoria and
Albert Museum
(Steve Hyde)

CV13 Vision for South Kensington – (Sought changes in bold) Add in a new paragraph to read:
South Kensington's Strategic Cultural Area, as identified in the
Local Plan's proposals map, is of national and international
significance in promoting London's Cultural World City Status.
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The vision has been amended to include ‘world-class’ and the
amended vision reflects the distinction between South
Kensington’s roles.
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The museums and other cultural activities within South Kensington
Cultural Area will be supported and enhanced.
Land uses within the South Kensington District Centre needs to
strike a balance between both meeting local needs and the needs
of visitors to the South Kensington Cultural Area.

(Reasons for seeking changes) So as to distinguish between South Kensington's District Centre
role and the South Kensington Strategic Cultural Area.

Question CV13(2):
Please provide your comments on the supporting text for South Kensington ‘Place’
Name

Comment

Response

Thurloe
Residents
Association (Jan
Langmuir)

I am writing as a local resident and on behalf of the Thurloe
The text has been amended to give greater emphasis to the
Residents Association whose members feel very strongly that
residential nature of the area.
RBKC must address the concerns expressed in this representation.
Many of us have lived in the area for many years and are
concerned that RBKC is not adequately meeting the needs of
residents. While there is recognition that it is difficult to formulate
policy for a mixed use area, it is not impossible.
After considerable investment by RBKC in upgrading the
appearance of the area, it is alarmingly that South Kensington is
deteriorating dramatically as a direct consequence of the
implementation of the 2010 Core Strategy, which promoted the
development of a café society. Useful shops have been replaced
by plethora of eating establishments aimed directly at, and
frequently almost exclusively by, visitors. As the Transport for
London's Retail Study (2016) showed, the retail offer in South
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The Council has limited powers to control the type of shops that
are provided in a centre. However, new points under priorities
have been added to protect shop use in Thurloe Street and
increase the class A 1 retail use as part of improvements to
South Kensington station. In addition, the proposal to introduce
a service retail frontage in this area has been removed from the
plan, please refer to the revised Policy CF3.
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Kensington is currently dominated by the "food and beverage" offer
for visitors.
Along with all the food and beverage outlets have come filthy
streets, people sitting on the pavements and residents doorsteps,
litter from take-ways that finds it way all the way into Thurloe
Square Gardens, South Terrace as well as other nearby streets.
RBKC is unable to cope with the impact of all the eating and
drinking in the area and the result is that after spending millions of
pounds on the Exhibition Road Project the area is becoming
somewhat seedy.
The model of a café society adopted from the continent did not
include the assiduous street cleaners who keep the central areas of
Paris and Rome clean, it seems that the Council only 'controls" the .
tables and chairs-this has been a serious oversight. Providing food
for the masses was Christ's mission not that of RBKC Planning
Department! We consider that the Council's role should be to
manage the mix of uses, and, in particular, maintaining the retail
role of South Kensington district centre to serve the residents,
whilst recognising the demands of the visitors. The Core Strategy
effectively encouraged a large-scale shift to "food and beverage"
outlets. Now is the opportunity to redress the balance.
This Local Plan Review also offers an opportunity for the Council to
adopt policies that better meet the needs of local residents and
workers as well as visitors. If this is not done, there is a risk that
residents will be left a district centre in decline. Current policy
seems lacking in vision for the area and all its constituents. TRA
urges the Council to think big; to actively curate the area to bolster
its identity as both as cultural destination and a residential
neighbourhood of distinction.
The proposal to change the designation of retail frontage around
the Exhibition/Thurloe triangle must be scrapped. The cast majority
of these premises already have food/beverage businesses in them
and any further change the use classes should be resisted.
Promoting A4 use classes businesses would be disastrous as the
area has a well-known problem with street drinking and does not
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need more drinking establishments. The proposal to reduce the
minimum portion of A1 from 66% to 50% would be a regressive
move, which would promote yet more food and beverage related
retail which is the opposite of what is badly needed by residents
and local workers alike. It would further unbalance the mix in the
South Kensington District Centre.
Make the additions noted below to 13.3 and 13.4
Principles (Overarching Aims)
o Preserve the residential and historic character of the area
o Promote policies which re-balance residents and visitors
needs
o Protect small retail units (A1).
Priorities (Objectives and actions to deliver the aims)
• Promote retail (non-food related), which meets the day-today
needs of residents, local workers and retail in and around the
Exhibition Road triangle.
• Promote the growth of food outlets in the museums.
• Develop a strategy to ease congestion of traffic specifically at the
junction of Pelham Street and the Underground Station.
• Develop a plan with all stakeholders to keep the area clean.
Quod (Georgie
Church)

A new point has been added about striking a balance between
the needs of residents and visitors under principles. Protecting
small new units is included under priorities, the Council is not
normally able to prevent amalgamation of small shops into
larger ones as this does not require planning permission.
New points have been added under priorities on day-to day
shopping needs, encouraging the museums to increase their
catering offer and reducing traffic congestion. Cleanliness is not
a planning matter. Support for enlarging the institutions’ catering
facilities has also been supported in Fostering Vitality 31.3.65
which states that where the use is ancillary to the principle use
they will not be subject to the requirement for a retail needs
impact assessment.

No comment.

Ladbroke
I am making these comments on Chapter 13 in my capacity as a
Association
long-time local resident and frequent visitor both to South
(Sophia Lambert) Kensington (for various purposes) and to the museums.
General
My main concern is the inadequate treatment of the approaches. I
normally go to South Kensington either by Underground and then
Support noted.
the tunnels to the Museums (if I am visiting them) or by walking
down Exhibition Road from Kensington Gore. Both approaches are
thoroughly depressing and generally shame-making.
The very successful "food court" at the southern end of Exhibition
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Road is the exception. It is just the sort of place that I would like to
find if I was a tourist visiting the area. I am aware that there have
been problems for the residents, but these should be soluble with
proper waste management and policing.
The rest of Exhibition Road, however, is - despite its partpedestrianisation and expensive makeover – cold, off-putting and
unfriendly, whereas it should be a lively boulevard providing an
attractive walking route between the Parks and the Museums. Even
the students from Imperial seem to shun it. Moreover, the layout in
the southern part continues to be muddling for both pedestrians
and vehicles.
I know that the northern half is not in RBKC and the residents are
opposed to any form of commercialisation (whereas in Paris there
would be a high quality food market several days a week as for
instance in the equally grand Avenue President Wilson or the
Boulevard Raspail). But the southern end between the Science
Museum and the V&A is within RBKC control and has no residents,
so it should be possible to liven it up, perhaps with some form of
stalls or specialist street market (which might reduce the pressure
to turn valuable local shops into tourist ones).
As for the tunnels, they need a lot more than refurbishment.
Tunnels are an inherently hostile environment for humans and
need a permanent reassuring human presence. Most cities do this
by lining tunnels with commercial outlets. The South Kensington
ones are not that wide, but it should still be possible, as a public
realm improvement, to put carefully designed stalls along one side,
or perhaps tiny show-places where new artists could display their
wares.

The Council is proposing to investigate the possibilities for the
installation of temporary exhibitions by the museums and other
institutions within the Strategic Cultural Area, this is covered in a
new point under delivery.

Noted, the priority is for refurbishment as the tunnel is owned by
TfL and the space is needed to accommodate people moving to
and from the museums.

13.1. Introduction
This has been made clearer.
This confuses South Kensington and the Museums. It should make
clear that there is a museum quarter next to a lively local centre
(something incidentally that the Berlin Museumviertal cannot
boast). The challenge is for them to be sensibly brought together.
13.2 Context
There should be a reference to the Bute Street market and also to
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Christies's South Kensington – by far the most frequented auction
house in central London.
There should be a reference to the success of the pedestrianised
"food court" but also to the concerns that too many eateries are
opening in other parts of the area and forcing out local shops.
The penultimate indent should be redrafted along the lines of: "High This point is covered under principles.
quality public realm improvements have been made to Exhibition
Road but the road has not yet taken off as an attractive walking
route between the Parks and the Museums and measures are
needed to improve the visitor experience".
Add at the end of the final indent something like "and enlivening".
13.3 Principles: over-arching aims
First indent: amend beginning to " Improve the approaches and
create…"
13.4 Priorities (Objectives and actions to deliver the aims)
Amend the third indent to include a reference to the introduction of
commercial or other activities in the tunnels (see general
comments above).

Text has been amended as suggested.

This point is covered by a new text under delivery.

Add a new indent on building on the public realm improvements to
Exhibition Road by introducing commercial or other activities to the
part immediately north of Cromwell Road (see general comments
above).

Knightsbridge
Neighbourhood
Forum (KNF)
(Simon Birkett)

Add an indent on the need for better way-marking and tourist
information.

Point added.

I am writing on behalf of the Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Forum
(KNF) to ask you to include policies in RBKC's new Local Plan that
will match or exceed in their positive 'effect' on the Knightsbridge
Neighbourhood Area all relevant policies in the 'Pre-submission
(Regulation 14) version' of our proposed neighbourhood
development plan (KNP). The proposed KNP can be seen here
with associated documents:

The South Kensington Place chapter sets out the Council’s
vision for the area. Chapters 30-36 cover this Councils’ borough
wide policies. The Council does not recognise the Knightsbridge
Neighbourhood Plan’s claim to a wider area of interest.

http://www.knightsbridgeforum.org/planning/consultation/
The KNF is submitting its 49 proposed policies in 'Part One', where
relevant, as the basis for improvements in RBKC's new Local Plan:
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http://www.knightsbridgeforum.org/media//documents/part_one_kni
ghtsbridge_neighbourhood_plan_presubmission_consultation_081216.pdf
Please see in particular the section on 'Our wider 'area of interest''
on pages 6 to 8 of Part One. It includes:
"A key area of focus within the wider 'area of interest' is the raised
pavement area between 106 and 188 Brompton Road. The
importance of effective enforcement of Policies KBR17
(Neighbourhood Stress Area), KBR18 (Night-time uses in or
adjacent to residential areas) and KBR20 (Retail uses in the
Primary Shopping Frontages) is significant for this area to provide a
high quality of amenity for residents, workers, students and visitors
alike."
Also Figure 2 on page 4 of 'Part One' which shows 'observed' uses
along 106 to 188 Brompton Road. More details are provided on our
Part Three evidence document.
The KNF considers that a number of our policies could address
cross-border issues:
1. KBR8 and KBR9 (pages 21 -22) which highlight the need to
improve heritage features and remove other items (e.g. modern
phone boxes) along boundary roads. Please see additional
evidence in Part Three.
2. KBR17, KBR18 and KBR20 as above (on pages 37-40). The
KNF feels strongly that these 'stress' issues need to be addressed
by RBKC along the lines we propose.
3. Waste consolidation since opportunities exist along boundary
roads for such sites (KBR26 on page 46).
4. Knightsbridge Code of Construction Practice (KBR27 on page 47
and Appendix B) which the KNF wishes to apply, inter alia, on
boundary roads
5. Short Term Lets (KBR28 on page 48) which addresses concerns
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about short-term lets along boundary roads e.g. Cheval Place and
Rutland Street.
6. Strategic Cultural Area (KBR31 and KBR32 on pages 51-54)
within the City of Westminster (WCC)
7. Many policies on active travel, electric charging infrastructure etc
(KBR33 to KBR40 on pages 55-67) that could affect boundary
roads
8. Healthy Air (KBR31 on page 69) e.g. zero air emissions now.
Please amend your Policy CE5(b) Air Quality which is inconsistent
with Directive 2008/50/EC on ambient air quality and cleaner air for
Europe per Clean Air in London's opinion from Robert McCracken
QC e.g. see his 'Conclusion' which comments on 'significance' and
other matters:
http://cleanair.london/wp-content/uploads/CAL-322-RobertMcCracken-QC-opinion-for-CAL_Air-Quality-Directive-andPlanning_Signed-061015.pdf
9. Utilities infrastructure (KBR40 on page 66) which aims to
address our concerns, with KBR46, about storm and dirty water
drains including along the WCC/RBKC boundary.
10. Renewable energy (KBR42 on page 71) e.g. 100% net
renewable energy now. This is a serious cross-border issue.
11. Trees (KBR45 on pages 74-77). We need more resilience to
climate change, pest, disease and age profile. For example, plane
trees may all die soon due to 'plane wilt'.
12. Sustainable water (KBR46 on page 77) e.g. controlling 'down
the drain' chemicals and ensuring the resilience of storm and dirty
water drainage.
13. Healthy people (KBR47 on page 78-79) e.g. includes a
requirement that health is a material consideration in planning. It
also includes noise.
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14. Involving people (Knightsbridge Engagement Protocol) (KBR48
on page 80 and Appendix C).
Nicholas Beyts

Chapter 13 South Kensington
Comments
Tourists and the Local Area
13.1.1
13.3 Items 5
It is reported that 12.5 million visitors a year come to the museums
in the area near South Kensington Underground Station, which is
more than the number visiting Venice every year. Guiding the
tourists along what is substantially one route from the North side
South Kensington Underground Station to the museum area
appears to be an arrangement that works well for residents, local
businesses and the visitors themselves. It seems to be recognized
by some groups of stakeholders in the area that the visual
presentation of the route and the way it is managed is likely to
influence visitors' perceptions of the character Kensington and to
some extent of the Museums. It may be worth doing a stakeholder
analysis of the existing route and the proposed changes along the
route to identify changes that seem appropriate to them.
The South is in contrast with the North side of South Kensington
Underground Station. The pavement area on the South side of
South Kensington Underground Station is interesting and modern.
The flower stall there, selling cut flowers is an attractive feature of
the area.

South
Kensington &
Queen's Gate
Residents
Association
(Caryl Harris)

This an interesting idea that could possibly be taken forward by
the Exhibition Road Cultural Group.

We are sure we did respond on behalf of the South Kensington &
Support noted
Queen’s Gate Residents Association on the Draft Planning
Strategy sometime last November and in particular the section that
we discussed at the Consultation on Retail within South Kensington
high street area, which was covered in great depth.
However, I am once again endorsing the comments so clearly laid
out by the Kensington Society in the attached document which our
association’s committee read and support.
This is an update from the KS on this section of the Strategic Plan
South Kensington (Retail section) which our Association is

385

Name

Comment

Response

delighted to endorse.
Unite Group PLC Unite Group Plc would corroborate with the vital role HEIs play in
(Sir/ Madam)
the local economy. To ensure their contribution is sustained,
supporting facilities including the delivery of student
accommodation in close proximity to relevant institutions (in this
case Imperial College) is required. Policy support must be afforded
to help RBKC meet this identified.

No opportunities for student accommodation have been
identified.

TFL (Transport
Chapter 13- South Kensington
for London)
(Rebecca Sladen TfL Property welcomes the retention of a separate chapter outlining
)
the vision for the South Kensington Area up to 2028.
South Kensington Station Site Allocation
TfL Property would like to take this opportunity to re-promote the
inclusion of the South Kensington Around Station Development
(ASD) within the South Kensington Place chapter. In line with the
tests set out in paragraph 47 of the NPPF the site is appropriate
and deliverable, in that it is available now and offers a suitable and
sustainable location for retail, office and residential development.
It is noted that the site is currently allocated within the existing
Local Plan as a potential development opportunity. In the Local
Plan partial review draft policies the site allocation has been
removed, as well as the reference to the reintroduction of retail
units along the north side of Pelham Street. TfL Property notes the
reasons for the site not being taken forward by the Council are
stated in the Local Plan Partial Review, Issues and Options
Consultation Schedule to be due to a number of complex
constraints of the site.
Since our previous response, dated 9th Feb 2016, substantial work
has been undertaken on developing a proposal for the site. This
includes feasibility studies and architectural designs which have
shown that the site has the potential of coming forward as a mixed
use development. The proposed development includes the delivery
of approximately 11 new residential dwellings and 2,000 square
meters of commercial floor space. These new residential units, and
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The site is identified as a potential development site in the
existing Local Plan, the site was not allocated. Potential
development sites are not being identified in the new version of
the plan. There have been discussions following this submission
and TfL understand that the site is very sensitive and proposals
are not sufficiently developed for this site to be allocated.
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some of the commercial (office and retail) floor space will be
delivered along the north side of Pelham Street. This will assist in
meeting the borough’s housing targets of delivering 7,330 homes
between 2015 and 2025.
The proposal to introduce a service retail frontage in this area
Whilst we acknowledge that the site does pose a number of
has been removed from the plan. Please refer to the revised
complex constraints, the designs proposed as part of this feasibility Policy CF3.
study have successfully overcome these constraints.
Throughout the site development process there has been close
liaison with the borough, including through a formal pre-application,
in which the borough was found to be overall supportive of the
proposal. Further to this, significant engagement with local
community groups and relevant stakeholders has also been
undertaken.
It is for the reasons set out above that the South Kensington ASD
should be included as a development site as part of the RBKC
Local Plan Partial Review, with specific reference in the policy
wording to the reintroduction of retail units along the north side of
Pelham Street, adjacent to the station.
Service Retail Frontages
An important part of the vibrancy and vitality of the South
Kensington Town Centre is its role as both a tourist destination and
a local centre. We acknowledge that the Council faces a challenge
of balancing the different town centre uses required to cater for
both the tourists and local residents.
TfL Property supports, in principal, the increased flexibility
associated with the Service Retail Frontage designations within
South Kensington as a way of balancing the needs of both sets of
users. However, we do not support the proposed extend of this
designation, which includes only one small geographical area
within the South Kensington Town Centre.
As outlined within paragraphs 31.3.5 and 31.3.6 of the Draft Local
Plan partial review, shops (A1 uses) restaurants, bars and pubs
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(A3 and A4 uses) are all important town centre uses, playing a key
role in making the boroughs Town Centres attractive, distinctive,
diverse and successful.
By significantly separating A1 and, A3 and A4 uses into two
different geographical locations, as proposed by the introduction of
the Service Retail Frontage Policy, two distinctive areas within the
South Kensington Town Centre will be created, one potentially
perceived to be aimed primarily at tourists and one for local
residents.
TfL Property feels that the creation of these two distinct areas
severs the existing town centre, which will have a detrimental
impact on the vibrancy, vitality and quality of the whole of South
Kensington.
Further to this, TfL Property feels that the creation of an area
potentially perceived as being aimed primarily at catering to visitors
to South Kensington may result in the Service Retail Frontage area
becoming unrecognisable and unattractive to local residents. This
would also prevent the diversity of the Town Centre from being
maintained in the designated Service Retail Area, by allowing
shops to be dominated, rather than supported, by complimentary
town centre uses.
TfL Property considers that a more appropriate and sustainable
approach to managing the role of South Kensington as both a
tourist destination and local centre is through the integration of both
A1, and A3 and A4 uses throughout the South Kensington Town
Centre. This will ensure that vibrancy and vitality of the Town
Centre is retained and also improves the opportunity for tourism in
the area to support local retailers.
TfL Property therefore proposes that either the Service Retail
Frontage designations are extended to include all of the Primary
and Secondary Shopping Frontage designation within the South
Kensington District Centre; or another means of promoting and
enabling a vibrant mix of town centre uses is adopted.
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No further changes are proposed to the designation of retail
frontages in South Kensington.
New text has been added under priorities to protect A1 retail use
in Thurloe Street and increase the A1 retail offer as part of the
South Kensington station improvements.

Support noted.

New text has been added on the Council working with TfL and
local institutions to deliver improvements to the pedestrian
tunnel.
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Primary Shopping Frontage Designations
The Local Plan Partial Review Shops and Centres Background
Paper (December 2015) notes that Primary Shopping Frontages
are generally characterised as those parts of the centre with the
greatest footfall.
TfL Property notes that Figure 2.26 within the Background Paper
shows a considerably lower level of weekly footfall at the Primary
Shopping Frontage designated units 36-46 Thurloe Street (even),
1-5 Pelham Street (odd) and 6 Pelham Street than the adjacent
Secondary Shopping Frontage designations. TfL Property therefore
considers that the units 36-46 Thurloe Street (even), 1-5 Pelham
Street (odd) and 6 Pelham Street would be more appropriately
designated as Secondary Shopping Frontage.
CF3 Diversity of uses within Town Centres
TfL Property welcomes the reduction in minimum requirements of
retail units along designated secondary retail frontages from 66%
to 50% which allows for more flexibility, in line with paragraph 14 of
the NPPF.
Corporate and Partner Actions for Fostering Vitality
TfL Property has had significant involvement with the Council in
developing the proposed South Kensington Station ASD. TfL
Property therefore requests that their position as a significant
stakeholder is outlined within the Corporate and Partner Actions for
Fostering Vitality section. TfL Property suggests the following
wording: “The Council’s Planning and Borough Development team
will work with the TfL Property team to deliver the South
Kensington Station ASD and station improvement works. This will
be an ongoing process.”
Princes Gate
Mews Residents'
Association
(Jane Whewell)

I am writing to object to the proposals to convert the area
immediately around South Kensington into a cafe/restaurant
enclave. It is particularly disappointing that the overwhelming view
of residents in response to the first consultation that this idea was
misplaced and misguided has not been responded to in the new
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The proposal to introduce a service retail frontage in this area
has been removed from the plan. Please refer to the revised
Policy CF3.
New text has been added under priorities to protect shop (A1)
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draft.

retail use in Thurloe Street and increase the A1 retail offer as
part of the South Kensington station improvements. The Council
Mr Wade has asked for evidence of why residents cannot simply
has no control over the type of shops that locate in Exhibition
shop for essentials in Old Brompton Rd and Harrington Rd instead. Road so would not be able to introduce a supermarket, the
Eg.
choice of tenant is controlled by the landowners.
"However, you still have not answered the question of whether you
think the remaining primary frontage is inadequate to deal with the
needs of local residents and others that work in the area.”
Speaking as one of many 100s of K&C residents who already live
more than 400m from any shop selling essentials (ie all those that
live in Exhibition Rd north of Cromwell Rd) saying Old Brompton
Rd or similar is a suitable alternative to Exhibition Road is
unreasonable and unrealistic. Indeed, such a proposition is utterly
inadequate to deal with our needs.
I also question the legal basis for a Council decision to favour
visitors at the see expense of residents. I also question the lack of
evidence that visitors are not catered for already, and the utility of
encouraging more restaurants that sell food at prices most families
visiting the Museums simply cannot afford. An A4 supermarket in
Exhibition Rd selling food would be far more useful to residents and
visitors alike.
The Natural History Museum plans a new cafe for over 300. The
V&A hopes to open a cafe for 350 within the next 6 months. South Chairs and tables are controlled through licensing not planning.
Kensington already has over 400 tables and chairs outside in
addition to seats inside. The current situation is unbalanced and to
encourage more cafes when the situation is already so unbalanced
is not rational or reasonable.
Landlords argue that non A3 uses in the area are not financially
viable, but they would say that. The reason they are not financially
viable is the result of the rent bring too high. If the Council insisted
on A1, the landlords would have to reduce the rents making retail
viable again.
I would ask that the proposal to allow unrestricted A3 (and certainly
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A4 - there is already a massive street drinking problem in the area
that does NOT need more encouragement) at Sth Ken be
withdrawn in its entirety. Instead, the original Council policy to
prevent excessive concentrations of A3 uses in one area should be
enforced at South Kensington.
In addition, the Council policy on tables and chairs in the area
should be modified to ensure far greater space for pedestrians,
who cannot walk up the street at present without having to dodge
round tables, waiters, signs and those sitting on the ground.
Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

Michael Bach will be submitting a Revised South Kensington
Chapter for the Local Plan Partial Review on Monday 12th
December. The Onslow Neighbourhood Association supports this
Revised South Kensington Chapter.

Brompton
PARTIAL REVIEW OF LOCAL PLAN: KNIGHTSBRIDGE AND
Association
SOUTH KENSINGTON
(Sophie Andreae)
We are very disappointed that the revised text of both the sections
on Knightsbridge and South Kensington have not taken account of
the points made at earlier meetings with your officers. It seems
impossible to get your officers who are engaged in reviewing the
Local Plan to grasp the strength of feeling that local residents have
about the degradation of the local environment along Knightsbridge
and around South Kensington as a result of the enormous
pressures being put on both areas. Yet again, the amenity of
residents is under represented in the revised text. Ultimately this
will be to the detriment of both areas because if the areas become
less attractive places to live this is impact in due course on the
character of the areas.

Noted this submission appears later in the table

The proposal to introduce a service retail frontage in this area
has been removed from the plan. Please refer to the revised
Policy CF3.
The text has been amended in several places to address this
concern.

South Kensington: Chapter 13
This is also very disappointing, again because residents’ amenity is
not given adequate weight. We agree with the Kensington Society Support noted you will find their response later in this table.
that this chapter needs to be re-written and we support their
submission to you on this and will just add a few further points.
The CV13 Vision Statement does not mention residents at all.
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of South Kensington District Centre.
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Again, it seems to us that your officers do not know the area and
have not researched it. Under context, there is a bullet point which
refers to the number of listed buildings in places like Thurloe
Square and Alexander Square. However, these buildings are
Grade II. No mention is given of Pelham Place and Pelham
Crescent which are Grade II* and among the most significant listed
buildings in RBKC.

This has been added.

A priority has also been added under 13.4.
The Council has a joint working partnership with the Police on
busking – see

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/environment/environmentalhealth/noise-and-nuisance/busking for details.

Under 13.3 there is a bullet point about preserving the residential
and historic character of the area yet there is nothing in the
document to indicate how this will be achieved and how residential The re-landscaping would be to improve the area as a green
amenity will be protected. Residents near South Kensington Station space.
have just recently been badly affected by buskers. Just yesterday,
a resident on the east side of Thurloe Square emailed to say that
the band busking around South Kensington could be heard inside
his house!
Under 13.4 Priorities, it states that Museum Lane is to be relandscaped. Why? It is an attractive green space. Some years ago
the Natural History Museum wanted to remove the grass and
create an outdoor eating facility. Happily this proposal was
withdrawn. At the time this association and others pointed out that
the green space that currently exists is valued by local people and
visitors.
The bullet on restoring the listed station arcade and the Thurloe
This has been added.
Street block is welcome but with regard to the shop fronts it is
about retaining the historic shopfronts that survive and reinstating
those which are missing. The concept of reinstatement needs to be
added so that the terrace is properly restored.
Under 13.5 (Delivery) we are very concerned that the Council sees
itself developing “cultural place making initiatives” to promote the
institutions to visitors and residents and installing public art. The
Council should not be doing this. It should be done with the
institutions in consultation with the Council and, critically, with local
residents.

The Council consults on all development and public art
proposals before they are implemented. Part of the cultural
place-making will be through web-based information provision.

Further down, we object very strongly indeed to the concept that

Concerns noted, but clearly the balancing process has worked
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the Council will work with the institutions to reconcile the need of
to date and we would expect this to continue.
the institutions to promote themselves and draw attention to
particular exhibitions or sponsors by using their facades. We have
had problems of light pollution at the NHM in the past colour
washing its façade and using changing lighting; we have had
problems with the Science Museum using its façade to advertise
toothpaste on one occasion and earlier this year we had Arups,
sponsors of the Ove Arup exhibition, applying for planning
permission to erect a vast bridge structure in front of the Grade I
V&A. This was straightforward advertising for Arups, a major
international company. Happily this application was turned down
but it is extremely worrying to see that lobbying from the institutions
has encouraged this bullet to be inserted.
Lastly, whilst we applaud the inclusion of the Yalta Garden as a
This has been changed.
public space for improvement, we were somewhat astonished to
see that the map does not show this small but highly visible garden
as a public open space! It is not coloured green on the map. By
contrast, all the square gardens are coloured green and described
as “public open space”. The reality is that these garden squares
are, in fact, private square gardens mostly administered under the
Kensington Improvement Act. However, they are wonderful green
spaces with handsome trees which all those walking around the
area can appreciate.
Kensington
Society

CV13 Vision for South Kensington
South Kensington will still be an area of two parts separated by
Cromwell Road, but connected by Exhibition Road:
 the South Kensington Museums, which will remain a
This distinction has been reflected in the revised vision.
premier public cultural destination – the home of
science, arts and inspiration; and
 South Kensington district centre serving residents,
workers and visitors.
Reconciling these two roles will be challenging, but a better balance
will have been struck by revitalising South Kensington’s role as a
district centre serving the shopping needs of the local area and
limiting any further expansion of the food and beverage offer to
visitors to the Museums. The Museums will have improved their
catering offer to relieve the pressures on the retail offer of South
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Resisting the creation of any new café or restaurants within
South Kensington would be inappropriate, as would be overly
restrictive.
These points are covered later in the text they are concerned
with how the vision will be delivered not the vision.
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Kensington.
South Kensington Station will have been refurbished and its capacity
expanded, including step-free access to both the District/Circle Line
and Piccadilly Line platforms. TfL’s properties will have been
refurbished and will have contributed to the revival of the district
centre. The pedestrian tunnel to the Museums will have been
refurbished/revitalised.
Access to the Museums will have been improved, including
refurbishing the tunnel, as well as continuing to improve the
pedestrian environment within South Kensington District Centre.
Traffic congestion and air pollution around the Underground Station
will have been reduced.
13.1 Introduction
13.1.1 South Kensington is located in the centre of the Borough and
extends into the City of Westminster to the north. It forms the
principal cultural focal point in the Borough with thousands of visitors A reference has been added to people working and studying in
arriving every day to visit the museums, although TfL passenger data the area.
shows that an even greater number of residents, workers and
tourists use the station daily.
The status of a District Centre cannot be considered equal to a
South Kensington has a historic and important role as a residential Strategic Cultural Area designated in the London Plan.
quarter with a district centre with valued local facilities and services,
which is of equal importance to the role of the cultural institutions.
13.2 Context


Originally the vision of Prince Albert, Queen Victoria’s
husband, the land was purchased with part of the
proceeds of the Great Exhibition of 1851. ‘Albertopolis’
became the world’s first designed cultural and
educational destination and has been the blueprint for
all subsequent centres of this kind.



It is home to three international museums; the Victoria
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and Albert Museum, the Natural History Museum and
the Science Museum, which form the South
Kensington Museums Strategic Cultural Area and,
because of its architecture, is recognised as a
conservation area of metropolitan importance.


The museums have expanded considerably in the last
decade and now receive 12 million visitors a year. In
addition, Imperial College has a student population of
over 13,000 and employs over 6,000 staff. These
numbers of visitors and workers have put
considerable pressure on South Kensington district
centre, especially since 2010 when the Council
encouraged the expansion of the food and beverage
offer, which has turned the area to the north of the
station into a large food court – the shops have been
turned into cafes and restaurants with tables and
chairs.



South Kensington hosts a diverse range of land uses
in addition to the large-scale cultural and educational
institutions and is an established creative district.
There are a number of office uses, largely
characterised by smaller premises on the upper floors
of commercial properties. The area also features
numerous hotels, embassies and consulates and a
concentration of French institutions, including the
Consulate and the French Lycée that serve the
significant number French citizens living in London.



The retail area south of Cromwell Road had many
small shops that gave it a village character that was
much valued by local residents. Since 2010 food and
beverage outlets have increased at the expense of
local shops and services to the extent that now
dominate.



There is a cluster of shops focusing on interior design,

395

This is not a recognised designation.
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Most of these businesses pre-date 2010.
Reference has been made to resident’s concerns about there
being too many eateries. Protecting A1 shop use in Thurloe
Street and protecting and increasing the A1 retail offer as part of
the South Kensington station improvements has been added
under priorities.
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fashion and galleries in Brompton Road and Brompton
Cross that have synergies with the Victoria and Albert
Museum, but these are not part of the South
Kensington district centre and largely serve a nonlocal market.



However, the policy in the 2010 Local Plan, responding
to pressure from local landlords, the proposed
expansion in the number of visitors to the Museums
and the completion of the transformation of Exhibition
Road, there has been an increase in the food and
beverage offer for visitors at the expense of local
shops. As a result these uses now predominate,
especially in the area immediately to the north of the
station including the southern end of Exhibition Road.
The policy has become the victim of its own success.



This area, along with the paved area of Thurloe Street,
has become a large pavement café dining area
attracting large crowds, including buskers. This has
caused considerable tension with the local community,
who want to draw a line on any further expansion of
the food and beverage offer, resisting additional tables
and chairs on the street, and especially the increase in
takeaway operations.



The surrounding residential area to the south of the
station includes some of the best Georgian
architecture in the Borough. The buildings around
This text has been added
Pelham Street and Pelham Place, Thurloe Square and
Alexander Square are listed, as are many of the
houses in the surrounding streets. South Kensington
Station, the station arcade and the pedestrian tunnel to
the Museums are also listed.



The high-quality public realm improvements to
Exhibition Road and Thurloe Street have greatly
enhanced the experience for visitors and the setting
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for the area’s world-class cultural institutions. Better
management of delivery vehicles and better street
cleaning/refuse collection is needed to maintain this
quality


South Kensington underground station acts as a
gateway to the area, but fails to provide an appropriate
sense of arrival for a major cultural destination. The
station struggles to accommodate the number of
passengers (insert number) using it daily, of whom
about 40% are visitors to the museums. It lacks stepfree access and the listed pedestrian tunnel to the
museums is in need of refurbishment and revitalising,
whilst being sensitive to its listed status.

13.3 Principles (Overarching Aims)
South Kensington south of Cromwell Road
 Restore, maintain and enhance the function of South
Policy CF3 would protect A1 shops form further loss.
Kensington as a district centre serving the shopping
needs of residents of the area, whilst resisting any
further growth of food and beverage outlets
 Preserve the residential and historic character of the
area.
 Maintain and enhance the high-quality public realm to
ensure the area is accessible and attractive to
residents and visitors.
 Create a better sense of arrival to South Kensington to
reflect its status as a cultural destination.
South Kensington Museums – north of Cromwell Road
 Support the strategic cultural quarter as a place for
high-quality, innovative and inspiring events,
installations and activities within the Museums and
institutions.
 Resist the overuse of Exhibition Road as an events
There is a new point under delivery that the Council will
area. Support the Exhibition Road Cultural Programme. investigate the possibilities for the installation of temporary
 Support the institutions to adapt and change to
exhibitions.
provide the facilities and accommodation that will
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enable them to compete internationally.
13.4 Priorities (Objectives and actions to deliver the aims)
South Kensington Station
 Improve facilities at South Kensington Station to
provide a better sense of arrival.
 Provide step-free access at South Kensington Station.
 Restore the listed station arcade and the block to the
south of Thurloe Street, retaining small shops and
their historic shop fronts and entrances to the
refurbished flats above.
 Ensure that the shops within the TfL development
increase the amount and quality of the retail offer of
South Kensington
 Refurbish the pedestrian tunnels linking the station
and the museums.
 Develop a strategy to ease traffic congestion around
the south side of the station, especially the junction of
Pelham Street
Public Realm
 Implement and keep under review the policy document
on the use of Exhibition Road
 Re-landscape the Yalta Memorial Garden.
South Kensington Museums
 Improve access and entrances to the museums.
 Provide a new public square within the Natural History
Museum grounds at Cromwell Road/Exhibition Road.
 Encourage the museums to increase their catering
offer within the museums during museum opening
hours, as an ancillary use to the museums and not at
the expense of their cultural mission.

13.5 Delivery
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Priorities have been grouped but sub headings would not be
consistent with other chapters.

A new point has been added to increase the A1 retail offer as
part of the South Kensington station improvements. use in
Thurloe Street.
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The Council will develop cultural place-making
initiatives to promote the institutions to visitors and
residents, installing public art and ensuring an
integrated planning policy approach with Westminster
City Council.
Transport for London are progressing proposals to
upgrade the station including new escalators to the
Piccadilly Line and providing step-free access to the
District/Circle Line by 2022 and to the Piccadilly Line
by 2025. Planning applications are likely to be
submitted from 2017.
The Council is working with Transport for London to
improve the flow of traffic on south side of South
Kensington station and make crossing easier for
pedestrians by changing the signal arrangements.
The Council will work with the institutions to achieve a
suitable balance reconciling the institutions’ need to
promote themselves and the need to conserve the
listed buildings.
The V&A and the Natural History Museum are
improving access to their sites by building new
entrances onto Exhibition Road.

13.6 References
13.6.1 The Council and other bodies have produced the following
documents that are relevant to this place:
 Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea (RBKC),
Thurloe Estate and Smith’s Charity Conservation Area
Appraisal, 2016
 RBKC, Queen’s Gate Conservation Area Proposal
Statement, to be revised in 2017
 Futurecity and BOP Consulting, Cultural Placemaking
in the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea, 2012
 Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Forum, Draft
Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Plan (within City of
Westminster)
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13.6.2 Pease note further documents may be produced after
publication of this plan so it is important to also check the Council’s
website.

Consequential amendments needed in Chapter 31:
The proposal to change the designation of the retail frontage around
the Exhibition/Thurloe triangle must be scrapped. The vast majority
of these premises already have food/beverage businesses in them
and any further change the use classes should be resisted.
Promoting A4 use classes businesses would be disastrous as the
area has a well-known problem with street drinking and does not
need more drinking establishments.
The proposal to reduce the minimum proportion of A1 from 66% to
50% would be a regressive move, which would promote yet more
food and beverage related retail which is the opposite of what is
badly needed by residents and local workers alike. It would further
unbalance the mix in the South Kensington District Centre.
Subject: South Kensington Station Future Retail Study:
Comments by the Kensington Society
Dear Scott,
I am writing on behalf of the Kensington Society to comment on the
Retail Study.
A feature of research is often that there are no real surprises. The
surveys confirm exactly what we have said all along about the
extreme bias toward services to visitors rather than to residents and
the need to use the potential for change to secure a rebalancing of
the offer in South Kensington toward the needs of residents. There
may, however, be differences in interpretation of these results when
combined with direct experience and other data. We may have a
different take on some of the issues and I have indicated this in my
comments below.
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We are concerned, however, that the research has been
commissioned by a client who has a particular solution in mind
and has steered the project to explore and justify your preferred
solutions, such as building shops along Pelham Street. The fact is
that there were shops along part of this street up until the 1970s. It
may be argued that there is a precedent, but one that disappeared
over 45 years ago. It could equally be argued that time has moved
on. However, as our own research has indicated there was never
retail that extended to the far corner of the site at the Pelham Place
and Thurloe Square. There was a clear end of the retail with the
transition to the residential character of the setting of the Grade II*
listed terraces of Pelham Place. The Pelhams and the Thurloes are
residential areas of considerable historic importance and a
modernistic line of buildings of flats with retail below would cause
great harm.
TfL and its consultants will, of course, argue that the 2010 Core
Strategy Place Chapter 12 does note the desire to connect Brompton
Cross with South Kensington. However, it is now recognised that
was flawed and Brompton Cross will, as we understand, be dropped
as a “place” in the current review of the Consolidated Core Strategy
due out this month.
The proposed building the entire length of Pelham Street frontage to
the site has been opposed from the very beginning of the formation
of the working group. Despite this TfL have continued to propose
development from the station to the corner of Pelham Place/Thurloe
Square. Unfortunately it appears this report was commissioned to
assist in “selling” the proposal. As stated, our view is that:
·
as the footfall study shows, it is a busy, narrow pavement;
·
the road is two way with one lane in each direction with
residents' parking on the south side;
·
the traffic is too intense, which is exacerbated by cyclists.
Overall: The study recognises the current dominance of facilities
for visitors and the need, although not actually well expressed or
emphasised, for a rebalancing of the retail offer away from food and
beverage for visitors and toward retail and services for residents.
The Society strongly endorses this. The desire to improve quality is
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welcome as is the recognition that the future of TfL-owned properties
are central to the vision and the change that is needed.
Obviously at the direction of TfL the entire length of Pelham Street is
proposed to have retail on ground level. No critical study of the
problems of having retail on this street are within the report nor is a
critical look at the restrictions of the space. There is the suggestion
for an additional floor on the Bullnose (not part of this study) which
we have continued to oppose.
Comments on the Retail Study
Who uses the shops in South Kensington?
The results show that South Kensington is an important centre for
people who live and work there year round as well as a place where
large numbers of often one-off day visitors to the museums and other
cultural attractions pass through. The Transport for London data for
South Kensington Station, which surprisingly has not been used,
show that, judging by the arrival and departure times of the
passengers passing through in any one day, visitors to these
attractions probably account for no more than 40% of the throughput,
compared with residents, workers and students, who make daily
trips, who make up the rest.
With regard to pedestrian traffic on the streets around the station,
residents and visitors staying in hotels further add to those figures,
which further decrease the share taken by visitors to the museums
and cultural institutions, making it probably less than 30% on a daily
basis. These flows are concentrated in the area to the north of the
station leading to Exhibition Road. From this must be deducted those
who use the Exhibition Road tunnel. In terms of ground level
pedestrian movement in the area, these visitors maybe only make
up about a quarter of the ground level pedestrian flows, which are
concentrated along the route from the station to Exhibition Road.
Although much discussion of South Kensington’s role as a shopping
centre is dominated by concerns about the high proportion of outlets
given over to visitors to the Museums, these numbers are
exaggerated in relation to the very strong daily “baseload” of
residents, workers and students that make up the bulk of people on
the street and in the shops. This is recognised in certain places in
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the report, but does not come through as a strong message. The
report does refer to the daily flows compared to the one-off events
of visitors to the Museums, but there is little exploration of the
pedestrian flows by the different groups or only passing reference to
the flows along streets not leading to Exhibition Road/Cromwell
Road.
It also highlights the numbers approaching or leaving the station
going through the Arcade southern entrance which exceeds that of
the northern entrance – these are almost exclusively residents,
workers and visitors.
The number of visitors to the Museums, however, varies seasonally
and are concentrated within the Museum opening hours (but does
not really take off until after 11am on weekdays - see footfall graphs
on pages 11 and 12), and are mainly one–off trips. Their impact is
focused along the route to the Museums, and much less in other
streets within South Kensington. Their main purpose is not to shop
in South Kensington, but they have placed pressure on change of
use of shops to those meeting their needs at the expense of those
primarily serving residents, workers and students.
The chart of main reasons for visiting the area (page 20) is strange.
Those living, working and studying in the area are less likely to say
that they were visiting the museums, galleries etc, and those visiting
are unlikely to be living, working or studying. This would suggest that
either this is a very strange sample or a very strange analysis – If
60% of the people said their primary reason for “visiting” was that
they lived there, and 70% said it was because they worked there and
64% because they were studying there, even with multi-purpose
trips it is hard to see how 88% could say that they were visiting
museums. In any case, why would residents class themselves as
visitors, nor perhaps those working or studying there? These are
clearly the views of operators rather than customers, so are not very
reliable.
What sort of retail outlets are there?
The pressure for visitors along the route to the museums was
recognised in the Borough’s 2010 Local Plan (the Core Strategy) –
strongly opposed by local residents - and has, when combined with
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the active management by South Kensington Estates of their estate
to the north of the station, resulted in a very strong concentration of
such outlets, often classed as A1 shops in planning terms, at the
expense of more conventional shops which would be used by local
residents.
The study does not report the full numbers of different types of
outlets in the area, but reports a survey of a sample of 70
businesses. It is not clear whether this exactly mirrored the
distribution of business types nor whether the responses were
representative of the mix, but in rough terms the sample showed that
nearly half the outlets were “food and beverage” shops – shops
where food and drink is consumed off the premises. This is beyond
the acceptable spectrum in terms of dominance of the centre by one
category – it matches residents’ perceptions of what has happened
to South Kensington and why they take a strong interest in the
opportunities created by TfL’s proposals.
We fully agree with the conclusion that South Kensington is not a
retail destination, with its shops (as opposed to those serving the
visitor takeaway food and beverage market) mainly serving the dayto-day needs of residents, workers and students and a proportion
providing more specialist shops and services. It is not a place which
has, or would have, a significant proportion of comparison shopping
outlets.
The dominance of cafes, coffee shops, restaurants and fast food
takeaways – facilities that mostly cater for visitors to the museums
and galleries (shown in bar chart on page 23) illustrate the current
unbalanced composition of the offer. The survey of operators (page
25), despite (or because of) the dominance of “food and beverage”
operators, strongly supports more shops and more shops of other
types. With the space restrictions in the existing buildings and the
proposed Pelham Street units very small, this would be harder to
deliver. The operator survey summary (pages 27 and 28) seem
reasonable apart from those about the trip purposes of their
customers (see above) - the conclusions is that cafes, coffee shops,
sandwich bars and other food and beverage offers dominate the mix
and there is a need for more shops of other types mainly serving

404

Name

Comment

Response

residents. The brands that operators mentioned do not coincide with
the preferences of local consumers.
Local Consumers
The story here is just what you would expect from a district centre
which doubles as a local centre – frequent visits by residents and
workers with half shopping daily (in contrast with visitors one-off
visits to South Kensington) residents’ views, which we have
reflected, is strongly in favour of more shops, especially more
independents, and convenience food shops, but not cafes or bigger
stores. They want (page 32) more quality small-format supermarkets
(although this may not be possible because the minimum size would
be too big) and more quality food shops, and those selling books and
cards – they remember what has been lost by the expansion of food
and beverage offer in the Thurloe Place, Thurloe Street, Exhibition
Road triangle.
Local Stakeholder
Residents support an improved, better mix offer including a highquality top-up footsore. Their resistance to any increase in
restaurants, cafes and shops aimed at the visitor market reflects the
strong concern about the dominance of these uses in the current
offer. They do not, however, support more shops if they are in the
wrong places.
The Exhibition Road Cultural Group recognises that there is a need
for food and beverage outlets within their own venues. NHM is
proposing a new, larger café in the ground’s redevelopment. It
makes commercial sense, however there spaces are limited and
they do not have a planning role in forcing such change within the
wider area. SKE and TfL do.
South Kensington Estates stress their distinctive retail and food and
beverage offer which they have achieved through what they consider
as careful curation. We disagree. There have been swops and
changes of use which have resulted in more shops with a large takeaway offer and it has been achieved at the expense of the wider
range of retail offer that previously existed. The open area outside
the restaurant/take away on Exhibition Road has exacerbated the
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problem. SKE has pursued this changing mix very actively over the
last 5 years or so until it has now reached unacceptable level of “food
and beverage”. The report does not outline this. In fact, it glosses
over it.
The summary – that all stakeholders want to improve the retail offer,
especially to meet the needs of residents and workers. Property
owners including TfL, however, would prefer leading brands, which
is contradiction to the views expressed by residents (other than for
a quality small format supermarket and quality food offer). There is
a clear mismatch of aspirations. (NB: The same could be said of
some of the proposals in the Recommended Retail Strategy below)
Retail Review of Adjacent Areas
Zone A: Station
This identifies the dominance of food and beverage and the poor
quality and the impact this has we agree and this will inform the
choice of future operators as well as a reduction in “food and
beverage” operators.
Zone B: Old Brompton Road
This is also dominated by food and beverage and
services – although the restaurants are targeting local residents
Zone B; Bute Street
This is a specialised backwater
Zone C: Harrington Road:
The displacement of shops by restaurants and recently estate
agents
Zone D: Thurloe Street, Thurloe Place and Exhibition Road
Overly dominated by “food and beverage” operators – this has been
changed into a catering zone by SKE
Summary: This reflects well the current unbalanced nature of the
mix of uses in South Kensington District Centre – it recognises the
need to rebalance the centre.
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Analysis of Consumer Spend and Profile
Category Spend Totals This covers more than shop-type uses and
significant expenditure going out of the area rather than spent in
South Kensington District Centre, such as the supermarkets.
Customer Profile: This identifies expenditure by local residents and
workers, visitor expenditure may be much less for expenditure within
this centre
Summary: This analysis reflects residents’ experience and their
expectations for rebalancing the mix and the range of choice.
Conclusions
The headlines recognising the retail offer, the demand is dominated
by workers and residents and high demand for day-to-day retail
requirements are welcome. The upgrading of quality is welcome –
especially since TfL has some of the most down-market offers.
The conclusion on tourist and visitors presenting additional
opportunities is very unclear – additional retail potential, but it does
not deal with the current dominance of food and beverage, let alone
the opportunity for some of this demand being redirected to provision
by the museums themselves – they need to consume more of their
own smoke.
The Pelham Street proposals are a fabricated development
opportunity. Until the 1970s there were a row of small shops close
to the station. Any proposal for shops would need to be small
units because of the size restrictions, especially as they would have
to have their own toilets for staff and internal storage as there is no
basement. These would have offices and/or housing above,
however, the TfL preference is for residential. This would need to be
both car-free and residents’ parking permit free. As single-aspect
housing, there would also be ventilation problems. It is unlikely that
these shops would increase the footfall by much and that generated
by any housing would be imperceptible. Deliveries to such shops has
not been addressed though the working group has
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asked repeatedly for an explanation. Any stopping along Pelham
Street any time of day would be problematic. If TfL pursues this
proposal they will need to present evidence to meet the concerns
expressed.
Recommended Retail Strategy
Arcade: this seems to meet the concerns about size and quality,
but it is unclear what balance it is proposed to strike between
boutiques and convenience goods for travellers.
Bullnose: the mix of types and sizes seem reasonable, but it would
be better to avoid stores that need larger premises. We3 would
oppose the amalgamation of the shops into one or 2 large single
shops.
Pelham Street: If the development were within the curtilage of the
plaza we would not oppose it. However, extending it along the whole
length of Pelham Street to Thurloe Square is opposed. And a
wedding dresses amongst bakers, butchers and coffee sales–
really! In addition, retail units such as bakery, butcher, food deli
(French or otherwise) all require frequent delivers.
Thurloe Street: This is an area where redevelopment/refurbishment
could risk the loss of some of the shops that are valued. The food
and beverage v other retail mix will need careful attention to avoid
dominance
Summary:
Recognising the need to refocus the South Kensington retail offer is
welcome. However, we have strong reservations about viability and
problems with servicing for any retail along Pelham Street.
Any additional offer or change in use within the entire site will need
to be carved out of premises currently targeted at visitors’ “food and
beverage” offer. We do, however, defer to the local societies and
their residents’ concerns.
Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

13.1.1
We are aware after reading Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners Retail
and Leisure Needs Study (Update) 2106, we note that in their
paragraph 2.29 they say ...........allowing changes of use of Class
A1 could reduce the composition of town centres, and in particular
the amount of Class A1 space could reduce. The report goes on "It
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text has been added under priorities to protect A1 shop uses in
Thurloe Street and increase the A1 retail offer as part of the
South Kensington station improvements.

Name

Comment

Response

is unlikely these changes will have a significant impact on
Kensington and Chelsea, because the centres already have a
broad mix of retail and non-retail use"
How wrong could they be! South Kensington has indeed seen the
massive reduction of AI use and the A3, A4and A5 far outweigh the
few A1 retail shops
In the same Report, para 2.36 they say " A balance between class
A1 and A3, A4, A5 uses, needs to be maintained" But it has been
lost at South Kensington.
In the same Report, para 2.39 South Kensington is defined as a
"District Centre" but RBKC in the Local Plan have now designated
South Kensington as a Neighbourhood Town Centre. A 'District
Centre' is defined as "...... traditionally provided convenience goods
and services as well as some comparison shopping for local
communities"
But this has all been driven away as RBKC sacrifices the interests
of the residents quality of life for the benefit of the local institutions.
The Report gives an interesting Venuescore whereby South
Kensington has a rank/place of 2034 last year with Oxford street at
10 and the Kings Road at 78.
13.3
RBKC should make it their (Overarching Aim) to raise the
Venuescore of South Kensington to at least 100 during the next 5
years of the Local Plan.
Thurloe
Residents
Association (Jan
Langmuir)

Elsewhere in the centre analysis shows that the majority of both
the primary and secondary frontages contain less shops than
would be compliant with policy CF3 (49% of ground floor units
within primary frontages and 38% in secondary frontages). So
further loss to a non-A1 use will therefore be unusual.

Venuescores, or any other form for retail ranking, are fairly
meaningless beyond the top 100 centres in the UK as the
differences between them are so marginal. Moreover, the
Council has no control over the type of retailers in a particular
centre because landowners chose their tenants.

Make the additions noted below to 13.3 and 13.4
Principles (Overarching Aims)
o Preserve the residential and historic character of the area
o Promote policies which re-balance residents and visitors
needs
o Protect small retail units (A1).
Priorities (Objectives and actions to deliver the aims)

The first point was already included in the text, the second is
now recognised in the vision, principles and priorities. It is not
possible to protect existing small retail units from amalgamation,
as this does not require planning permission, but any new retail
units could be protected.

It is not possible for the Council to promote one type of shop
use, selection of a tenant is a matter for the landowner.

• Promote retail (non-food related), which meets the day-today
needs of residents, local workers and retail in and around the
Exhibition Road triangle.
• Promote the growth of food outlets in the museums.
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Support for enlarging the institutions’ catering facilities noted
and has been included as a priority, this has also been
supported in Fostering Vitality 31.3.65 which states that where

Name

Comment

Response

• Develop a strategy to ease congestion of traffic specifically at the
junction of Pelham Street and the Underground Station.
• Develop a plan with all stakeholders to keep the area clean.

the use is ancillary to the principle use they will not be subject to
the requirement for a retail needs impact assessment.
A new objective has been added to reduce traffic congestion
around South Kensington Station.
Cleanliness is a matter for environmental services not planning.

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Deloitte Real
Estate (Richard
Maung)

Paragraph 13.3 sets out the principles and overarching aims of
Policy CV13. It is noted that these principles again do not refer to
educational institutions. Imperial College London requests that
explicit reference is made to the educational institutions, including
themselves, in the area.

This change has been made.

Moreover, this would mean that the area supports a significant
student population, alongside the visitors and residents. Imperial
College London therefore requests that the student population to
be accounted for and considered in the principles of Policy CV13.
Principle point four in particular should be amended to recognise
both the student population in the area and the local workforce
(suggested amendments in red):
• “Create a better sense of arrival to South Kensington to reflect its
status as a cultural destination.
• Support the strategic cultural quarter as a place for high-quality,
This change has been made.
innovative and inspiring events, installations and activities.
• Support the cultural and educational institutions to adapt and
change to provide the facilities and accommodation that will enable This change has been made.
them to continue to compete internationally.
• Maintain a high quality public realm to ensure the area is
accessible and attractive to residents and visitors, students and
workers.
• Maintain the function of a local town centre.
• Preserve the residential and historic character of the area.”
Access and Public Realm
Imperial College London notes that on the key issues and
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There is no intention to pedestrianise Exhibition Road it is an
important access and through route.

Name

Comment

Response

opportunities plan for South Kensington, Exhibition Road is
highlighted as a shared surface. Imperial College London would
like to emphasise the importance of their retaining access to the
Campus via Exhibition Road and note that the plan includes
provisions for the neighbouring institutions to improve their access
onto this road.

Support noted

Imperial College London welcomes the plan’s priority to provide
new cycling Quietways. With a large student population and
workforce in the area, Imperial College London is keen to see
alternative sustainable modes of transport developed to facilitate
the travel of their employees and students.
Christie's South
Kensington
(Francesca
Filippini Pinto)

13.2 Context
Reference to South Kensington station, step free access and
pedestrian tunnel is very welcome. South Kensington Station
remains in urgent need of improvement. It is a disgrace that this
station, the gateway to some of the UK’s most visited cultural
institutions, does not have step-free access, is so over-crowded;
and that the station experience is so poor compared to the quality
of the public realm and public offer within South Kensington. It is
good to see plans for much-needed congestion relief now moving
forward. It is essential that plans for step-free access from train to
street are brought forward without delay. Improvements to the
pedestrian tunnel are essential and should be integral to plans for
station improvement.

Support noted

13.4 Priorities
The principles “support the strategic cultural quarter as a place for
high-quality, innovative and inspiring events, installations and
activities” and “create a better sense of arrival to South
Kensington”, should be reflected in the priorities.

This has been amended and subheadings created to make the
connection clearer.

Provide step-free access to all platforms at South Kensington
station and the pedestrian tunnel.

This text has been added under priorities

• Enhance sense of place through high-quality, innovative and
inspiring events, installations and activities relevant to the Strategic
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Name

Comment

Response

Cultural Area.
• Improve walking routes and signage to and from Old Brompton
Road, Gloucester Road, King’s Road, Knightsbridge and High
Street Kensington.
Exhibition Road
Cultural Group
(Emily Candler)

13.2 Context (**see attachment for text formatting)
After bullet 2: The cultural quarter founded from the legacy of the
Great Exhibition crosses the boundary between Westminster City
Council and the Royal Borough. The entire estate is designated in
the London Plan as a strategic cultural area, with the northern half,
in WCC, Knightsbridge Strategic Cultural Area, and the southern
half in RBKC, the South Kensington/Museums Strategic Cultural
Area.
Reference to South Kensington station, step free access and
pedestrian tunnel is very welcome.

The text has been amended

Support noted.

Recruitment and retention of staff within cultural and educational
Support noted
organisations is likely to be increasingly affected by the shortage of
affordable homes within reasonable commuting distance. The
Crossrail 2 site at King’s Road is 0.6 miles from South Kensington,
opening up a potential commuting route for employees in South
Kensington, and connecting jobs here to affordable homes across
London and the South East.
13.4 Priorities
Text has been added
The principles “support the strategic cultural quarter as a place for
high-quality, innovative and inspiring events, installations and
activities” and “create a better sense of arrival to South
Kensington”, should be reflected in the priorities.
Provide step-free access to all platforms at South Kensington
station and the pedestrian tunnel.
• Enhance sense of place through high-quality, innovative and
inspiring events, installations and activities relevant to the Strategic
Cultural Area.
• Improve walking routes and signage to and from Gloucester
Road, King’s Road, Knightsbridge and High Street Kensington.
13.5 Delivery
EXTEND FIRST BULLET: …installing public art and temporary

412

A new point has been added on investigating the possibilities for

Name

Comment

Response

installations related to the activities and mission of the institutions
within the strategic cultural area and ensuring an integrated
planning policy approach with Westminster City Council.
ADD:
• Develop framework for temporary exhibitions and installations by
the museums and other institutions within the South Kensington
Cultural Quarter.
• The Council will work with Transport for London and local
institutions to deliver improvements to the pedestrian tunnel,
supported by CIL.
• Working with local communities Neighbourhood CIL could be
targeted at improving signage and enhancing public spaces around
South Kensington station and Cromwell Road.

this.

13.6 References
ADD: Future Use of Exhibition Road, KDR 2011, Royal Borough of
Kensington & Chelsea.
Victoria and
Albert Museum
(Steve Hyde)

New point added
There will be a separate Neighbourhood CIL consultation in
2017.

This has been added

Key Issues and Opportunities
(Sought changes) The plan needs a revised title to read "South Kensington Policy
Designations"
The plan should Distinguish between the designated shopping
centre and rename as the South Kensington District Centre.
Cross reference where the secondary and primary frontages are
within the District Centre
Identify that the Cultural Quarter extends into Westminster.
Rename significant buildings – to listed buildings.

The titles of the maps and the type of information are consistent
for all the place chapters, not all the items identified are policy
designations. South Kensington District centre has been added
to the map but it is not appropriate to add the secondary and
primary frontages as the place maps are schematic and
frontages need to be identified in detail.

(Reasons for seeking changes) So as to clarify the policy designations.
13.2 - (Sought changes) - The plan should make reference to the
adopted and emerging policies of the draft London Plan; the
importance of the South Kensington Strategic Cultural Area that
also extends into Westminster.
(Reasons for seeking changes) - So as to recognise the strategic
importance of the South Kensington Strategic Cultural Area as part
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Reference has been made to the South Kensington Strategic
Cultural Area designation in the vision and under context.

Name

Comment

Response

of the London Plan.
13.3 - (Sought changes in bold) Add in additional bullet points
• To support the museums and institutions within the South
Kensington Strategic Cultural Quarter.
• To ensure that the South Kensington District centre strikes the
right balance between meeting needs of both local residents and
visitors to the Cultural Quarter.

Text amended to include the point suggested

Text amended to include the point suggested

(Reasons for seeking changes)
So as to recognise the strategic importance of the strategic cultural
area as set out in the London Plan.
To ensure that the South Kensington District Centre meets the
needs of both residents and visitors.
13.4 - (Sought changes) Add in additional point
• Reconcile the needs of the museums and institutions within the
South Kensington Strategic Cultural Area for temporary exhibition
space set against the needs to preserve and enhance the
character and appearance of the conservation areas and setting of
listed buildings.

Included as part of the text on priorities and delivery

• To reconcile the local residents needs for shopping facilities set
against the growing needs for visitors to the South Kensington
Strategic Quarter.
(Reasons for seeking changes)
To identify other key planning priority's for the Local Plan to
address.
13.5: Delivery – (Sought changes)
Add in additional bullet points
• To prepare and consult on a Supplementary Planning Document
relating to the installation of temporary exhibitions both within
Exhibition Road and within the vicinity of the Museums and other
Institutions within the South Kensington Cultural Quarter.
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The text refers to investigating possibilities for temporary
exhibitions, this could take the form of an SPD,

Name

Comment

Response

• To allow the loss of shop uses (Class A1) to restaurants and
cafes (ClassA3) within the service retail frontage within the South
Kensington District Centre.

The proposed service retail frontage designation has been
removed.

(Reasons for seeking changes)
So as to establish a planning policy framework for the
determination of planning applications seeking temporary
exhibitions by the museums and other institutions within the South
Kensington Cultural Quarter.
To cross reference with policy CF3.

This has been removed from Policy CF3.

13.6: References
Reference should be made to the adopted London Plan's policy 4.6
and map relating to strategic cultural areas and also the draft
The reference to the London Plan designation has been made
revision to the London plan - A city for all Londoners relating to
under context, it is not necessary to refer to London Plan
relating Culture – page 83
policies as they are part of the Development Plan and will
change. The London Plan is being updated, A City for all
(Reasons for seeking changes)
Londoners is the initial consultation document.
To provide the strategic planning context for the formulation of local
plan policies relating to cultural activities.
Historic England
(Katharine
Fletcher)

The public realm enhancements in Exhibition Road provide an
exemplary basis for
further improvements, and we note that the plan proposes
enhancements around South
Kensington Station. The reference to a new public square within
the Natural History
Museum would benefit from clarification.
Site CA11 Harrington Road – The temporary car park use creates
a poor environment
here and a high quality development of this site is desirable. In the
policy, we suggest
that it is noted that St Augustine’s Church is grade II*.

Noted

Thurloe
Residents
Association (Jan
Langmuir)

TRA submitted comments on the Council's draft revised place
chapter on South Kensington via the portal, hopefully these were
received.

Noted the Kensington Society response is shown later in this
table.
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The listing of the church is noted under site constraints in the
table following the allocation, and has been added to the site
context text.

Name

Comment

Response

TRA would also like to endorse the Kensington Society comments
on Chapter 13 of the Local Plan revision.
Residents in our area are extremely concerned with the current
situation in the area and have had extensive conversations with
members of the Kensington Society which have been reflected in
Mr. Bach's submission.

CA11 HARRINGTON ROAD
Question CA11(1):
Please provide your comments on Policy CA11
Name

Comment

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Nicholas Beyts

CA11

Response

Principles: b,c,d,e,f.
This site has been allocated for housing reflecting the need for
There is empty land at the junction of Harrington Road and Queens new housing across London.
Gate that is at present a car park, which is sometimes known as
the Iranian Embassy Site.
When the property is developed, if the proposed commercial units
could be public service units it could improve the local town feel
and service in the area. If planning permission could be given for a
large underground parking area, some or all of which was available
to the public, the underground car park could be a service to the
'town centre' feel of the area and profitable for the developer. The
British Parking Association among other organisations can be a
source of information on the viability of different schemes for the
area.
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Name

Comment

Response

Deloitte Real
Estate (Richard
Maung)

Imperial College London welcomes the promotion of educational
uses on this site to further enhance South Kensington’s reputation
and viability as a centre for learning.

Noted

Christie's South
Kensington
(Francesca
Filippini Pinto)

We very much welcome the redevelopment of the Harrington Road Support noted. This site has been allocated for housing
site. The site has the potential to become an attractive high-quality reflecting the need for new housing across London.
shopping and café/restaurant area, supporting the overall
attractiveness of South Kensington as a cultural and leisure hub.
In the broader context of the streets neighbouring this site, we
believe that the Council should put its emphasis on attracting and
facilitating a local retail experience of better quality on Old
Brompton Road, Bute Street and Harrington Gardens overall.
There should be a good proportion of independent, high-quality
cafes and stores, which locals and visitors alike could enjoy.

Exhibition Road
Cultural Group
(Emily Candler)

Cultural and educational use should be encouraged on this site to
further enhance South Kensington’s reputation and viability as
cultural destination and centre for learning.
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This site has been allocated for housing reflecting the need for
new housing across London.

CHAPTER 14 SLOANE SQUARE / KING’S ROAD
SLOANE SQUARE/KING’S ROAD PLACE
CV14 VISION FOR SLOANE SQUARE/KING’S ROAD
Question CV14(1):
Please provide your comments on Vision CV14

Name

Comment

Response

The Markham
Square Association
(David Cox)

I do not accept the premise that a new Crossrail 2 station would
reduce traffic congestion along the King's Road and improve air
quality - quite the reverse. There is reference to chain stores and
independent boutiques, but this must include local neighbourhood
retailers such as newsagents and dry cleaners.That apart, I agree
with the Vision.

The Crossrail 2 station, if built, will allow people to access the
King’s Road via low emission public transport and reduce the
need to use vehicular traffic. This will have benefits in terms of
congestion and potentially air quality.

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted.

Exhibition Road
Cultural Group
(Emily Candler)

Welcome support for Crossrail 2 station at Kings Road.

Noted.

Support for the vision is noted.

Question CV14(2):
Please provide your comments on the supporting text for the Sloane Square and King’s Road ‘Place’

Name

Comment

Response

The Markham
Square
Association
(David Cox)

14.2 third bullet point: local shops and restaurants must be included
as well as specialist retailers
14.2 fourth bullet point: add cinemas
14.3 fourth bullet point: add "for the benefit of the residents"
14.4 fifth bullet point: Sloane Square Tube Station needs to be
improved externally and provided with step-free access (additional

Text amended to reflect this the fact that local shops are part of
the mix of uses.
Reference to cinemas added.
This is explicit in the current text. No change necessary .
Refurbishment of Sloane Square is a priority which delivers the
aim to improve public transport accessibility
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Name

Comment

Response

escalators or ideally a lift or lifts).
Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted

Keep Chelsea
Moving- London
Communications
Agency (Sam
Emery)

(Para 14.4 and 14.5) Keep Chelsea Moving is an organisation of 52
Support for a crossrail 2 station noted.
large and small businesses, major employers and cultural,
educational and medical institutions in Kensington & Chelsea.
Collectively, our supporters employ over 20,000 people and attract
over 30 million visitors to the area each year. It has long been
acknowledged that Kensington & Chelsea lacks good integration with
the wider public transport system, with Sloane Square and South
Kensington currently overcrowded and unable to provide step-free
access. We would like to see this situation improved so Chelsea can
continue to thrive for the generations to come. On this basis we fully
support both the priorities and delivery of a new Crossrail 2 Station on
the Kings Road.

Exhibition Road
Cultural Group
(Emily Candler)

14.2 Context:
ADD: The Crossrail 2 site at King’s Road is 0.6 miles from South
Kensington, opening up a potential commuting route for employees in
South Kensington, and connecting them to homes across the London
region.

A crossrail 2 station would improve PTAL levels in many parts of
the Borough and not only to South Kensington. The main
beneficiaries will however be on the King’s Road and Lots Road
/ World’s End.

TfL (Andrew
Hiley)

Page 83 table and page 235– Chelsea Farmers’ Market is proposed
as a ‘key site’; it is safeguarded for Crossrail 2, so future use of the
site is obviously dependent on the project.

This has been identified as a risk in the site allocation and it is
recognised that any development will not come forward within
the first five years.

Page 236 paragraph 14.5- this states that a Crossrail 2 station at the
King’s Road could not open before 2030. The earliest the line could
open would be 2033 so it is suggested this is reworded to ‘…and
would open in the early 2030’s’.

This wording has now been amended.

Page 236 Delivery – Currently quoted dates for Crossrail 2 are
submission for powers (rather than a Parliamentary Bill specifically) in
2019, construction beginning early 2020’s and operational by early
2030’s, so the dates in the text are unlikely to be met and should be
amended accordingly. The mechanism for seeking powers has not
yet been determined, so reference to a Parliamentary Bill should be
removed. Also, the Secretary of State for Transport, rather than TfL,
issued the March 2015 Safeguarding Direction, so this text should be
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Name

Comment

Response

also be amended accordingly.

CA12 CHELSEA FARMERS’ MARKET
Question CA12(1):
Please provide your comments on Policy CA12
Name

Comment

Response

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted.

Question CA12(2):
Please provide your comments on the site context text and site information table.

Name

Comment

Response

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted.

TfL (Andrew Hiley) Page 236 paragraph 14.5- this states that a Crossrail 2 station at the
King’s Road could not open before 2030. The earliest the line could
open would be 2033 so it is suggested this is reworded to ‘…and
would open in the early 2030’s’.
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This wording has been incorporated.

CHAPTER 29 POLICIES AND ACTIONS
29.2 INFRASTRUCTURE AND PLANNING CONTRIBUTIONS (COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY AND S106)
C1 INFRASTRUCTURE DELIVERY AND PLANNING CONTRIBUTIONS
Question C1(1)
Please provide your comments on the Policy
Name

Comment

Draft Response

Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

Second Para starts "In determining applications for planning
permission, the Council WILL REQUIRE EVIDENCE THAT LOCAL
RESIDENT ASSOCIATIONS OR SOCIETIES HAVE BEEN
CONSULTED; FURTHER THE COUNCIL will take into
consideration.........."etc

Resident Associations or Societies can comment on planning
applications and their comments will be considered in the
planning determination process.

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted

Kensington and
Chelsea Social
Council (Siobhan
Sollis)

Second Paragraph: we oppose taking out the wording 'social,
physical, green or environmental'. For what reason has this been
removed? What reassurance is provided within the strategy that
these things will still be prioritised?

The Publication Policy seeks to set a high level approach to
seeking planning contributions through the use of S106 and
Community Infrastructure Levy, the details of which are
contained in the Planning Obligations SPD, CIL Charging
Schedule and CIL Regulation 123 List.

In respect of infrastructure requirements and delivery, known
details are included in the infrastructure table. Where
development generates a need because of its impacts the
necessary infrastructure will be sought. This will be determined
on a case by case basis in accordance with regulations,
legislation and national policy and guidance.

The CIL Regulation 123 List contains a list of items that the
Council will seek CIL towards. This informed by the
Infrastructure delivery plan which is established through working
in partnership with providers of social, physical and green
infrastructure. The list of items, whilst not exhaustive, covers
social, physical and environmental items.
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Name

Comment

Draft Response

Eardley Crescent
Residents
Association
(Balaam)

In this context, stakeholders should include local residents. They
should be invited by the Council to indicate what they believe is
appropriate, either during the assessment of an applicable
application or immediately after a decision to grant consent has been
made.

Residents are currently able to comment on planning
applications and their comments will be considered in the
planning determination process.

Such an approach should be developed gradually, so that residents
can understand the constraints facing the Council and developers in
this area. These arrangements should apply to both S106 and CIL
contributions.

Section 106 agreements (S106s) are negotiated to address
specific impacts of development necessary to make it acceptable
in planning terms.
The Council’s current approach is to seek CIL, as per the RBKC
adopted CIL Charging Schedule, towards items included in the
Council’s Regulation 123 List. CIL charge setting and production
of Regulation 123 List are part of a separate process to the Local
Plan Partial Review process.
The CIL Regulations 2010 (as amended) and National Planning
Practice Guidance require local planning authorities to consult
local communities on how to spend 15% of CIL revenues arising
from development that takes place in their area. Where a
neighbourhood plan has been made the requirement applies to
25% of CIL revenues arising from development that takes place
in that area.
The Council is setting up Neighbourhood CIL governance
arrangements to consult communities on how to spend the
Neighbourhood CIL in their area which will be published in due
course.

Historic England

With regard to policy C1, we are concerned that the reference to
‘enabling development’ is incorporated within policy. Enabling
development has a specific meaning within the NPPF (para 141) and
its applicability is, by definition, for exceptional circumstances outside
policy. Historic England’s advice on enabling development is set out
in our publication ‘Enabling Development and Conservation of
Significant Places’, which identifies the parameters which should be
applied that are specific to the site, including its ownership and
condition. We strongly recommend that the phrase ‘ …or where
enabling development is necessary to bring forward development …’
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NPPF Paragraph 140 “Local planning authorities should assess
whether the benefits of a proposal for enabling development,
which would otherwise conflict with planning policies but which
would secure the future conservation of a heritage asset,
outweigh the disbenefits of departing from those policies”
Paragraph 141 of the NPPF states ‘Local planning authorities
should make information about the significance of the historic
environment gathered as part of plan-making or development
management publicly accessible. They should also require
developers to record and advance understanding of the

Name

Comment

Draft Response

is omitted from policy C1.

significance of any heritage assets to be lost (wholly or in part) in
a manner proportionate to their importance and the impact, and
to make this evidence (and any archive generated) publicly
accessible. However, the ability to record evidence of our past
should not be a factor in deciding whether such loss should be
permitted.’
The reference to enabling development refers to circumstances
where this may be necessary to assist in bringing development
forward such as to enable the delivery of a key infrastructure
item. As per para 140 of the NPPF the Council will seek to
determine whether the benefits of such a proposal would
outweigh the disbenefits. The policy requires a viability study to
be provided as part of the evidence for the council to assess in
making its determination.

Question C1(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers

Name

Comment

Draft Response

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

No response required.

Henry Peterson

Neighbourhood CIL

This has been explained in the paragraph 2.2.16 of the Policy
Formulation Report. The Local Plan Policy sets high level
Paragraph 29.2 of the Regulation 18 Draft covers CIL and Section principles of seeking S106 and CIL with detailed information
106 contributions. The draft makes no mention of the 15%
contained in the CIL charging Schedule, CIL regulations 123 List
neighbourhood element of CIL, nor the 25% element in areas
and Planning Obligations SPD.
where a 'made' (adopted) neighbourhood plan is in place.
The CIL Regulations 2010 (as amended) and National Planning
Neither paragraph 29 nor the Infrastructure Chapter and Schedule Practice Guidance require local planning authorities to consult
at Chapter 37 seem to recognise that both the 15%
local communities on how to spend 15% of CIL revenues arising
neighbourhood element of CIL, and the 25% element in areas
from development that takes place in their area. Where a
with a made neighbourhood plan, need to be consulted on at local neighbourhood plan has been made the requirement applies to
and neighbourhood level. These CIL receipts are not within the
25% of CIL revenues arising from development that takes place
full control of the Council, and any prioritisation or allocation of
in that area.

423

Name

Comment

Draft Response

funds to the long list of desired departmental projects in the
Regulation 18 Infrastructure Schedule needs to take this into
account.
The Planning Officers Society Advice Note on these issues3
recommends To coordinate infrastructure spending from all
sources it is therefore important to engage with the local
communities to ensure that the neighbourhood portion,
mainstream CIL spend and s106 are utilised in a complementary
way. There has been little sign of the Council adopting such an
approach since the Borough's CIL regime went live in April 2015.
The Council deferred a further consultation on how it will allocate
Neighbourhood CIL when consulting previously on its CIL
charging regime, and this exercise has yet to happen.
Neighbourhood CIL funds are not required to be spent on
infrastructure and can be allocated to a range of locally decided
priorities which support development in the area. This could for
example include the costs of preparation of further neighbourhood
plans in the Borough (see PPG Paragraph: 072 Reference ID: 25072-20140612). This should be explained in this part of the Local
Plan.
Historic England
(Katharine Fletcher)

Sport England (Mark
Furnish )

CIL and Neighbourhood CIL spending arrangements sit outside
of the Local Plan Partial Review Policy which sets out high level
principles of the seeking planning contributions. The Council is
setting up Neighbourhood CIL governance arrangements to
consult communities on how to spend the Neighbourhood CIL in
their area which will be published in due course.
Paragraph 29.2.4 has been updated to include explanation of the
Neighbourhood proportion.
Where neighbourhood plans have been made and where details
are available, infrastructure identified in a neighbourhood plan
has been included into the infrastructure table under the Policy
and Partnerships section. This is to reflect that Policy and
Partnerships operate a ward funding model, City Living Local
Life, which could provide a suitable framework for consulting
local communities on the neighbourhood CIL.

Policy C1 Infrastructure Delivery and Planning Contributions,
p127 We welcome the reference to conservation of buildings and
other conservation projects being appropriate matters for s106
planning contributions (para 29.2.6). We hope that the eligibility of
the borough’s historic infrastructure for CIL money will also be
promoted.

Support noted.

Sport England welcome that paragraph 29.2.6 states that sports,
leisure, recreational and visitor facilities are included in the list of
infrastructure that could be a funded through s106 contributions.
This, of course, is subject to meeting the required tests and
should be informed by a robust and up-to-date assessment and
strategy.

Support noted. 29.2.6 provides a list of what may be delivered
through either S106 or CIL. Planning Contributions is used as an
umbrella term to cover both S106 and CIL.
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The Council’s current approach is to seek CIL, as per the RBKC
adopted CIL Charging Schedule, towards items included in the
Council’s Regulation 123 List. CIL charge setting and production
of Regulation 123 List are part of a separate process to the Local
Plan Partial Review process.

Question C1(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated Policy Formulation Report

Name

Comment

Draft Response

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

No response required

29.3 PLANNING ENFORCEMENT
C2 PLANNING ENFORCEMENT
Question C2(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy C2
Question C2(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers
Question C2(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated Policy Formulation Report
Name

Comment

Response

The Markham Square Greater resources for enforcement would be very welcome.
Association (David
Cox)

Noted.

Eardley Crescent
29.3
Support noted. The Local Enforcement Plan will be published for
Residents
ECRA welcomes the publishing of a Local Enforcement Plan and public consultation before it is finalised.
Association (Balaam) asks that residents may comment on this before it is finalised.
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CHAPTER 31 FOSTERING VITALITY
LOCATION OF TOWN CENTRE USES
CF1 LOCATION OF NEW SHOP USES
Question CF1(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CF1
Name

Comment

Response

Kensington
Society

Policy CF1(b) Line 2: Reinstate "higher-order" but after "proposed"
This appears to endorse retail units of 400sqm or more in
neighbourhood centres.
However, there are no proposed higher-order town centres!
Line 3: Delete comma and insert "or"
CF1 d) Support deletion of support for a new centre in Earl's
Court/West Kensington Opportunity Area.

Whilst it is likely that most new retail floorspace greater than 400
sq m will be located within higher order centres this is not
necessarily the case. The Council seeks to support new retail
floorspace of a scale appropriate for the centre in which it is
proposed. It would not wish to automatically preclude new retail
floor space of, say 500 sq m. within a Neighbourhood Centre.
The Council also recognises that the borough’s neighbourhood
centres vary in scale and in character. What may be appropriate
in a large centre such as Gloucester Road may not be in a
smaller centre like the Billings which may be little more than a
single parade. Policy CF1, as drafted, allows the Council to
consider each proposal on its merits, having regard to the nature
of the centre within which the development is proposed.
The reference to a new centre within the Earl’s Court OA has
been reinstated. This is intended to recognise that whilst
construction is underway it is not complete. As such a policy
which supports a new centre, but only one which is a scale
supporting day-to-day needs, remains appropriate.

Question CF1(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers
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Name

Comment

Response

DP9 Ltd (Mr
Manley)

Our client supports the continued promotion of Knightsbridge as an
International Centre.

Support noted.

The Markham
Square
Association
(David Cox)

31.3.15 I agree with the inclusion of Elystan Street in this list and
suggest the addition of Chelsea Green.

Support for continued designation of Elystan Street as a
Neighbourhood Centre noted. Chelsea Green already forms part
of this centre.

Kensington
Society

The South Kensington Museums is the area designated in the
London Plan as a
"Strategic Cultural Area" and recognised as an "Area of
Metropolitan Importance" see
2.2.44 of this Local Plan Partial Review. It is not in South
Kensington – the place. Amend: Line 1: "The strength of the South
Kensington Museums"

The Council notes that the SKSCA is a different entity to the
South Kensington Place.

31.2.5 Line 3: Delete "and south-west Chelsea" this is beyond the
life of this plan (2028). Crossrail 2 will not be completed by then.
31.3.5 Map: This map needs further updating for GPs/dentists and
schools

31.2.5. Noted and agreed.
The Local Plan Partial Review does not include the Keeping Life
Local chapter of the Local Plan, and as such it is not appropriate
to update the map to include schools and the like. This is made
clear in the paragraph 31.3.6.
Support for changes to Earl’s Court Road and other
Neighbourhood Centres noted.

31.3.19. Central to Policy CF3 is the view that for a centre to be
successful it requires a mix of both shop and non-shop uses.
Some A2 and A3 uses may be appropriate in some parades. The
31.3.10 et al Support reinstatement of Earl's Court Road as a district suggested text may, therefore, give the wrong impression that
centre
such uses will be discouraged. They may be in some cases but
not in others.
31.3.15 Support changes to neighbourhood centres
Para 31.3.28 and 31.3.30 has been amended to note that an
31.3.17 Support this new designation
over concentration of restaurants and of estate agents can harm
the function of an area.
31.3.19 Add at end: (or at the end of 31.3.26 or 31.3.28) "The mix
and diversity of uses in both primary and secondary frontages, as
well as neighbourhood centres, is under pressure from the
expansion of A2 (banks, building societies and estate agents) and
A3 (cafes and restaurants). " See also 31.3.30 for A2 uses

427

CHARACTER OF TOWN CENTRES
CF2 RETAIL DEVELOPMENT WITHIN TOWN CENTRES
Question CF2(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CF2
Name

Comment

Response

DP9 Ltd (Mr
Manley)

Our client supports the policy approach that new retail development
should relate to the size, role and function of that town centre.

Support noted. It is a central part of the Council’s approach to
new town centre uses, reflecting the NPPF.

The Markham
Square
Association
(David Cox)

I agree.

Support noted.

Knightsbridge
Neighbourhood
Forum (KNF)
(Simon Birkett)

The KNF is submitting its 49 proposed policies in 'Part One', where
relevant, as the basis for improvements in RBKC's new Local Plan:
http://www.knightsbridgeforum.org/media//documents/part_one_knig
htsbridge_neighbourhood_plan_presubmission_consultation_081216.pdf
KBR17, KBR18 and KBR20 as above (on pages 37-40). The KNF
feels strongly that these 'stress' issues need to be addressed by
RBKC along the lines we propose.

Noted. If and when the Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Plan has
passed referendum and been ‘made’ by Westminster City Council
it will have effect in the designated Knightsbridge neighbourhood
area only. As such the issues will have to be addressed by WCC
rather than by the policies within this Borough’s Local Plan.
Any comments which relate to the Knightsbridge Place have been
addressed in that section of this schedule.

Question CF2(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers
Name

Comment

Response

DP9 Ltd (Mr
Manley)

Paragraph 31.3.25 to 28 – The recognition of the important role
Noted. The Council recognises that whilst town centres should
supporting uses (such as restaurants and bars) play in ensuring that retain strong Class A1 retail cores, there is a place for a range of
a centre remains competitive is supported by our client.
supporting town centre uses.

St Quintin and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood

We welcome the explanation in paragraph 31.3.32 of the different
approach that the StQW Neighbourhood Plan takes of change of
use in the area's three small shopping parades.
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Support noted. The Council recognises that the approach taken
within the StQWNP for the neighbourhood centres within its area
have been considered and supported at referendum. As such

Name

Comment

Response

Forum (Henry
Peterson)

they should be given considerable weight in the determination of
relevant planning applications.

DELIVERY WITHIN TOWN CENTRES
CF3 DIVERSITY OF USES WITHIN TOWN CENTRES
Question CF3(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CF3
Name

Comment

Response

DP9 Ltd (Mr
Manley)

The Council's policies to continue to secure the success and vitality
of the designated town centres through the enhancement and
promotion of retail uses and complementary town centre use is
supported by our client.

Noted. The Council recognises that whilst town centres should
retain strong Class A1 retail cores, there is a place for a range of
supporting town centre uses.

Gerald Eve (Peter Policy CF3 Diversity of uses within Town Centres
Edgar)
The Estate is encouraged by recognition at supporting text
paragraph 31.3.31 that South Kensington is an unusual town centre
given the number of visitors it serves alongside local residents. The
Estate fully supports the greater flexibility for changes of use from
Class A1 shops to Class A3 cafe and restaurant uses in the 'Service
Retail Frontages' introduced in part c. of revised Policy CF3.

Support for the designation of a more flexible service retail
frontage is noted. However, the Council has considered that this
approach will have a very limited impact on the ground.
This limited impact must be weighed against the clearly
articulated view, a view from many of the local amenity and
residents’ groups, that designation will result in the degradation of
the role of the centre in serving the needs of local people. As
such the service retail frontage will not be taken forward and the
Local Plan will retain the existing primary/ secondary frontages
within South Kensington as set out in CL3.

Christie's South
Kensington
(Francesca
Filippini Pinto)

The visitors, workers and students coming to the cultural and
educational institutions in South Kensington require adequate
catering and retail. Institutions should be encouraged to bring
forward catering and retail development within their premises to
meet the needs of visitors, staff and students.

Noted. Paragraph 31.3.65 explicitly notes the value that ancillary
A1 and A3 uses can have in supporting the South Kensington
Institutions.

Tesco (Sir/
Madam)

CF3 – Diversity of uses within Town Centres

Support for role of Portobello as a nationally and internationally
important centre noted. The Council does not share the view that
Policy CF3 does not reflect the important role that complementary

Policy CF3 of the Local Plan Review acknowledges the role that
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Name

Comment

Response

diversity performs in securing the vitality and vibrancy of town
centres within the borough, including the Portobello Road Special
District Centre. Indeed, our client welcomes the Council’s continued
commitment to the role of the Portobello Road Special District
Centre, and in particular the Primary Shopping Frontage, as a
nationally and internationally important town centre.

uses can have in ensuring the vitality of the larger centres. A
balance of uses is supported. This is set out in CF3. 20% of units
in the primary frontages can ordinarily be in a non-shop use. This,
however, rises to 50% in the secondary areas. This is considered
to be the appropriate balance. The retail core is maintained,
whilst a higher level of diversity is supported in the less central
areas.

However, Policy CF3 seeks only to promote diversity within retail
uses within existing town centres in the borough, and therefore
ignores the important role that complimentary non-retail uses
perform in ensuring vitality and vibrancy of these town centres.
Indeed, the National Planning Policy Framework explicitly
acknowledges the role of non-retail uses, including residential uses
perform in enhancing town centres, and in achieving the objectives
of sustainable development. In this regard Paragraph 23 of the
National Planning Policy Framework states that in drawing up Local
Plans the local planning authorities should allocate ‘a range of
suitable sites to meet the scale and type of retail, leisure,
commercial, office, tourism, cultural, community and residential
development needed in town centres.’
It is therefore strongly contended that Policy CF3 of the Local Plan
Review must be amended to promote appropriate non-retail uses
within existing town centres such as Portobello Road.
TFL (Transport for CF3 Diversity of uses within Town Centres
London)
(Rebecca Sladen TfL Property welcomes the reduction in minimum requirements of
)
retail units along designated secondary retail frontages from 66% to
50% which allows for more flexibility, in line with paragraph 14 of the
NPPF.

Support noted. This approach is considered to strike the
appropriate balance of maintaining the retail core of the larger
centres whilst supporting a diverse mix of supporting uses in the
less central areas.

Exhibition Road
Cultural Group
(Emily Candler)

Noted. Paragraph 31.3.65 explicitly notes the value that ancillary
A1 and A3 uses can have in supporting the South Kensington
Institutions.

The visitors, workers and students coming to the cultural and
educational institutions in South Kensington require adequate
catering and retail. Institutions should be encouraged to bring
forward catering and retail development within their premises to
meet the needs of visitors, staff and students.

Victoria and Albert The V&A also welcomes proposed new paragraphs 31.3.31 relating Noted. Paragraph 31.3.65 explicitly notes the value that ancillary
Museum (Steve
to South Kensington and paragraph 31.3.65 relating to retail and
A1 and A3 uses can have in supporting the South Kensington
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Name

Comment

Response

Hyde)

cafes uses within the Borough's cultural institutions.

Institutions.

31.3.31 – (Sought changes in bold)
Revised introductory text to read:
"The District Centre of South Kensington, as defined on the
proposal map is an unusual centre …"

Paragraph 31.2.31 is not being taken forward.

(Reasons changes sought)
To clarify that South Kensington is identified as a District Centre
(and not a shopping centre) and the boundary of the district centre
is identified within which frontages are identified.
London Borough
of Hammersmith
and Fulham (Matt
Butler)

Policy CF3 point c). It would be beneficial to understand the extent
of the service retail frontage that this point applies to.
Policy CF3 point e). Protecting all shops in neighbourhood parades,
except for community and social use, is considered to be overly
restrictive and would not allow for a mix of uses, which in turn could
impact on the vitality of the centre.

The Council is not taking forward the service retail frontage
designation within South Kensington.

Kensington
Society

Line 6: Add: "The Council will, however, need to control excessive
concentrations of A2 uses (including banks and estate agents) and
A3 uses (cafes and restaurants) where these significantly reduce
the retail function of town centre retail frontages."
This is already a problem in:
- primary retail frontages: Kensington High Street (banks and
building societies and cafes/restaurants), and Fulham Road (cafes
and restaurants)
-secondary retail frontages: Knightsbridge/Brompton Road (cafes
and restaurants),Notting Hill Gate, Kensington Church Street (north
and south) and Harrington Road (estate agents)

It is not appropriate to add this sentence as this is inherent to
CF3.

CF3(e) (Uses within the Borough’s Neighbourhood Centres) is
not a strategic issue and is not a duty to cooperate matter.

This policy (and the associated supporting text) sets out what it
considers to be the appropriate balance of A1 and non-A1 uses in
different parts of the Borough’s centres. In the primary areas of
Kensington High Street and Fulham Road there is a presumption
that just 20% of units in frontages can be a non-shop use. In the
neighbourhood centres there is a presumption against the loss of
any Class A1 uses. It is not considered to be appropriate to be
prescriptive as to what each “non-shop town centre use” should
be. This is at odds with the flexibility sought by the NPPF.

Gloucester Road North, Holland Park Avenue, Ladbroke Grove and
Old Brompton Road West (both estate agents) – these do not "meet A relaxation of the existing 66% level of Class A1 shops within
the day-to-day needs" of those living in the area (see 31.3.13)
secondary areas to 50% will provide more opportunities for nonNB: There may be others
shop uses within our town centres. This would allow greater
diversity of uses in those areas when concentrations of shops are
Policy CF3: Diversity of Use in Town Centres
less critical, reducing the pressure within the primary areas. This
CF3(b)(i) The Kensington Society strongly objects to the reduction
pressure has become more difficult to resist with the recent
in the minimum percentage of ground floor units remaining in shop
changes to the GPDO.
(A1) uses from 66% to 50% in any relevant street frontage. This
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Name

Comment

Response

reduction in the proportion of A1 uses would encourage greater,
Support for protection of shops within Neighbourhood Centres
even excessive concentrations of A2 uses (especially estate agents) noted.
and A3 (cafes and restaurants).
Action: retain 66 per cent
CF3(b)(ii) as above – retain 66%
CF3(c) This policy will only operate if and when the Local Plan is
adopted, by which time this would be otiose – as it has already
happened and no further changes should be allowed.
CF3(e) The Kensington Society strongly supports this policy but is
concerned that this is not being implemented, such as estate agents
in the Holland Park Avenue, Ladbroke Grove and Gloucester Road
North neighbourhood centres, and perhaps others.

JMW Barnard
LLocal Plan
(Jeremy Barnard)

Policy CF3: In my work as the most active commercial estate agent
and property manager in RBKC I have let many hundreds of shops
locally and interact with aspiring local businesses on a daily basis. I
act as a proxy for RBKC because in the majority of cases I have to
tell the aspiring businessperson that their proposed use is not
permitted.
The urge to protect A1 uses to a greater or lesser degree in the
various grades of centre is completely misguided because it fails to
recognise the fact that most physical goods are today sold via the
internet or in large shopping malls/supermarkets. Residents visit
neighbourhood shops largely to consume services and many of
these businesses do not fall neatly into any use class and are
arbitrarily defined as "sui generis" by planning officers and thus
thwarted. The idea that there is a multitude of aspiring butchers,
greengrocers and fishmongers just waiting to open neighbourhood
stores if only the shops were available is absurd: there is little or no
appetite to start such businesses outside the wealthiest locations. In
a secondary neighbourhood parade in the north of the borough 90%
of aspiring tenants will be in catering, coffee or hair and beauty,
most of which are not A1. The policies as drafted may as well be
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The Council does not recognise a situation whereby A1 uses are
“arbitrarily defined as sui generis uses” in an attempt to resist
their loss.
The Council considers that it is appropriate to try to maintain A1
uses within the neighbourhood shopping areas – as such uses
can support the day-to-day needs of local people. However,
vacancy/ ongoing viability is a material consideration which will be
considered alongside the policies within the Local Plan when
considering a planning application.
In addition the Council does not recognise the picture painted
with “bombed out shopping parades.” Vacancy rates for units
within the neighbourhood centres is just 7.2%. Whilst the Council
will strive to reduce rates further they remain much lower than the
national and the London average.
The Council does not share the view that “most physical goods
are … sold through the internet or in large shopping malls/
supermarkets.” The update to the Retail and Leisure Needs
Study considers “special forms of trading”, but concludes that a

Name

Comment

Response

purpose designed to produce empty bombed out shopping parades
such as we already see in North Pole Road where a number of
shops lie vacant and unoccupied. The policy is "fighting the last war
not the next one".

need for bricks and mortar shops/shopping floorspace remains in
the borough. Most of this will be accommodated within existing
centres, centres which are largely made up of traditional shops
and not units within arcades. If the predictions for retail need
drop in the future, the Council will amend its polices accordingly.

Question CF3(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers
Name

Comment

Response

Kensington
Society

Need to control excessive concentrations: There are a growing
number of concentrations of A2 and A3 uses which are displacing
retail (A1) uses in both primary and secondary frontages of higherorder centres.

Concern about service retail frontage within South Kensington
noted. Given the small number of A1 properties within the
Service Retail frontages, the effect of the proposed relaxation
would be negligible. As such the Council will not take the
designation forward. Paragraph 31.1.31 and part (c) of CF3 will
be deleted.

The extreme example is the concentration of "food and beverage"
outlets in South Kensington, where new Policy CF3 (c) would
encourage further consolidation of an unbalanced offer which is
already heavily skewed to catering for visitors following the
2010 Core Strategy and now to be finished off by reclassifying some
of secondary retail frontages as "service retail frontage" and also
reducing the criteria for secondary retail frontages form 66% to
50%. The current mix is totally unbalanced and increasing this
unbalance is unacceptable. (see South Kensington Place)

With regard to concentrations of estate agents: Policy CF3 (and
the associated supporting text) sets out what it considers to be
the appropriate balance of A1 and non-A1 uses in different parts
of the Borough’s centres. In the primary areas of Kensington
High Street there is a presumption that just 20% of units in
frontages can be a non-shop use. In the neighbourhood centres
there is a presumption against the loss of any Class A1 uses. It is
not considered to be appropriate to be prescriptive as to what
each “non-shop town centre use” should be. This is at odds with
the flexibility sought by the NPPF.

Kensington High Street already has too many banks and building
societies in the primary retail frontages and further increase should
be resisted. As a result, especially since there has been an increase
in A3 uses, many of the sections of the primary retail frontages have A relaxation of the existing 66% level of Class A1 shops within
less than 80% of the frontages in A1 retail use. (See attached
secondary areas to 50% will provide more opportunities for nonevidence)
shop uses within our town centres. This would allow greater
diversity of uses in those areas when concentrations of shops are
There are growing concentrations of estate agents in secondary
less critical, reducing the pressure within the primary areas. This
frontages in Notting Hill Gate, Kensington Church Street (north and pressure has become more difficult to resist with the recent
on the bend) and Harrington Road, and in Holland Park Avenue and changes to the GPDO. It should be noted that the expectation is
Ladbroke Grove neighbourhood centre.
that 50% of secondary frontages of the larger centres will remain
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Name

Comment

Response
in shop uses.

There are also growing concentrations of A3 uses in secondary
retail frontages, such as in the western part of Brompton Road

The Council notes that there is concern about the proliferation of
A2 uses throughout the Borough. Given that changes of use from
• Diversity in Secondary Retail Frontages: The Society is opposed
A1 to A2 no longer required planning permission, the only method
to a further dilution of the retail mix in secondary frontages by
to stop further growth of this sector would be through an Article 4
reducing the minimum proportion of A1 retail from 66% to 50%. This direction. The appropriateness, or otherwise, of such a direction
would be particularly damaging in frontages already affected by
is not the subject of the Local Plan and there is nothing in the
growing concentrations of A2 and A3 uses. In the Abingdon Road
Local Plan that would preclude such an approach.
and Earl's Court Road secondary frontages back –offices of travel
agents have resulted in the loss of shops
Policy CF3 offers the necessary protection of shops – were the
and the creation of blank frontages.
Council to make an Article 4 direction. Some A2 and other nonshop town centre uses are appropriate, but not where it would
• South Kensington Museums are a Conservation Area of
result in less than 20% of remaining units in primary shopping
Metropolitan Importance and a Strategic Cultural Area north of
areas being shops or 50% in secondary areas.
Cromwell Road – they are not in South Kensington and are
separated from the South Kensington district centre by the barrier of Paragraph 31.3.24 explains what may be appropriate town centre
Cromwell Road.
uses. This reflects the guidance within the NPPG that housing
may be such a use. However, Policy CF5 is clear that the loss of
Diversity within Town Centres
offices within town centres (as well as elsewhere) will be resisted.
31.3.24 Line 8: The use of upper floors in town centres, especially
Policy CF5 is also clear in supporting the creation of new office
first floors, should be preferred for and maintained as offices, rather uses within town centres. However, it will not be appropriate to
than change of use to housing.
resist the creation of housing within town centres. Both the NPPF
and the London Plan are clear that highly accessible town centre
Line 9: After "floors." Add "However, in higher-order centres offices locations have an important role to play in housing delivery.
will be preferred to change of use to housing."
31.3.30 The concentrations of estate agents is not limited to Notting
Hill Gate (see CF3(a)(ii)), but also at Kensington Church Street
(both at the northern end and on the bend), Harrington Road,
Holland Park Avenue and Ladbroke Grove neighbourhood centre
including Lancaster Road. There may be other concentrations.
These have developed at the expense of local shops.
31.3.31 South Kensington: The Kensington Society strongly objects
to this paragraph
The Core Strategy already encouraged the change of use of shops
(A1) to "food and beverage" uses that catered almost entirely to
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Comment

Response

visitors and the balance has now swung too far in that direction, at
the expense of local shops that serve local residents. This has been
substantiated by Transport for London's Retail Study which looked
at the retail offer of South Kensington and established that it is
dominated by the food and beverage offer.
The statement that "In order to balance the needs of both sets of
users (local residents and visitors to the museums), the Council will
allow greater freedom for the changes from A1 shops to A3 and A4
uses in the northern part of the centre, or the "service retail
frontages" is:
• insulting: the change in the use of shops to cafes and restaurants
has already happened at the expense of local shops that serve the
local community – there is no need to further change the "balance"
against local residents!
• changing the designation of some of the current secondary retail
frontage of South Kensington district centre to food and beverage
frontage – not designating it as "service retail frontages – is all that
is needed. Most of this has already happened.
• there is no need to include A4 uses – not in Policy CF3(c)
• this level of domination is contrary to Policy CF3: Diversity of Uses
in Town Centres
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STREET MARKETS
CF4 STREET MARKETS
Question CF4(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CF4
Question CF4(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers
Question CF4(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated Policy Formulation Report

Name

Comment

Response

Nigel Crump

Paragraph 31.3.33 pages 317 and 318.

Noted. Whilst support for expansion of the Portobello Road
Street Market forms part of the relevant place chapters, the
reference to this expansion has been reinstated within Chapter
31, Fostering Vitality.

I attended last night's meeting Wednesday 23rd and tried to raise
my concerns about this clause but was not given any time at all to
express my views and i have complained to my local councillor
Monica Press. Why may i ask why i was not given the opportunity to
have a discussion about this. I await your response.
I am a member of the MSAG Market Street Action Group. I am an
Architect and i live and work in Portobello Road close to Westway.
You have put a line through where it reads....The expansion of the
Portobello Road.............in this part of the borough. This should not
be omitted. The Westway trust are going to redevelop the area by
the Westway exactly where you have omitted the clause that is
precisely in the area concerned. The expansion of the Portobello
Road Street Market north up to the Golborne Road is where the
area is to be redeveloped so it is ridiculous to omit this. Please don't
tell me this is covered elsewhere, it may indeed be referred to
elsewhere but it should also be included in the chapter of the plan
Policy CF4 Street Markets.
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BUSINESS USES
CF5 BUSINESS USES
Question CF5(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CF5

Name

Comment

Response

DP9 Ltd (Mr
Manley)

The policy approach to promote of a range of businesses premises
within the borough is supported by our client. The policy should
acknowledge that where poor quality office stock is replenished with
new high quality office accommodation a minor reduction in
floorspace may be acceptable. This is to ensure that the borough
continues to provide high quality office floorspace alongside
supporting town centre uses including residential accommodation.
On this basis, we propose on behalf of our client to add a further
exception to the policy where part a will not apply. Specifically,
'where it can be demonstrated that the office floorspace is not
suitable for modern occupier requirements, the minor loss of office
floorspace is acceptable where new high quality modern office
accommodation is being created'. In addition, the text '(not
residential)' should be removed from part a ii of the policy as
residential accommodation is an appropriate use within town centre
locations.

Support for provision of a range of business premises noted.

Kensington
Society

The Council’s ambition is for an increase in the quantum of office
floorspace across the Borough. The proposed “exception” with
CF5 would be likely to prove counterproductive as it would
appear to encourage the loss of some office floorspace. Modest
loss may be acceptable in particular circumstances, but these
circumstances will be assessed as and when an application is
made, having regard to a range of material considerations.
The Borough’s town centres contain much of the stock of office
accommodation. As highly accessible locations they are suitable
locations for offices. Furthermore, offices and town centres have
a symbiotic relationship. Offices support the vitality of a centre,
by attracting workers and visitors, whilst the centre provides the
facilities which support the success of the office. Loss of offices
would be regrettable in this location. Given that much of the
pressure on offices throughout the Borough is from residential
uses, a modification to the policy to support loss off offices within
town centres to residential would not be appropriate. It would be
likely to harm the Council’s ambition to increase office provision.
In addition such an approach is not necessary for the Council to
meet its housing targets. It can demonstrate a five your housing
supply, and is satisfied that it can meet its housing target by the
end of the plan period.

31.2.2 Line 1: Reinstate "large-scale offices" – conformity with "town Paragraph 31.2.42 of the Local Plan is explicit in noting that
centres first" required by NPPF and endorsed in 31.3.4
offices are subject to the requirements of the sequential test. As
such the suggested amendment would merely add an element of
Policy CF5(a): Kensington Society supports protecting all existing
unnecessary repetition. In addition the reference to “larger scale
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offices regardless of location.

offices” was removed from paragraph 31.2.2 as this paragraph
primarily related to A class uses.

Policy CF5(b) Medium-sized offices are those between 300 and
1,000sqm (GEA), employing 25 – 80 people – the Kensington
Support for protection of existing offices throughout the Borough
Society considers that they are best located in existing town centres noted.
and where public transport accessibility is high.
View that any offices with a floor area of 300 sq m or more are
Action: Delete "and medium-sized" and add new policy:
“best located in existing town centres and areas with high public
"permit medium-sized offices in higher-order town centres and
transport accessibility” is noted. By inference any larger offices
areas with high public transport accessibility.
should be refused where proposed outside of these areas.
Former CF5(d) Retain as amended below:
"Retain and permit business uses on upper levels of higher-order
town centres. CF5(e) Kensington Society supports this policy
CF5(f) Kensington Society supports this policy

Such an approach would be unduly restrictive and would be likely
to see a reduction in the provision of new office floorspace. Those
proposals which include new office floorspace are normally within
areas outside of town centres, often within existing commercial
areas. There is no indication that sites will come forward within
town centres if pressure is put upon otherwise suitable sites in
less accessible areas.
The Council would also question what would be achieved by the
proposed approach. This approach is unlikely to result in the
provision of any more office floorspace within a town centre.
Town centres are suitable for a range of uses. Ordinarily it is the
higher value uses which will be forthcoming. Such uses may be
offices but they may not. It would not be appropriate to require all
new floorspace within a town centre to be commercial in nature.
The NPPF notes the contribution that residential uses can have in
town centre locations.

Niall Carroll

The greater degree of detail provided in CF5 is to be welcomed. In
particular, the addition of para (e) that protecting all general and
light industrial uses and warehousing throughout the borough is
particularly important, as it gives much greater clarity as to how the
Council will give effect to the protection and encouragement of
business uses.

Adena Property
Investments
Incorporated
(N/A)

We support the inclusion of the draft Policy CF5 Business Uses in
Support for the Council’s approach to improve the quality and the
the Local Plan Partial Review. In particular, we support the following quantity of office floorspace within the Borough is noted.
as being appropriate ways to help improve the quality and quantity
of office floorspace on offer in the Borough:
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Support for protection of industrial uses and warehousing (unless
to an alternative B class use) is noted.
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• Policy CF5 section (a), paragraphs i-ii recognise the importance of
protecting office floor space throughout the borough but allow for
the development of non B1 uses, which support the character and
function of EZ's. This allows for more flexible uses within EZ's,
increasing the vitality and sustainability of the zones themselves.
• Policy CF5 sections (i) and (j) state that there should be no net
loss of business floorspace in EZ's except for uses which support
the function of the zone, and it supports the location of A and other
town centre uses in EZ's. This is supported because as with section
a i-ii, it recognises the need/benefits of non B1 uses being located
within EZ's.
• Policy CF5 section k) recognises the need to allow residential
development in EZ's, if it can be demonstrated that the residential
development can support a significant uplift in both the quantity and
the quality of the business uses on site. We support this policy
because it recognises that in some circumstances the provision of
residential development in EZ's can be beneficial rather than
harmful to the function of the zone.
• Finally, we support the inclusion of the new part (c) of Policy CF5
as it allows for greater flexibility in meeting the employment needs
of a diverse range of occupiers which will assist in delivering a more
successful employment zone
Quod (Georgie
Church)

We support the requirement for the reprovision of existing office
floorspace in appropriate locations. However, given the need to
meet a considerable number of other objectives in a highly
constrained borough, the Council should ensure that there is
sufficient flexibility within the policy to support proposals that
demonstrate the most appropriate site specific response.

Note support for the re-provision of existing office floorspace
within developments. The planning system allows the particular
characteristics of the site to be taken into account in determining
an application.

St Quintin and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood
Forum (Henry
Peterson)

In Policy CF5(i) as reworded, we welcome the deletion of 'directly'.
We feel that the remaining wording or other use which directly
supports the character and function of the zone (which dates from
the 2010 Core Strategy) remains insufficiently clear and could be
improved. What is the desired 'character' of an employment zone?
And what sort of other activities might provide 'support? How these
terms to be understood by an applicant, whether building owner, or
prospective developer?

The supporting text to CF5 sets out the desired function of the
Employment Zones – and that is a location for a wide range of B
class business operators. An assessment will be made on an
application by application basis as to what “non-business” uses
may be supported. Paragraph 31.2.52 offers some examples of
such uses. The scale of such uses as well as their nature will be
relevant. Paragraph 31.3.55 notes that a different approach will
be taken within the northern part of the Freston/ Latimer Road
Employment Zone.
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The revised draft wording of RBKC Policy CF5k reads resist
residential uses including for student housing or any form of living
accommodation, unless the use can be shown to be necessary to
support a significant uplift in both the quantity and the quality of the
business use on the site; If such a policy is to be applied,
clarification is needed on what constitutes a 'significant uplift' in
business floorspace? Is this to be measured as a proportion of
existing floorspace (which would seem preferable) or with a
minimum floorspace threshold that has to be passed (which would
hamper redevelopment of smaller BI premises)?
We question why this sub-paragraph of CF5 cannot simply read
resist residential uses including for student housing or any form of
living accommodation, where this leads to a net loss of existing
commercial floorspace on the site?
We remain very interested in this chapter and will be submitting
comments. We welcome the fact that CF5i has been re-worded to
drop the term ‘directly’ in require there be no net loss of business
floorspace unless to uses which support the function and character
of the zone. But we still feel this is unclear as to what uses might be
seen as meeting this criterion, and that it does not take account of
uses that might contribute a lot to the wider neighbourhood or
‘Place’, whether this be Freston/Latimer, Kensal or Lots Road.
We will also have some comments on the new CF5k which reads
‘resist residential uses including for student housing or any form of
living accommodation, unless the use can be shown to be
necessary to support a significant uplift in both the quantity and the
quality of the business use on the site; Although again we welcome
the direction of travel.
And it is of course helpful that the draft explains the different
approach of the StQW policies at 31.3.55
On paragraph 31.38 we welcome the recognition that in today's
office market Reconfiguration and re-provision of business
floorspace within a single property, or within a number of properties
within the immediate area, may allow the more efficient uses of
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It is the Council’s intention not to be prescriptive when assessing
what is considered to be a “significant uplift” in business
floorspace required if residential uses are to be appropriate. The
figure will depend on the nature of the existing floorspace, the
nature of the proposal and the myriad of issues associated with
the overall viability of the scheme. Defining “significant” will not
allow these issues to be taken into account and may result in an
under delivery of new business floorspace, or may discourage
new development coming forward. It is the Council’s desire that
the Local Plan is not overly prescriptive in this regard.
The consultee is concerned that the Council wishes to ensure
that the introduction of new residential uses will not harm the
function of the Employment Zone. Whilst the introduction of new
residential uses may be acceptable in regard, this will not
automatically be the case. A poorly designed mixed use could
render the newly created business space less attractive to a
range of commercial occupiers.
The purpose of CF5(k) is not merely to ensure that business
floorspace is not lost, but to use the uplift in value associated with
the creation of higher value residential uses to bring forward new
business floorspace.
Support for greater flexibility of B class unit sizes noted.
The NPPF is clear that we have a “plan-led system.” In this case
we have a OAN for offices and the Council will have the policies
in place to try to meet this need. This OAN is based upon the
London Office Policy Review and does relate to individual
boroughs.
The circumstances of sites will be considered as and when an
application is made, but if the very nature of the office market
does change, and for example, demand drops significantly, we
would expect this be form part of a subsequent review of the
Local Plan.
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space without reducing this diversity. Policies that impose inflexible The Council recognises that it may prove difficult to be selfsize requirements for office suites within a building are unlikely to be sufficient in its own office space. However, unlike housing targets
helpful were London to face a further office recession.
it is not required to demonstrate a five year supply. Provision of
office floorspace is, however, of value, as it will contribute to the
Paragraph 31.3.29 foresees an under supply (of office space) of
local, the London and the national economy.
approximately 88,000 sqm, or some 6,300 sq m pa from 2014 to the
end of the plan period. This projection rests on big assumptions as
Support for directing offices to highly accessible locations is
to the state of the London economy 5 and 10 years hence. No
noted.
explicit account is taken of the very large areas of office floorspace
planned for White City East and Old Oak, some of which are
The Council notes that the StQWNF is of the view that the
already coming onstream (as at Imperial West). Given that the Draft northern part of the Latimer Road Employment Zone is not a
Local Plan accepts that the provision of more retail and leisure
viable office location. The Council does not share this view. The
space just across the borough boundary in LBHF will impact on
inspector at the examination of the StQWNP supported the
demand in RBKC, is it a sensible approach for the Borough to aim
Council’s position.
to be self-sufficient in its 'own' future office space? RBKC is but one
part of a wider West London office market, the continuing viability of The purpose of paragraph 31.3.45 is to recognise the importance
which cannot be assumed for every location. The risk of over-supply of smaller office premises. The Draft Policy was amended to note
and falling rents will always be there.
that the use of s106 agreements to resist future amalgamation
“may” be appropriate. This is a change from original Core
We support the Council's policies of directing new office space to
Strategy policy which stated that the use of s106agreemnts “will”
town centres and locations with good public transport access
be appropriate. This intended to support greater flexibility but to
(31.3.42). Notting Hill Gate has three significant mixed use
recognise that there may be circumstances where a larger single
developments planned, for the office market to digest.
business unit may not be appropriate. Part (n) of CF6 of the
Redevelopment and expansion of office space at 136-142 Bramley original Core Strategy Policy had required the use of s106
Road has recently been approved. We have long questioned the
agreements to resist amalgamation within Employment Zones.
viability of office space in parts of Employment Zones with low PTAL This is proposed to be deleted.
levels (such as Latimer Road). Experience of the office market over
the past 2 years, since the StQW Neighbourhood Plan was first
The Council recognises that a number of its residents will “home
drafted, has not changed our view.
work”. However, this will rarely be picked up by the planning
system as such a use will ordinarily be ancillary to the main
We welcome the statement (31.3.32) that the Council does not wish residential use.
to hinder the changing nature of the borough from an area with a
small but functionally important manufacturing base to one now
The Council recognises that the nature of office demand is
increasingly sought by entrepreneurs, by creative professionals and changing in the borough. There is demand for new co-working
by small business employers. We also welcome the new and more spaces, but also demand for the more traditional units. This is
flexible approach to business uses in paragraphs 31.3.50 - 31.3.52, supported by the Council’s office studies and by the local vacancy
to include a wide range of uses that can contribute to the vitality of
rates across the Borough. The Local Plan seeks to support a
an area. We welcome the emphasis on the synergies of the creative diversity of units – the small and the larger.
sector. However we question the proposal in 31.3.45 that S106
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restrictions should be used to prevent the amalgamation of small
business units. If a business is successful and needs to expand,
what is the point in forcing it to move - very possibly outside the
Boroughs?

The Council recognises that its Employment Zones are very
different in character from the Strategic Industrial Locations to the
west. The proposed policy recognises this difference, supporting
some new residential uses as well as supporting A class uses. In
additional greater flexibility is proposed, with there no longer
The Draft Plan makes no mention of homeworking. Chapter 2 of the being restrictions on the types of B class use or its size. The
document notes the high proportion of professional occupations and Council does not seek to protect light or general industrial uses in
that over half the Borough’s population have a degree.
these areas, where replaced by an alternative B class use. It
24.9% are employed in ‘associate professional and technical
sees them as vibrant places suitable for occupation by a number
occupations’, the highest proportion in England and Wales.
of different types of occupiers, including the creative industries.
The world of work is changing rapidly and the requirement to be
based in a conventional office is lessening fast for many professions
in which the Borough is rich. The Council appears to have little
detailed information on the nature and extent of homeworking in the
Borough, and may argue that these trends are not amenable to
conventional planning policies. But this does not mean that such
trends should be ignored.

The Council is concerned that the suggested amended wording to
CF5(i) reduces the focus on the Borough’s Employment Zones as
being locations for a range of B class uses. Other uses may be
appropriate, but only where they support B class uses. This is not
to say such uses won’t have wider benefits as well. A shop or a
crèche, etc. will have wider benefits – but the main function of the
Employment Zones as a place for B class employment remains.

Shrinking levels of traditional office floorspace, and the growth of
co-working space (which may be used as and when needed) are a
natural and economically healthy response to a world in which the
information needed by a ‘worker’ is now available at any time in any
place. Levels of selfemployment in the Borough are rising, as the
Plan acknowledges (but without a policy response). The
disincentives of office-based activity, in terms travel time and costs,
will continue to influence employees. The Fostering Vitality chapter
of the Plan currently shows no explicit recognition of this context.

The Council does not promote the Employment Zones as “zoned
areas for employment only” Alternative uses, both residential and
non B class commercial uses will be supported where the
business character is supported, or in the case of residential,
improved.

Open workspace and co-working space is something I have been
looking at across London, in the context of OPDC plans for Old Oak
and Park Royal. A London map of such space shows London
bisected in half north to south, with significantly higher
concentrations in the eastern half. This is a further issue on which
we will submit some thoughts on possible further proactive
measures that the new Local Plan could include.

The Council is satisfied that the boundaries of the Employment
Zone remain correct. They delineate the commercial uses in
these areas. They do not include areas of land, or buildings were
there is no reasonable prospect for a B class use.

The Council notes that the StQWNP includes a policy for the
commercial buildings in the northern part of Latimer Road which
is at odds with the exiting and the proposed Local Plan. The
StQWNP would not require an increase in business floorspace to
be associated with new residential accommodation. The Local
Plan would. The Council is of the opinion that given the StQWNP
has been approved through referendum it will be given
Residential floorspace in Employment Zones
considerable weight. Therefore, where the StQWNP and the
The new paragraph 31.3.54 on the introduction of limited residential Local Plan differ greater weight will be given to the former.
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floorspace within Employment Zones, to unlock redevelopment,
goes to the heart of the extensive debates the StQW Forum has
had with the Council on this issue since 2013.

However, the Employment Zone designation still has value as it
will allow the Council to have regard to part (l) of CF5 which
states that the Council will promote the Employment Zones as
centres for innovation and as locations for businesses. This
In relation to the Borough’s three Employment Zones, the StQW
ambition may have increasing importance in the future as and
Forum remains unconvinced by the Council’s argument (at 31.3.54) when the development at Imperial College to the west is built out.
that It is also essential that the commercial character and function of It may be that the Council takes a comprehensive approach to the
an Employment Zone is not jeopardised by the introduction /
promotion of the Employment Zone in the future.
expansion of residential uses. This will normally be ensured through
appropriate design, the retention of the business character of
The Council recognises that the Neighbourhood Plan and the
ground floor frontages and through ensuring that only a small
Local Plan are not one and the same. The Council’s ambition for
proportion of the floorspace of a given site is residential. If the
the entire EZ remains – that the business function be supported
Council is not satisfied that the business character can be retained, and enhanced.
the introduction of residential floorspace will be resisted.
Whether the Council does, or does not, make an Article 4
What exactly is this ‘commercial character’? And why should it merit direction to allow it to control the loss of B1 uses is not for the
policy protection, as a quality in its own right? It is surely the levels
Local Plan. The Local Plan does not preclude any future decision
of employment and economic activity that need to be protected?
to make or confirm an Article 4 direction.
What merit is there in preserving a street or group of buildings that
look ‘commercial’ and of ‘appropriate design’ if they contain few
employees, as compared with greater numbers of economically
active people working from home in the streets next door?
In Latimer Road W10 a large proportion of the street is residential
with the commercial element interspersed amongst terraced
housing and flats. While we recognise the scale of the imbalance in
values, between commercial and residential floorspace in many
parts of RBKC we cannot see why residential floorspace, when
added to employment space in an EZ rather than replacing it,
‘jeopordises’ the latter? ‘Bad neighbour’ issues have ceased to be
relevant to many of the types of office activity now choosing to
locate in office, light industrial, or warehouse space, in the
Borough’s Employment Zones. Where is the jeopardy?
If the criterion of a significant uplift is to be retained, we would
suggest that the level of such uplift should take account of the gap
between office and residential floorspace values within the EZ in
question. As evidenced in the Table 11 of the TBR report
commissioned by the Council, this gap varies very widely across
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different parts of the Borough. The TBR study assesses the likely
net uplift in the Freston Road/Latimer Road EZ, resulting from
conversion of office space to residential, at 16% as compared to
60% in the Kensal EZ.
It would seem a mistake to apply a blanket version of CF5(k) if this
leads to redevelopment of outdated B1 premises becoming
unviable. This would hold back sustainable development where it
would otherwise come forward, contrary to NPPF policy.
The more such zones in RBKC become occupied as highly dynamic
employment areas so popular with the creative industries and
become centres of innovation (31.3.50) the more their character
changes and moves away from the traditional concept of an
industry-led 'employment zone'. The nature of an EZ in the Royal
Borough is now something very different from (say) Strategic
Industrial Land in Park Royal or Acton. If the Council is to retain EZ
designations within a 2017-28 Local Plan, the extent of change,
from the time when these designations were first made, should be
recognised and policies updated accordingly.
Our suggested alternative wording for CF5(i) would be 'uses which
support the vitality of the zone, and create wider benefits for the
surrounding neighbourhood'. This alternative formulation was
accepted on examination of the StQW Neighbourhood Plan in
relation (as StQW Policy LR2) and we suggest that it could be
applied similarly in other RBKC Employment Zones. Such zones
need to contribute more to the lives of people in the surrounding
area than the protection of employment as a single and exclusive
objective.
These 'wider benefits' can include facilities that serve local residents
as well as businesses and employees in the EZ (i.e. cafes,
restaurants, creches, galleries and other A and D class uses as
referred to at 31.3.52) along with less obvious benefits such as
extra footfall in evenings and at weekends and hence increased
safety on the street.
We see the concept of 'zoned' areas for 'employment only' as
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becoming an increasingly outmoded form of spatial planning. As
noted above, the boundaries between 'home' and 'work' are
disappearing in ways which many people welcome. Reductions in
cars on London’s streets and demands on an overstretched public
transport system are significant side benefits. The modified draft
version of RBKC Policy CF5 is welcome, but in our view needs
further amendment if it to prove a ‘positively planned’ policy for a
period up to 2028.
It would be a timely and logical step for the Council to review the
boundaries of its present
Employment Zones. Attached to these comments is a note prepared
by the StQW Forum in August 2015, which researches the history of
the Freston/Latimer EZ. It notes that the Council identified back in
1997 the possible drawbacks of introducing protectionist
Employment Zone policies. We continue to believe that these
negative outcomes became all too apparent in Latimer Road, prior
to a change of direction via a Neighbourhood Plan.
The current completion of the Partial Review exercise, and the
Regulation 18 Local Plan for 2017-28, is the last opportunity (for a
further five years or more) for the Council to reflect on the merits of
continued EZ designation for four separate sections of Latimer
Road W10. The original 1990s case for protecting light industrial
jobs in this part of North Kensington has long gone.
The neighbourhood plan has introduced more flexible policies for
the handful of office buildings in the street, and allows for mixed use
redevelopment of the 14 light industrial/warehouse units on the
western side of the street. What purpose is served by continued EZ
designation of these sections of a mixed use street, when Boroughwide Policy CF5a would continue to protect existing office
floorspace in the same way as for many other mixed use streets
across the Borough?
We have previously provided much evidence on this issue, in the
Basic Conditions Statement that accompanied submission of the
StQW Neighbourhood Plan and in note on the history of the Latimer
Road part of the Freston/Latimer Employment Zone. A copy of the
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latter document is attached as an annexe to this consultation
response.
A continued absence of any reconsideration of the boundaries of
this section of an Employment Zone, 20 years since first
designated, does not seem to us to reflect a responsive plan-led
approach that promotes mixed use developments, and encourages
multiple benefits from the use of land in urban and rural areas
(NPPF paragraph 17).
Given the findings of the 2016 TBR study, with a narrow (16%) gap
between office and residential values for the whole of the
Freston/Latimer EZ, we do not envisage any rush by building
owners in Latimer Road to pursue change of use from office to
residential were the EZ designation to be removed. RBKC policy
CF5(a) would continue to apply, as would the StQW Neighbourhood
Plan policies, seeking retention of commercial use at ground floor
level.
For Latimer Road, a 2017-28 requirement for a 'significant uplift' of
business floorspace to justify additional homes at a location which
has experienced long term vacancies, in a street with low PTAL
levels and facing growing competition from modern office floorspace
in Wood Lane across the borough boundary, appears to us to be
misguided.
We therefore ask that:
• the Regulation 19 Local Plan removes EZ designation from the
four areas of the Latimer
Road part of the Freston/Latimer Employment Zone
• that Latimer Road be omitted from any application to the Secretary
of State for an Article 4 Direction withdrawing permitted
development rights from office to residential in parts of the Borough,
or the whole Borough, when RBKC's current exemption ends. As
the 2016 TBR study makes clear, the evidence would not justify the
inclusion of the area covered by the StQW Neighbourhood Plan, in
any such Direction.
Annexes A, B and C to this document are material submitted to the
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Council in previous consultations on the 'Enterprise' or 'Fostering
Vitality' section of the Core Strategy/Local Plan, over the period
2012 to 2015.
Gerald Eve (Peter Policy CF5 Business Uses
Support for protection of offices across the borough (with named
Edgar)
exceptions) is noted.
The Estate considers that simplification of the protection of offices in
part a. of revised Policy CF5 is sensible. Retention of the
exemptions where the loss of offices is acceptable is also
welcomed.
Unite Group PLC
(Sir/ Madam)

Policy CF5 Business Uses also refers to student accommodation.
Whilst it resists residential use, including student accommodation, in
the borough’s employment zones, it adds that student
accommodation may be justified if the use can be shown necessary
to support a significant uplift in both the quantity and quality of
business use on the site. The commercial character of the area
should also not be compromised.
More flexible B Use Class types are sought after by modern day
occupiers. This reflects a changing shift in employment floorspace
requirement given the high redevelopment costs and limited
demand towards older purpose built light industrial and office
floorspace which are typical within identified Employment Zones in
the borough. This has had resulted in the character and function of
employment zones being altered following the recent approval of
mixed-use schemes such as creative industries and media hubs.
The delivery of student accommodation as an enabler and as part of
a mixed-use scheme will serve to enhance the vitality of these areas
by bringing redundant buildings back into use thus serving to fulfil
national requirement in favour of sustainable development. The
policy is worded such that it only enables student accommodation
subject to robust justification, however it is clear student
accommodation can be compatible with adjoining employment uses
(subject to robust noise and technical reports) and on balance can
strategically support economic growth through the planning system.
Unite Group PLC would therefore encourage greater investigation
into the compatibility of student accommodation in these areas
given its role and contribution to the local economy.
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The Council notes that student accommodation may be
appropriate within an Employment Zone where it can be shown to
be necessary to support a significant uplift in both the quality and
the quantity of business uses on the site. It is for an applicant to
demonstrate that this is the case. The Council makes no
apologies for requiring what the consultee describes as “robust
justification” if student accommodation is to be provided as part of
a mixed use scheme.
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Pridgeon

The Council should encourage local businesses and support office
space in the Borough through limiting office to resi conversions

Support for the Council’s proposed approach is noted. CF5 is
clear. Office to residential conversions will be resisted.

Lisle-Mainwaring

At this stage, I wish merely to object to the proposals to forbid the
transition from B8 to C3, to which the Council has only ever
objected in the case of one individual, finding in all other cases this
was entirely acceptable.

Objection noted. B8 uses have value in their own right and help
maintain the diversity of uses within the Borough. Loss to
residential would be regrettable.

JMW Barnard LLP Policy CF5: The policy to prevent residential uses within the
(Jeremy Barnard) arbitrarily defined employment zones (seemingly chosen because
they used to contain light industry and have poor public transport)
is completely inappropriate because it is the vitality of a mixed
neighbourhood that businesses want - many companies are
reluctant to move to Freston Road and especially Latimer Road
because they are deserted ghost towns at night, female staff are
uncomfortable walking to the underground station and there are
general security issues.

The Council intends to change Local Plan Policy CF5 to allow
residential uses within an Employment Zone where they allow an
uplift on the quantity and quality of business space within the
Employment Zones.
The Council also supports a mix of uses within the Employment
Zone. However, such uses must continue to support the
character and the function of these areas as Employment Zones.
This designation will have deflated land values – which itself will
have reduced the pressure on the remaining business uses. As
such the Employment Zones provide some of the remaining
concentrations of business uses in the Borough.
The Council does not recognise Latimer Road as a “deserted
ghost town at night”. The areas are small in size, surrounded by
residential uses. Indeed much of the eastern side of Latimer
Road is not commercial; but made up of a terrace of residential
uses.

Question CF5(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers
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DP9 Ltd (Mr
Manley)

Paragraph 31.3.8 – The recognition and support for the diversity of
office occupiers and their requirements is supported by our client.

Support for diversity of occupiers and protection of offices within
town centres is noted.

Paragraph 31.3.42 – The approach to maintain office provision
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within designated town centres is supported by our client.
Adena Property
Investments
Incorporated
(N/A)

The Local Plan Partial Review (the 'document') explains that there is
a forecast demand within the Borough for an additional 46,240 sq m
of office floorspace between 2011 and the end of the plan period in
2028. This forecast in demand, coupled with the anticipated loss of
some existing office floorspace to other uses, means that the
Borough has a large forecast undersupply of approximately 88,000
sq m of office floorspace to 2028 (Paragraph 31.3.39).

The Council notes that there may be an undersupply of additional
office floorspace by the end of the plan period. A such it will
generally support the provision of new office floorspace as and
when it comes forward. However, whilst the provision of office
floorspace does have considerable benefits it does not “trump” all
others. It is essential that new development is of an appropriate
scale. The Council is concerned that making particular reference
to high density development within Employment Zones may give
Paragraph 31.3.42 of the document states that the Council seeks to the wrong impression – that high density development will be
direct new large office floorspace to Employment Zones, amongst
appropriate. It may be, but equally it may not. This will be
other locations. This position is supported as being a logical and
assessed as and when an application is made. In addition
reasonable position to take to help address the forecast shortfall in
specific reference would merely repeat the ambitions of the NPPG
employment floorspace.
“that developments ….optimise the potential of the site to
accommodate development” or of Local Plan Policy CL1 which
However given the forecast undersupply of office accommodation
“requires the density of development to be optimised, sensitive to
we consider it would be prudent and sensible for the Borough to
context.”
clearly and explicitly support in development plan policy the delivery
of higher densities of employment within EZ's, in order to help
Support for allowing a range of non-business commercial uses
address the shortfall. The Latimer Road/Freston Road EZ is capable within the Employment Zones noted. This may include a hotel, but
of providing an increased amount of office floorspace and therefore the onus should be on the applicant to demonstrate that such a
can continue to contribute to meeting the Borough's employment
use will be appropriate in a given location and will not harm the
land needs. It is requested that a paragraph referencing the
business function of the Employment Zone. This will not always
suitability of higher density development within EZ's inserted
be the case.
between paragraphs 31.3.53 and 31.3.54.
Given that a hotel is one of the main “town centre uses” as
We support the Borough's position on accommodating non-business defined within the NPPF the starting point is that they should be
uses within EZ's. Paragraph 31.3.52 outlines the proposal for a
located within a town centre or within an accessible area. The
range of non-business uses to be welcomed in the EZ's, where they Borough’s Employment Zones are comparatively less accessible
help provide a range of facilities used by those working within, and
areas. As such the approach taken by CF8, seeking to locate new
visiting these areas. Examples given within the document include
hotels within, or immediately adjoining the borough’s higher order
shops, cafes, other A class uses, gyms and cultural spaces. We
centres remains appropriate. A case would have to be made that
support this policy position as the inclusion of non-business uses,
a hotel may be appropriate within a particular location.
will help ensure that EZ's are sustainable locations that provide a
range of facilities and services for those who work in the zones.
We consider that hotels should be explicitly stated within policy as
complementary uses within EZ's because they provide
accommodation for business users in convenient and sustainable
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locations. Hotels also provide significant levels of employment in
themselves. Hotels do not detract from, but rather complement and
assist the role and operation of Employment Zones. Hotels should
therefore be listed as use which is acceptable in Employment Zones
in paragraph 31.3.52
Kensington
Society

Location of offices: Offices are a main town centre use. The Local
Plan considers that, for retail development, edge-of-centre is
immediately adjacent to the high-order centre, although the NPPF
considers that for offices it should be within 500m of a public
transport interchange. The Local Plan encourages large offices in
higher-order town centres and areas with a PTAL 4 level of
accessibility or above. The result is very similar to the NPPF's 500m
area. Medium-sized offices (300- 1,000sqm – employing 25-80
people) also need the same location criteria, and these need to be
positively encouraged as upper floor uses in higher-order centres,
rather than being converted to housing, especially on the first floor.
The existing title "Location of Business Uses" should be retained the location of high trip-generating uses close to public transport
interchanges is emphasised in the NPPF (para 34 and Glossary for
definition of edge-of-centre locations.
31.3.35 Add Knightsbridge and Notting Hill Gate to the list of office
centres.
Former 31.3.31 Retain – this provides strong contextual material
about the need "small and very small" units which helps in
assessing both the loss of offices and assessing new schemes.

Definition of “edge of centre” for office purposes has been
amended to reflect the definition within the glossary of the NPPG.
The Council supports the provision of offices within town centres.
The Council is unclear what being “positively encouraged on
upper floors” means. It would not be appropriate to require the
provision of offices to the exclusion of all other uses. This would
not be sufficiently flexible and would run counter to the guidance
within the London Plan and the NPPF which does recognise that
residential uses may be suitable uses within town centres.
However, the Council does concur with the view that conversion of
offices to residential on upper floors within town centres should be
resisted. This is set out within part ii of criteria a) of CF5.
The section relates to the nature of and demand for business uses
as well as their location.
The title of the section reflects its wider scope.
The Council notes that alongside Kensington High Street and
South Kensington, Knightsbridge and Notting Hill Gate are
principal concentrations of business uses. Paragraph 31.3.25 has
been amended accordingly.

31.3.39ff Need for offices: This sets out the objectively-assessed
need for net additional office floorspace required by 2028. It does
not identify sufficient sites to accommodate this growth.

The data on the size of average units is now some years old, and
as such the Council is reluctant to quote it directly. Policy CF5
does, however, continue to stress the need for diversity and for
the provision of a range of unit sizes.

Para 31.3.42 says the at the Council wishes to provide for the
identified need and identifies town centres, adjoining sites, other
accessible areas and employment zones. The Society supports this
approach.

The Council is explicit in noting that there is likely to be an under
supply in office development. It cannot identify sufficient sites to
accommodate all of this growth. Protection of existing floorspace
is essential to ensure that this shortfall is as small as it can be.

Former 31.3.37 Like 31.3.31 this should be retained to help describe Support for provision of business development with town centres,

450

Name

Comment

Response

the types of offices that businesses require with the Borough – the
policy needs more context.

adjoining sites, accessible areas and Employment Zones is noted.

31.3.45 The definitions of different sized offices should be retained.

The definition of different sizes of offices has been retained. It is
included within a foot note rather than in the body of paragraph
31.3.45. This is intended to assist in the readability of the chapter.

31.3.54 The Kensington Society supports the approach to using
residential uses as a means of stimulating new employment
floorspace.
JMW Barnard LLP Para 31.3.29 This takes no account of the vast swathes of business
(Jeremy Barnard space being created within walking distance of the borough
boundary eg: White City, Earls Court, Battersea Power Station.
Para 31.3.45 Many of the most successful employers in the
borough, large and small, including some famous names, have
grown in situ by gradually expanding into neighbouring units within
the same building. A policy to prevent amalgamation of units is
therefore perfectly designed to drive expanding businesses out of
the borough. The idea of an individual self contained small office is
also becoming redundant because of the growth of cloud
computing, outsourcing and the huge popularity of collaborative,
shared workspaces which require large floorplates. As a result
demand for individual "lock up" small business units is very low.

451

Support for introduction of residential uses within Employment
Zones noted.
The Council recognises that the current modelled demand for new
office floorspace may change in the future as and when
development is completed in the Borough or within adjoining
areas. The state of the current (future) office market will be
material when considering individual planning applications. A
fundamental change could merit a review of the relevant part of
the Local Plan.
CF5 seeks to maintain a diversity of unit types. However, the
Council also recognises that smaller units may be of particular
value as they may meet a particular need. Paragraph 31.3.45
reflects this view. However, the paragraph has been amended to
recognise that the use of a s106 to restrict future amalgamations
“may” be appropriate, rather than “will” be appropriate, as was in
the 2010 Core Strategy. Part (n) of CF5 has been amended
accordingly.

CREATIVE AND CULTURAL BUSINESSES
CF6 CREATIVE AND CULTURAL BUSINESSES
Question CF6(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CF6
Question CF6(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers
Question CF6(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated Policy Formulation Report

Name

Comment

Response

The Markham
Square
Association
(David Cox)

I agree.

Support noted.

The Theatre Trust The Theatres Trust supports the retention of Policy CF6 and the
(Ross Anthony)
amendment proposed and welcomes the ongoing support by
Council to the creative and cultural industries.

Support noted.

Christie's South
Kensington
(Francesca
Filippini Pinto)

Welcome this commitment to promote and protect workspaces to
support the creative and cultural industries across the Borough.

Support noted.

Exhibition Road
Cultural Group
(Emily Candler)

Welcome this commitment to promote and protect workspaces to
support the creative and cultural industries across the Borough.

Support noted.

London Borough Policy CF6 Creative and Cultural Businesses – This policy lacks
of Hammersmith detail and the flexibility to deal with exceptional circumstances.
and Fulham (Matt
Butler)
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Whilst the views of our neighbour borough are noted this not a
strategic matter and not a duty to cooperate issue.

ARTS AND CULTURE USES
CF7 ARTS AND CULTURAL USES
Question CF7(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CF7
Name

Comment

Response

The Markham
Square
Association
(David Cox)

I agree.

Support noted.

Gerald Eve (Peter Policy CF7 Arts and Cultural Uses
Edgar)
The Estate agrees with the acknowledgement at supporting text
paragraph 31.3.65 that in a climate of reduced core funding, the
boroughs cultural institutions need to expand their sources of
revenue.
The exemption of retail and cafes associated with these institutions
from the requirements of a retail impact assessment is entirely
appropriate . However, it is considered that this should not just be
applied to institutions but also private cultural facilities such as
galleries which are subject to greater financial pressures given high
land values and competition of higher value land uses.
The Estate considers that Part a. of revised Policy CF7 should
include flexibility which allows for the loss of arts and cultural uses in
circumstances where it is demonstrated that the use is no longer
viable on the site. The current approach imposes onerous
requirements to re-provide uses on-site or in the vicinity of the site
which could act to constrain development and result in sites being
vacant for significant periods.
The Theatre Trust The Theatres Trust supports the retention of Policy CF7 and the
(Ross Anthony)
amendment proposed and welcomes the ongoing support by
Council to the creative and cultural industries.
Given the trend towards the temporary cultural activity and the use

453

Whilst the Council recognises that private cultural facilities may
be subject to pressure from completing land uses it would not be
appropriate to exempt such uses from the requirements of retail
impact assessment. There could be an element of debate as to
what is a “private cultural facility”, and therefore what may or may
not be subject to impact assessment. When does a private gallery
(an A1 use ordinarily subject to the requirements of the sequential
test) become a “private cultural facility”?
If the “change of use” of part of the private gallery, for example, is
to a use which is ancillary to the rest of the gallery planning
permission will not be required.
CF7 reflect the Council’s view that Arts and Cultural uses are of
great importance and should be protected. CF7 offers a degree
of flexibility, in that it may permit enabling development when this
does allow the retention of that use. Clearly long term vacancy
and any inherent unsuitability of a site for a continued arts and
cultural use will be material when determining an application.
However, adding a clause to set out circumstances where loss
may be acceptable will undermine the effectiveness of the policy
in meeting the Council’s ambition.
Support for Policy CF7 noted.
Reference to meanwhile uses has been added to the supporting
text to Policy CF7. The policy itself is not amended as the policy
is supportive of new arts and cultural uses across borough.

Name

Comment

Response

of ‘found’ spaces for the arts, we recommend the policy is expanded
to also include additional wording along the lines of:
The temporary and meanwhile use of vacant buildings and sites by
creative, cultural and community organisations will also be
supported, particularly where they help activate and revitalise town
centre locations.
Christie's South
Kensington
(Francesca
Filippini Pinto)

Temporary installations and ancillary facilities that enhance the
cultural draw of South Kensington and existing cultural institutions
should be supported.

Comment noted. High quality, innovate and inspiring events,
installations and activities are supported by the Council. Policies
CR3 and CR4 consider such uses and set out the criteria against
which they will be assessed.

The Chelsea
Society (Michael
Stephen)

SECTION 8 – ARTS AND CULTURAL USES
Support for the provision of a range of arts and cultural uses
The Society supports The Chelsea Arts Club, with whom we played noted.
a cricket match on 7th September 2016. We value the Heatherley
School of Fine Art, and we are working to support the London
Sketch Club http://chelseasociety.org.uk/sketch-club-threat/ We will
encourage living artists to continue the great artistic traditions of
Chelsea. We will cooperate with the Chelsea Arts Society and other
artistic institutions, and will award prizes and hold exhibitions where
resources permit. We wish to encourage the Royal Court Theatre,
The Chelsea Theatre, and the Finborough Theatre. We wish to
retain the two cinemas in the King's Road, and have worked with
Cadogan to improve their development plans for the Curzon Cinema
http://chelseasociety.org.uk/curzon-cinema-2/ We will do so with the
owners of the other cinema on the King's Road.

Victoria and Albert CF7
Noted. The SKSCA is considered within CF11. Reference to the
Museum (Steve
Policy needs amend first sentence to read.
London Plan designation added within paragraph 31.3.71.
Hyde)
The Council supports the Borough's local & strategic cultural quarter
- as identified the London plan and the Local Plan's South
Kensington Strategic Quarter as a location for world class arts and
culture.
(Reasons for changes)
To cross reference to policies of the London Plan and the Local
Plan's specific policies relating to arts and cultural uses.
Kensington
Society

CF7 Arts and Cultural Uses
CF7 (a) Support changes

Support noted.
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Deloitte Real
Estate (Richard
Maung) For
Imperial College.

Welcome recognition of changing economic model for cultural and
educational organisations and the need for planning policy to
support this.

Support noted.

Question CF7(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers
Name

Comment

Response

Christie's South
Kensington
(Francesca
Filippini Pinto)

31.3.63 Include reference to Strategic Cultural Area designation and Noted. Reference to strategic role of the SKSCA made in
recognition that South Kensington’s cultural and educational
paragraph 31.1.63.
organisations are of local, national and international significance.

Exhibition Road
Cultural Group
(Emily Candler)

31.3.63 Include reference to Strategic Cultural Area designation and Noted. Reference to strategic role of the SKSCA made in
recognition that South Kensington’s cultural and educational
paragraph 31.1.63.
organisations are of local, national and international significance.

Victoria and Albert 31.3.61 – (Sought changes in bold) Museum (Steve
The text needs to be revised to include the following sentence
Hyde)
The Borough contains internationally renowned museums and
institutions including the V&A, Natural History and Science
Museums within the South Kensington Cultural Quarter.

Noted. Reference to strategic role of the SKSCA made in
paragraph 31.1.63.
Support for Council’s approach to ancillary A class uses noted.

(Reasons for changes)
To recognise the strategic importance of these cultural institutions
with the Royal Borough.
The V&A also welcomes proposed new paragraphs 31.3.31 relating
to South Kensington and paragraph 31.3.65 relating to retail and
cafes uses within the Borough's cultural institutions.
Historic England

Policy CF7, Arts and Culture uses, p146
As referred to above, the use of ‘enabling development’ within para
31.3.65 and policy CF7 is to be avoided as such development is an
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Policy CF7 is clear in its support for the retention of the Borough’s
Arts and Cultural uses. However, it does recognise that there may
be circumstances when an injection of capital may be necessary

Name

Kensington
Society

Comment

Response

exception to policy and must be justified by reasons and
circumstances that are quite specific. We recommend that ‘enabling’
is deleted from para 31.3.65 and from policy CF7, part c). We
further recommend that the introductory paragraph of policy CF7 is
amended to make clear that the other policies of the local plan will
be applied, for instance:
‘ … The Council will welcome new cultural institutions and facilities
across the borough and protect and nurture those which already
exist, where proposals accord with other policies in this plan. In
particular …’

to ensure the long term future of an Arts and Cultural Use. As
such enabling development is not an “exception” to the policy but
an integral part of it.

Arts and Culture Uses
31.3.63 Line 2: After "Central Activities Zone" add "and their
designation as a Strategic
Cultural Area."
Location in the CAZ is descriptive, whereas designation as an SCA
has stronger policy significance.
31.3.65 Line 7: principal

Noted.

Adding an introductory paragraph to Policy CF7 to make it “clear
that other policies of the local plan will be applied” would not be
appropriate. In determining a planning application all policies
within the development plan, as well as other relevant planning
considerations, will be considered.

Paragraph 31.3.62 amended to recognise the strategic role of the
south Kensington cultural institutions.

HOTELS
CF8 HOTELS
Question CF8(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CF8
Name

Comments

Response

The Markham
Square Association
(David Cox)

I agree.

Support noted.

Adena Property
Investments
Incorporated (N/A)

There is a lack of commentary in the document and no evidence
within the policy wording of the borough's position with regards to
the development of hotels that support employment purposes.
Policy 4.5 of the London Plan (London's Visitor Infrastructure)
states that 'the Mayor will, and boroughs and relevant

Given that a hotel is one of the main “town centre uses” as
defined within the NPPF the starting point is that they should be
located within a town centre or within an accessible area. The
Borough’s Employment Zones are not accessible areas. As such
the approach taken by CF8, seeking to locate new hotels within,
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stakeholders should..... support provision for business visitors.'

or immediately adjoining the borough’s higher order centres
remains appropriate. A case would have to be made that a hotel
may be appropriate within a particular location.

We consider that this Policy is too restrictive and that proposals
for hotels located outside of the higher order town centres but
which are close to major tourist attractions and/or or close to
public transport with good links to central London ought to be
acceptable in principle. We would request that wording to this
effect is added to the policy.

A hotel may be an appropriate use within an Employment Zone
but the onus should be on the applicant to demonstrate that such
a use will be appropriate in a given location and will not harm the
business function of the Employment Zone. This will not always
be the case.

We consider that hotels should be explicitly listed as a supporting
and complementary use within Employment Zones. We consider
the Latimer Road/Freston Road Employment Zone to be a
suitable location for a new hotel in the borough. A new hotel
would form a small component of the total floorspace on site
(which would remain overwhelmingly in office use) and would
complement the existing employment uses by providing
accommodation and conference facilities on site. Additionally, the
site is located a short distance from Westfield Shopping Centre
(tourist attraction) and Shepherds Bush Rail, Tube and Bus
stations, which provide excellent links to Central London.
Pedestrian access to the north of the site and to Westfield
Shopping Centre will be further improved with a new pedestrian
route and bridge planned.
Cllr Spalding

POLICY CF8 HOTELS
Insert CF8(d)
The Borough will not resist the loss of hotels to residential use in
Earl's Court, comprising only one or two originally discrete
houses, as these are increasingly uneconomic to operate and are
therefore not sustainable.

Protection of hotels across the Borough, including within Earl’s
Court Ward, will assist the Borough in its ambition to meet the
identified need and London Plan policy for hotel bedspaces.
However, whilst there may be a presumption against the loss of
hotels the Council will have regard to the ongoing viability of a
hotel when considering whether its loss is acceptable. Amending
the policy to always allow the loss of smaller hotels within Earl’s
Court could result in the loss of hotels which may be viable. The
Council has seen no evidence to show that all smaller hotels in
Earl’s Court, or indeed elsewhere in the Borough, are inherently
unviable.

POLICY CF9 TEMPORARY ACCOMMODATION
This policy needs "beefing-up" to give Officers more effective
enforcement powers especially in relation to STHL (Short Term
Holiday Lettings eg AirBnB). Many anti-social problems are
caused the the increasing commercialisation and semi-permanent
establishment of these properties. There are now thousands of
Policy CF9 is not subject to this Local Plan Partial Review. It was
these units in RBKC.
considered as part of the Miscellaneous Matters review adopted
in December 2014.
We do not object to the under-90 day lettings by residents of their
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own spare rooms etc - as envisioned by the Act. But whole
houses are now being converted to permanent holiday lets, run
on a commercial basis, year-round, causing waste-dumping
problems, and loss of proper residential accommodation units.
Often these units pay no Council Tax and no Business Rates.
We propose that these units should pay the maximum Council tax
under the Act (50% premium) where there are no registered
voters on the electoral roll, and a register of such should be
maintained, assisted by the commercial lettings agencies, who
should be obliged to report any cumulative commercial lettings
totalling over 90 days.
A lettings agreement (covenant) should be signed by the
beneficial owners of all such properties, and their agents, with
conditions enforceable by the Council (eg not exceeding 90 days
cumulative, keeping an inspectable record of lettings, and making
proper waste-disposal arrangements etc etc.)
AHMED JAJBHAY

Policy Analysis

Protection of hotels across the Borough will assist the Borough in
its ambition to meet the identified need and London Plan policy
for hotel bedspaces. However, whilst there may be a presumption
against the loss of hotels the Council does , and will continue to,
have regard to the ongoing viability of a hotel when considering
whether its loss is acceptable.

Our client supports the overall policy of protecting and supporting
hotels but considers that policy needs to acknowledge and
respond to the rapidly changing nature of the industry and
establish a more flexible approach for existing hotels in less
appropriate and more sensitive areas where they are unable to
viably adapt to the changing requirements of the visitor economy. In addition para 31.3.68 has been added which explicitly notes
that the loss of some hotel floorspace may be appropriate where
The Council’s proposed policy creates less flexibility for existing
this allows the quality of remaining rooms, or of the associated
hotel establishments within the borough which does not reflect
facilities, to be improved.
the increase in supply of short stay accommodation created by
the expansion of the sharing economy which is widely seen as
something that is here to stay and will only increase over time.
In addition, it needs to take account of the significant commercial
changes brought about by the proliferation and widespread use of
online travel agents which has impacted on the demand for small
scale town house style hotel accommodation.
We therefore request that the Council amend its proposed policy
to provide clarity that for hotels, which are not well positioned and
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unable to provide an appropriate level of accommodation to the
area in which they are located, there will be a presumption that
conversion to more appropriate uses will be supported.
We set out below our suggested wording for an amended policy:
Proposed Policy CF8: Hotels (proposed revision shown in red)
“The Council will ensure that the visitor economy is supported
through appropriate hotel provision.
To deliver this the Council will:
a) protect hotels and hotel bedrooms across the borough where
these offer an appropriate
range of facilities and are suited to the location in terms of access
and amenity;
b) require new hotels to be located within, or immediately
adjoining, the borough’s higher
order town centres, and in particular Knightsbridge, South
Kensington, Kensington High
Street, King’s Road (East), Brompton Cross and Notting Hill Gate
and within the Earl’s
Court Exhibition Centre Strategic Site;
c) encourage the upgrading of existing hotels where:
i) this will assist in maintaining the vitality of the centre;
ii) this will not result in the loss of any residential accommodation;
iii) there will be no material harm to amenity”.
Background
Ahmed Jajbhay has owned the family run Beaufort Hotel at 33
Beaufort Gardens, Knightsbridge, London, SW3 1PP for 16
years. The hotel has 29 bedrooms and is located on a quiet
residential cul-de-sac off Brompton Road in Knightsbridge.
The hotel over the past few years has seen a decline in its
occupancy and turnover levels due to the changing demands for
visitor accommodation within the area.
The decline in business is directly related to the significant
changes that the industry has experienced in recent years with
both the growth in online travel agents and the rapid increase in
the sharing economy.
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These changes have impacted most significantly on hotels such
as the Beaufort which offer family run accommodation within a
converted town house.
The growth in the sharing economy has polarised the demands of
travellers who wish to stay in areas such as Knightsbridge
towards hotels that provide more purpose built accommodation
with a range of guest facilities which are simply not possible to
provide within the constraints of hotels such as the Beaufort.
In addition, new ways of booking hotels have driven efficiencies in
the market and reduced the traditional loyalties of guests again to
the detriment of the traditional town house format hotels.
These issues, combined with the inherent limitations and
incompatibility of such hotels, is driving change which will
ultimately result in some of these more constrained hotels no
longer being viable businesses.
Savills (Nick de
Lotbiniere)

Our full response to Policy CF8:
We consider that consideration should also be made to flexibility
to allow conversion to residential use, especially of non-purpose
built hotels. This would help the Borough to achieve its residential
housing figures. The Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea
(RBKC) already makes a sizeable contribution to the hotel stock,
and could tolerate some loss of hotels without damaging the
tourist function of RBKC or Central London.

Protection of hotels across the Borough will assist the Borough in
its ambition to meet the identified need and London Plan policy
for hotel bedspaces.
The Council is satisfied that it can meet its housing targets to the
end of the plan period without the loss of hotel accommodation.
Hotel accommodation is valued given the contribution it makes to
the tourist economy.

Kensington Society

CF8(a) Kensington Society supports amended policy

Support noted.

Pridgeon

It is difficult to see how more hotels should be encouraged around
Notting Hill Gate - this should be removed from the plan as it
clashes with local areas for locals. The Council shouldn't forget
that NHG is also a local shopping street for locals and the last
thing that locals want is noisy roller cases going past their front
door at 3 am. More tourists will alienate the locals and diminish
the current acceptance and tolerance between the permanent
community and the transitory one.

Given its highly accessible location, with excellent links to central
London, the Council is satisfied that Notting Hill Gate is a suitable
hotel location. The impact of a given proposal on residential
amenity will be assessed as and when an application is made.
Impact on amenity forms part of CL5, a policy which is not subject
to this review but that will remain part of the Local Plan.
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Question CF8(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers
Name

Comment

Response

Adena Property
Investments
Incorporated (N/A)

The London Plan intends the capital to accommodate an
additional 40,000 hotel rooms by 2036 and RBKC's Local Plan
recognises the role the Borough can play in accommodating
some of this demand.

Given that a hotel is one of the main “town centre uses” as
defined within the NPPF the starting point is that they should be
located within a town centre or within an accessible area. The
Borough’s Employment Zones are not accessible areas. As such
the approach taken by CF8, seeking to locate new hotels within,
The Local Plan Partial Review notes that the delivery of new
or immediately adjoining the borough’s higher order centres,
hotels within the Borough should primarily be located within close remains appropriate. A case would have to be made that a hotel
proximity to the borough's higher order towns whilst paragraph
may be appropriate within a particular location.
31.3.68 recognises the benefits of hotels being located in close
proximity to major tourist attractions or when they are located in
close proximity to areas with excellent transport links to central
London. We welcome this policy justification as it demonstrates
that the borough will consider the wider beneficial impacts of hotel
proposals.
Paragraph 31.2.3 should include wording that states that hotels
should be permitted in Employment Zones.

Regency Court Hotel Our business is suffering greatly due to the closure of the Earls
(Raj Awasti)
Court Exhibition centre & we are lucky to have a handful of
bookings a week, as a result. We believe that hotels be permitted
to close & action change of use in the current economic climate.
Hotels below say 30 rooms should not be restricted, as this will
not fundamentally alter the number of room spaces available in
Earls Court, detrimentally.
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Protection of hotels across the Borough, including within Earl’s
Court Ward, will assist the Borough in its ambition to meet the
identified need and London Plan policy for hotel bedspaces.
However, whilst there may be a presumption against the loss of
hotels the Council will have regard to the ongoing viability of a
hotel when considering whether its loss is acceptable. Amending
the policy to always allow the loss of smaller hotels within Earl’s
Court could result in the loss of hotels which may be viable. The
Council has seen no evidence to show that all smaller hotels in
Earl’s Court, or indeed elsewhere in the Borough, are inherently
unviable.

SOUTH KENSINGTON STRATEGIC CULTURAL AREA
CF11 THE SOUTH KENSINGTON STRATEGIC CULTURAL AREA
Question CF11(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CF11
Name

Comment

Response

The Markham
Square Association
(David Cox)

I agree.

Support noted

Deloitte Real Estate
(Richard Maung)

31.3.63
Imperial College London request inclusion of reference to the
Strategic Cultural Area designation and recognition that South
Kensington’s cultural and educational organisations are of local,
national and international significance.

The vision of the South Kensington Place has been amended to
reflect the contribution that education facilities have in making the
areas what it is. There are specific references to Imperial College
within the Place chapter.

Christie's South
Kensington
(Francesca Filippini
Pinto)

The Council should take whatever measures it can to promote the
diversity and vibrancy of the South Kensington Area, so that it
continues to serve the local community at the same time as
attracting international visitors with its character and uniqueness.

The nature of actual occupiers is beyond the remit of the planning
system, but a matter for individual land owners. Similarly
changes of use from cafes and restaurants (Class A3) and estate
agents (Class A2) to shops (Class A1) do not ordinarily require
planning permission. The existing policies within the Local Plan
support any initiatives which will help maintain the diversity and
the viability of the Borough’s centres.

In particular, with regards to the Old Brompton Road, we see this
street as having great untapped potential in extending the
diverse, welcoming and vibrant experience now generated
around South Kensington to a traditionally more residential area
of the Borough. Residents and visitors alike would benefit from a
more strategic approach to retail and catering occupancy,
diversifying away from a current abundance of large-scale
retailers, real estate agents and banks, moving towards a larger
preponderance of high-quality, independent stores and food &
beverage outlets.
We at Christie’s South Kensington see ourselves as a crucial
element of an enhanced cultural and social offering for the
quarter.
Exhibition Road

Welcome protection and enhancement of arts and cultural use
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Support noted.
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Comment

Response

Cultural Group
(Emily Candler)

within the South Kensington Strategic Cultural Area. This should
include ancillary development necessary to support arts and
cultural use.

Question CF11(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers
Name

Comment

Response

Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

31.4.2
Corporate and Partner Actions for Fostering Vitality
1. No Comment
2.Amend as follows: "The Council's Planning and Borough
Development team will work with South Kensington Estates,
THURLOE RESIDENTS ASSOCIATION AND THE ONSLOW
NEIGHBOURHOOD ASSOCIATION to improve....................."

Residents and respective associations will be consulted as a
matter of course on proposals for the area.

Exhibition Road
Cultural Group
(Emily Candler)

Welcome recognition of changing economic model for cultural
Support noted.
and educational organisations and the need for planning policy to
support this.

CHAPTER 32 BETTER TRAVEL CHOICES
NEW AND ENHANCED RAIL INFRASTRUCTURE
Question CT2(1):
Please provide your comments on Vision CV5
Name

Comments

Response

The Markham Square I agree, except for the comments with regard to Crossrail 2 in
Association (David
Chelsea and the possible new Crossrail station.
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The Council is a firm supporter of a Crossrail 2 station in
Chelsea. The Council’s view is that a new station would result

Name

Comments

Response

Cox)

in improved air quality, reduced traffic congestion, a stronger
local economy and would dramatically improve journey times for
residents and for people travelling to Chelsea.

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted

Deloitte Real Estate
(Richard Maung)

Para 32.4.5 – The routes to cultural and educational organisations
in and around Exhibition Road should be a priority for
improvements to streetscape, walking, cycling facilities, smarter
travel initiatives and other complementary transport measures that
serve to improve the attractiveness of non-car modes.

Comment Noted.

Christie's South
Kensington
(Francesca Filippini
Pinto)

Include requirement for step-free access at South Kensington
station.

Council Policy CT1 (k), not covered by the current review,
confirms the Council will work with partners to ensure that step
free access is delivered to all Underground and rail stations,
including South Kensington, by 2028

Keep Chelsea
Moving- London
Communications
Agency (Sam Emery)

Keep Chelsea Moving fully support the objective of protecting land Support noted
for the development of a new Crossrail 2 station on the Kings
Road. It is considered that a new station in Chelsea is essential to:
• Support local regeneration and the delivery of 3,500 new homes;
• Maintain one of the UK’s most important cultural and educational
centres;
• Support the competitiveness of the Borough’s world class retail
offer on the King’s Road;
• Provide better transport links for 44,000 residents and 45,000
employees.
The new station will also better support the area’s three large
hospitals with over 10,000 workers and supporting 1.3 million
patients a year. It would provide step-free access supporting
access to the King’s Road for the capital’s estimated 84,000
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The place chapter confirms the Council aims to create a better
sense of arrival to South Kensington to reflect its status as a
cultural destination. Since 2008, the Council and Transport for
London have invested heavily in improving pedestrian and
cycling facilities “in and around Exhibition Road” and
improvements will continue. A Quietway cycling route has on
Exhibition Road and additional bicycle parking has been
provided close to the Science Museum.

Name

Comments

Response

wheelchair users, 314,000 people with walking difficulties and
thousands of others, such as parents with pushchairs.
Without Crossrail 2 however, Kensington and Chelsea may be
vulnerable to decline. During the 2008 recession it suffered a
much larger reduction in employment than the average for the rest
of London. As a major cultural destination its’ three museums
account for 20% of all visits to London’s top 100 attractions and
have grown by 25% in the last five years. This success is clearly
threatened if the ability to get there is not matched by transport
investment in new capacity.
Exhibition Road
Include requirement for step-free access at South Kensington
Cultural Group (Emily station.
Candler)
Inclusion of Crossrail 2 King’s Road station is welcome.

Council Policy CT1 (k), not covered by the current review,
confirms the Council will work with partners to ensure that step
free access is delivered to all Underground and rail stations,
including South Kensington, by 2028
Support for Crossrail 2 noted

London Borough of
Hammersmith and
Fulham (Matt Butler)

With further reference to Crossrail 2, policy CT2 deletes text
referencing your council's support for a station potentially at
Imperial Wharf with no explanation and/or justification in the
supporting text for this significant change in policy position.

TfL (Andrew Hiley)

Page 334 Policy CT2 – a new station on the West London line
Noted, this remains an aspiration for the Borough and
would obviously require funding to be identified, and approval from particularly for people living locally.
Network Rail. TfL would also have an interest as London
Overground services run along the line. However a station at this
location does not currently have a high priority for NR and TfL,
particularly given its proximity to the proposed Old Oak Common
interchange.
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The Council is firmly behind proposals to build a Crossrail2
station close to Chelsea Town Hall on the King’s Road as this is
where a new station would yield the greatest level of benefit for
the borough’s residents, institutions and businesses. The
provision of two Crossrail2 stations between Victoria and
Clapham Junction is not thought to be viable. Our
understanding is that TfL are not considering the option of a
station at Imperial Wharf. The Local Plan has been worded
accordingly. We have explained this to LBHF officers at our
duty to cooperate meeting in October 2016

Question CT2(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers

Name

Comment

Response

Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

32.4.5 Corporate or Partnership Actions for Better Travel Choices
These parts of chapter 32 are not being considered in this
Amend 1. The Transport and Highways Department will work with
partial review.
Transport for London to identify the need for and deliver new public
transport facilities, IN THOSE AREAS DESIGNATED LESS THAN
Your comments on Quietways are noted.
"GOOD" ON THE PTAL MAP. This will......................."
Amend 6. at the end of that paragraph, add the sentence "ONLY IN
THOSE AREAS DESIGNATED LESS THAN "GOOD" ON THE
PTAL MAP."
Amend 9. at the end of that paragraph, add the sentence "ONLY IN
THOSE AREAS DESIGNATED LESS THAN "GOOD" ON THE
PTAL MAP."
We do not want any more "Quietways" cycle lanes in the Courtfield
Ward. They do not encourage elderly people or Families to cycle, in
the year or so that they have existed we are only aware of the
normal commuting cyclists who dash through our ward on their way
to work. They pay no licence fee, they contribute nothing to the
considerable costs of these 'Quietways', and they are a danger to
themselves and the elderly pedestrians resident in our Ward.
Amend 10. The Transport and Highways and Planning and Borough
Development Departments will ensure that charging facilities are
provided for electric vehicles IN ALL STREETS WHERE
RESIDENTS OR PAID PARKING (METERS) ARE ALLOWED; and
any new developments.

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

St Quintin and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood
Forum (Henry

We welcome the updated Policy CT2 on Rail infrastucture, with its
Support noted, only the rail transport element of this chapter is
inclusion of support for a new Overground station on the West
being considered in this partial review.
London Line at Westway Circus, as opposed to the North Pole Road
location in the 2010 Local Plan.
Comment noted. The Council will actively engage will the
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Name

Comment

Response

Peterson)
As noted above, local people in North Kensington, North
Hammersmith and East Acton have little confidence in the realism of
the OPDC Draft Local Plan in relation to transport. The concept of a
new mini-city at Old Oak, largely car-free, seems entirely implausible
even if new forms of personal transport emerge which are less
demanding on road space. Without more radical changes to the
local road network and the main north/south trunk routes (Scrubs
Lane and Old Oak Common Lane) we see ahead a decade of
worsening gridlock on the eastern side of North Kensington.

London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham and Old Oak
and Park Royal Development Corporation to ensure
development impacts occurring in their areas are satisfactorily
mitigated and do not result in increased traffic congestion in the
Royal Borough.

Our members are becoming increasingly aware of the health
consequences of air pollution, and of the Borough’s comparatively
slow pace in introducing on street electric charging points (as
compared with Hammersmith & Fulham and Westminster).
Paragraph 32.4.5 sub paragraph 10 (seemingly unchanged from the
2010 Core Strategy) feels a rather hollow promise.
Exhibition Road
Cultural Group
(Emily Candler)

London Borough of
Hammersmith and
Fulham (Matt Butler)

Para 32.4.5 – The routes to cultural and educational organisations in
and around Exhibition Road and Kensington High Street should be a
priority for improvements to streetscape, walking, cycling facilities,
smarter travel initiatives and other complementary transport
measures that serve to improve the attractiveness of non-car
modes.

Only the rail transport element of this chapter is being
considered in this partial review.

Paragraph 32.3.15 (page 334) states that Crossrail 2 will put 5,000
more homes in Chelsea within walking distance of an underground
station. There is no explanation or evidence for this new homes
figure or description of where these new housing sites would be.
Such statements need proper explanation and evidence or should
be removed.

The figure relates to existing homes.

Eardley Crescent
32.4.5
Residents
Association (Balaam) We fully support the stance taken in all these paragraphs,
particularly those that relate to rail and/or the opportunity for greater
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The place chapter confirms the Council aims to create a better
sense of arrival to South Kensington to reflect its status as a
cultural destination. Since 2008, the Council and Transport for
London have invested heavily in improving pedestrian and
cycling facilities “in and around Exhibition Road” and
improvements will continue A Quietway cycling route has on
Exhibition Road And additional bicycle parking has been
provided close to the Science Museum.

Only the rail transport element of this chapter is being
considered in this partial review.

Name

Comment

Response

modal shift from the Earl’s Court One-Way System offered by
existing and enhanced services and connections via the West
London Line.
In particular, we welcome the promotion of a rail freight bypass to
take such traffic away from the West London Line (para 12).
Earl’s Court Society
Highways, Traffic
and Transport Sub
group (Mark Balaam)

Central London Sub-regional Transport Plan 2015
32.4.5 This document, produced by TfL with input from the seven
central London boroughs, sits between the MTS and the LIP. It
identifies the main transport challenges for the Central London sub
region, and summarises projects and investment by both TfL and
the boroughs that contribute to tackling those challenges.

Support noted

We fully support the stance taken in all these paragraphs,
particularly those that relate to rail and/or the opportunity for greater
modal shift from the Earl’s Court One-Way System offered by
existing and enhanced services and connections via the West
London Line.
In particular, we welcome the promotion of a rail freight bypass to
take such traffic away from the West London Line (para 12).
West London Line
Group (Mark
Balaam)

32.3 Planning Policies - New and enhanced rail infrastructure
We fully support this section, particularly para 32.3.15 and Policy
CT2 (b) and (c).
In addition, we would also ask that the Council pursue new direct
West London Line rail services to south and south-east London and
better connections at Old Oak Common to:(i) underpin the major regeneration areas in the Royal Borough and
on its boundaries;
(ii) open up a new set of rail options for residents and employers in
the Royal Borough, especially on the full length of its western edge;
(iii) link the Royal Borough to both HS2 and HS1; and
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Comments of support noted

The Council recognises the value of the West London Line in
providing for north south journeys within the borough and to
other destinations not least to the Old Oak Common
Opportunity Area. The Council is pleased that TfL agreed with
us that there should be a West London Line station on the
eastern fridge of the Old Oak Common Opportunity Area
The Council would welcome new train services providing direct
connections between West London line stations and Gatwick
Airport and other destinations. We make this point when we get
the opportunity to do so however lobbying for such services is
not a priority for the Council. Our focus is on ensuring sufficient
capacity of the West London Line rather than seeking new
destinations in the South East.

Name

Comment

Response

(iv) encourage modal shift from the Earl’s Court One-Way System.

We also ask that the options of a Crossrail2/WLL interchange at
Imperial Wharf be kept under consideration.

Central London Sub-regional Transport Plan 2015
32.4.5 This document, produced by TfL with input from the seven
central London boroughs, sits between the MTS and the LIP. It
identifies the main transport challenges for the Central London
subregion, and summarises projects and investment by both TfL and
the boroughs that contribute to tackling those challenges.

The Council is firmly behind proposals to build a Crossrail2
station close to Chelsea Town Hall on the King’s Road as this
is where a new station would yield the greatest level of benefit
for the borough’s residents, institutions and businesses. The
provision of two Crossrail2 stations between Victoria and
Clapham Junction is not thought to be viable. Our
understanding is that this TfL are not considering the option of
a station at an Imperial Wharf. The Local Plan has been
worded accordingly.

We fully support the stance taken in this document in the
paragraphs that relate to rail and/or the opportunity for greater
modal shift from the Earl’s Court One-Way System offered by
existing and enhanced services and connections via the West
London Line.
In particular, we welcome the promotion of a rail freight bypass to
take such traffic away from the West London Line (para 12).
Michael Bach,
Kensington Society

The only part of chapter 32 being considered in this partial
review is rail transport.

BETTER TRAVEL CHOICES
Off-street Parking for residential development:
Paragraph 32.3.5: This needs to be revised/updated as committed
to in 2010.
There seems to be a misunderstanding by developers on the issue
of off-street parking in residential developments. The use of the
word “require” suggests that it will be required, whereas the
message should be that this will be limited and may, in some
circumstances, be zero. This policy needs to be a lot clearer, by
changing the word “require” to “limit”.
This committed the Council to tightening up the policy on off-street
parking for residential developments. It promised to revise the
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Name

Comment

Response

standards downwards during the lifetime of this strategy. This should
in particular be applied to highly accessible locations (PTALs 5 or 6),
areas of congestion, parking stress and/or poor air quality.
Proposal: Amend par 32.3.5 by:
Deleting the second sentence
Amending third sentence/line 5: delete “encouraged” and insert “will
be required in areas with high public transport accessibility (PTALs 5
and 6), high levels of congestion, parking stress or poor air quality”
Change
CT1(b) This was previously related to avoiding the loss of on-street
parking
CT1 (c) add “and those within PTAL 5 and 6 to be car (parking)
free”
CT1(d) change “require that” to “limit”
CT1(h) Construction traffic is a major cause of cyclist fatalities –
55% of cyclist fatalities between 2008 and 2013 involved heavy
goods vehicles, a disproportionate number of these were
construction vehicles. This needs to be recognised here, it is not just
a matter related to CTMPs for basement developments (Para
34.3.71, last bullet and Policy CL7(k)).
CT1(k) Transfer to CT2 and specify step-free access at South
Kensington which is programmed for 2022 (District and Circle) and
2025 (Piccadilly)
Proposed new policy:
“Where off-street parking is lost, such as an integral garage is
converted to living space, the right to a residents’ parking permit will
be withdrawn
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Question CT2(3):
Please provide your comments on Vision CV5

CHAPTER 33 AN ENGAGING PUBLIC REALM
STREETSCAPE
CR4 STREETSCAPE
Question CR4(1)
Please provide your comments on the Policy
Name

Comment

Response)

The Markham
Square Association
(David Cox)

I agree.

Noted

Quod (Georgie
Church)

We support policies to enhance and improve the streetscape and
agree with the need for the public realm to create a strong local
sense of place.

Noted

Knightsbridge
Neighbourhood
Forum (KNF) (Simon
Birkett)

The KNF is submitting its 49 proposed policies in 'Part One',
In principle we share the same views but the Council is only
where relevant, as the basis for improvements in RBKC's new
reviewing Policy CR4 (h) which refers to Public Art.
Local Plan:
http://www.knightsbridgeforum.org/media//documents/part_one_k
nightsbridge_neighbourhood_plan_presubmission_consultation_081216.pdf
KBR8 and KBR9 (pages 21 -22) which highlight the need to
improve heritage features and remove other items (e.g. modern
phone boxes) along boundary roads. Please see additional
evidence in Part Three.
Strategic Cultural Area (KBR31 and KBR32 on pages 51-54)
within the City of Westminster (WCC)

Exhibition Road

Endowing a strong local sense of place requires a public realm
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Noted

Name

Comment

Response)

Cultural Group
(Emily Candler)

that reflects and enhances the distinctive character of area.
Exhibition Road is a good example of scale, quality and
innovation fitting the buildings but there remains scope to strength
sense of place through temporary installations and activities
related to the strategic cultural area, and through signage or
interventions that highlight the story of the area.

Question CR4(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers
Name

Comment

Response

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted

Exhibition Road
Cultural Group
(Emily Candler)

Exhibition Road is a good example of public realm designed to
Noted
scale, quality and innovation fitting the surrounding buildings.
There remains scope to create a stronger sense of place through
temporary installations and activities related to the strategic
cultural area, and through signage or interventions that highlight
the story of the area. Five years on, we would welcome a review
of use of the road and how behaviour of driver, pedestrians and
cyclists had evolved or changed and whether there is scope for
change to ensure it remains one of London’s finest examples of
street design.

Question CR4(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated Policy Formulation Report
Name

Comment

Response

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted
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PARKS, GARDENS, OPEN SPACES AND WATERWAYS
CR5 PARKS, GARDENS, OPEN SPACES AND WATERWAYS
Question CR5(1)
Please provide your comments on the Policy
Name

Comment

Draft Response

The Markham
Square Association
(David Cox)

I agree.

Support noted

Quod (Georgie
Church)

As the Borough is so constrained, the provision of new public
space should be considered a major public benefit. Where it can
be provided on site, rather than through a payment in lieu, this
should be strongly supported.

Where proposed development generates a need for new public
space, this will be addressed through planning contributions and is
listed as a measure in paragraph 29.2.6 of the LPPR Publication
Policies document.

Sustain (Maddie
Guerlain)

Capital Growth supports the protection of communal gardens and Support noted
strongly endorses the requirement that developers make
planning contributions to ensure residents have access to public
open space.

HCGA (Healthy
Community
Gardening Activities)
(Cathy Maund)

HCGA support the protection of communal gardens and strongly
endorse the requirement that developers make planning
contributions to ensure residents have access to public open
space.

Support noted

Sport England (Mark
Furnish )

Sport England acknowledge that Policy CR5 does not appear
intended to be included as part of the review (stated in the Policy
Formulation Report) but parks and open spaces are important to
the participation in formal sport and therefore Sport England are
disappointed sport and leisure facilities, such as playing pitches,
are not specifically mentioned. Policy CR5 does state that the
Council would seek to protect and enhance existing parks, which
is broadly in line with Sport England’s Policy and the NPPF but,
in terms of the sporting provision, no specific parks, sport
facilities or playing pitches have been identified for protection and

Sports facilities are social and community facilities which are
considered as part of the Keeping Life Local Chapter. This chapter
is not being reviewed at this time. Where proposed development
generates a need for sports infrastructure, this will be addressed
through planning contributions. This is indicated as a possible
planning contribution measure in paragraph 29.2.6 of the LPPR
Publication Policies document. Further details are included in the
Planning Obligations SPD and CIL Regulation 123 list.
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Name

Comment

Draft Response

enhancement therefore Sport England consider this policy
unacceptably vague. Furthermore, such actions, i.e. protect and
enhancement, should be informed by a robust and up-to date
evidence base which, as elaborated below, Sport England does
not consider the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea to
have. Sport England have strong concerns with this approach
and object to this policy as it is too vague and does not
specifically address any identified need.
Lauren Laviniere
(OPDC)

Policy CR5- The change to Policy CR5 seems to imply greater
emphasis on improving existing open space
rather than new open space provision - this could result in an
increased use of open spaces in surrounding areas, including
existing and new open spaces in Old Oak. To avoid negative
impacts, the policy and supporting text should clarify that the
provision of new open space is still a priority (where this is
feasible and viable). Also, if this will impact on open spaces
outside of RBKC’s boundary then contributions should be
payable to the affected authorities.

The proposed wording reflects that in some circumstances new
provision will be necessary and appropriate and in other
circumstances improving existing open spaces would be
necessary and appropriate. There is no emphasis implied.

St Quintin and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood
Forum (Henry
Peterson)

Policy CR5 should be updated from the 2010 version to include
this additional category of open space, the loss of which the
Council will resist, i.e. with the addition in bold text below: a.
resist the loss of existing:

This is not within scope of the LPPR. As explained in the Policy
formulation report the scope of the review relates to seeking
planning contributions.

i. Metropolitan Open Land; ii. public open space; iii. Local Green
Spaces, as designated in 'made' (adopted) neighbourhood plans
or in the Local Plan. iv. private communal open space and
private open space where the space gives visual amenity to the
public;

Historic England
(Katharine Fletcher)
Moved to CR(1)

Local Green Spaces can be allocated through neighbourhood
plans, where such allocations are included in ‘made’
neighbourhood plans they would afford the same force as the local
plan policies as part of the statutory development plan.
Paragraphs 76-78 of the NPPF and paragraph 005 of the National
Planning Practice Guidance on Open Space, Sports and
Recreation Facilities, Public Rights of Way and Local Green
Space provide detailed policy and guidance for Local Green
Space designations.

Policy CR5 Parks, Gardens, Open Spaces and Waterways, p158 This is not within scope of the Local Plan Partial Review. As
In para 33.3.21 it is important to identify the heritage values of
explained in the Policy formulation report the scope of review
the open spaces, which maybe be artistic, historic,
relates to the seeking planning contributions.
archaeological or architectural, many being part of a unique
historic composition in association with the borough’s built
heritage. We recommend
that:
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Name

Comment

Draft Response

- the introductory paragraph of policy CR5 is amended to read
‘The Council will protect,
enhance and make the most of existing parks, gardens and open
spaces, including
enhancing public access to and understanding of their historic
significance, and require
…’ - part b) is amended to read ‘ …character, appearance,
historic significance and
function of conservation areas, MoL or sites which are listed
within the Register of Parks
and Gardens of Special Historic Interest in England, or their
setting’
- part g) is amended to read ‘protect the open spaces
surrounding the Royal Hospital
from inappropriate development, whether temporary or
permanent, both in the
landscaped areas themselves and in neighbouring streets’
- Waterways, part h) is amended to read ‘..and along the Thames
and the Grand Union
Canal, recognising their heritage values, and promote their use
for education tourism …’

Question CR5(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers
Name

Comment

Draft Response

Canal & River Trust
London (Claire
McLean)

Chapter 33 An Engaging Public Realm
A sense of place, attractive streets, parks and outdoor spaces

Page 340
At paragraph 33.3.27, the draft Local Plan states “In the north, the
borough is bounded by the Grand Union Canal, which is currently
viewed as a physical barrier to movement.” We would agree that
there is some restriction across the canal between footbridges,
but the canal towpath is also a very important east-west, road
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Support noted, however the waterways aspect of Policy CR5 is
not within scope of the LPPR. As explained in the Policy
formulation report the scope of review relates to the planning
contributions aspect of the policy.

Name

Comment

Draft Response

vehicle free, link for pedestrians and cyclists that is extremely well
used. At its small resting spaces, where there are benches etc, it
is also a place for communities to come together. We support the
second part of this statement, however: “it is a valuable public
Support noted
realm asset and its potential to provide for improved biodiversity
as well as amenity space and pedestrian and cycle links should
be exploited.”
Support noted, however the waterways aspect of Policy CR5 is
not within scope of the LPPR. As explained in the Policy
Policy CR5 Parks, Gardens, Open Spaces and Waterways
formulation report the scope of review relates to the planning
We support the statement “The Council will protect, enhance and contributions aspect of the policy.
make the most of existing parks, gardens and open spaces”.
The Council will be considering the relationship of new
Page 341 Waterways
development with the Grand Union Canal, including moorings, at
Within this part of the policy, we would suggest that the Thames
the Kensal Gasworks site through site allocation CA1 (see
and the Grand Union Canal should be referred to separately,
Chapter 5) and through a Supplementary Planning Document for
given the very different natures of each waterway.
the site.
The Trust supports section h where it refers to the Grand Union
Canal. “…require opportunities to be taken to improve public
access to, and along the Thames and the Grand Union Canal,
and promote their use for education, tourism, leisure and
recreation, health, wellbeing and transport.” Section j. “resist
permanently moored vessels on the river…” refers to the
Thames, but we would suggest that it would be clearer if the two
waterways could be addressed separately in two different
sections.
Paragraph 33.4.6, Point 9 refers to the Canal & River Trust.
We would support section k. “permit residential moorings on the
Grand Union Canal provided that:
i. there are adequate services for permanently moored vessels;
The Council will be considering the relationship of new
ii. other canal users (both water and landbased) are not adversely development with the Grand Union Canal, including moorings, at
affected.”
the Kensal Gasworks site through site allocation CA1 (see
Chapter 5) and through a Supplementary Planning Document for
the site.
Support for infrastructure table noted.
Page 343
Corporate or Partnership Actions for An Engaging Public Realm
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Support for infrastructure table noted.

Name

Comment

Draft Response

With reference to section 9, we request this be amended to the
following: “The Planning and Borough Development Directorate
will work in partnership with British Waterways the Canal and&
River Trust and the Port of London Authority to help deliver
improved ‘blue infrastructure’”.

Noted.

Page 426
Infrastructure Plan table
We note references to the canal within the Infrastructure table, on
pages 426 and 428, for a new a pedestrian and cycle bridge over
the canal at Kensal Canalside. Please refer to my detailed
comments, above, that this would be subject to consent from the
Trust.

On page 427 we also support the proposed ‘Improved pedestrian
route along the Grand Union Canal towpath adjacent to the
development’ at Kensal Canalside.
Page 431
We also support the proposed ‘Kensal Canalside: Canal
environmental improvements’ on page 431. ‘(G). To assist
regeneration of the Kensal area Management plan to maintain or
fund stretches of canal associated with large developments
similar to examples at Paddington Basin, King’s Cross and
Limehouse Basin.
…
We would also request that the Council refer to the Town and
Country Planning Association’s Policy Advice note: Inland
Waterways (2009). Although it refers to British Waterways (we
transferred to the Trust from BW in 2012), it is still relevant to
waterside development and the Trust's aims. In particular, see
Appendix 1 – ‘Water proofing of planning policy’:
https://www.thenbs.com/PublicationIndex/documents/details?Pub
=TCPA&DocID=294166
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Name

Comment

Draft Response

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted

Sport England (Mark Paragraph 33.3.25 makes reference to the Play Strategy and
Furnish )
Playable Spaces Audit but Sport England does not consider
these to represent an up-to-date robust assessment and strategy
of playing pitches and other sports facilities.

St Quintin and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood
Forum (Henry
Peterson)

This chapter is not being reviewed at this time. Therefore, this is
not within scope of the Local Plan Partial Review. As explained in
the Policy Formulation Report the scope of review relates to the
seeking planning contributions.

Furthermore, Sport England would like the Council to elaborate
the view in paragraph 33.3.25 that “the provision of new public
open space is, therefore, not seen as a strategic issue for this
borough”. It appears from the glossary that playing pitches could
be a form of ‘open space’ but without a robust and up-to-date
assessment, strategy and action plan of outdoor sporting
provision, particularly playing pitches, it would be unsound of the
Council to consider that there is no need for new provision. This
should also be considered alongside the additional housing that
the Royal Borough intends to provide during the plan period
which is very likely to increase the demand for playing pitches.
Sport England therefore, object to this stance indicated in
paragraph 33.3.25 until a robust and up-to-date assessment and
strategy of playing pitches is undertaken that supports this
assertion.

Supporting text has been amended to “The provision of new
publicly accessible open space will therefore be assessed on a
case by case basis, using the up-to-date information from ongoing audits of play and open space.”

Section 33.3.21 - 26 on Parks, Gardens and Open Spaces could
usefully explain that the 2012 NPPF introduced a new
designation of Local Green Space, which can be used by
neighbourhood forums, parish councils and local planning
authorities and which can apply to private or public land.

CR5 was reviewed as part of the conservation and design review
in 2014. This is therefore not within scope of the Local Plan
Partial Review. As explained in the Policy formulation report the
scope of review relates to the seeking planning contributions

We support proposals for the RBKC stretch of the Grand Union
Canal to be designated as a Conservation Area, complementing
the designations of LB Brent and LB Hammersmith & Fulham.
The redevelopment of Old Oak North provides an opportunity for
the whole stretch of this canal from Paddington Basin to East
Acton to become a significant heritage and recreation asset for
West London.

Local Green Spaces can be allocated through neighbourhood
plans, where such allocations are included in ‘made’
neighbourhood plans they would afford the same force as the
local plan policies as part of the statutory development plan.
Paragraphs 76-78 of the NPPF and paragraph 005 of the
National Planning Practice Guidance on Open Space, Sports and
Recreation Facilities, Public Rights of Way and Local Green
Space provide detailed policy and guidance for Local Green
Space designations.
There is a separate process for establishing new Conservations
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Name

Comment

Draft Response
areas which is set out in the Planning and Listed Buildings Act
1990, in particular Section 69. This is not within the scope of the
Local Plan Partial Review and the Publication Policies text would
not preclude a designation being made through this route. The
Council is undertaking an ongoing and comprehensive review of
Conservation Area Appraisals. This stretch of area is not currently
being considered for designation as a conservation area.
This stretch of area already benefits from a level of protection
being designated as part of the Blue Ribbon Network (Policies
7.24-7.30 of the London Plan). This is a spatial policy covering
London’s waterways and water spaces and land alongside them.
The stretch of area is also a green corridor. Both these
designations are shown on the Respecting Environmental Limits
diagram in Chapter 36 of the LPPR.

Friends of Holland
Park (J Kettlewell)

Local Plan Partial Review, Draft Policies Regulation 18
Consultation.
Chapter 33, Parks, Gardens, Open Spaces and Waterways
Submission on behalf of The Friends of Holland Park and relates
solely to parks issues.
33.3.21
We agree that the benefit of open space is wider than pure
aesthetics and, in the case of parks, offers a number of benefits
for user groups with different interests.
In its Parks Strategy, the borough states its vision for its parks:
“All residents of the Borough will have easy access to a green,
open space for relaxation, a variety of leisure pursuits and quiet
reflection in an area of London with dense population and
competing demands. These green spaces will be safe and
pleasant for people to use.”
One of the challenges is that user groups do have competing
interests and the parks need to maintain an appropriate balance
of facilities. Additional space given to one group means less for
another group. Particular attention should be given to resisting
excessive space for organised activities resulting in reduction of
quiet space for reflection or diminishing wildlife habitats. Balance
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Support noted, however this is not within scope of the Local Plan
Partial Review. As explained in the Policy formulation report the
scope of review relates to seeking planning contributions.
Comments relating to the parks strategy will be provided to
colleagues in Environment, Leisure and Residents Services.

This is park management issue and not a planning policy matter.
This is covered in the Parks Strategy and governed through the
management of the park.

Name

Comment

Draft Response

is one of the four priority themes in the borough Parks Strategy:
“Provide a balance of leisure facilities and quiet space across the
borough, so that its parks and green spaces can be enjoyed by all
and no park is overwhelmed by activity.”
Parks are primarily a facility for local people. If they become
destination sites for a much wider public, there is a danger of
local people being edged out and feeling that their local park is no
longer ‘pleasant to use’ as set out in the borough’s Parks
Strategy.
As there is limited capacity to create new green spaces in the
borough, we must protect what we have.
33.3.26
Wildlife habitats are compromised when there is heavy human
traffic and dogs off leads. It is essential to preserve specific areas
of parks as habitats and to monitor species levels.
The borough Parks Strategy is for a ten-year period. There must
be a long-term tree strategy and action plan if the council is to
leave a legacy treescape for future generations. A reduction in
trees over time will mean a reduction in habitat.
All planting must be planned for sustainability. This includes
management of water sources in the context of climate change.
The tranquillity of parks and the habitats they provide must be
protected from the busy life outside them (traffic, building
developments etc.). This can be achieved in parks where informal
tree planting is appropriate by maintaining a shelter belt of trees
and shrubs along the margins e.g. Holland Park where shelter
belts were decreed several hundred years ago by the owners of
Holland House.
Eardley Crescent
Residents
Association
(Balaam)

33.4.6
We fully support the stance taken in this document. We trust that
these activities will extend to securing and developing new
publicly accessible green spaces such as that planned for:-
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Noted
The infrastructure required in the borough is set out in Chapter 37
of the LPPR. This has been developed working with providers of
physical, social and green infrastructure.

Name

Comment

Draft Response

(i) the area of the Brompton forecourt of the former Earls Court
Exhibition Centre and adjoining airspace over the West London
Line
(possibly to include an open-air or part-covered theatre), and
(ii) the proposed Earl’s Court Station Park in above the tracks
between Warwick Road and the station footbridge,
subject to each of these projects being acceptable in terms of
adjoining residential amenity.

Question CR5(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated Policy Formulation Report
Name

Comment

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Response
Noted
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CHAPTER 34 RENEWING THE LEGACY
HERITAGE ASSETS – LISTED BUILDINGS, SCHEDULED ANCIENT MONUMENTS AND ARCHAEOLOGY
CL4 HERITAGE ASSETS – LISTED BUILDINGS, SCHEDULED ANCIENT MONUMENTS AND ARCHAEOLOGY
Question CL4(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CL4
Name

Comment

Response

The Markham Square I agree.
Association (David
Cox)

Noted.

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted.

Emma Dent Coad

There is a fine balance to be made between conserving heritage
assets and their adaptive re-use. The hotly debated Design
Museum is a case in point, where some consider that the
'enabling' development is a suitable sacrifice for saving the listed
Commonwealth Institute building, whereas others believe that
the destruction of carefully considered views and open space,
which are emblematic of the Modern Movement, have been
wrongly forfeited. These are sensitive matters that need due
consideration.

This part of the LPPR is concerned with updating the policy and
supporting text related only to Archaeological Priority Areas
(APAs) in light of new evidence “Royal Borough of Kensington and
Chelsea Archaeological Priority Areas Appraisal, July 2016”
produced by Historic England. The comments are unrelated to the
scope of the review. Chapter 34 was recently reviewed and
policies adopted in late 2014 as part of a dedicated Conservation
and Design Review.

Similarly the custom of buying property in a sought-after area,
then regarding the building as an expendable item to be
replaced, should be discouraged in all areas, not only
conservation areas. We are in danger of the borough attracting
a copy-and-paste approach to new buildings that counters our
need to produce a legacy for the future.
Exhibition Road
Intangible heritage should also be protected. For the South
Cultural Group (Emily Kensington cultural quarter, the legacy inherited from the Great
Candler)
Exhibition of 1851 is promoting and supporting innovation and
learning, knowledge and inspiration. This intangible heritage
should be protected and supported alongside the built heritage.
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This part of the LPPR is concerned with updating the policy and
supporting text related to Archaeological Priority Areas (APAs) in
light of new evidence “Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea
Archaeological Priority Areas Appraisal, July 2016” produced by
Historic England. The comments are unrelated to the scope of the
review. Chapter 34 was recently reviewed and policies adopted in

Name

Comment

Response
late 2014 as part of a dedicated Conservation and Design Review.

Historic England
(Katharine Fletcher)

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Policy CL4 Heritage Assets – Listed buildings, scheduled
monuments and archaeology - part d)iii) amend to ‘better reveal
or interpret archaeological remains and discoveries for the local
community’ - part g) amend to ‘where development is proposed
in an Archaeological Priority Area or where major development
proposed is outside of an Archaeological Priority Area’ Para 3.3
63 – we suggest this is amended to read ‘… is not lost forever.
Policies CL3 and CL4 of the local plan requires development to
protect the heritage significance of all heritage assets including
sites of archaeological interest within Archaeological Priority
Areas and on sites of Major development outside Archaeological
Priority Areas.’

Amend part d)iii) to ‘better reveal or interpret archaeological
remains and discoveries for the local community’

CL4 (a) Line 3: add “structure” after “building” to cover
structures like mews arches, telephone boxes, etc

This part of the LPPR is concerned with updating the policy and
supporting text related to Archaeological Priority Areas in light of
new evidence “Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea
Archaeological Priority Areas Appraisal, July 2016” produced by
Historic England. Updating criterion a. is not within the scope of
this review as Chapter 34 was recently reviewed and policies
adopted in late 2014 as part of a dedicated Conservation and
Design Review.

Amend part g) to refer to requirements for major developments
outside of Archaeological Priority Area’
Para 3.3 63 –already states …to ensure the borough’s past is not
lost forever.

Question CL4(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers
Name

Comment

Response

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted

St Quintin and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood
Forum (Henry
Peterson)

Conservation policies for the StQW part of the Oxford Gardens
CA were discussed in detail by local residents during the
preparation of the StQW Neighbourhood Plan. Policies specific
to the housing type and built form of the neighbourhood now
apply. We welcome the Council’s commitment to maintaining
the Borough’s heritage and have no comments on the updating
of this chapter.

Noted.
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Name

Comment

Response

Eardley Crescent
34.2.1
Residents Association ECRA fully supports this approach and hopes that this can be
(Balaam)
applied in terms of the Earls Court redevelopment.
34.2.4
In particular, we would welcome any steps to improve on the
bland appearance of the blocks in Lillie Square when
constructing the crescents and major structures in the Earls
Court redevelopment, so that they may be of a quality equal if
not exceeding that in the Philbeach, Brompton Cemetery and
other nearby Conservation Areas.
34.3.26
In the light of the thrust of this section of the Plan Review, we
would urge that the Council take action in relation to the Lillie
Road Canal Bridge.

Noted.
Site specific aspirations such as those set out in the comments
cannot be addressed through the LPPR. The existing Local Plan
policies already provide a policy framework to preserve or
enhance the character or appearance of conservation areas.
This part of the LPPR is concerned with updating the policy and
supporting text related to Archaeological Priority Areas in light of
new evidence “Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea
Archaeological Priority Areas Appraisal, July 2016” produced by
Historic England. The comments are unrelated to the scope of the
review. Chapter 34 was recently reviewed and policies adopted in
late 2014 as part of a dedicated Conservation and Design Review.

We would contend that, given its 16-year seniority over another
London canal bridge that is now a Scheduled Ancient
Monument and its having been in daily use for the past 176
years, the Lillie Road Canal Bridge should be granted the same
status or some more appropriate protection. Moreover, it should
be brought into public use as an access route (with fixed
displays on the varied social and transport history of the West
London Line corridor) between the green spaces of Lillie Square
and the Lost River Park. It also sits at the centre of the ‘heritage
cluster’ of the Philbeach and Brompton Cemetery Conservation
Areas, the listed structures of Brompton Cemetery and West
Brompton station, and the historic buildings in and around
Empress Place immediately inside the London Borough of
Hammersmith & Fulham.
Earl’s Court Society
Highways, Traffic and
Transport Sub group
(Mark Balaam)

34.3.26
In the light of the thrust of this section of the Plan Review, we
would urge that the Council take action in relation to the Lillie
Road Canal Bridge.
We would contend that, given its 16-year seniority over another
London canal bridge that is now a Scheduled Ancient
Monument and its having been in daily use for the past 176
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See response above.

Name

Comment

Response

years, the Lillie Road Canal Bridge should be granted the same
status or some more appropriate protection. Moreover, it should
be brought into public use as an access route (with fixed
displays on the varied social and transport history of the West
London Line corridor) between the green spaces of Lillie Square
and the Lost River Park. It also sits at the centre of the ‘heritage
cluster’ of the Philbeach and Brompton Cemetery Conservation
Areas, the listed structures of Brompton Cemetery and West
Brompton station, and the historic buildings in and around
Empress Place immediately inside the London Borough of
Hammersmith & Fulham.
West London Line
Para 34.3.26
Group (Mark Balaam)
In the light of the thrust of this section of the Plan Review, we
would urge that the Council take action in relation to the Lillie
Road Canal Bridge.

See response above.

We would contend that, given its 16-year seniority over another
London canal bridge that is now a Scheduled Ancient
Monument and its having been in daily use for the past 176
years, the Lillie Road Canal Bridge should be granted the same
status or some more appropriate protection. Moreover, it should
be brought into public use as an access route (with fixed
displays on the varied social and transport history of the West
London Line corridor) between the green spaces of Lillie Square
and the Lost River Park. It also sits at the centre of the ‘heritage
cluster’ of the Philbeach and Brompton Cemetery Conservation
Areas, the listed structures of Brompton Cemetery and West
Brompton station, and the historic buildings in and around
Empress Place immediately inside the London Borough of
Hammersmith & Fulham.
Historic England
(Katharine Fletcher)

We note that policies covering Character and Context, Design
Quality and Heritage Assets – Conservation Areas (CL1, CL2
and CL3 and supporting text 34.3.1-34.3.25) are to be retained
unchanged. The Borough’s heritage also encompasses
nondesignated heritage assets. These may be buildings
identified by the council as of local interest or undesignated
archaeology. We recommend that consideration is given to how
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This part of the LPPR is concerned with updating the policy and
supporting text related to Archaeological Priority Areas in light of
new evidence “Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea
Archaeological Priority Areas Appraisal, July 2016” produced by
Historic England. The comments are unrelated to the scope of the
review. Chapter 34 was recently reviewed and policies adopted in
late 2014 as part of a dedicated Conservation and Design Review.

Name

Comment

Response

locally recognised heritage assets are covered in policy.
There are currently 49 entries on the Heritage at Risk Register
(2016) for the Royal Borough, many relating to funerary
monuments in Kensal Green Cemetery. We recommend that, as
part of a positive strategy for the historic environment (NPPF
para 126), the plan policies address the approach to heritage at
risk. We would be pleased to discuss this further.
Historic England welcomes the inclusion of the boundaries of
the revised Archaeological Priority Areas (APAs) in the map on
page 163. We recommend that the title of the map includes
reference to the APAs.

Noted. Amend map title to include reference to Archaeological
Priority Areas (APAs).

Amend Para 34.3.33 as follows:
- The second sentence: ‘Such remains (and their settings) should
not be harmed, directly or indirectly, without clear justification
taking into account the significance of the remains and the need
for the development, to ensure the borough’s past is not
needlessly lost.

Para 34.3.33
- The second sentence may be worded too inflexibly at present
and we suggested the following change: ‘Such remains (and
their settings) should not be harmed, directly or indirectly,
without clear justification taking into account the significance of Final sentence ‘As a minimum the Greater London Historic
the remains and the need for the development, to ensure the
Environment Record should have been consulted.’
borough’s past is not needlessly lost. – We recommend the final
sentence is amended to read ‘As a minimum the Greater
London Historic Environment Record should have been
consulted …’
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CHAPTER 35 DIVERSITY OF HOUSING
HOUSING TARGETS
CH1 INCREASING HOUSING SUPPLY
Question CH1(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CH1
Name

Comment

Council’s Response

Pridgeon

Increasing the housing supply brings with it a big stretch on local
services; increased congestion and (even) higher prices which
locals are finding difficult to afford. The Council should resist the
increase of housing supply in the Borough. Perhaps a priority
scheme for children of local owners should operate so they can
get on the housing ladder and be close to their parents

No change.

We support the ambition to exceed local housing targets.
The need to ensure sites are optimised is understood and we
agree that there is a role for the London Plan density targets to
guide this. However, as has been stated at paragraph 35.3.12,
there is a need to support London's role as a global city and
therefore it is necessary for a range of sizes to be delivered
across the borough. Each site should be assessed on its
individual merits and its site specific context should be given
weight in decision making.

No change.

I agree.

Noted.

Quod (Georgie
Church)

The Markham
Square Association
(David Cox)
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It is a national requirement to boost significantly the supply of
housing (NPPF para 47). The borough’s housing requirement is
set by the Mayor of London through the London Plan. The
increased target of 733 units per annum was set through this
process and is supply based. The London Plan also makes it
clear that boroughs should use their housing supply target as a
minima and seek to reduce the gap between local and strategic
housing need. Against this policy background the Council
supports increasing housing supply. The Council’s housing
department has priority criteria for social and affordable rent
based on a number of factors including local connection.
However, priority for children of local owners cannot operate
legitimately through planning policy in the private housing market.

Noted. Draft Policy CH3 provides for a range of sizes based on
local needs identified in the SHMA 2015. Site specific
circumstances are taken into account at the planning application
stage.

Name

Comment

Council’s Response

Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

Increasing Housing Supply
section e.
sub section iii this is a badly worded paragraph, and implies that
once the mews has become 'predominantly' commercial, all the
other properties in that mews are likely to be converted into
commercial use. This paragraph would be much better if deleted
altogether.

No change.
The policy allows changing the use from residential to
commercial in a predominantly commercial mews. It does not
presume all properties will be converted. The policy is an existing
policy adopted in 2010 and has operated without resulting in the
consequence stated. No change to the wording is considered
necessary.

Nick Hopkinson

CO6 Strategic Objective for Diversity of Housing and
Policy CH1 Increasing Housing Supply

No change.

I support the overall aim of the Council to increase net housing
supply in line with the London plan target. The good news is that,
according to latest data and forecasts for 2017, RBKC is currently
projecting to comfortably exceed the net new housing target over
the next 5 years and beyond. However, as the revised CO6
Strategic Objective statement infers, a simplistic and draconian
application of a net target increase figure alone will not achieve
the diversity of housing type that is needed for a balanced or
mixed community that RBKC aspires towards.

Comments noted.

It is significant that RBKC is the only part of London with a
declining population currently. One of the main reasons for this is
the chronic lack of market, 3 and 4 bed family homes in RBKC.
Many growing families are currently forced to leave the borough to
find the market suitable homes they need.
According to latest SHMA analysis for RBKC; circa 50% of all new
market housing demand is for 3 and 4 bed+ versus a current
supply of just 28% of existing market housing stock being suitable
to meet the needs of families. The Council data for market and
affordable housing size mix is merged together in most reports.
This means any subsequent analysis is misleading and
significantly understates the need for market 3 & 4 Bed family
homes in RBKC.
Prevailing land values in RBKC and property market fundamentals
mean the borough will not achieve the overall market supply
balance needed from new developments alone. Developer profit
pressures require a much higher percentage of 1 and 2 bed flats
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The housing trajectory demonstrates meeting the first five year
housing target by a small margin.
The Council welcomes the support for the approach take towards
amalgamations. The evidence for setting the threshold at 170 sq
m for amalgamations is set out in the Policy Formulation Report
for Draft Policy CH1. Setting the threshold too high as suggested
at 200 sq m could result in an ineffective policy as it could result
in a large number of losses. The latest evidence in the SHMA
2015 does not show a greater need for larger homes over and
above that for smaller 1 and 2 bed homes.

Name

Council’s Response

Comment
are built in new market sites. This will exacerbate the current
market size mix problem.
The only realistic way of achieving the councils stated demand
mix target for market housing size mix is by allowing existing
home owners to create reasonable market 3 & 4 bed homes via
amalgamations.
I support the proposed CH1 plan amends to allow reasonable
amalgamations of 2 units up to 170sq m to help address the
chronic shortage of 3 and 4 bed market family homes in RBKC.
This will allow some more growing families, who are the future
lifeblood of the Borough, to create the market homes they need.
Limiting amalgamations to the loss of 1 market unit and capping
the total size will ensure RBKC continues to achieve both the net
new homes target and get closer to ensuring the required mix of
house sizes. In fact, I think that a cap of 200sq m is probably more
suitable, given the greatest shortage is for larger homes.
Banning all amalgamations would be unreasonable and be
inconsistent with the proposed CO6 strategic objective of
delivering a mix of housing types and sizes to meet future needs.

Soyar Sherkat

CO6 Strategic Objective for Diversity of Housing and
Policy CH1 Increasing Housing Supply

No change.
Comments noted.

I support the overall aim of the Council to increase net housing
supply in line with the London plan target. The good news is that,
according to latest data and forecasts for 2017, RBKC is currently
projecting to comfortably exceed the net new housing target over
the next 5 years and beyond. However, as the revised CO6
Strategic Objective statement infers, a simplistic and draconian
application of a net target increase figure alone will not achieve
the diversity of housing type that is needed for a balanced or
mixed community that RBKC aspires towards.
It is significant that RBKC is the only part of London with a
declining population currently. One of the main reasons for this is
the chronic lack of market, 3 and 4 bed family homes in RBKC.
Many growing families are currently forced to leave the borough to
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The housing trajectory demonstrates meeting the first five year
housing target by a small margin.
The Council welcomes the support for the approach taken
towards amalgamations. The evidence for setting the threshold at
170 sq m for amalgamations is set out in the Policy Formulation
Report for Draft Policy CH1. Setting the threshold too high as
suggested at 200 sq m could result in an ineffective policy as it
could result in a large number of losses. The latest evidence in
the SHMA 2015 does not show a greater need for larger homes
over and above that for smaller 1 and 2 bed homes.

Name

Council’s Response

Comment
find the market suitable homes they need.
According to latest SHMA analysis for RBKC; circa 50% of all new
market housing demand is for 3 and 4 bed+ versus a current
supply of just 28% of existing market housing stock being suitable
to meet the needs of families. The Council data for market and
affordable housing size mix is merged together in most reports.
This means any subsequent analysis is misleading and
significantly understates the need for market 3 & 4 Bed family
homes in RBKC.
Prevailing land values in RBKC and property market fundamentals
mean the borough will not achieve the overall market supply
balance needed from new developments alone. Developer profit
pressures require a much higher percentage of 1 and 2 bed flats
are built in new market sites. This will exacerbate the current
market size mix problem.
The only realistic way of achieving the councils stated demand
mix target for market housing size mix is by allowing existing
home owners to create reasonable market 3 & 4 bed homes via
amalgamations.
I support the proposed CH1 plan amends to allow reasonable
amalgamations of 2 units up to 170sq m to help address the
chronic shortage of 3 and 4 bed market family homes in RBKC.
This will allow some more growing families, who are the future
lifeblood of the Borough, to create the market homes they need.
Limiting amalgamations to the loss of 1 market unit and capping
the total size will ensure RBKC continues to achieve both the net
new homes target and get closer to ensuring the required mix of
house sizes. In fact, I think that a cap of 200sq m is probably more
suitable, given the greatest shortage is for larger homes.
Banning all amalgamations would be unreasonable and be
inconsistent with the proposed CO6 strategic objective of
delivering a mix of housing types and sizes to meet future needs.

Marion Buten

CO6 Strategic Objective for Diversity of Housing and
Policy CH1 Increasing Housing Supply

No change.
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Name

Comment

Council’s Response

I support the overall aim of the Council to increase net housing
supply in line with the London plan target. The good news is that,
according to latest data and forecasts for 2017, RBKC is currently
projecting to comfortably exceed the net new housing target over
the next 5 years and beyond. However, as the revised CO6
Strategic Objective statement infers, a simplistic and draconian
application of a net target increase figure alone will not achieve
the diversity of housing type that is needed for a balanced or
mixed community that RBKC aspires towards.

Comments noted.

It is significant that RBKC is the only part of London with a
declining population currently. One of the main reasons for this is
the chronic lack of market, 3 and 4 bed family homes in RBKC.
Many growing families are currently forced to leave the borough to
find the market suitable homes they need.
According to latest SHMA analysis for RBKC; circa 50% of all new
market housing demand is for 3 and 4 bed+ versus a current
supply of just 28% of existing market housing stock being suitable
to meet the needs of families. The Council data for market and
affordable housing size mix is merged together in most reports.
This means any subsequent analysis is misleading and
significantly understates the need for market 3 & 4 Bed family
homes in RBKC.
Prevailing land values in RBKC and property market fundamentals
mean the borough will not achieve the overall market supply
balance needed from new developments alone. Developer profit
pressures require a much higher percentage of 1 and 2 bed flats
are built in new market sites. This will exacerbate the current
market size mix problem.
The only realistic way of achieving the councils stated demand
mix target for market housing size mix is by allowing existing
home owners to create reasonable market 3 & 4 bed homes via
amalgamations.
I support the proposed CH1 plan amends to allow reasonable
amalgamations of 2 units up to 170sq m to help address the
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The housing trajectory demonstrates meeting the first five year
housing target by a small margin.
The Council welcomes the support for the approach taken
towards amalgamations.. The evidence for setting the threshold
at 170 sq m for amalgamations is set out in the Policy
Formulation Report for Draft Policy CH1. Setting the threshold too
high as suggested at 200 sq m could result in an ineffective policy
as it could result in a large number of losses. The latest evidence
in the SHMA 2015 does not show a greater need for larger
homes over and above that for smaller 1 and 2 bed homes.

Name

Council’s Response

Comment
chronic shortage of 3 and 4 bed market family homes in RBKC.
This will allow some more growing families, who are the future
lifeblood of the Borough, to create the market homes they need.
Limiting amalgamations to the loss of 1 market unit and capping
the total size will ensure RBKC continues to achieve both the net
new homes target and get closer to ensuring the required mix of
house sizes. In fact, I think that a cap of 200sq m is probably more
suitable, given the greatest shortage is for larger homes.
Banning all amalgamations would be unreasonable and be
inconsistent with the proposed CO6 strategic objective of
delivering a mix of housing types and sizes to meet future needs.

Nathalie Renou

CO6 Strategic Objective for Diversity of Housing and
Policy CH1 Increasing Housing Supply

No change.
Comments noted.

I support the overall aim of the Council to increase net housing
supply in line with the London plan target. The good news is that,
according to latest data and forecasts for 2017, RBKC is currently
projecting to comfortably exceed the net new housing target over
the next 5 years and beyond. However, as the revised CO6
Strategic Objective statement infers, a simplistic and draconian
application of a net target increase figure alone will not achieve
the diversity of housing type that is needed for a balanced or
mixed community that RBKC aspires towards.
It is significant that RBKC is the only part of London with a
declining population currently. One of the main reasons for this is
the chronic lack of market, 3 and 4 bed family homes in RBKC.
Many growing families are currently forced to leave the borough to
find the market suitable homes they need.
According to latest SHMA analysis for RBKC; circa 50% of all new
market housing demand is for 3 and 4 bed+ versus a current
supply of just 28% of existing market housing stock being suitable
to meet the needs of families. The Council data for market and
affordable housing size mix is merged together in most reports.
This means any subsequent analysis is misleading and
significantly understates the need for market 3 & 4 Bed family
homes in RBKC.
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The housing trajectory demonstrates meeting the first five year
housing target by a small margin.
The Council welcomes the support for the approach taken
towards amalgamations. The evidence for setting the threshold
at 170 sq m for amalgamations is set out in the Policy
Formulation Report for Draft Policy CH1. Setting the threshold too
high as suggested at 200 sq m could result in an ineffective policy
as it could result in a large number of losses. The latest evidence
in the SHMA 2015 does not show a greater need for larger
homes over and above that for smaller 1 and 2 bed homes.

Name

Council’s Response

Comment
Prevailing land values in RBKC and property market fundamentals
mean the borough will not achieve the overall market supply
balance needed from new developments alone. Developer profit
pressures require a much higher percentage of 1 and 2 bed flats
are built in new market sites. This will exacerbate the current
market size mix problem.
The only realistic way of achieving the councils stated demand
mix target for market housing size mix is by allowing existing
home owners to create reasonable market 3 & 4 bed homes via
amalgamations.
I support the proposed CH1 plan amends to allow reasonable
amalgamations of 2 units up to 170sq m to help address the
chronic shortage of 3 and 4 bed market family homes in RBKC.
This will allow some more growing families, who are the future
lifeblood of the Borough, to create the market homes they need.
Limiting amalgamations to the loss of 1 market unit and capping
the total size will ensure RBKC continues to achieve both the net
new homes target and get closer to ensuring the required mix of
house sizes. In fact, I think that a cap of 200sq m is probably more
suitable, given the greatest shortage is for larger homes.
Banning all amalgamations would be unreasonable and be
inconsistent with the proposed CO6 strategic objective of
delivering a mix of housing types and sizes to meet future needs.

Sarah Estaun

CO6 Strategic Objective for Diversity of Housing and Policy CH1
Increasing Housing Supply

No change.
Comments noted.

I support the overall aim of the Council to increase net housing
supply in line with the London plan target. The good news is that,
according to latest data and forecasts for 2017, RBKC is currently
projecting to comfortably exceed the net new housing target over
the next 5 years and beyond. However, as the revised CO6
Strategic Objective statement infers, a simplistic and draconian
application of a net target increase figure alone will not achieve
the diversity of housing type that is needed for a balanced or
mixed community that RBKC aspires towards.
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The housing trajectory demonstrates meeting the first five year
housing target by a small margin.
The Council welcomes the support. for the approach taken
towards amalgamations. The evidence for setting the threshold
at 170 sq m for amalgamations is set out in the Policy
Formulation Report for Draft Policy CH1. Setting the threshold too
high as suggested at 200 sq m could result in an ineffective policy
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as it could result in a large number of losses. The latest evidence
It is significant that RBKC is the only part of London with a
in the SHMA 2015 does not show a greater need for larger
declining population currently. One of the main reasons for this is homes over and above that for smaller 1 and 2 bed homes.
the chronic lack of market, 3 and 4 bed family homes in RBKC.
Many growing families are currently forced to leave the borough to
find the market suitable homes they need.
According to latest SHMA analysis for RBKC; circa 50% of all new
market housing demand is for 3 and 4 bed+ versus a current
supply of just 28% of existing market housing stock being suitable
to meet the needs of families. The Council data for market and
affordable housing size mix is merged together in most reports.
This means any subsequent analysis is misleading and
significantly understates the need for market 3 & 4 Bed family
homes in RBKC.
Prevailing land values in RBKC and property market fundamentals
mean the borough will not achieve the overall market supply
balance needed from new developments alone. Developer profit
pressures require a much higher percentage of 1 and 2 bed flats
are built in new market sites. This will exacerbate the current
market size mix problem.
The only realistic way of achieving the councils stated demand
mix target for market housing size mix is by allowing existing
home owners to create reasonable market 3 & 4 bed homes via
amalgamations.
I support the proposed CH1 plan amends to allow reasonable
amalgamations of 2 units up to 170sq m to help address the
chronic shortage of 3 and 4 bed market family homes in RBKC.
This will allow some more growing families, who are the future
lifeblood of the Borough, to create the market homes they need.
Limiting amalgamations to the loss of 1 market unit and capping
the total size will ensure RBKC continues to achieve both the net
new homes target and get closer to ensuring the required mix of
house sizes. In fact, I think that a cap of 200sq m is probably more
suitable, given the greatest shortage is for larger homes.
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Banning all amalgamations would be unreasonable and be
inconsistent with the proposed CO6 strategic objective of
delivering a mix of housing types and sizes to meet future needs.

Ana Nieto

I support the overall aim of the Council to increase net housing
supply in line with the London plan target. The good news is that,
according to latest data and forecasts for 2017, RBKC is currently
projecting to comfortably exceed the net new housing target over
the next 5 years and beyond. However, as the revised CO6
Strategic Objective statement infers, a simplistic and draconian
application of a net target increase figure alone will not achieve
the diversity of housing type that is needed for a balanced or
mixed community that RBKC aspires towards.

No change.
Comments noted.
The housing trajectory demonstrates meeting the first five year
housing target by a small margin.

The Council welcomes the support for the approach taken
towards amalgamations.. The evidence for setting the threshold
at 170 sq m for amalgamations is set out in the Policy
It is significant that RBKC is the only part of London with a
Formulation Report for Draft Policy CH1. Setting the threshold too
declining population currently. One of the main reasons for this is high as suggested at 200 sq m could result in an ineffective policy
the chronic lack of market, 3 and 4 bed family homes in RBKC.
as it could result in a large number of losses. The latest evidence
Many growing families are currently forced to leave the borough to in the SHMA 2015 does not show a greater need for larger
find the market suitable homes they need.
homes over and above that for smaller 1 and 2 bed homes.
According to latest SHMA analysis for RBKC; circa 50% of all new
market housing demand is for 3 and 4 bed+ versus a current
supply of just 28% of existing market housing stock being suitable
to meet the needs of families. The Council data for market and
affordable housing size mix is merged together in most reports.
This means any subsequent analysis is misleading and
significantly understates the need for market 3 & 4 Bed family
homes in RBKC.
Prevailing land values in RBKC and property market fundamentals
mean the borough will not achieve the overall market supply
balance needed from new developments alone. Developer profit
pressures require a much higher percentage of 1 and 2 bed flats
are built in new market sites. This will exacerbate the current
market size mix problem.
The only realistic way of achieving the councils stated demand
mix target for market housing size mix is by allowing existing
home owners to create reasonable market 3 & 4 bed homes via
amalgamations.
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I support the proposed CH1 plan amends to allow reasonable
amalgamations of 2 units up to 170sq m to help address the
chronic shortage of 3 and 4 bed market family homes in RBKC.
This will allow some more growing families, who are the future
lifeblood of the Borough, to create the market homes they need.
Limiting amalgamations to the loss of 1 market unit and capping
the total size will ensure RBKC continues to achieve both the net
new homes target and get closer to ensuring the required mix of
house sizes. In fact, I think that a cap of 200sq m is probably more
suitable, given the greatest shortage is for larger homes.
Banning all amalgamations would be unreasonable and be
inconsistent with the proposed CO6 strategic objective of
delivering a mix of housing types and sizes to meet future needs.

Sophia
Papagiannopoulou

CO6 Strategic Objective for Diversity of Housing and
Policy CH1 Increasing Housing Supply

No change.
Comments noted.

I support the overall aim of the Council to increase net housing
supply in line with the London plan target. The good news is that,
according to latest data and forecasts for 2017, RBKC is currently
projecting to comfortably exceed the net new housing target over
the next 5 years and beyond. However, as the revised CO6
Strategic Objective statement infers, a simplistic and draconian
application of a net target increase figure alone will not achieve
the diversity of housing type that is needed for a balanced or
mixed community that RBKC aspires towards.
It is significant that RBKC is the only part of London with a
declining population currently. One of the main reasons for this is
the chronic lack of market, 3 and 4 bed family homes in RBKC.
Many growing families are currently forced to leave the borough to
find the market suitable homes they need.
According to latest SHMA analysis for RBKC; circa 50% of all new
market housing demand is for 3 and 4 bed+ versus a current
supply of just 28% of existing market housing stock being suitable
to meet the needs of families. The Council data for market and
affordable housing size mix is merged together in most reports.
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The housing trajectory demonstrates meeting the first five year
housing target by a small margin.
The Council welcomes the support for the approach taken
towards amalgamations.. The evidence for setting the threshold
at 170 sq m for amalgamations is set out in the Policy
Formulation Report for Draft Policy CH1. Setting the threshold too
high as suggested at 200 sq m could result in an ineffective policy
as it could result in a large number of losses. The latest evidence
in the SHMA 2015 does not show a greater need for larger
homes over and above that for smaller 1 and 2 bed homes.
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This means any subsequent analysis is misleading and
significantly understates the need for market 3 & 4 Bed family
homes in RBKC.
Prevailing land values in RBKC and property market fundamentals
mean the borough will not achieve the overall market supply
balance needed from new developments alone. Developer profit
pressures require a much higher percentage of 1 and 2 bed flats
are built in new market sites. This will exacerbate the current
market size mix problem.
The only realistic way of achieving the councils stated demand
mix target for market housing size mix is by allowing existing
home owners to create reasonable market 3 & 4 bed homes via
amalgamations.
I support the proposed CH1 plan amends to allow reasonable
amalgamations of 2 units up to 170sq m to help address the
chronic shortage of 3 and 4 bed market family homes in RBKC.
This will allow some more growing families, who are the future
lifeblood of the Borough, to create the market homes they need.
Limiting amalgamations to the loss of 1 market unit and capping
the total size will ensure RBKC continues to achieve both the net
new homes target and get closer to ensuring the required mix of
house sizes. In fact, I think that a cap of 200sq m is probably more
suitable, given the greatest shortage is for larger homes.
Banning all amalgamations would be unreasonable and be
inconsistent with the proposed CO6 strategic objective of
delivering a mix of housing types and sizes to meet future needs.

Faiza Khan

CO6 and CH1 policy amendments:
Chapter 35: Diversity of Housing
Housing Targets

No change.

CO6 Strategic Objective for Diversity of Housing and
Policy CH1 Increasing Housing Supply

The housing trajectory demonstrates meeting the first five year
housing target by a small margin.

I support the overall aim of the Council to increase net housing
supply in line with the London plan target. The good news is that,

The Council welcomes the support for the approach taken
towards amalgamations.. The evidence for setting the threshold

Comments noted.
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according to latest data and forecasts for 2017, RBKC is currently
projecting to comfortably exceed the net new housing target over
the next 5 years and beyond. However, as the revised CO6
Strategic Objective statement infers, a simplistic and draconian
application of a net target increase figure alone will not achieve
the diversity of housing type that is needed for a balanced or
mixed community that RBKC aspires towards.

at 170 sq m for amalgamations is set out in the Policy
Formulation Report for Draft Policy CH1. Setting the threshold too
high as suggested at 200 sq m could result in an ineffective policy
as it could result in a large number of losses. The latest evidence
in the SHMA 2015 does not show a greater need for larger
homes over and above that for smaller 1 and 2 bed homes.

It is significant that RBKC is the only part of London with a
declining population currently. One of the main reasons for this is
the chronic lack of market, 3 and 4 bed family homes in RBKC.
Many growing families are currently forced to leave the borough to
find the market suitable homes they need.
According to latest SHMA analysis for RBKC; circa 50% of all new
market housing demand is for 3 and 4 bed+ versus a current
supply of just 28% of existing market housing stock being suitable
to meet the needs of families. The Council data for market and
affordable housing size mix is merged together in most reports.
This means any subsequent analysis is misleading and
significantly understates the need for market 3 & 4 Bed family
homes in RBKC.
Prevailing land values in RBKC and property market fundamentals
mean the borough will not achieve the overall market supply
balance needed from new developments alone. Developer profit
pressures require a much higher percentage of 1 and 2 bed flats
are built in new market sites. This will exacerbate the current
market size mix problem.
The only realistic way of achieving the councils stated demand
mix target for market housing size mix is by allowing existing
home owners to create reasonable market 3 & 4 bed homes via
amalgamations.
I support the proposed CH1 plan amends to allow reasonable
amalgamations of 2 units up to 170sq m to help address the
chronic shortage of 3 and 4 bed market family homes in RBKC.
This will allow some more growing families, who are the future

498

Name

Council’s Response

Comment
lifeblood of the Borough, to create the market homes they need.
Limiting amalgamations to the loss of 1 market unit and capping
the total size will ensure RBKC continues to achieve both the net
new homes target and get closer to ensuring the required mix of
house sizes. In fact, I think that a cap of 200sq m is probably more
suitable, given the greatest shortage is for larger homes.
Banning all amalgamations would be unreasonable and be
inconsistent with the proposed CO6 strategic objective of
delivering a mix of housing types and sizes to meet future needs.

Gerald Eve (Peter
Edgar)

Chapter 3 and Chapter 35

No change.

3.2 Strategic Objective CO6

Noted.

The Estate supports the revised vision at Strategic Objective C06
which now includes reference to boosting housing in the borough
to further the aim of sustainable development.
The Labour Group - Policy CH1 Increasing Housing Supply
K and C (N/A)
The Council will boost the supply of homes in the borough.
To deliver this the Council will:
Housing Target
a. seek to meet and exceed the London Plan target for new
homes in the borough, which is currently a minimum of 733 net
additional dwellings a year.
Amalgamations
b. resist 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);
c. require development that results in the amalgamation of
residential units to be subject to a s106 agreement to ensure the
resultant units are not further amalgamated in the future.
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d. The nationally described space standards are basic ‘minimum’
standards and it is not possible or desirable in many cases to
resist developments that are above these standards. The Council
can use the nationally described space standards as a
benchmark to establish where they have been excessively
exceeded. Further as stated in the policy the residential units
would be optimised on sites using the London Plan Density
Matrix. This would ensure that very large units can be restricted.
f. The policy is resisting the loss of affordable housing floorspace
and units throughout the borough. Increasing the provision of
affordable housing throughout the borough is dealt with in Policy
CH2: Affordable Housing.

Name

Council’s Response

Comment
Restrict very large units
d. optimise the number of residential units delivered in new
developments by taking into account the relevant range within the
London Plan density matrix and resist planning applications that
are above the nationally described space standards, recognising
that this market has now declined.

Protection of Residential Uses
e. protect market residential use and floorspace except:
i. in higher order town centres, where the loss is to a town centre
use;
ii. in employment zones, where the loss is to a business use, or
other use which supports
character and function of the zone;
iii. in a predominantly commercial mews, where its loss is to a
business use;
iv. where the proposal is for a very small office; or
v. where the proposal is for a new social and community use
which predominantly serves, or which provides significant
benefits, to borough residents; or an arts and cultural use;
f. resist the net loss of affordable housing floorspace and increase
the quantum of social rented and affordable units throughout the
borough to address housing need within that tenure;
Nathaniel Lichfield
& Partners (MarieClaire Marsh)

Policy CH1 Increasing Housing Supply
No change.
St William welcomes the Council’s statement that it will “seek to
meet and exceed the London Plan target for new homes in the
Noted.
Borough, which is currently a minimum of 733 net additional
dwellings a year”. This is in accordance with the Mayor’s target for
RBKC detailed at Table 3.1 of the London Plan (March 2016).

Savills (Nick de

Our full response to Policy CH1 (Part B) in relation to

No change.
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Lotbiniere)

Amalgamations and the restriction on very large units is outlined
below, and the relevant extracts are also repeated in the response
to the supporting text and policy formulation report response
1) The number of units lost to amalgamation
sections:
Whilst it is correct that it is difficult to monitor how many of the
1) The number of units lost to amalgamation
400 units (losses) were implemented, the data from 1 September
2014 to 1 June 2016 is based on planning applications and is of a
Whilst the Policy Formulation Report accepts that quantifying the similar magnitude. Further as part of the Monitoring Report
loss of residential units through amalgamation is difficult given that published in December 2016 the Council has also monitored
planning permission was not previously required for such loss of
completions for the financial year 2015/16 which show a loss of
amalgamation, the Council consider that amalgamations have
69 residential units through amalgamations. This indicates that
resulted in a loss of nearly 400 dwellings over three years from
the magnitude of losses is in-line with the Certificates granted in
2011/12 to 2013/14.
previous years. The statement that “many of these
amalgamations had site specific circumstances that meant that
Paragraph 2.3.32 states that 'the Council also monitored planning the amalgamation resulted in an improvement in the quality of
approvals relating to amalgamations from 1 September 2014 to 1 residential floorspace” is not supported by any evidence. The
June 2016. In this period there was a net loss of a further 92 units Council considers living conditions and quality of accommodation
through amalgamations. About half of these losses were from
in each case.
schemes where the amalgamation resulted in the loss of unit only.
This indicates that a simple restriction on the number of units that 2) The impact of amalgamation in meeting the Borough's housing
may be amalgamated alone would not be justified or effective as it target
would allow a large proportion of units to continue to be lost
through amalgamations.'
The Council refers to the NPPG on Housing and economic land
availability assessment which states at para 34 that “Applications
We consider that the reference to nearly 400 dwellings being lost for planning permission must be determined in accordance with
does not take into account the fact that many of these
the development plan, unless material considerations indicate
amalgamations may well not have been implemented. The actual otherwise. The examination of Local Plans is intended to ensure
figure may therefore be much lower than cited by the Council.
that up-to-date housing requirements and the deliverability of
Furthermore, many of these amalgamations had site specific
sites to meet a five year supply will have been thoroughly
circumstances that meant that the amalgamation resulted in an
considered and examined prior to adoption, in a way that cannot
improvement in the quality of residential floorspace.
be replicated in the course of determining individual applications
and appeals where only the applicant’s/appellant’s evidence is
likely to be presented to contest an authority’s position.”
(emphasis added)
The Council’s evidence on housing supply and the impact of
amalgamations on the supply will be properly examined through
the Local Plan process. Policy formulation cannot be based on
appeal decisions.
2) The impact of amalgamation in meeting the Borough's housing
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target

The interpretation of net target is not considered to include an
‘unspecified element of losses’. In the Council’s view ‘net’ should
be interpreted to mean a net increase in each case for example
where there are existing residential units on-site. The overall
thrust of Policy 3.3 of the London Plan is increasing housing
supply. The supporting text in the London Plan make this
intention very clear. For example para 3.19 states “London is part
of a global and national housing market as well as having its own,
more local and acute housing need which place a unique
challenge in reducing the gap between need and
supply. Boroughs should use their housing supply targets in
Table 3.1 as minima, augmented with additional housing capacity
to reduce the gap between local and strategic housing need and
supply.”

The Council contend that amalgamations are having a direct
impact on the Council's ability to meet their housing target. On a
recent appeal decision relating to amalgamation of two units into
one at 77 Drayton Gardens (Ref: APP/K5600/C/16/3143934)
which was allowed on the 4th of November, the Inspector
commented as follows:
"On the evidence before me, the amalgamation will not, on the
balance of probability, affect the Council's ability to meet its
housing targets. Furthermore, it will contribute to meeting a
current identified need for larger dwellings in the borough, whilst
improving the quality of accommodation."
The London Plan seeks to achieve a minimum London-wide target
of additional homes but this is a net target which includes an
unspecified element of losses. The London Plan Housing SPG
(2012) recognises that de-conversion of smaller properties into
single dwellings will be one element reducing housing supply.
The application of a net housing target, by its very nature of being
net, allows for the loss of housing units, as long as there is an
overall net gain. Furthermore, Policy 3.14 of the London Plan
refers to the 'loss of housing' but is silent on the amalgamation of
residential units where is no reduction in the amount of housing
floorspace. In any event, this strategic policy is to be applied and
as set out above allows for some loss of residential units. The
emphasis within Policy 3.14(b) of the London Plan is on the need
to ensure there is no loss of housing in terms of floorspace. The
Plan is not designed to strictly resist the loss of units.
Amalgamation does not result in the loss of residential floorspace,
and can often result in improvement to the quality of the
accommodation.

As indicated in para 1.60 of the London Plan “As with the Plan
itself, policies should be taken as a whole, and not their individual
parts.” Policy 3.14 should be read as a whole including A. which
states “The Mayor will, and boroughs and other stakeholders
should, support the maintenance and enhancement of the
condition and quality of London’s existing homes.” The thrust of
this policy is about improving the condition of existing homes and
not about allowing loss of housing units. This conclusion is further
reinforced by the supporting text of Policy 3.14 as well as that of
Policy 3.3, for example para 3.79 which refers to Decent Homes
Standard. Similarly, para 3.13 refers to “London desperately
needs more homes”.
As set out in the NPPG (see above) “The examination of Local
Plans is intended to ensure that up-to-date housing requirements
and the deliverability of sites to meet a five year supply will have
been thoroughly considered and examined prior to adoption, in a
way that cannot be replicated in the course of determining
individual applications and appeals where only the
applicant’s/appellant’s evidence is likely to be presented to
contest an authority’s position.”

Furthermore, consideration should also be made to the housing
supply provided from previously vacant units. The Inspector on the
recently allowed appeal in relation to 77 Drayton Gardens (Ref:
The appeal quoted was not the place to set a new assumption for
APP/K5600/C/16/3143934) commented as follows in the decision: vacant units for the Council and indeed a new housing target for
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'Mr Burroughs points out that vacancies have fallen much faster
than the assumed rate of 46 dpa. The 2014 AMR assumed that
around 118 vacant units per annum would return to use. However,
having regard to DCLG figures, which show returning vacancies at
77 dpa, Mr Burroughs suggested in his oral evidence that I should
work on the basis of a reasonably conservative estimate of 100
returning vacancies per annum. The Council did not dispute that
and, on this basis, the 5 year requirement would be 3,798
including the 20% buffer. The supply of 4,416 would leave
headroom of 618 to accommodate 250 assumed amalgamations
over that period.'

the borough. The housing target for the borough has been set
through the London Plan and adopted very recently in 2015
(FALP). A figure of 46 units is included with the Council’s 733 dpa
target and this was based on the London Plan SHLAA 2013. The
118 vacant units returning to use was based on the SHLAA 2009
which has been superseded.

Based on this decision, it is evident that there is a notable
headroom which would allow amalgamations to not impact on the
Borough's ability to meet its 5 year housing target as required in
the NPPF.

3) The use of 170 sqm as a benchmark
The supporting text to Policy CH1 states that 'the floorspace limit
is about 20% more than the minimum nationally described
floorspace standards for a 6 bed, 8 person, 3 storey dwelling in
recognition of the traditional housing stock in the borough which
typically have large areas dedicated for circulation which reduce
the habitable floorspace. This approach has been taken as it can
help serve a need by providing family sized accommodation in the
borough and enable families to stay and expand without moving
home.'

Further para 40 of the NPPG on Housing and economic land
availability assessment states that “The National Planning Policy
Framework encourages local authorities to bring empty housing
and buildings back into residential use. Empty homes can help to
contribute towards meeting housing need but it would be for
individual local authorities to identify and implement an empty
homes strategy. Any approach to bringing empty homes back
into use and counting these against housing need would have to
be robustly evidenced by the local planning authority at the
independent examination of the draft Local Plan, for example to
test the deliverability of the strategy and to avoid double counting
(local planning authorities would need to demonstrate that empty
homes had not been counted within their existing stock of
dwellings when calculating their overall need for additional
dwellings in their local plans).” (emphasis added)
3) The use of 170 sqm as a benchmark
The Council does not agree that the existing policy is appropriate.
It has been interpreted to be permissive of amalgamating up to 5
units and has been an issue of contention in a number of appeals
with inconsistent interpretations. Such an approach will not be
positive, effective or justified to take forward. The 170 sq m
threshold already takes into account the character of properties in
the borough and is above the nationally described floorspace
standards.

It is our view that the current policy CH2(f) which restricts
amalgamations below 5 units is still appropriate. There is still a
strong demand for large family units both in the private market and
affordable housing sector. We consider that any reference to floor The Council has set a threshold of 170 sq m as based on the
area based on national standards should not be applied to the
data analysed this would still allow about 25% of the relevant
Borough which has on average larger sized properties.
proposals but restrict the remaining 75%. This is considered to
strike the right balance in allowing some amalgamations within
prescribed limits. The data is set out in the Policy Formulation
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The Council base the 170sqm benchmark on a 20% uplift of the
national minimum technical space standards. These are minimum
standards and should not therefore be applied to provide a
maximum figure. Whilst the Council have allowed for a 20% uplift,
there is no justification provided for this level of uplift.

Report for Policy CH1. The size threshold is considered to be
large enough to allow for flexibility.

Given that the Borough has a large stock of existing buildings,
development is usually limited by the original building footprint.
Application of a strict size limit therefore does not allow any
flexibility for developments which involve existing buildings, rather
than new build development.

4) De-conversion back to a single family dwelling

The size threshold is considered large enough to allow flexibility
for existing stock.

The Council does not consider that the loss of units in a
conservation area is outweighed by benefits in de-converting
back to a single. Externally there is generally no impact on the
character or appearance of a conservation area. Where listed
4) De-conversion back to a single family dwelling
buildings are concerned the Council has a duty under the
Planning (Listed Building) and Conservation Areas Act 1990 (as
Without prejudice to our view that Policy CH2(f) should be
amended) which extends to the architectural significance. In
retained, we consider that the new policy should allow for
some cases it could be that re-instating the plan-form to the
amalgamation associated with the de-conversion back to
original listed building outweighs the harm caused by the loss of
properties built as single family sized dwellings. The Borough has units. The Council also applies the tests of harm as set out in the
many examples of properties which originally were designed as
NPPF but each case is determined on its own merits.
single dwellings, and which are now subdivided into multiple units. The circumstances of other London Boroughs could be different
The reinstatement of such properties into single dwellings will not such as Westminster may not be under delivering on its housing
result in any reduction in residential floorspace, and the
targets.
reinstatement to the original form and use of the property is
considered a significant heritage benefit for listed buildings and
The plan-led system allows consideration of ‘other material
those buildings located within a conservation area. This position is considerations’ as stated.
consistent with policies in other Central London boroughs. For
example, Policy S14 of the Westminster City Plan allows for the
loss of residential units where the proposals comprise a converted Policy CH1 (Part D) Restrict very large units:
house being returned to a family- sized dwelling or dwellings (see
Appendix 1).
The Council has not defined very large units as more than double
De-conversion of subdivided properties back into single family
the Mayor's minimum space standards. Para 35.3.11 states “the
dwellings also provides the additional benefit of resulting in an
Council has seen an increase in the number of very large
appropriate use of amenity space. In dwellings converted into
residential units coming forward for development which are
flats, it is typically the case that only the ground or lower ground
significantly above the nationally described space standards.”
floor units have access to the large gardens originally designed for
single family homes. De-conversion allows for the whole property The Council’s policies are based on the evidence of need as set
to benefit from access to family-sized rear gardens that are
out in the SHMA 2015. The policy is not considered overly
characteristic of many parts of the borough. This is considered to restrictive as it is simply making clear that the London Plan

504

Name

Comment

Council’s Response

represent an additional benefit resulting from de-conversion.

density matrix will be used to optimise sites. This is already part
of the Council’s development plan.

Please find below our full response to Policy CH1 (Part D) Restrict
very large units:
Under Part d) of Policy CH1, the Council will seek to resist very
large units which the Council define as being more than double
the Mayor's minimum space standards. The basis for this policy
change is that the creation of large units is restricting the
optimising of housing numbers on new development schemes.
This policy position fails to take into account the need and
demand from specific purchasers for units of this size in the
borough and the site specific circumstances which also dictate the
size of the units that can be provided. It is often the case that the
site constraints do not allow for the provision of smaller units. We
therefore consider that this policy change is overly restrictive and
does not relate to the specific demand and supply circumstances
of the borough.
Richard Foot

Housing Target: The respondent supports the policy commitment
to exceed the London Plan target for new homes, restricted by the
availability of land, in the Borough in accordance with London Plan
Policy 3.3 and the findings of the London SHMA 2013.
Furthermore, as it is currently estimated by the Council that if all
allocated/ consented sites are delivered there will be a significant
shortfall of homes over the plan period, Policy CH1 should also
set out how the Council intends to maximise housing delivery
including but not limited to:Support for the intensification of existing housing sites and extant
planning consents.

Criterion d. of the policy refers to the London Plan Density Matrix
to optimise the number of units. The Council’s policies apply to all
types of development and no specific policies are required for
extant planning permissions.
The Council considers higher densities on a case by case basis
given the high quality and numerous heritage assets in the
borough.
Policy CH2 and CH5 deal with affordable housing and estate
regeneration respectively.
Support for Starter Homes is provided in Draft Policy CH2.
Exceptions for off-site provision or payments in lieu are also set
out in the supporting text to Draft Policy CH2.

Support for higher densities above London Plan matrix (i.e
Opportunity Area Sites) in accordance with the London Plan
Policy 2.13.
Support for approaches which seek to maximise affordable
housing delivery including off-site delivery, linkages to estate
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Support for Build to Rent is provided in Draft Policy CH4.
Noted. The plan-led system allows for flexibility by way of taking
other material considerations into account as each case is
determined on its own merits. It is not considered necessary to
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regeneration, cross borough collaboration, use of public grant
and/or the pooling of commuted sums.

state the suggested text in the planning policy which may make
the policies ineffective.

Support for Starter Homes as required by the Housing and
Planning Act (2016) with flexibility for payments in lieu in higher
values areas.
Support for Build to Rent in accordance with National Policy
(NPPG), the London Plan Housing SPG (para 3.3.3) and the
emerging London Plan Affordable Housing SPG.
Large Units: The respondent supports the policy presumption in
favour of ‘optimising the number of residential units delivered in
new developments’. It is however submitted that policy flexibility
should be included for schemes to be considered on their own
merits taking into account wider benefits that could be leveraged
for the borough (i.e. where the provision of larger units would
provide greater development subsidy to cross fund enhanced
affordable housing delivery either on or off-site).
Carter Jonas
representating
National Grid
Property Holdings
(Alister Henderson)

Question CH1(1) – comments on Policy CH1

CBRE (Jennifer Liu
)

Comments in relation to Policy CH1 (Increasing Housing Supply)
The Council have introduced a new policy requirement under
policy CH1 resisting the loss of residential units through
amalgamation unless the amalgamation result in the net loss of
one unit only and the existing total floorspace of the new dwelling
created will be less than or equal to 170 sq.m of GIA.

No change. Support noted.

NGPH supports Policy CH1, as the Council is seeking to exceed
the London Plan target of a minimum of 733 net additional
dwellings each year.

Whilst we appreciate the basic rationale for the policy, we believe
the policy wording is not justified in the context of NPPF
paragraph 182 on the soundness of Local Plans. Whilst CHG
make every effort to accurately forecast housing need for their
developments; it is an issue which is in flux and for major
regeneration schemes which are developed over a course of
many years, such as Wornington Green, the housing need of
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No change.
Noted.
It is considered that 170 sq m is large enough to provide the
flexibility to accommodate a large family. In terms of minimum
space standards the 170 sq m limit is about 20% more than the
minimum nationally described floorspace standards for a 6 bed, 8
person, 3 storey dwelling. However, the Council can consider
‘other material considerations’ when determining planning
applications. As such it is not considered necessary to include an
exception for affordable homes.

Name

Council’s Response

Comment
occupants often change and we require flexibility in the policy to
enable CHG to make amendments to their schemes so that
affordable units can be amalgamated where necessary to enable
extended family living, and vice versa. For example, the tenants
on the Wornington Green estate are very diverse and it is not
uncommon for multigenerational families to live together in a
single unit for cultural reasons. As these families grow, they
require larger units and one way of responding to these changing
family circumstances whilst allowing them to remain on the estate
is to amalgamate existing units. In light of the above, we
respectfully request that the wording for policy CH1 is changed to
the following: “resist the loss of residential units through
amalgamations of existing or new homes unless the
amalgamation will:
a. 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), or
b. relates to affordable units and amalgamation is required to
respond to housing need to enable extended family living.”

Gerald Eve obo
CEL - Cadogan
Estates Ltd (Neil
Henderson)

Cadogan Estates Ltd generally support an approach which seeks
to resist super prime very large residential units. However,
although reference is made to the London Plan Density Matrix
acting as a guide to decision making on this matter, in order to
provide more clarity, it would be helpful if the policy could define
what might be considered ‘very large’ in most circumstances.

Tesco (Sir/ Madam) CH1 – Increasing Housing Supply

Noted. No change.
Para 35.3.11 of the Draft Policies document states that “the
Council has seen an increase in the number of very large
residential units coming forward for development which are
significantly above the nationally described space standards.”

Criterion e. protects market residential use and floorspace and
will be amended to include reference to units. Further details of
Whilst our client welcomes the Council’s commitment to meet and meeting and exceeding Housing Targets are provided in Chapter
exceed the London Plan (2016) housing requirement (733 net
40 and the Monitoring Report 2016.
dwellings per annum), Policy CH1 of the Local Plan Review fails
to plan proactively to meet this housing need.
The Council has identified its five and fifteen-year housing supply.
A summary of which is presented in Chapter 40. The Council has
Indeed, Policy CH1 does not include a strategy through which the also allocated sites to enable the target to be met. Further details
Council will boost the supply of new homes in the borough, and
of the five year supply are also provided in the Monitoring Report
instead focuses solely on resisting the loss of existing residential
which is updated annually.
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Comment
dwellings (which is supported).
It is strongly contended that if the Local Plan Review is to be
consistent with the requirements of the NPPF and London Plan
(2016), Policy CH1 must be amended to incorporate an
appropriate strategy to meet and exceed the housing needs within
the borough.

The Chelsea
Society (Michael
Stephen)

SECTION 10 – HOUSING
Chelsea is not just part of inner London indistinguishable from the
rest. This small piece of land between Kensington and the river
has by accident or design acquired its own peculiar reputation and
charm. It has become a place of terraced houses and blocks of
flats, of some high-fashion brands and some small independent
businesses. It has a rich demographic mix and is home to both
rich and poor who meet in the same shops, pubs and churches. It
is this that turns the urban landscape – so often a metaphor for
loneliness and alienation – into a rich and invigorating community.
Chelsea is one of the most densely populated parts of the United
Kingdom, and there is simply no room for any substantial addition
to its housing stock. By contrast there is much spare capacity in
the outer-London Boroughs. In Chelsea there is scope for
refurbishment of existing housing,
including some of the social housing built in the early 20th century,
provided that the social mix of the population is not significantly
altered.
The policy of requiring large-scale developments to include
provision for 35 – 40% affordable housing) is re-affirmed, but there
is no explanation of why this requirement is rarely enforced in the
case of developments in Chelsea, despite the stipulation (35.3.5.)
that the alternative of off-site provision or financial payment must
be "robustly justified". The plan also envisages (35.3.8) that when
in lieu financial payments are made, they will be used on the
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Criterion e. protects market residential use and floorspace and
will be amended to include reference to units. However, the policy
addresses a number of issues including managing losses through
amalgamations and optimising delivery from sites.
The strategy to meet and exceed the targets is based on land
supply. The Council has identified sufficient deliverable (in the
first five years) and developable (in years ten to fifteen) sites to
meet and exceed the target. A summary was set out in Chapter
40 of the Draft Policies document. Further are provided in the
Publication Policies document both in Chapter 40 and an update
of the borough’s Monitoring Report.
Noted.
The Council’s planning decisions on sites capable of providing
affordable housing include consideration of a viability
assessment. This is required by national policy. It is not
considered that in each case no affordable housing is provided in
Chelsea. For example Kingsgate House in Chelsea did provide a
significant amount of affordable housing.
The Council is accountable for spending the money accrued for
the provision of affordable housing in relation to the housing need
and housing waiting lists.
The Local Plan does not propose change of use from offices to
residential. The Council’s planning policies protect office use in
the borough.
Noted.

Name

Council’s Response

Comment
Council's estate regeneration programme. This is surely wrong. If
the affordable housing were being provided by the developer at
the site in question it would be clearly visible as an addition to the
overall stock. If the Council just uses the money for estate
regeneration there is no certainty that any new affordable housing
units will accrue.
Because land values in Chelsea are extremely high, any new
residential accommodation tends to be out of reach of local
people, and is bought or rented by the very rich, often from foreign
countries. Chelsea does not need any more blocks of flats built or
converted for that purpose. We will normally oppose change of
use to residential from any other use-class, and from community
use to offices, without very good reason.
The only people in Chelsea who have any protection from these
market forces are the residents of Council and Housing
Association properties, and the Society will try to maintain that
protection so long as we can. The Society's position on the Affinity
Sutton Estate is at http://chelseasociety.org.uk/affinity-suttonestate/
Chelsea already has an optimum daytime and night-time
population, and we would not wish to see any significant increase
or diminution. Any significant increase would place further
pressures on housing, education, transport, car-parking, airquality, office space, open spaces, and on the public utilities.
Diminution would affect the viability of small businesses and would
weaken the sense of community in Chelsea if more dwellings
remain empty for most of the year in addition to the ones already
unoccupied at weekends by people who have a second home
outside London.

Zipporah LisleMainwaring

I believe also there is a plan to refuse the amalgamation of
properties, a policy the Council is already implementing prior to
their being any lawful basis so to do, or such a policy being
examined by an Inspector. I object to that too, as it has caused a
great deal of harm to individuals who had already started on the
route, believing it to be acceptable to the Council.

London Borough of

Policy CH1 point e (i) – this point would allow loss of residential to Noted. The comment is not considered to be of strategic
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No change.
The comment does not relate to the proposed policy but is a
comment on the Council’s current approach in decision making.

Council’s Response

Name

Comment

Hammersmith and
Fulham (Matt
Butler)

a town centre use and could apply to residential on upper floors in significance under the Duty to Co-operate.
a mixed use town centre development. We recommend that this
policy is tightened up to avoid losing residential on upper floors in Policy CH1 e (i) is an existing policy adopted in 2010. The
town centres.
Council has monitored the policy since its adoption and so far it
has been effective and has not resulted in the consequences
stated. Land values in the borough are such that there is
generally no financial incentive to change residential to other
uses. The Council does not consider that the policy needs to be
tightened as suggested.

RFR Property
Montagu Evans submitted representations on behalf of RFR in
(Richard Rogerson) response to the proposed ‘Issues and Options Consultation’, with
particular reference to the proposed policies regarding
amalgamations. For this consultation, the Council identified the
issue of amalgamations and identified policy options in response.
One of these options was to restrict the loss of all residential units
that may arise from amalgamation. Our representations outlined
that 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. It was noted that
where there are clear exemptions from policy, the Council should
provide clear justifications for such exemptions. The following
exemptions were therefore suggested to echo the approach of
other Central London Authorities who have sought to tackle the
issue of amalgamations, namely Westminster:
1. Where the amalgamation returns a house formerly in use as a
single dwelling to that use; or
2. Where the amalgamation returns to a listed building to its
originally designed use;
3. Where 2 flats are combined to create a family sized dwelling;
4. Where the amalgamation results in the loss of substandard
living accommodation.

The Council has responded to representations made at the Issues
and Options stage. Please refer to I&O Consultation - Housing Schedule and Summary available on the Draft Policies
consultation webpage.
Draft Policies Consultation
The Council’s evidence for 170 sq m is for amalgamation set out
in the Policy Formulation Report for Policy CH1 available on the
Draft Policies consultation webpage.
The Council has set a threshold of 170 sq m based on the
floorspace for planning permissions from 1 September 2014 to 1
June 2016. Setting the limit at 170 sq m would allow about 25% of
the relevant proposals but restrict the remaining 75%. This is
considered to strike the right balance in allowing some
amalgamations within prescribed limits.

As acknowledged in the representation the Council takes a
different approach for listed buildings. The Local Plan has to be
read as a whole and other policies deal with Listed Buildings. The
Council also has a duty under the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 (as amended) where listed buildings
are concerned. The Council uses the tests (for substantial or less
than substantial harm) as set out in the NPPF. It is considered that
there is a sufficiently strong existing policy framework to determine
In terms of point two, there are clear planning benefits arising in planning applications where listed buildings are concerned and a
terms of heritage benefits from returning the asset to its originally further exception in the policy is not required as each case is
designated use. The NPPF advises that such enhancements to different and dealt with on its own merits.
designated heritage assets should be accorded great weight.
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Comment
From reviewing the relevant consultation pages on the Council’s
website, the Council’s response to the above observations and
suggestions and other representations has not been published
since the Consultation closed.
Draft Policies Consultation
The Council have now published their draft policies. The
consultation period commenced 28 October 2016 and expires 11
December 2016. Draft policy CH1 relates to amalgamations. The
draft policy sets out that amalgamations as follows:
“b. resist 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);
c. [Existing Policy CH2g] require development that results in the
amalgamation of residential units to be subject to a s106 agreement
to ensure the resultant units are not further amalgamated in the
future.”
It is assumed that the Council has drawn upon robust evidence
which justifies the figure of 170sqm and how it was calculated as a
threshold. It is assumed that this evidence forms the evidence base
for the New Local Plan. We therefore request that a copy of such
evidence is made available to view on the Council’s website.
Draft policy CH1 proposes a slight shift away from the Council
suggesting a blanket approach of resisting all amalgamations.
Notwithstanding the view that amalgamations are not prejudicing
the Council’s ability to meet its housing supply (as per the 2015
Annual Monitoring Report and DCLG figures from April 2015March 2016), we would suggest that the Council add a following
further exception to the policy:
“b. resist the loss of residential units through amalgamations of
existing or new homes unless;
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Comment
i) 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); or
ii) the amalgamation will return the listed building to its originally
designed use.”
There are clear planning benefits that arise from returning a
designated asset to its original use which outbalance the loss of
planning units. This approach has been confirmed by the Council in
recent decisions such as 13 Holland Park and 21 Sumner Place,
and by Inspectors including the appeal at 55 Sydney Street.
Enhancements to a designated heritage assets is also a material
consideration which should be accorded great weight.
The Borough has a historical character which should be preserved
and protected. As such, amalgamations which seek to enhance the
significance of a heritage asset through returning the listed building
or its originally designed use should therefore be supported.

Michael Bach
(Kensington
Society)

Changes to Policy CH1: Increasing Housing Supply, especially:

Policy CH1 (e) has been amended to insert “units” as suggested.

• policy to resist/limit losses of housing units, especially small
units, through deconversion and amalgamation (CH1(b))
• optimising the number of residential units delivered from sites by
make the most effective use of the site, whilst providing open
green space (CH1(d))

The Council considers deconversions and amalgamations to
mean the same thing. Amalgamations is defined in the glossary
as “This is where separate dwellings within an existing building in
residential use or in new build residential scheme are
amalgamated to form fewer dwellings or one home.”

Policy CH1 (b) Line 1: After “through” insert “deconversions of
houses currently divided into flats into a smaller number of units
and”

“Will” is considered appropriate.
See response above
Policy CH1(e) has been amended to insert “units” as suggested.

Lines 1/2: Delete “the amalgamation will” and insert “it would”
This would cover both deconversions and amalgamations – they
are different. This needs to be explicit as developers may not
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Comment
recognise or be able to interpret the policy.
CH1(e) Rewrite as: “protect market residential use – in terms of
both floorspace and units – except:”

OPDC (Lauren
Laviniere)

Noted. The comments are not considered to be of strategic
significance in relation to the Duty to Co-operate.
Paragraph 35.3.14- In a high cost area like RBKC Buy to Leave
may also be an issue for units that are not super-prime, but
normally sized.

The comment is a general statement which does not recognise
the variety of places within the borough and is not backed by
evidence. It is also not clear what is meant by normal sized in the
representation.

Paragraph 35.3.14:- It would be useful for this to include the
definition of a qualifying site for the purpose of starter homes
provision

The issue of starter homes is unrelated to paragraph 35.3.14.
Information on Starter Homes is provided in para 35.3.18 but the
definition of qualifying sites is not yet available as the outcome of
the Government technical consultation/ Regulations has not been
published at the time of writing this response. The Council will
update the text if more information does become available before
submission of the Plan.

Paragraph 35.3.14 (and wider section on affordable housing)The Mayor’s new Housing SPG may have implications for this
section, as it includes new
policies on affordable housing tenures, particularly housing
targets, London Living Rent and viability.

The Mayor’s Draft Affordable Housing and Viability SPG was
published in November, post-publication of the Draft Policies. The
Council has reviewed the Mayor’s Draft SPG and text has been
updated accordingly.

Question CH1(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers
Name

Comment

Response

Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva

35.1.2
35.1.3 The paragraph refers to a diversity of housing in the
35.1.3 No mention of housing for elderly residents in either of these borough and does not list all types of housing needs. It is intended
2 paragraphs, and there should be.
to be an introductory paragraph to the chapter. Draft Policy CH4:

513

Name

Comment

Response
Specific Housing Needs includes the policy for older people’s
housing.

Skinner)

35.3.3 RBKC should not achieve housing targets at the expense of
closing elderly people's homes to gain building land

35.3.3 The draft policies, supporting text and the housing
trajectory (Chapter 40) do not suggest that housing targets will be
met by building on older people’s homes. Draft Policy CH4
supports the provision of older people’s housing and resists the
loss of existing provision.
The reliance on small sites is because of the densely built up
character of the borough. The housing supply figures are not
based on loss of older people’s homes.

35.3.5 these small windfall sites are often elderly peoples homes
as at the very southerly end of Dove House Street
Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted.

St Quintin and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood
Forum (Henry
Peterson)

We recognise that the London-wide SHLAA exercise is a relatively
crude exercise in setting housing targets for individual boroughs.
Post Brexit there is no certainty that projections of population
growth for London will come even close to predictions, and we
await a review of current projections within the new version of the
London Plan..

Noted.

Even if the Council is identified as having 'under-delivered' in
relation to Mayoral targets, we support the Council in taking a
careful approach to granting permissions for new housing within a
Borough already very densely built. The Buy to Leave phenomenon
is very real, for this part of the capital, and there is no point in the
Council approving housing developments which, when built, impact
adversely on the local context without in reality housing any
significant numbers of households and becoming no more than
unoccupied property investments
The Labour Group
- K and C (N/A)

35.1 Introduction

35.1

35.1.3 Diversity of housing is an integral part of the Local Plan’s
central vision of Building on Success. It is central to stimulating
regeneration in North Kensington and the ‘areas of change’, and
vital to the residential quality of life. However, this is not the best

35.1.3 The planning policy framework is constantly changing
including at the national level. There is also a Government
requirement to have up to date Local Plans and in particular
housing policies by 2017. It is not appropriate for the Council to

514

Name

Comment

Response

moment to review the Diversity of Housing Chapter. These plans
are based on the former Mayor’s 2016 London Plan and the
government has yet to issue regulations and instruments that will
set out how the provisions in the Housing and Planning Act 2016
will be fulfilled. The current Mayor will be issuing a new London
Plan later next year. These mean that this chapter and any
variations proposed now will be subject to further review in less
than two years’ time.

await the adoption of the London Plan to review housing policies.

CO6 Strategic Objective for Diversity of Housing

The Strategic Objective encompasses the whole range of housing
diversity that the various policies in Chapter 35 are seeking to
support. It is not appropriate to include the text suggested in
Our strategic objective is to boost the supply of housing to further
relation to reducing the housing allocations register. The stated
the aim of sustainable development including a diversity of housing aim may be more appropriate for the Council as a Local Housing
that at a local level, will cater for a variety of housing needs, and is Authority rather than its Local Planning Authority functions.
built for adaptability and to a high quality. In particular, it will aim to
reduce significantly the Housing Allocations register and the
number of households living in temporary accommodation within
Housing Targets
the next five years, given that a number of households have been
35.3.3 – The suggested change is not an issue that can be dealt
in temporary accommodation for over nine years already.
with through the Local Plan although the Mayor’s Draft Affordable
Housing and Viability SPG is seeking to provide incentives to
developers (such as not triggering an early review) if an agreed
level of development takes places within two years of planning
Housing Targets
permission.
CO6 Strategic Objective for Diversity of Housing

35.3.3 In accordance with the NPPF84, the Council must ensure
that the Local Plan meets the full OAN for market and affordable
housing. It must also demonstrate a 5 year supply of specific
deliverable85 sites sufficient to meet the borough’s housing target
plus an additional 20% buffer (moved forward from later in the plan
period) for the first 5 years due to a record of persistent under
delivery. The additional buffer is to provide a realistic prospect of
achieving the planned supply and to ensure choice and competition
in the market for land. The Council’s net residential completions
over the last 5 years (2010/11 to 2014/15) have averaged around
320 units per annum86 whilst net residential approvals over the
same period have averaged around 780 units per annum. There is
no clear guidance on how many years of residential completions
need to be monitored before the conclusion can be drawn that
there is a persistent under delivery. Nevertheless the Council has
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Housing Strategy 2013 - 2017
Noted. The Housing Strategy is produced by the Council’s
Housing department. The Local Plan cannot set the timetable for
its production.

Name

Comment

Response

included a 20% buffer over the housing target for the first 5 years
which results in an annual target of 880 units per annum for the first
5 years and will address any evidence of “land banking”. The Local
Plan also identifies a supply of specific, developable87 sites or
broad locations for growth for years 6-15.
Housing Strategy 2013 - 2017
35.4.9 The Council’s Housing Strategy sets out how the Council
wants to improve both the quality of accommodation and lives of
people who live here by:
•Resources – Develop effective asset management and longer
term business planning, taking advantage of the new regime for
Council Housing finance.
•Development and regeneration – Regenerate, renew and develop
new social rented and affordable housing where opportunities
arise.
•Housing options – Provide a service that enables people to make
informed decisions about their housing options.
•Vulnerable residents – Support people who are vulnerable with
appropriate accommodation and advice services.
•Employment and training – Enable people in social housing to
access employment and training opportunities.
35.4.10 The Council’s Housing Strategy states that “the Council is
committed to providing a safe, secure and desirable environment
for the gypsies and travellers living at the Stable Way site, in north
Kensington… We recognise that a good quality, well-managed site
plays an important part in achieving better social, health and
educational outcomes for the whole
community”.
35.4.11 The Council will publish a new four year Housing Strategy
in 2017 once the new Mayor of London’s Housing strategy and
London Plan are available.
Savills (Nick de
Lotbiniere)

In response to Paragraphs 35.3.6, 35.3.7 and 35.3.8 of the
supporting text to Policy CH1:
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A response to these points has been provided above (see pages
18 to 24).

Name

Comment

Response

The Council contend that amalgamations are having a direct
impact on the Council's ability to meet their housing target. On a
recent appeal decision relating to amalgamation of two units into
one at 77 Drayton Gardens (Ref: APP/K5600/C/16/3143934) which
was allowed on the 4th of November, the Inspector commented as
follows:
"On the evidence before me, the amalgamation will not, on the
balance of probability, affect the Council's ability to meet its
housing targets. Furthermore, it will contribute to meeting a current
identified need for larger dwellings in the borough, whilst improving
the quality of accommodation."
The London Plan seeks to achieve a minimum London-wide target
of additional homes but this is a net target which includes an
unspecified element of losses. The London Plan Housing
SPG (2012) recognises that de-conversion of smaller properties
into single dwellings will be one element reducing housing supply.
The application of a net housing target, by its very nature of being
net, allows for the loss of housing units, as long as there is an
overall net gain. Furthermore, Policy 3.14 of the London Plan refers
to the 'loss of housing' but is silent on the amalgamation of
residential units where is no reduction in the amount of housing
floorspace. In any event, this strategic policy is to be applied and
as set out above allows for some loss of residential units. The
emphasis within Policy 3.14(b) of the London Plan is on the need to
ensure there is no loss of housing in terms of floorspace. The Plan
is not designed to strictly resist the loss of units. Amalgamation
does not result in the loss of residential floorspace, and can often
result in improvement to the quality of the accommodation.
Furthermore, consideration should also be made to the housing
supply provided from previously vacant units. The Inspector on the
recently allowed appeal in relation to 77 Drayton Gardens (Ref:
APP/K5600/C/16/3143934) commented as follows in the decision:
'Mr Burroughs points out that vacancies have fallen much faster
than the assumed rate of 46 dpa. The 2014 AMR assumed that
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around 118 vacant units per annum would return to use. However,
having regard to DCLG figures, which show returning vacancies at
77 dpa, Mr
Burroughs suggested in his oral evidence that I should work on the
basis of a reasonably conservative estimate of 100 returning
vacancies per annum. The Council did not dispute that and, on this
basis, the 5 year requirement would be 3,798 including the 20%
buffer. The supply of 4,416 would leave headroom of 618 to
accommodate 250 assumed amalgamations over that period.'
Based on this decision, it is evident that there is a notable
headroom which would allow amalgamations to not impact on the
Borough's ability to meet its 5 year housing target as required in the
NPPF.
In response to Paragraph 35.3.9 of the supporting text to CH1:
The supporting text to Policy CH1 states that 'the floorspace limit is
about 20% more than the minimum nationally described floorspace
standards for a 6 bed, 8 person, 3 storey dwelling in recognition of
the traditional housing stock in the borough which typically have
large areas dedicated for circulation which reduce the habitable
floorspace. This approach has been taken as it can help serve a
need by providing family sized accommodation in the borough and
enable families to stay and expand without moving home.'
It is our view that the current policy CH2(f) which restricts
amalgamations below 5 units is still appropriate. There is still a
strong demand for large family units both in the private market and
affordable housing sector. We consider that any reference to floor
area based on national standards should not be applied to the
Borough which has on average larger sized properties.
The Council base the 170sqm benchmark on a 20% uplift of the
national minimum technical space standards. These are minimum
standards and should not therefore be applied to provide a
maximum figure. Whilst the Council have allowed for a 20% uplift,
there is no justification provided for this level of uplift.
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Given that the Borough has a large stock of existing buildings,
development is usually limited by the original building footprint.
Application of a strict size limit therefore does not allow any
flexibility for developments which involve existing buildings, rather
than new build development.
In response to Paragraph 35.3.13 of the supporting text to CH1:
Under Part d) of Policy CH1, the Council will seek to resist very
large units which the Council define as being more than double the
Mayor's minimum space standards. The basis for this policy
change is that the creation of large units is restricting the optimising
of housing numbers on new development schemes. This policy
position fails to take into account the need and demand from
specific purchasers for units of this size in the borough and the site
specific circumstances which also dictate the size of the units that
can be provided. It is often the case that the site constraints do not
allow for the provision of smaller units. We therefore consider that
this policy change is overly restrictive and does not relate to the
specific demand and supply circumstances of the borough.
Michael Bach
(Kensington
Society)

35.1 Introduction
35.1.1: The polarisation is not just between north and south of the
Borough, but also between existing housing and new, recentlycompleted housing, most of which is heavily skewed toward large
units appealing to an overseas investment market where properties
are rarely occupied.

35.1
35.1.1 Existing market housing is not considered to be polarised
from new market housing in the borough. Property prices for all
types of market housing are extremely high. The introductory
paragraph highlights an established issue in the borough which is
substantiated by evidence such as the Index of Multiple
Deprivation.
35.1.2 It is a factual statement that the borough has a national and
indeed international reputation. It would be odd for the Local Plan
not to acknowledge this well known fact.

35.1.2: Line 3: Delete “national and international” or at the very
least “international” – this was part of the problem with the Core
Strategy which suggested that international investment housing
would be encouraged.

CO6 Line 1:
Planning cannot control the occupiers of new market homes built
in the borough and limit them to those who live and work in
London. Affordable housing is already based on allocation criteria
which is related to local need. The suggested change is not
CO6 Line 1: Rewrite as:
considered appropriate. The Mayor’s concordat requires that new
“Our strategic objective is to increase the supply of housing to meet homes are first marketed to Londoners.
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the need for housing for people who live and work in London to
further the aim of sustainable development, including a diversity of
housing that at a local level will cater for a variety of housing
needs, and is built for adaptability and to a high quality.”
Need to put meeting the “objectively-assessed need” for housing
for people who live and work in London/the Borough, rather than
housing used as an investment and remains unoccupied
35.2 What this means for the Borough
35.2.1 Line 2: after “Royal Borough,” add “which better meets the
needs of Londoners for a home, rather than large units targeted at
an international investment market,”
There is a need to reflect a change in direction from the current
policy on housing mix which has produced housing that has not
succeeded in meeting “objectively-assessed need” as required by
the NPPF. The policy needs to be tightened up if it is to meet this
requirement to provide homes for people who live and work in
London.

35.2 What this means for the Borough
35.2.1
The Council has introduced specific text on restricting very large
units. Paragraph 35.2.1 is a general introductory paragraph to the
text that is referring to a better mix of housing types and tenures
etc. It does not specify the variety of housing issues/types covered
in Chapter 35.

35.3 Policies
The purpose of the supporting text is to provide a justification for
the new policies. The Local Plan runs until 2028 and it is not
appropriate to explain why the policies have been reviewed within
the document. Further background to each policy is provided in
the associated Policy Formulation Reports, also published for
consultation.

35.3.1 Line 1: It is factual information that there is a demand for
35.3 Policies
private homes in the borough. It is not considered that stating this
Each section needs a short paragraph on the changing context and would support second homes. The issue of large size has been
the need for policy changes
acknowledged in the policy and supporting text.
35.3.1 Line 1: The reference to catering for “the demand for private
homes” would appear to include the demand for “second” homes
and for investment properties, whereas these divert supply from
meeting the need for a primary residence that is occupied year
round, whereas investment properties, unless rented out, do not
meet “objectively-assessed need”. In addition, because of their
large size, many of these investment properties/”second” homes do
not optimise the number of homes provided.
Action: Change Line 1: Delete “demand” and add “requirement to
meet the objectively assessed need for private homes….”

35.3.2 The supply is limited by capacity and the text is
distinguishing the gap between demand and supply.

Deconversions and Amalgamations
35.3.6 Noted.
35.3.6 Change “considered permitted development” to “not
considered to constitute development (as defined by s 55 of the
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended)”.

35.3.2 Line 2: Change “supply-based” to “capacity-based” – a
SHLAA is produced by the GLA in partnership with London
35.3.9 Footnote later in the paragraph refers to as adopted in the
Boroughs to define how many housing units could be completed on London Plan 2016.
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an annual basis.
Restrict very large units
Deconversions and Amalgamations
Noted.
35.3.6 The GLA‘s London Plan sets an annual target for the net
additional number of net additional units to be completed each
year. Any losses count against any gains to produce the net
additional number of units.
The Kensington Society strongly supports the Council’s proposals
to reduce the scale of losses that has been experienced over the
last ten years through deconversions – reducing the number of
units in houses/buildings divided in to self-contained flats or in
houses in multiple occupation – and, more recently, the increasing
number of proposals for amalgamating adjoining properties either
within a block of flats or with adjoining houses.
35.3.6 Lines 12/13: Delete “considered permitted development is
not mandatory” and insert “ not considered to constitute
development requiring consent.” (ie classified as not development
as defined by S55 of the Act, which different from being “permitted
development”)

35.3.9 This should refer to the London Plan (2016) standards
rather than “nationally described standards” as the former are part
of the development plan.

Restrict very large units
The Kensington Society strongly supports the proposal for a
stronger policy to limit the number of very large units, which since
2008 have dominated the production of market units in the
Borough. These units have proven to be sold to a considerable
degree to an international investment property market rather than
meet the objectively-assessed need of Londoners for a primary
residence.
35.3.10-14: Needs to be a lot clearer and more direct and evidence
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35.3.10-14: Text is considered clear.
35.3.10 Line 2: Change. Add “very large” as suggested. The
linked ‘buy to leave’ issue is referred to in paragraph 35.3.14.
35.3.14 –add “for occasional use only” as suggested and delete
“especially in the south eastern corner of the Borough”.

35.3.15 The suggested change will make the supporting text into a
planning policy. Policy CH1 already states "....To deliver this the
Council will.....e. protect market residential use and floorspace...”
Title: The Council considers deconversions and amalgamations to
mean the same thing. Amalgamations is defined in the glossary as
“This is where separate dwellings within an existing building in
residential use or in new build residential scheme are
amalgamated to form fewer dwellings or one home.”

Name
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Response

based – too many very large units have been developed.
35.3.10 Line 2: Add “very large,” before “luxury” 35.3.11 Add at the
end: “and which are mainly targeted at the international investment
market and which do not produce many additional homes to meet
the housing needs of Londoners.”
35.3.14 Line 2: After “unoccupied” add “or for occasional use only”
Line 5: Delete “especially in the south eastern corner of the
Borough” or qualify it by inserting “in the centre and” - most “buy-toleave” developments are in the centre of the Borough, such as the
Warwick Road developments, Commonwealth Institute, Holland
Park School south grounds, One Kensington Gardens, although
there are several in Chelsea. Protection of Residential Uses
35.3.15 Line 1: Delete “it is important to” and insert “the Council
will” Section

Title: Change to “Deconversions and Amalgamations”

Question CH1(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated Policy Formulation Report
Name

Comment

Response

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted.

Savills (Nick de
Lotbiniere)

In response to Paragraph 2.3.32 of the Policy Formulation Report:

A response to the comment has been provided above see pages
18 to 24.

Whilst the Policy Formulation Report accepts that quantifying the
loss of residential units through amalgamation is difficult given that
planning permission was not previously required for such loss of
amalgamation, the Council consider that amalgamations have
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resulted in a loss of nearly 400 dwellings over three years from
2011/12 to 2013/14.
Paragraph 2.3.32 states that 'the Council also monitored planning
approvals relating to amalgamations from 1 September 2014 to 1
June 2016. In this period there was a net loss of a further 92 units
through amalgamations. About half of these losses were from
schemes where the amalgamation resulted in the loss of unit only.
This indicates that a simple restriction on the number of units that
may be amalgamated alone would not be justified or effective as it
would allow a large proportion of units to continue to be lost
through amalgamations.'
We consider that the reference to nearly 400 dwellings being lost
does not take into account the fact that many of these
amalgamations may well not have been implemented. The actual
figure may therefore be much lower than cited by the Council.
Furthermore, many of these amalgamations had site specific
circumstances that meant that the amalgamation resulted in an
improvement in the quality of residential floorspace.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING
CH2 AFFORDABLE HOUSING
Question CH2(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CH2
Name

Comment

Response

DP9 Ltd (Mr
Manley)

Whilst it is acknowledged that the London Plan prioritises the
delivery of affordable housing on-site, to ensure that the maximum
quantum of affordable housing can be delivered it is important to
allow a flexible approach towards provision. The opportunity to
contribute towards affordable housing via off-site delivery or a
payment in lieu is strongly supported by our client. In high value
locations it is difficult to provide affordable housing on-site,

Noted.
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The draft policy sets out the circumstances where payments in lieu
would be accepted.
Draft Policy CH4 supports build to rent including support for
intermediate rent as the affordable housing component in such

Name
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Response

particularly in high density mixed use schemes. Policy mechanisms
for schemes in high value areas to contribute towards affordable
housing through off-site delivery or a payment in lieu allow overall
for a greater number of affordable housing units to be delivered.

schemes. The supporting text recognises that such schemes may
have a distinct economy and refers to the Mayor’s Draft Affordable
Housing and Viability SPG, November 2016 which provides further
guidance.

An approach towards delivery of affordable housing for build to rent
schemes should also be addressed by the policy.
Quod (Georgie
Church)

We support the revised policy commitment to maximise affordable
housing delivery (subject to viability) with reference to a more
attainable Affordable Housing target than previously adopted.
However, we note that the proposed target remains higher than the
threshold of 35% proposed in the Mayor of London's draft
Affordable Housing SPG, without justification for adopting the rate
assessed within the Viability Update.

Change Draft Policy CH2 to include a borough wide target of 35%
as this is supported both by the Council’s Affordable Housing
Target Viability Study, 2016 and the ‘threshold approach’2 in the
Mayor’s Affordable Housing and Viability SPG, November 2016.
Also add supporting text to state that in-line with the Mayor’s SPG
all applicants should explore the use of grant and other public
subsidy to increase the level of affordable housing to the Mayor’s
strategic aim of 50%.
Schemes meeting 35% will not be required to submit a financial
viability appraisal as an incentive negating the need for protracted
negotiations and offering consistency and certainty for applicants.
As set out in the Mayor’s Draft Affordable Housing and Viability
SPG the London Living Rent is a type of intermediate product.
The Mayor’s Draft SPG provides guidance that at least 30% of
affordable housing should comprise intermediate products. The
policy requires 50% of affordable housing to be intermediate and
is considered to be in-line with the Mayor’s Draft SPG.

The draft Affordable Housing SPG also provides additional
guidance on the use of the 'London Living Rent' product. Part (c) of
draft policy CH2 should be revised for consistency, whilst ensuring
that there is sufficient flexibility for sites to provide meet site
specific circumstances.

The proposed methodology should be cost neutral to developers
and is considered to be the most effective way to seek the
maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing. It is not
agreed that providing two viability assessments in the way
suggested would lead to delay/uncertainty. Where affordable
housing is proposed the Council’s pre-application service would
enable issues to be discussed early in the process providing
certainty to developers and their lenders.

The SPG introduces a ‘threshold approach’, whereby schemes meeting or exceeding 35% affordable housing without public subsidy 2 are not required to
submit viability information nor be subject to review mechanisms where an agreed level of progress has been made on implementing the permission within two
years of the permission being granted.
2
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We do not support the proposed methodology for calculating
commuted sums. Comparing residual land values on a site-by-site
basis will add complication to viability process and is likely to lead
to delay and/or a reduction in overall housing delivery in the
borough due to reduced levels of certainty for developers and their
funders.

Noted. Supporting text para 35.3.39 acknowledges this, it refers to
recent information commissioner decisions and also states that
“…confidential information should be kept to a minimum.”

We support an Open Book approach to viability, policy should
however recognise the commercially sensitive nature of information
contained within financial viability appraisals and that certain
information cannot be made publicly available consistent with
recent Information Commissioner Office decisions.
The Labour Group
- K and C (N/A)

Policy CH2: Affordable Housing

Policy CH2: Affordable Housing

The Council will seek the maximum reasonable amount of social
rented and affordable housing.

The definition of affordable housing includes social rented housing
as set out in the Glossary of the Local Plan and Annex 2 of the
NPPF. This is specified in the opening paragraph (35.3.28) of this
section. See footnote 385 of the tracked changed Draft Policies
document. The addition of social rented in addition to affordable
housing is suggested by this consultee in a number of places and
will not aid the clarity of the document.

To deliver this the Council will use its Council-owned Company as
the most appropriate approach to deliver directly on land that it
owns the highest number possible of social rented and affordable
properties on those developments.
The Council will require:
a. a proportion of starter homes on qualifying sites only after the
Government has published any Regulations and the Council has
lobbied to ensure that these can realistically be applied in this
Borough without detriment to the provision of social rented and
intermediate housing;

The policy objective is to seek the maximum reasonable amount
of affordable housing. It is not considered suitable to specify that
the delivery vehicle for affordable housing will be the Council
owned Company in the Local Plan. This is a corporate issue more
suitably dealt with outside of the Local Plan process.

The Council cannot implement the policy until the Regulations are
b. developments to provide 50% of all residential floorspace as
published/ further details emerge from the Government. This does
affordable on sites that provide 650 sq m of gross residential
not need to be stated in the supporting text. Text will be amended
floorspace (gross internal area), once the threshold is met all gross once more details emerge from the Government. The Council has
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residential floorspace is liable for an affordable housing
contribution;

already submitted its response to the Government consultation in
May 2016 expressing concern about the implementation of starter
homes and potential impact on affordable housing provision in the
c. separate to any starter homes provision, from which requirement borough.
the Council will seek a realistic variation, 50% of the remaining
affordable housing provision to be social rent, 20% affordable rent b. The policies need to be based on robust evidence which
and 30% to be intermediate;
supports a borough-wide target of 35% - 40%. However, in-line
with the Mayor’s Draft Affordable Housing and Viability SPG the
d. provision of affordable housing to be on-site unless exceptional Council supports 50% affordable housing with the use of public
circumstances justified by robust publicly available evidence exist
subsidy and this will be added to the supporting text.
which support provision off-site or providing a payment in lieu;
c. The need for planning policy to include a commitment to seek a
e. an application to be made for any ‘off site’ affordable housing
variation from future Government requirement for starter homes
concurrently with the main planning application and that the two
will continue to be monitored in light of emerging Government
applications are linked through a s106 agreement or unilateral
announcements. The Council did make representations to the
undertaking;
Government consultation. The proposed tenure mix in the policy is
based on evidence in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment
f. where a qualifying scheme over 650 sq.m does not provide 50
(SHMA) 2015 as well as a need to be in conformity with the
per cent of gross residential floorspace, (gross internal area) for
London Plan which has a requirement for 60% of affordable
affordable housing the applicant must demonstrate:
housing to be social/affordable rent and the remaining 40% to be
intermediate. In addition, the policy recognises the extreme wealth
i. the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing is
and deprivation in the borough and is seeking to provide more
provided through the provision of a publicly transparent open book intermediate homes in the borough. The tenure mix cannot be
financial viability assessment, where the developers’ profits shall
changed as proposed.
be set at no higher than 15%;
Criterion f(i) of the Draft Policy requires an open book financial
ii. supporting evidence for the exceptional site circumstances or
viability assessment. The emphasis on transparency in viability
other public benefits to justify the reduced affordable housing
appraisals is further explained in paragraph 35.3.39. It is not
provision;
considered necessary to repeat publicly available/transparent in
all references to the viability appraisals as this is already clear
iii to calculate payments in lieu for affordable housing, two publicly from the draft policy and supporting text.
transparent viability assessments comparing residual land values
on a site-by-site basis – one reflecting policy compliant affordable
f. see response to b. above.
housing provision on-site and the second with 100% private
housing;
i. Criterion f(i) of the Draft Policy requires an open book financial
viability assessment. The emphasis on transparency in viability
g. affordable housing and market housing to be integrated in any
appraisals is further explained in paragraph 35.3.39. It is not
development, and have the same external appearance without
considered necessary to repeat publicly available/transparent in
separate “poor door” entrances;
all references to the viability appraisals as this is already clear
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h. the affordable and market housing to have equivalent amenity in
relation to factors including siting, views, daylight, noise and
proximity to public open green space, play space, public transport,
community facilities and shops.

from the draft policy and supporting text. Developers’ profits are
decided on a case-by-case basis and it is not possible to specify
15% within the planning policy. Paragraph 173 of the NPPF
specifies 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 supporting text requires the design of affordable housing to
be ‘tenure blind’. For management purposes depending on site
circumstances (for example, relating to service charges), separate
entrances may be necessary for affordable and private housing.
The word siting has been added to criterion h. as suggested to
address this issue.
Add ‘siting’ as suggested. The requirement is for ‘open’ space as
in a densely built up borough it is not always possible to have
‘green’ space. All parts of the borough are well served by public
transport and the reference to public transport is not considered
necessary.

Nathaniel Lichfield
& Partners (MarieClaire Marsh)

Policy CH2 Affordable Housing
Draft Policy CH2 states that the Council will require “developments
to provide 40% of all residential floorspace as affordable on sites
that provide 650sqm of gross residential floorspace”. St William
agrees with part i) of this draft policy that states that this should be
subject to financial viability assessment. Whilst reference to viability
is welcomed, St William disagrees with the requirement to provide
for affordable housing on a floorspace basis. Not only is this
approach not in accordance with the London Plan, on larger
regeneration sites it would also impact on viability, prejudice the
quantum of affordable homes and could hinder internal residential
quality. St William strongly suggest that the policy is amended and
for the affordable provision to be based in line with the GLA policy
on this basis.
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Noted. A percentage target based on floorspace is considered to
be in general conformity with the London Plan. Firstly, the
approach supports seeking a maximum reasonable amount and
secondly London Plan Policy 3.11 states at A. that “The Mayor
will, and boroughs and other relevant agencies and partners
should, seek to maximise affordable housing provision and ensure
an average of at least 17,000 more affordable homes per year in
London over the term of this Plan.” and D. that “Affordable
housing targets may be expressed in absolute or percentage
terms in light of local circumstances, reflecting the priorities in 3.11
A-C above, the borough’s contribution towards meeting strategic
affordable housing targets in light of the framework set by the Plan
and guidance in SPG. They should also provide a robust basis for
implementing these targets through the development
management process.” The London Plan does not specify that
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local targets should not be set by floorspace.

Savills (Nick de
Lotbiniere)

Our full response to Policy CH2 is outlined below:
Under Part a), the Council comment that they will require a
proportion of starter homes on qualifying sites as defined in the
Regulations. No recognition is made, however, of the potential for
other intermediate products, nor is there recognition of whether the
£450,000 cap will be affordable to those on mean incomes.
Under Part b), the Council will require 40% of all residential
floorspace as affordable on sites that provide 650 sqm of gross
residential floorspace (gross internal area). The reference to 40%
on floor space is contrary to the target of 35% set out in the
Council's own Supplementary Planning Guidance. In addition, we
consider that the threshold of 650 sqm should be raised to 1,000
sqm as per the Court of Appeal decision (13th May 2016) which
gave legal effect to the policy set out in the written Ministerial
Statement of the 28th of November 2014.
Under Part c), it is proposed that 50:50 split will be sought between
remaining affordable housing provision to be social rent/affordable
rent and the remaining 50% to be intermediate. This policy change
is contrary to the Council's own Supplementary Planning Guidance.
It is also unclear as to how London Living Rents will be
incorporated.
Part d) should be subject to viability.

The Housing and Planning Act 2016 places a general duty on the
Council to promote a supply of starter homes through its planning
functions. The policy not only recognises but requires other forms
of intermediate homes (see criterion c. of the Draft Policy CH2).
The impact of Starter Homes on viability including the cap of
£450,000 is considered in the Council’s evidence set out in the
BNP Paribas Update to the Affordable Housing Target Viability
Study which was published alongside the draft policies
consultation.
Supporting text para 35.3.25 acknowledges the national policy
that affordable housing should not be sought from development of
10 units or fewer and which have a maximum combined
floorspace of no more than 1,000 sq m GIA. Subsequent
paragraphs 35.3.26 and 35.3.27 explain why a different approach
is proposed to be taken in the Local Plan Partial Review.
The LPPR will supersede any Council SPD where there is a
conflict. A revised Planning Obligations (Contributions) SPD is
proposed to be consulted on in 2017. The Mayor’s Draft
Affordable Housing and Viability SPG identifies London Living
Rent as a type of intermediate product. The Mayor’s Draft SPG
provides guidance that at local level least 30% of affordable
housing should comprise intermediate products. The policy
requires 50% of affordable housing to be intermediate and is
considered to be in-line with the Mayor’s Draft SPG.

Reference to market housing and affordable housing being
integrated under Part g) is considered to be an overly general term,
and consideration should be given to how pepper- potting may
Part d) is subject to viability see para 35.3.37 and criterion f (iii).
affect scheme viability.
Part (g) is an existing policy which is being retained with minor
changes to aid clarity. The policy has worked without any
problems so far and is not being changed.
Greater London
Authority (Kevin
Reid)

Chapter 35 Diversity of Housing

Chapter 35 Diversity of Housing

Affordable housing
The Mayor is currently consulting on his Affordable Housing and

Affordable housing
The Council has changed the supporting text of Draft Policy CH2
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Viability Supplementary Planning Guidance and Local Planning
Authorities are strongly encouraged to follow the approach set out
in the SPG. While this document is still in draft form, Kensington
and Chelsea are encouraged follow its approach and set a
threshold level for viability for schemes coming through the
planning system without any public subsidy (see SPG for detailed
guidance) and have a clear approach to seeking to increase the
amount of affordable housing delivered to 50% using grant (as set
out in the recently published Affordable Housing Programme
Funding guidance) and other public subsidy.

to provide support to providing 50% affordable housing with public
subsidy and cross referred to the Mayor’s Draft SPG.

Affordable Housing Threshold and Vacant Building Credit
Given the level of need for affordable housing in London and
Kensington’s and Chelsea’s particular housing market and supply
and type of sites, the proposed affordable housing threshold is
supported. As is the approach to the Vacant Building Credit,
although the LPA may want to consider updating to be more
closely aligned with the approach set out in the Draft Affordable
Housing and Viability SPG.
Viability Assessments
The LPA are encouraged to update this section to align more
closely with the approach set out in the 2016 Draft Affordable
Housing and Viability SPG.
Standards
We support the approach taken to both access and design
standards set out in the document, but would also welcome a
reference to the Housing SPG 2016 which sets out more detailed
guidance on standards not covered by the nationally described
space standards.
In 3.3.56 the document should make clear that the nationally
described space standards do apply to conversions and change of
use as well as new build.
Richard Foot

The Council’s Draft Policy and supporting text relating to vacant
building credit is considered to be in-line with the Mayor’s
emerging Draft SPG. A direct reference to the emerging SPG has
been added to the text.
The Draft SPG states at para 3.4 that the “Mayor will use the
residual land value methodology to determine the underlying land
value once the costs of the development (including developer’s
profit) are deducted from the gross development value.” It
provides detailed guidance on value and cost inputs. It also states
at para 3.46 that “The Mayor considers that the ‘Existing Use
Value plus’ (EUV+) approach is usually the most appropriate
approach for planning purposes.” The general approach of the
Council’s Draft policy and supporting text is considered to be inline with the Mayor’s Draft SPG. The Council will use the Mayor’s
Draft SPG for detailed guidance once it is adopted and will consult
on its own revised Planning Obligations (Contributions) SPD in
2017.
Standards
Reference to the Mayor’s Housing SPG will be added to para
35.3.51.
Text will be amended in para 3.3.56 to state that the space
standards apply to conversions and change of use as well as new
build.

Affordable Housing Target: The respondent supports the revised
Change Draft Policy CH2 to include a borough wide target of 35%
policy commitment to maximise affordable housing delivery
as this is supported both by the Council’s Affordable Housing
(subject to viability) with reference to a reduced Affordable Housing
target than previously adopted. It is however noted that the
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Emerging GLA Affordable Housing SPG (2016), whilst subject to
consultation, sets an ‘ambitious and practical’ threshold of 35% as
a pan-wide London figure (based on analysis of actual completions
and approvals), noting that LPA’s should only adopt a higher
percentage where they can demonstrate that they can consistently
deliver a higher average through the planning system. RBKC’s
average Affordable Housing delivery of the last five years was
21%. Furthermore the, RBKC Viability Update (2016), concludes a
policy target of 35% - 40% (including 20% starter homes) could be
adopted across the borough and the NPPG advocates adopting the
lower end of the range by confirming that “plan makers should not
plan to the margin of viability but should allow a buffer to respond
to changing markets and to avoid the need for frequent plan
updating” (paragraph 008 Reference ID:10- 008- 20140306).

Affordable Housing Tenure Split: The respondent supports a
revised policy requirement including a greater proportion of
intermediate tenures. It is however submitted that a greater
proportion of Intermediate tenures is required than proposed in
order to meet objectively assessed housing need (i.e the Council’s
evidence base demonstrates there is a growing need for
Intermediate Housing due to an increase in the number of
households who cannot afford to buy private sale housing but
would be ineligible for Council allocated housing).

Target Viability Study, 2016 and the ‘threshold approach’3 in the
Mayor’s Draft Affordable Housing and Viability SPG, November
2016. Also add supporting text to state that in-line with the
Mayor’s SPG all applicants should explore the use of grant and
other public subsidy to increase the level of affordable housing to
the Mayor’s strategic aim of 50%.

The policy should also 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 and page 31 of the London Housing Design Guide (2012).
Policy should also provide flexibility for 100% Intermediate Rent to
be provided where Build to Rent is proposed in accordance with
the ULI Build to Rent Practice Guidance (2016) and the Emerging
London Plan Affordable Housing SPG (2016).

The proposed methodology should be cost neutral to developers
and is considered to be the most effective way to seek the
maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing. It is not
agreed that providing two viability assessments in the way
suggested would lead to delay/uncertainty. Where affordable
housing is proposed the Council’s pre-application service would
enable issues to be discussed early in the process providing
certainty to developers and their lenders. 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

Schemes meeting 35% will not be required to submit a financial
viability appraisal as an incentive negating the need for protracted
negotiations and offering consistency and certainty for applicants.
The SHMA indicates an overwhelming need for all type of
affordable housing. It is not correct to state that the need for
intermediate housing is more than the need for social/affordable
rent in the borough.
The planning system allows for other material considerations to be
taken into account on a case by case basis. It is not appropriate to
specify all types of exceptions in planning policies as this would
make them ineffective.
The Council is supportive of intermediate rent. Where build to rent
schemes are proposed, provision of 100% intermediate rent would
be considered on a case by case basis.

The SPG introduces a ‘threshold approach’, whereby schemes meeting or exceeding 35% affordable housing without public subsidy 3 are not required to
submit viability information nor be subject to review mechanisms where an agreed level of progress has been made on implementing the permission within two
years of the permission being granted.
3
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in comparison with other options available. Those options may
include the current use value of the land or its value for a realistic
Calculating Payments in Lieu: The respondent does not support the alternative use that complies with planning policy”. Use of existing
proposed methodology for calculating commuted sums. Comparing use value is also supported in the Mayor’s Housing SPG and
residual land values on a site-by-site basis will add complication to emerging Draft SPG on Affordable Housing and Viability.
viability process and is likely to lead to delay and/or a reduction in
overall housing delivery in the borough due to reduced levels of
Noted. Supporting text para 35.3.39 acknowledges this, it refers to
certainty for developers and their funders (who may subsequently
recent information commissioner decisions and also states that
favour other locations in London). Furthermore the approach is
“…confidential information should be kept to a minimum.”
considered to be flawed given that a policy compliant level of
affordable housing can be zero (see Parkhurst Appeal –
APP/V5570/A/14/2227656). It is therefore submitted that the
Council should consider maintaining a flat rate approach which
The respondent refers to the Mayor’s Draft Affordable Housing
varies across the borough based on the CIL charging zones (as
and Viability SPG, November 2016 which in addition to the 35%
proposed at the Issues and Options Stage).
‘threshold’ approach also includes detailed guidance on review
mechanisms. The Council may provide further guidance on review
Securing Maximum Reasonable: The respondent supports an
mechanisms in a future revised Planning Obligations
Open Book approach to viability, policy should however recognise (Contributions) SPD rather than in the Local Plan which provides
the commercially sensitive nature of information contained within
the broad framework for undertaking one where required by
financial viability appraisals and that certain information cannot be circumstances.
made publicly available (e.g. compensation budgets) consistent
with recent Information Commissioner Office decisions
(ICOFS50538429).
Policy should also recognise that the use of review mechanisms
should be limited to exceptional circumstances and should be
carried out prior to implementation, based on current day costs and
value, in accordance with RICS Viability guidance (GN 94/2012)
the NPPG (ID: 10-017-20140306) and planning appeal reference
APP/NO410/A/14/2228247. Furthermore, policy should recognise
that it may not be appropriate to require a review where the
affordable housing proposals already exceed the maximum viable
amount supported by viability, thus resulting in an unacceptable
level of overall risk for the developer (i.e where the potential
rewards required to incentivise the additional risk of overproviding
affordable housing are capped).
Carter Jonas
representating
National Grid

Question CH2(1) – comments on Policy CH2

Noted.

The wording of this policy is welcomed. Seeking the ‘maximum
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Property Holdings
(Alister
Henderson)

reasonable amount of affordable housing’ is an important
distinction on the basis that the viability and individual
circumstances for each site will vary considerably. This is further
supported later in the policy where the tests are set out to ensure
that affordable provision is based on a viability assessment.
This policy is particularly important in the context of Kensal
Canalside given the costs associated with remediating a gasworks
site and also the significant infrastructure costs associated with the
Crossrail Station and rail bridge crossing.

Gerald Eve obo
CEL - Cadogan
Estates Ltd (Neil
Henderson)

Cadogan Estates Ltd is concerned that the proposed threshold
approach is to simplistic and lacks the financial sensitivities
necessary to both encourage developers to maximise the best use
of land and to ensure that developments remain viable. The
principal concern is that the threshold of 650 sqm does not
graduate the requirement of affordable housing to reflect the scale
and size of the scheme being proposed. For example, a scheme
proposing 649 sq m of net new residential floor space (GEA) is not
liable for any affordable housing provision. However, a scheme
proposing 651 sq m of net new residential floorspace (GEA) would
be liable for a financial contribution equating to 40% of the Gross
External residential floor space being proposed or circa 325 sq m.
The result of the policy as currently worded is to either discourage
developers to maximise the best use of urban land, or to have to
undergo further uncertainty with the submission of a viability
assessment to demonstrate that the scheme cannot support such a
contribution. In the case of schemes which fall just above the
threshold in terms of floorspace size, it is clearly the case that they
will not be viable against the requirement of 40% affordable
housing.

Noted. The Council can calculate appropriate site capacity where
proposed floorspace seems to be deliberately below the threshold.
The Council has operated a policy with a floorspace threshold
since 2010 without resulting in the issues outlined.
Draft Policy CH2 will be amended to include a borough wide target
of 35% as this is supported both by the Council’s Affordable
Housing Target Viability Study, 2016 and the ‘threshold
approach’4 in the Mayor’s Draft Affordable Housing and Viability
SPG, November 2016. Also add supporting text to state that inline with the Mayor’s SPG all applicants should explore the use of
grant and other public subsidy to increase the level of affordable
housing to the Mayor’s strategic aim of 50%.
Schemes meeting 35% will not be required to submit a financial
viability appraisal as an incentive negating the need for protracted
negotiations and offering consistency and certainty for applicants.
In addition the Council’s pre-application advice service allows
consideration of issues including viability appraisals at an early
stage resolving issues of uncertainty at the planning application
stage.

In the past, the Estate has advocated a stepped approach similar
to that adopted by the City of Westminster whereby a graduated
level of contribution is sought beyond the initial threshold figure. As
The SPG introduces a ‘threshold approach’, whereby schemes meeting or exceeding 35% affordable housing without public subsidy4 are not required to
submit viability information nor be subject to review mechanisms where an agreed level of progress has been made on implementing the permission within two
years of the permission being granted.
4
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a result, rather than an arbitrary threshold which introduces
unrealistic contribution requirements, it is considered that a
stepped approach would not only maintain the incentive for
developers to maximise the best use of sites but also deliver a
financial contribution which is more of a scale consistent with the
scale of development being proposed and without the need for
detailed viability assessment which protracts the development
process.
In order to incorporate this approach, the current drafting of the
policy would require substantial rewording.
Tesco (Sir/
Madam)

Policy CH2 of the Local Plan Review sets out the Council’s strategy
to ensure the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing
is delivered within the borough to meet the objectively assessed
need.

Draft Policy CH2 will be amended to include a borough wide target
of 35% as this is supported both by the Council’s Affordable
Housing Target Viability Study, 2016 and the ‘threshold
approach’5 in the Mayor’s Draft Affordable Housing and Viability
SPG, November 2016. Also add supporting text to state that inline with the Mayor’s SPG all applicants should explore the use of
grant and other public subsidy to increase the level of affordable
housing to the Mayor’s strategic aim of 50%.

Whereas Policy CH2 requires developments to provide 40% of all
residential floorspace as affordable housing (subject to viability),
the recently published Draft London Affordable Housing SPG,
suggests that local Planning authorities should seek only to apply a Schemes meeting 35% will not be required to submit a financial
35% affordable housing requirement unless it can be demonstrated viability appraisal as an incentive negating the need for protracted
that the council’s policy successfully delivers more than 35%
negotiations and offering consistency and certainty for applicants.
affordable housing on average.
It is therefore suggested that Policy CH2 of the Local Plan Review
is contrary to the objectives of the emerging London Affordable
Housing SPG and new London Plan.
London Borough of Policy CH2 point b). Recommend that the wording says 650 sq m
Hammersmith and or more. As it currently reads, the affordable housing requirement
Fulham (Matt
would only be required on sites of exactly 650 sq m.
Butler)

Change text to include “or more”.

Michael Bach

Change text to include “or more”.

Policy CH2: Affordable Housing

The SPG introduces a ‘threshold approach’, whereby schemes meeting or exceeding 35% affordable housing without public subsidy 5 are not required to
submit viability information nor be subject to review mechanisms where an agreed level of progress has been made on implementing the permission within two
years of the permission being granted.
5
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(Kensington
Society)

CH2(b) Line 1: Add “at least” before “650sqm” [compare with
Ch2(f)]
CH2(e) Line 1: Start with “where exceptionally”

Question CH2(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers
Name

Comment

Response

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted.

St Quintin and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood
Forum (Henry
Peterson)

We support an affordable housing target of 40% as offering
consistency and certainty for applicants, while recognising that
this will not be achieved on all sites in all parts of the Borough.

Noted.

We welcome paragraph 35.3.39 on open book Financial Viability
Assessments and urge the Council to make use of any
arrangements established by the Mayor of London and his new
Housing for Londoners team, to ensure that such assessments
provided by developers are by those with independent expertise
and with maximum rigour.

The Council tests the viability appraisals submitted and the GLA
referable schemes are also tested by the GLA.

We urge the Council to pursue a policy of maximum transparency
and openness with such FVAs, reflecting rulings by the
Information Commissioner requiring that claims of 'commercial
The supporting text to the draft policy refers to Information
confidentiality' need to be supported by evidence of real
Commissioner decisions and supports transparency and
commercial harm to an applicant, as balanced against the public openness in-line with these decisions.
interest case for disclosure
The Labour Group K and C (N/A)

Affordable Housing
35.3.17 With the highest median house prices in the country, the
issue of providing new affordable homes for those on low and
moderate incomes who wish to live in Kensington and Chelsea is
a key planning policy issue. With significant reductions in the
availability of government funds to subsidise the building of
affordable homes over the last few years, the majority of provision
is made through Section 106 planning obligations cross funded
by the sale of private market housing. However, recently
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Affordable Housing
35.3.17 The Local Plan does not need to set out the delivery
framework as outlined. These can change rapidly and significantly
over the plan period. Such arrangements can be made by the
Council corporately or by the housing/property teams responsible
for on the ground delivery outside of the Local Plan.

Name

Comment

Response

announced refinancing arrangements for major housing
associations currently providing homes in the Borough and the
establishment of the Council-owned Company provide new
opportunities for partnership and/or the direct delivery of new
social rented and affordable homes.
Affordable Housing Target
35.3.18 The Council has a general duty to promote the supply of
starter homes as set out in The Housing and Planning Act 2016.
The Government intends to include starter homes as a new form
of affordable housing. Eligibility for starter homes is linked to age
which is set in The Housing and Planning Act 2016 as between
23 and 40 years. The intention is to help young first time buyers
on to the housing ladder. Starter homes should be discounted at
20% below market value with a maximum price cap of £450,000
in Greater London. The requirement for starter homes is set
nationally and is not based on local needs assessment. The Local
Plan supports the provision of starter homes on qualifying sites.
The detailed requirements for provision of starter homes are
expected to be crystallised in the forthcoming Starter Homes
Regulations. The Council will review the affordable housing mix
target as and when these Regulations are forthcoming and not
before. It recognises that a requirement to provide starter homes
in Kensington and Chelsea will wipe out the opportunity to
provide any other form of social rented or affordable housing, so it
will seek a realistic variation of this requirement from
Government.
35.3.22 The Council acknowledges that it is working within the
current London Plan and will review these policies once the new
London Plan is available. The current London Plan requires
boroughs to set an overall target in the Local Plans for the
amount of affordable housing provision needed together with
separate targets for the different types of affordable tenures.
Such targets may be expressed in absolute or percentage terms.
The Council considers that since the annual housing target is
absolute, the overall affordable housing target should be set as a
percentage. Such an approach will provide certainty to applicants
on the level of social rented and affordable housing expected in
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Affordable Housing Target
35.3.18 The Council has to work within the national legislative
framework and does not need to commit to doing so in the Local
Plan (this applies for all types of policies not just for starter
homes). The Council’s evidence Affordable Housing Target
Viability Study Update 2016 shows that there will be a proportion
of traditional affordable a housing that would be feasible once
20% starter homes requirement is met. Therefore, it would not be
accurate to state in the Local Plan supporting text that provision of
starter homes will wipe out all other types of affordable housing.
Adding such text would add support to not providing any other
type of affordable housing which would be contrary to the policy
objectives.
35.3.22 It is a legal requirement for the Local Plan to be in general
conformity with the London Plan. This will be tested at the Local
Plan examination. It is not considered appropriate to make this
commitment for a particular policy within the Local Plan as it
applies to all policies being reviewed.
Affordable housing includes social rented. The definition of
affordable housing is included in the Glossary which is referred to
via a footnote at the beginning of this section.
35.3.23 The text suggested for deletion is a factual statement
which has been added for clarity in the supporting text. It would
not be appropriate to delete it. The Council is awaiting further
information on Starter Homes from the Government and text will
be updated as necessary when that information becomes
available.

Name

Comment

Response

each scheme as opposed to an overall number of affordable
homes per annum with uncertainty about how it will be distributed
across sites.
35.3.23 The Council’s Affordable Housing Target Viability Study,
2016 update demonstrates that a proportion of affordable housing
is viable in all residential developments, and all mixed use
developments with 30% of commercial floor space. However, the
level of viability varies significantly by area. The range for a
generally viable affordable housing target is shown to be between
35% and 40% in the majority of the borough. [Delete the following
statement: The Viability Study and Policy CH2 have factored in
the starter homes requirement in these targets, assuming the
Government will implement its proposed 20% starter homes
requirement and include starter homes within the definition of
affordable housing.]
35.3.24 However, the policy sets a borough wide target of 50% to
help maximise the provision of social rented and affordable
housing and cater to the overwhelming need. It is considered that
a borough-wide target would offer consistency and certainty for
applicants.

35.3.24 b. The policies need to be based on robust evidence
which supports a borough-wide target of 35% - 40%. However, inline with the Mayor’s Draft Affordable Housing and Viability SPG
the Council supports 50% affordable housing with the use of
public subsidy and this will be added to the supporting text.
Affordable housing includes social rented and this is defined in the
Glossary.

Affordable Housing Tenure Split
35.3.30 The Council’s evidence Affordable Housing Target
Viability Study Update 2016 shows that there will be a proportion
of traditional affordable housing that would be feasible once 20%
starter homes requirement is met. Therefore, it would not be
Affordable Housing Tenure Split
accurate to state in the Local Plan supporting text that provision of
35.3.30 It is expected that starter homes will also be included in
starter homes will wipe out all other types of affordable housing.
the definition of affordable housing in the future and if so, will
Adding such text would add support to not providing any other
wipe out the opportunity to provide any other form of social rented type of affordable housing which would be contrary to the policy
or affordable housing. Consequently, the Council will seek a
objectives.
realistic variation of this requirement from Government.
35.3.31 Reference to London Plan implies it is ‘current’.
35.3.31 In terms of the existing three affordable housing tenure
Intermediate tenure can cater to all types of intermediate housing
types, the current London Plan requires that the Council sets a
including intermediate rented (see Glossary) which can be
separate target for the provision of social/affordable rented
negotiated on a case by case basis.
housing and intermediate housing. Policy 3.11 ‘Affordable
Housing Targets’ of the London Plan proposes a strategic target 35.3.32 The Local Plan policies are required to meet the
of 60% of affordable housing provision as social/affordable rent
objectively assessed need for housing which is set out in the
and 40% for intermediate rent or sale. The Royal Borough is a
SHMA 2015. Therefore, reference to the SHMA is correct.
borough of contrasts with extreme wealth and deprivation and its
housing stock caters to those on the opposite end of the
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spectrum. The Council considers there may also be a need to
increase the provision of intermediate rented housing which
caters to those in between but will be guided by the forthcoming
London Plan requirements.
35.3.32 Some evidence on the need for each type of tenure is set
out in the borough’s SHMA that needs to be amended with more
current and accurate details from the Council’s Housing
Department. The level of need for each tenure is determined by
the affordability threshold which is calculated as the entry level
monthly cost. The lowest cost market tenures start at £1,712 for a
one bed which is equivalent to a gross household income of
£68,480 (assuming 30% of gross income is spent on housing
costs) rising to £95,320 for a two bed unit. Given that the median
average wage of a borough resident is just under £40,000 this
indicates that market housing will be unaffordable to a significant
proportion of borough residents.
35.3.33 The tenure mix in Policy CH2 has been tested for viability
and can be delivered with no impact on the overall affordable
housing target. The Council’s viability evidence demonstrates that
the tenure mix is viable and deliverable. It will include the
Council’s intention to consider direct delivery development via its
Council-owned Company on land that it owns as the most
appropriate approach to ensuring the highest number of social
rented and other affordable properties on the site.
Off-site provision of Affordable Housing and Payments in Lieu
35.3.36 The London Plan stresses maximisation of affordable
housing provision on individual sites. The London Plan policy
supports provision on-site and in exceptional circumstances offsite (where a robust public justification can be demonstrated for
on-site provision being inappropriate in terms of the policies in
this Plan). Where neither on-site or off-site contribution is
possible, it provides guidance on the exceptional circumstances
where cash in lieu of provision ring fenced, and if appropriate
‘pooled’, to secure efficient delivery of additional affordable
housing on identified sites elsewhere may be accepted
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35.3.33 The Local Plan does not need to set out the delivery
framework as outlined. These can change rapidly and significantly
over the plan period. Such arrangements can be made by the
Council corporately or by the housing/property teams responsible
for on the ground delivery.
Off-site provision of Affordable Housing and Payments in Lieu
35.3.36 Policy CH3: Housing Size Mix and Standards deals with
housing size. It is not appropriate to repeat it here.
35.3.38 Affordable housing includes social rented. The definition
of affordable housing is included in the Glossary which is referred
to via a footnote at the beginning of this section.
Viability Assessments
35.3.39 As stated above affordable housing includes social
rented. Open book means transparent. i. Criterion f(i) of the Draft
Policy requires an open book financial viability assessment. The
emphasis on transparency in viability appraisals is further
explained in paragraph 35.3.39. It is not considered necessary to
repeat publicly available/transparent in all references to the
viability appraisals as this is already clear from the draft policy and
supporting text. Developers’ profits are decided on a case-by-case
basis and it is not possible to specify 15% within the planning
policy. Paragraph 173 of the NPPF specifies 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

Name

Comment

Response

(paragraph 3.74). The criteria for these exceptional
circumstances are tailored to address the specific requirements
for the borough as follows:
•secure a significantly higher level of provision; and/or
•better address priority needs, including a greater need for two
bed, followed by one bed social rented and affordable homes as
indicated in the Council’s published needs assessment as
amended with more accurate current information from the
Council’s Housing Department.

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)

35.3.38 The Council intends to spend affordable housing
payments in lieu on its estate regeneration programme, amongst
other projects such as ‘Hidden Homes’, to deliver more social
rented and affordable housing.
Viability Assessments
35.3.39 Given the significant level of need for affordable housing,
it is essential that the Council ensures that it is securing the
maximum reasonable amount of social rented and affordable
housing on all schemes. Therefore, schemes which propose
social rented and affordable housing at levels below the target for
affordable housing in Policy CH2 are required to submit a publicly
transparent open book financial viability appraisal with
developers’ profits set at no higher than 15%. 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.
CBRE (Jennifer Liu ) Comments in relation to Policy CH2 (Affordable Housing)
Paragraph 35.3.23 states that Policy CH2 has factored in the
starter homes requirement in the affordable targets, assuming the
Government will implement its proposed 20% starter homes
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The Council is awaiting further details on Starter Homes from the
Government and will amend text as necessary. The Council also
submitted representations to the Government Technical
consultation on Starter Homes expressing concerns.

Name

Comment

Response

requirement and include starter homes within the definition of
affordable housing.
As a Housing Association, CHG supports the provision of
affordable housing. However, CHG has some concerns that the
requirement for Starter Homes, if applied as a ‘blanket’
percentage across London and the UK, will crowd out other forms
of affordable housing and will result in the reduction in the
numbers of sub-market rented homes being developed. These
concerns have already been set out by CHG (and other London
Housing Associations) in response to the Government’s recent
Starter Homes consultation.
In response to the Government’s Starter Homes consultation
CHG have set out that the regulations should allow Local
Planning Authorities flexibility to set their own targets which will
be informed by the housing need identified by their Strategic
Housing Market Assessments. In London, where the scale of
need for other affordable options is greatest, these should be
undertaken in conjunction with the Mayor, giving recognition to
his pan-city policy setting role.

Requirement for Starter Homes on s73 applications is a
transitional issue which the Council expects the Government to
provide clarity on.
The Draft Policies preceded the publication of the Mayor’s Draft
Affordable Housing and Viability SPG. The Mayor’s Draft
Affordable Housing and Viability SPG has been reviewed and
Draft Policy CH2 will be amended to include a borough wide target
of 35% as this is supported both by the Council’s Affordable
Housing Target Viability Study, 2016 and the ‘threshold
approach’6 in the Mayor’s Affordable Housing and Viability SPG,
November 2016. Also add supporting text to state that in-line with
the Mayor’s SPG all applicants should explore the use of grant
and other public subsidy to increase the level of affordable
housing to the Mayor’s strategic aim of 50%.
Schemes meeting 35% will not be required to submit a financial
viability appraisal as an incentive negating the need for protracted
negotiations and offering consistency and certainty for applicants

Whilst CHG notes that the Government has introduced Starter
Homes as a new addition to the existing suite of affordable homeownership products, they are concerned that a compulsory
requirement to deliver Starter Homes on our affordable housing
led developments would hamper the ability to provide
affordable rented and shared ownership homes on estate
regeneration schemes, where viability is often finely balanced.
We believe that by allowing Housing Associations more flexibility,
the Government will enable them to help to achieve its laudable
goal of building one-million new homes by 2020 and at the same
time to help Local Authorities to meet local need.

The SPG introduces a ‘threshold approach’, whereby schemes meeting or exceeding 35% affordable housing without public subsidy 6 are not required to
submit viability information nor be subject to review mechanisms where an agreed level of progress has been made on implementing the permission within two
years of the permission being granted.
6
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Furthermore, CHG request that a Starter Home quota will not
apply to section 73 applications on existing consents or other
forms of amendment. Any retrospective action will be difficult and
time intensive to implement.
Finally, Policy CH2 and its supporting text do not appear to take
into account the Mayor’s draft Affordable Housing and Viability
Supplementary Planning Guidance (2016). The draft SPG states
that viability appraisals are only required for schemes which
provide less than 35% affordable housing provision (based on
hab rooms) whereas paragraph 35.3.39 of RBKC’s draft policies
states that “schemes which propose affordable housing at levels
below the target of [40% of all residential floorspace as affordable
on sites] are required to submit an open book viability appraisal.”
There is clearly an inconsistency towards viability appraisals
between the two documents which needs to be clarified.
Michael Bach
Affordable Housing Target
(Kensington Society) The Society supports the Council’s affordable housing policy, but
strongly doubts whether “starter homes” will be a starter in this
Borough.

Noted. The Council is awaiting further details on Starter Homes
from the Government.

35.3.23 The Society strongly supports the Borough-wide target of
40%.
Kensington and
Chelsea Social
Council (Siobhan
Sollis)

25.3.18 We oppose including starter homes within the target for
affordable homes as starter homes in this borough are not our
opinion affordable due to the high values in this borough. Even if
capped at £450,000 this is still out of reach for people on even
relatively high incomes let alone the average income. We
question why starter homes are classed as affordable homes. For
a borough such as Kensington and Chelsea it would be more
realistic to focus on affordable homes in relation to shared
ownership, intermediate rent, rent to buy and other affordable
housing options available and increase the target in these areas.
It is disconcerting to think that starter homes will now be classed
in the same category of affordable homes.
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The Housing and Planning Act 2016 section 4 introduces a
general duty on the Council to promote the supply of starter
homes. Section 4(1) states “An English planning authority must
carry out its relevant planning functions with a view to promoting
the supply of starter homes in England.” The Government has
stated its intention to amend the definition of affordable housing to
include starter homes. Details of starter homes are awaited in
Regulations which have not been published by the Government.
The Draft Policies were written based on the information available
on starter homes at the time of writing. Text in relation to starter
homes will be amended as and when more information becomes
available from the Government. Planning policies have to be
written in accordance with national legislation.

Question CH2(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated Policy Formulation Report
Name

Comment

Response

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted.

The Labour Group K and C (N/A)

The target of 15 years to deal with the backlog of concealed,
overcrowded and homeless households is unacceptable given
that many households in Temporary Accommodation have
already been there for more than 9 years; and given that the
target can be reduced if the “assumed” and notional demand for
intermediate housing were lower.
Therefore a 60/40 split takes into consideration increasing needs
for intermediate housing but there is no evidenced and clear
justification for 50% of housing to be intermediate, given the
actual requirement figures and a proposed target that is far too
long to clear the backlog and future needs of households
requiring social housing.

There is an overwhelming need for all types of housing in the
borough. A 50% target for intermediate housing is supported by
the SHMA 2015 evidence base and recognises that the existing
policy has required 85% social/affordable rent and 15%
intermediate in addition to the fact that the borough is a borough
of contrasts with extreme wealth and deprivation and that its
housing stock caters to the opposite end of the spectrum.

The breakdown between social and affordable rented housing
must be retained if these needs are to be met.

In terms of affordability and income levels there is not much
difference between social and affordable rent in the borough. As
set out in the glossary affordable rented housing is let by local
authorities or private registered providers to households who are
eligible for social rented housing. Therefore there is no benefit in
separating the two as suggested.

Some of the assumptions made in the SHMA about housing mix
and need, in particular its justification for raising intermediate
need from 40% to 50%, are questionable and need immediate
review.
The Council supports review mechanisms in order to ensure that
as much affordable housing (of all tenures) as possible is
achieved and is currently considering different models. The Local
Plan needs to state this as a policy before a final model is agreed:
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The SHMA 2015 is recent evidence and it is not considered that it
needs an immediate review. The robustness of the LPPR
evidence will be tested at the examination.

Different review mechanisms may be suitable for different
schemes. It is considered appropriate to maintain the flexibility in
the policy to enable this to happen rather than specify various
scenarios. As stated in the supporting text the Council may
introduce guidance on financial appraisals which can include

Name

Richard Foot

Comment

Response

the policy must be to apply review mechanisms appropriate to
each case/development.

further detail on review mechanisms.
The Mayor has also published the Draft Affordable Housing and
Viability SPG in November 2016 which included detailed guidance
on review mechanisms.

Approach to establishing viability: The approach should recognise The policy and supporting text as drafted allows for this flexibility.
that some sites, such as Earls Court, will have a higher
benchmark land value due to completing alternative land uses
and/or an extant planning consent in accordance with the NPPG,
RICS Guidance Note and the conclusions of the King Street
Appeal
(APP/H5390/A/13/2209347). The approach should also recognise
the potential need for a master developer model and an IRR profit
margin as supported by the emerging London Plan Affordable
Housing SPG.

HOUSING SIZE MIX AND STANDARDS
CH3 HOUSING SIZE MIX AND STANDARDS
Question CH3(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CH3
Name

Comment

Response

Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

Add another paragraph:
d. new residential developments for elderly that will encourage
them to move out of their existing house, freeing housing stock
for younger families.

Policy CH3 provides criteria for housing size mix and standards.
Policy CH4 deals with specific housing needs including support for
provision of older people’s homes.

DP9 Ltd (Mr Manley) The continued requirement for new residential development to
include a mix of types, tenures and sizes of homes to reflect the
varying needs of the borough is supported by our client. The
London Plan's space standards should be applied flexibly to
proposals for residential conversions. This is required due to the
physical constraints of historic buildings and the limited
opportunities for expansion. The policy should confirm this point
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The Royal Borough is characterised by historic housing stock. It is
not appropriate to include an exception to meeting minimum
housing standards within the policy as this would then become the
norm rather than an exception making the policy ineffective. The
Council has successfully used the previous London Plan Space
Standards previously for many years which are similar to the more
recent nationally described space standards (now adopted in the

Name

Comment

Response

accordingly. We would suggest the following text is added on this
basis - 'the Council will apply residential standards flexibly where
the physical constraints of existing buildings (including heritage
assets) prevent these standards from being achieved'.

London Plan). The planning system allows other material
considerations to be taken into account on a case by case basis
and exceptions can be made where necessary.

The Markham
Square Association
(David Cox)

I agree.

Noted.

Quod (Georgie
Church)

We support the need for the mix of dwellings to reflect local
targets. As has been proposed, it is very important that policy
recognises the site specific circumstances and allows some
flexibility where necessary.

Noted.

Sustain (Maddie
Guerlain)

Capital Growth supports Policy CH3 (c) that requires housing
schemes to include outdoor amenity space.
We have co-produced a publication of relevance to estate
managers:
http://www.neighbourhoodsgreen.org.uk/resources/FoodGrowing

Noted.

The Labour Group K and C (N/A)

Policy CH3: Housing Size Mix and Standards
The Council will ensure new housing development is provided so
as to further refine the grain of the mix of housing across the
borough and improve housing standards.

In terms of affordability and income levels there is not much
difference between social and affordable rent in the borough. As
set out in the Glossary affordable rented housing is let by local
authorities or private registered providers to households who are
eligible for social rented housing. Therefore there is no benefit in
separating the two as suggested.

To deliver this the Council will require:
a. new residential developments to include a mix of types and
sizes of homes to reflect the varying needs of the borough, taking
into account the characteristics of the site, and current evidence
in relation to housing need; The Local Plan Partial Review
document has omitted all breakdowns between social and
affordable rented housing and these must be retained if they are
to be achieved. Table 8.10 of the current SHMA shows a
breakdown as presented in Feb 2016 of 18% social, 54%
affordable and 20% intermediate.
b. new residential developments, to be designed to meet the
housing standards on space and access as set out in the current
London Plan and may be amended in the light of the forthcoming
new London Plan;
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b. The Local Plan does not need a commitment to review policies
in light of a new London Plan. The Council is required to monitor
its planning a policies and review them when necessary. Such
reviews can be triggered by a change in national or London Plan
policies without the need for stating this within the policy. The
housing standards in the London Plan have only been adopted
recently in 2016 in light of the national housing standards review
and are unlikely to change significantly or at all in the new London
Plan.
In a densely built up borough it is not always possible to have
green open space. The draft policy wording allows the outdoor
amenity space to cater to all types of open space –
private/communal/public which can be green or hard landscaped

Name

Comment

Response
depending on site circumstances.

c. housing schemes to include outdoor communal green amenity
space.
Nathaniel Lichfield & Policy CH3 Housing Size Mix and Standards
Noted.
Partners (MarieThe supporting text states that the 2015 SHMA demonstrates that
Claire Marsh)
there is a fairly equal demand for one bed to four bed units (23%
one-bed, 29% two-bed, 30% three-bed and 18% four-bed).
However, it is noted that there is a strong demand for one-bed
affordable housing units (49%).
The draft Policy CH3 states that new residential developments
will be required to include a mix of types and sizes of homes to
reflect the needs of the Borough and taking into account the
characteristics of the site. The flexibility in the draft wording of this
policy, and the Council’s intention to relate any application back
to the specifics of the site is welcomed.
HCGA (Healthy
HCGA support the insertion of clause (c)
Community
“c. [Existing Policy CH2h] require housing schemes to include
Gardening Activities) outdoor amenity space”
(Cathy Maund)
Richard Foot

▪ Housing Size Mix: The respondent supports retention of the
policy requirement for residential developments to include a mix
of types and sizes of homes to reflect the varying needs
of the borough as identified in the RBKC Housing Needs
Assessment. It is however submitted that the policy should
recognise the need to significantly increase the number of smaller
affordable units as identified by the RBKC SHMA (70% of the
assessed need is for 1 & 2 bed units).
▪ Housing Standards: Recognition should be included for the
differing design requirements of Build-to-Rent Housing in
accordance with paras 4.26 – 4.29 of the emerging London Plan
Affordable Housing SPG (2016). For instance these types of
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Noted.

Housing Size Mix – The affordable housing size need from SHMA
2015 has been included in the supporting text to Policy CH3. This
does not need to be stated within the policy as the need could
change over time.
Housing Standards –The Council can consider such schemes
when they are brought forward on their own merits or using the
London Plan SPG as it is capable of being a material
consideration when determining planning applications. It is not
considered necessary to include an exception in the policy as
suggested.

Name

Comment

Response

development will not require as much outdoor private amenity
space due to the availability of on-site communal facilities.
Carter Jonas
representating
National Grid
Property Holdings
(Alister Henderson)

Question CH3(1) – comments on Policy CH3

TFL (Transport for
London) (Rebecca
Sladen )

Policy CH3: Housing Size Mix and Standards

Noted.

NGPH supports the text within the policy which provides flexibility
in relation to the mix and types of homes to reflect the varying
needs of the borough. Taking into account the characteristics of
the site and current evidence of housing need are important
factors, which can be considered on a site by site basis and also
in the context of when a particular development comes forward.
Noted.

TfL Property requests that this policy should show recognition for The need from SHMA 2015 is included within the supporting text.
the significant need to increase the number of smaller units within
the Borough identified by the RBKC SHMA (December 2015).
The Council can consider such schemes when they are brought
forward on their own merits or using the London Plan SPG as it is
TfL Property suggests that the council recognise the differing
capable of being a material consideration when determining
requirements of Built-to-Rent Housing in accordance with the
planning applications. It is not considered necessary to include an
London Plan Affordable Housing SPG (2016) which is currently
exception in the policy as suggested
out for consultation

Michael Bach
Changes to Policy CH3: Housing Size Mix and Standards
(Kensington Society) • the policy on housing size mix, but considers that the change in
the proposed mix does not go far enough – we propose 35%
large/65% to rebalance the delivery over the next 10 years and to
compensate for the skewed distribution since 2008 (para 35.4.47)
Policy CH3: Housing Size Mix and Standards
Need an additional policy to mention specifically smaller units
attractive to older households in order to encourage the release
of larger, under-occupied units. Note: This issue is not dealt with
specifically in the next section on Specific Housing Needs.

The policy has to be based on evidence and it refers to the latest
evidence.
The housing size mix is based on SHMA 2015 which includes
consideration of both overcrowding and underoccupation in the
borough. It notes specifically with regard to older households
(Chapter 9 – Key Points) “Three-quarters of older owner-occupiers
under-occupy their homes, as do 10% of older social renters;
there is therefore scope to meet need and make more efficient
use of the stock through downsizing.”

Changing Context and Need to adjust policy:
Housing Supply and Housing Mix

Noted. The previous policy was based on the needs evidence at
that time which showed a greater need for 3 bedroom or more
homes. It was not based on reinforcing the borough’s international
reputation.

Since 2008, when the Plan was drafted, it has encouraged
housing which reinforces the Borough’s international reputation

The policy is drafted with a view of meeting the identified
objectively assessed need in SHMA 2015.
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Comment

Response

and has explicitly emphasised the need for 80% of market
housing to be in large units (3 or more bedrooms). As a result a
high proportion of new completions and schemes in the pipeline
have produced large units that have met the demand from the
investment market rather than meet the objectively-assessed
need of households who live and work in London. In addition, the
emphasis on large units has continued to encourage the
deconversion of houses divided into flats as well as the
amalgamation of flats or even adjoining houses, both of which
have resulted in significant losses in the number of housing units,
which count against meeting the Borough’s London Plan housing
target.
The changing policy context, from both the Government and the
London Plan, increasingly emphasises meeting objectivelyassessed need for housing. The Borough’s London Plan housing
target has been significantly increased and with its emphasis on
optimising the development potential of housing sites, the Local
Plan needs to reflect the need to make the most effective use of
sites, to meet the need for Londoners and Borough residents for
a home and to reduce the cumulative losses, especially of smaller
units, through deconversion and amalgamations. This is reflected
in the changes to Policies CH1 (Increasing the Housing Supply)
and CH3 (Housing Size Mix and Standards).
• need to recognise one of the highest proportion of small
households, but often with some of the lowest occupancy rates in
England
• need to recognise that Core Strategy emphasised the
international appeal and proposed 80:20 large/small split –
resulting in most large schemes completed/allowed being
targeted at international investment and “second home” markets
and failing to meet objectively-assessed need for homes for
people living and working in London.
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Question CH3(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers
Name

Comment

Response

Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

35.3.61
Noted.
There is a shortage of residential homes for the elderly, in places
where those elderly people live. Hence their reluctance to move
from an area where they know the locality and where their friends
live, to some other area, relatively far away.
35.3.72 and 35.3.73
Students living in SW7 in hostels seems a very uneconomic
arrangement. The Imperial College has a large campus out at
Park Royal where the students should live, releasing their current
accommodation for new rented housing.

The economics of running the campus is for Imperial College to
determine. Student housing also caters to a need within the
borough although it does not take priority over conventional
housing.

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted.

Sustain (Maddie
Guerlain)

Capital Growth supports the amendment to para 35.3.57 giving
formal recognition of the value of communal gardens in new
development.
This is backed up by our recent work on growing health:
https://www.sustainweb.org/growinghealth/

Noted.

The Labour Group K and C (N/A)

Housing Size
Mix and Standards
35.3.48 The SHMA has identified the specific needs for those in
need of affordable housing by tenure. However, these specific
needs have been challenged by the Council’s Housing
Department and the table below has been amended to prevent a
repetition of the past mistake of providing too many studio and
one bed units and too few two bed units.
Dwelling Size Number Percentage
1 Bed 575 21%
2 Bed 240 49%
3 Bed 184 15.5%
4+ Beds 171 14.5%
Total 1,170 100%
Summary of Dwelling Size Requirements for Affordable Homes

547

The size mix has to be based on the identified objectively
assessed need in the SHMA 2015. The policy will go through an
examination process and cannot be amended as suggested. On
Estate Regeneration schemes, Draft Policy CH5 requires at c. 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.”

35.3.50 The SHMA 2015 is the more recent and current evidence
and there is no evidence that this need has already changed.

Name

Comment

Response

35.3.50 The policy recognises that the needs identified in the
SHMA 2015 have already changed. Therefore the policy refers to
‘current’ and new evidence in relation to housing need. This
approach allows for the policy to reflect changes in the evidence
of the need for different dwelling types over time.

35.3.57 Communal space does not necessarily need to be green
to perform the function of open space or be well used. Due to the
densely built up character of the borough it is not always possible
for the new open space to be ‘green’.

35.3.57 The borough is very densely developed and therefore
protection of existing amenity is paramount. The creation of new
external amenity spaces associated with new developments is
also very important and must include green communal space.
Exposure and access to green spaces can have a wide range of
social, environmental, economic and health benefits. There is
evidence that access to outdoor environments can provide health
benefits at a number of levels, for example through physical
activity and through informal recreation which can provide relief
from depression and stress. External amenity space and green
spaces benefit people of all ages. Green roofs also provide
ecological benefits.
HCGA (Healthy
Community
Gardening Activities)
(Cathy Maund)

HCGA supports the amendment to para 35.3.57 giving formal
Noted.
recognition of the value of communal gardens in new
development.
“The creation of new external amenity spaces associated with
new developments is also very important which may include
communal space. Exposure and access to greenspaces can have
a wide range of social, 3 environmental, economic and health
benefits. There is evidence that access to outdoor environments
can provide health benefits at a number of levels, for example
through physical activity and through informal recreation which
can provide relief from depression and stress. External amenity
space and green spaces benefit people of all ages. Green roofs
also provide ecological benefits.”

Michael Bach
Housing Size Mix and Standards
(Kensington Society) The Kensington Society is concerned that after 8 years of the
current 80:20 split between larger and smaller units for market
housing, the housing output has been very heavily skewed
toward the international investment market, producing a very
unbalanced contribution to housing stock. At the 2010
Examination the Society proposed a 50:50 split.
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The size mix has to be based on the identified objectively
assessed need in the SHMA 2015. The policy will go through an
examination process and cannot be amended as suggested.

Name

Comment

Response

Now after such a distorted contribution since 2008, the Society
does not consider that 50:50 is appropriate and proposes a 35:65
split to rebalance the output so as to meet better the
requirements of local people wanting to live in the Borough.
The need for smaller units to enable small, often elderly
households to downsize needs to be factored in to the choice of
mix, as without a supply of attractive smaller units larger, underoccupied units will not be released. By producing attractive
smaller units, a similar number of existing larger units will be
released.

The housing size mix is based on SHMA 2015 which includes
consideration of both overcrowding and underoccupation in the
borough. It notes specifically with regard to older households
(Chapter 9 – Key Points) “Three-quarters of older owner-occupiers
under-occupy their homes, as do 10% of older social renters;
there is therefore scope to meet need and make more efficient
use of the stock through downsizing.”

Question CH3(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated Policy Formulation Report
Name

Comment

Response

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted.

SPECIFIC HOUSING NEEDS
CH4 SPECIFIC HOUSING NEEDS
Question CH4(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CH4
Name

Comment

Response

Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

Amend f.
Require Student housing to be emptied of their undergraduates by
2025, and the remaining vacated properties to be rented out as
part of the general housing stock.

The existing student accommodation in the borough caters to a
specific need. Planning policies are required by national legislation
to cater to a wide variety of need. The suggested change cannot
be taken forward in the planning policy.

Amend g.

As stated in the draft policy proposals for new student housing
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Name

DP9 Ltd (Mr
Manley)

Comment

Response

Forbid any planning permission for any new student
accommodation.

should not compromise the provision of general housing. Planning
policy cannot ban the provision of student housing in the borough
as stated planning policies have to meet a variety of different
needs.

The Council's flexible approach to support other types of residential
models, such as 'build to rent schemes' is encouraged by our
client. As stated within the Mayor's Housing SPG and the draft
Homes for Londoners SPG, the Council should apply residential
policy standards flexibly for proposals for build to rent
accommodation. We would suggest the following text is added on
this basis '[to deliver this the Council will..] apply residential
standards flexibly to meet an identified need'.

The Council can consider such schemes when they are brought
forward on their own merits or using the London Plan SPG as it is
capable of being a material consideration when determining
planning applications. It is not considered necessary to include an
exception in the policy as suggested.

The Markham
I agree with a and b but don't feel qualified to comment upon the
Square
remainder.
Association (David
Cox)

Noted.

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted.

Deloitte Real
Estate (Richard
Maung)

Imperial College London welcomes the addition of student housing
to this policy and notes that the policy is consistent with the
principles set out in the London Plan, particularly in relation to the
requirements to maximise affordable student housing, as set out in
the Mayor’s Housing SPG.

Noted.

Richard Foot

Specific Housing Needs: The respondent supports inclusion of a
Noted.
new local plan policy which provides a policy presumption in favour
of housing developments which meet the housing needs of a range
of specific groups including new extra care housing and build to
rent housing (particularly those that include intermediate rent).
Build to Rent: The respondent supports the proposed policy
support for Intermediate Rent as the affordable housing component
of Build-to-Rent schemes consistent with the emerging Affordable
Housing SPG. It is however submitted that policy should
specifically recognise the distinct economics of Build to Rent, as
set out in the NPPG (para Ref: 10-018- 20150326) and Part 4 of
the emerging London Plan Affordable Housing SPG (2016), which
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The NPPG and any future Mayor’s SPG are capable of being
material considerations in determining planning applications and
the Council will be using these documents. It is considered that a
future revised Planning Obligations (Contributions) SPD would be
more suitable to contain such guidance

Name

Comment

Response

advocates a more flexible approach to the quantum and tenure of
affordable housing in these schemes (i.e noting
traditional affordable housing tenures may not be suitable).
Older Peoples and Extra Care: The respondent supports the
proposed policy support for older peoples housing (including extra
care). It is however submitted that policy flexibility should be
included in relation to the quantum and tenure of Affordable
Housing taking into account the distinct benefits and financial
constraints of this housing type.
Unite Group PLC
(Sir/ Madam)

The draft planning policies do allow this flexibility as the provision
of affordable housing is subject to financial viability appraisal.

Policy CH4: A new policy CH4 has been introduced, based on the Noted.
guidelines in the London Plan Housing SPG. The draft local plan
outlines that in line with the London Plan Housing SPG where
purpose built student accommodation is proposed the providers
should have an undertaking with a specified academic institution(s)
that specifies that the accommodation will be occupied by students
of that institution(s). If no such undertaking is in place the Council
will require providers to maximise affordable student
accommodation.
Unite agree that the simplest mechanism for allocating affordable
accommodation is through nomination agreements with HEIs.
However, UNITE are concerned that with the additional hurdle of
affordable student accommodation in place, that the pipeline of
future purpose built student accommodation schemes will be
further restricted. This is a further barrier in addition to those of
excessive CIL rates; ‘local university only’ restrictions with complex
cascade arrangements; limiting student accommodation to small
specific areas within Boroughs; requiring the provision of affordable
housing and policies resisting perceived ‘over-concentration’ of
students in an area. The student accommodation delivery pipeline
in London has already been severely curtailed by these factors as
evidenced by Knight Frank’s report which demonstrated a
significant dropping off of the forecast student accommodation
delivery. In addition to the various London Borough imposed
restrictions which are limiting delivery of student accommodation,
the resurgent residential sector is driving higher land transaction
values. Indeed, RBKC has some of the highest land values in the
country.
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Student accommodation by its very nature has to be affordable to
students. Development proposals are subject to viability
appraisals and as noted in the representation the approach
proposed in the draft policy is in-line with the Mayor’s Housing
SPG which is already capable of being a material consideration in
determining planning applications in the borough.

Name

Comment

Response

We thus consider the main obstacles to the implementation of the
policy below;
i) Eligibility criteria
The proposed policy offers no further insight on the mechanism for
eligibility within the borough and the selection process therein i.e.
how students will be chosen / who will undertake that choice and
who will manage / be responsible for eventual upkeep of any
affordable eligibility register. Unite consider some care is necessary
when defining eligibility for affordable accommodation and that
i) It is for the Universities/ Institutions that the student housing is
further details of this element are required e.g. whether this should affiliated to, to allocate student accommodation. It will not be the
be means tested.
Council who is responsible for determining eligibility. The matters
outlined are not within the scope of the planning regime.
Further, the processes of (i) identification of eligibility and (ii)
allocation/ determination of who is eligible are undetermined at this
stage. This process is focused within a narrowly-defined timeframe
i.e. between May and September (acceptance of student place at
university and term commencement) and is considerably shortened
where student places are confirmed through the ‘clearing’ process
(usually in August). It is therefore considered this process has
potential to be significantly burdensome and risks additional
resource pressure upon accommodation providers which in turn
may constrain delivery/ restrict supply and ultimately increase
rental levels.
ii) Securing affordable provision
The policy states that the delivery of affordable housing will be
maximised within student delivery schemes in the absence of any
NOMs agreement. The policy however fails to establish any
mechanisms or means to secure such provision. It also fails to
consider site circumstance which will alter on a site by site basis
thus impacting on viability and also site specific differentials in
terms of scheme size given any new development will seek the
delivery of varying number of bedspaces.
Unite believe the guidance should be flexible in securing the
affordable provision. As with the conventional affordable housing,
the guidance should allow the provision of affordable
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Response

accommodation off site in certain circumstances. The perverse
likelihood of this document, will be the increase of rents for the
majority of students within a development that will have to pay for
the small number of students that qualify. This increase will be
required through the viability appraisal to ensure any scheme can
support the reduced market rents for the affordable element.
Paragraph 3.9.16 of the London Plan Housing SPG states, ‘When
determining the amount of affordable student accommodation to be
provided boroughs will need to take into account the viability
implications of locally specific requirements for PBSA
developments in their local plans, such as student bursaries and
CIL charges. Local requirements may reduce the level of affordable
student accommodation that is viable’. There appears to be little
policy evidence as to how RBKC will take into account locally
specific requirements, particularly high land values, in respect to
the delivery of student accommodation and affordable provision
within the borough.

The policy is requiring all new student accommodation to be
affordable. Student accommodation by its very nature should be
affordable to students. It is not clear how it will increase rent for
students within a development.

iii) Flexible uses and enhancing vitality of student accommodation
Paragraph 3.9.15 confirms ability for flexible uses during non-term
time for purpose-built student accommodation. This reference is
supported in principle, in order that such accommodation can be
used for a variety of suitable purposes and which allows the impact
of affordable student housing to be mitigated. This reflects NPPF
Policy 173 regarding development plan policy which supports a
viable return to developer and also underlines wider policy direction
towards presumption in favour of sustainable development. The
policy basis is however silent on this matter and should consider
inclusion of this within the policy.
iv) Relationship with the delivery of general housing
Unite considers part f. of policy CH4 to be overly onerous as it
“requires student housing to not compromise the provision of
general housing”. This will potentially constrain the delivery of
student housing despite there being an identified need within
RBKC SHMA 2015 for more student housing.
University accommodation is an integral element of the student
experience and it is essential to ensure a choice of accommodation
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It is not clear which paragraph is being referred to as this is not
stated in the policy or the supporting text.

Name

Comment

Response

tenures is available to students throughout the duration of their
course. The requirement to provide for a choice of accommodation
is reflected within NPPG Paragraph 50 and mindful that student
accommodation forms part of conventional housing supply
(particularly within Sheffield where students have a direct impact
upon the local housing market and demographic and this reflects
NPPG Paragraph 38) it is essential the emerging RBKC plan
provides sufficient flexibility to meet identified housing need.
Paragraph 38 states that:
“All student accommodation, whether it consists of communal halls
of residence or self-contained dwellings, and whether or not it is on
campus, can be included towards the housing requirement, based
on the amount of accommodation it releases in the housing market.
Notwithstanding, local authorities should take steps to avoid
double-counting”.
Greater consideration should therefore be given to wider benefits
that the delivery of student housing can bring to the delivery of
more conventional forms of housing. The deliverability of student
housing is paramount to solving the housing crisis in city-regions
such as Sheffield with student housing known to impact on local
housing markets and economies in the following ways:
- Release of other market housing on to the general market such
as the alleviation of concentrations of HMOs to family housing;
- Strong demand for higher quality university product amongst
International and Post-graduate students thus stimulating further
investment;
- PBSA has played an integral role in allowing the HE sector to
expand over the past 20 years.
Purpose built student accommodation therefore has a positive
impact on housing supply and will make a significant contribution to
future growth output of local economies in assisting the HE Sector.
Unite would implore RBKC to consider the delivery of student
housing and its positive impact on overall housing requirement
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iv) Criterion f. is in-line with the London Plan and the Mayor’s
Housing SPG. The particularly constrained and heavily built up
environment in the Royal Borough make it even more important to
stress that student accommodation should not constrain the
supply of conventional housing.
References to Sheffield are not applicable to the context of the
Royal Borough as the planning issues are different.

Name

Comment

Response

more favourably.
Michael Bach
(Kensington
Society)

Changes to Policy CH4: Special Housing Needs
• the need to provide more housing for older people, but this should The SHMA
include providing more smaller units to encourage downsizing to
release larger units.
• provision of student housing – but could be more positive
The policy on student housing is in-line with the London Plan and
the Mayor’s Housing SPG and does need to acknowledge that it
should not compromise the provision of general housing.

Question CH4(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers
Name

Comment

Response

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted.

St Quintin and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood
Forum (Henry
Peterson)

We endorse the view that extra care housing should be a major
Noted. The Council offers a pre-application advice service for
priority within the Council's housing objectives, and would welcome early discussions on development sites and this is not an issue for
early discussions on the timing of redevelopment of the existing
the LPPR.
sheltered housing at Nursery Lane, W10 in conjunction with the
northern part of this original backland now designated in the StQW
Neighbourhood Plan as Local Green Space.
On Houses in Multiple Occupation, we suggest that the Draft Local
Plan needs to take more account of the potential impact of the
future two decades of construction at Old Oak and Park Royal. In
north-west Kensington, as in north Hammersmith and east Acton,
there will be several thousand construction workers seeking
accommodation within minimum travel distances of the planned
Cargiant/London Regional Property development at Old Oak Park,
and at the proposed HS2/Crossrail station at Old Oak Common.
Applications for HMOs are likely to increase, as are cases of
informal and unregulated sub-letting of properties and garden
outbuildings.
On self-build and custom-build, we welcome the additional text in
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The draft policies are considered to provide a framework for
dealing with new planning applications for HMOs. Unauthorised
planning uses are dealt with through planning enforcement.

The requirements are to provide serviced plots of land to cater to
the need arising from the self build/ custom build register. The use
of such land as self build would need to be considered in light of

Name

Comment

Response

the Regulation 18 Draft Plan at paragraphs 35.3.66 onwards. But
the development plan as a whole.
we have seen little evidence of the Council taking proactive steps
to stimulate the growth of the self-build market (paragraph 35.3.66).
While the Council has conformed with the requirements of the Selfbuild and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 by establishing a
register for those interested, there is no information on the RBKC
website of any schemes in the Borough. This is a field in which the
StQW Neighbourhood Forum would be very willing to work with the
Council, in the context of new StQW policies enabling residential
redevelopment at Units 1-14 Latimer Road W10.
In addition to the higher land values it is also the constrained
nature of the borough which is densely built up with a rich historic
On commercial build to rent, the Regulation 18 Draft notes that the heritage that limits the types of schemes that come forward in the
Boroughs very high property values is likely to lead to fewer
borough.
development propositions in this sector than in other boroughs.
Experience of developments coming onstream in surrounding
areas (North Acton, Old Oak Common Lane) suggests that the
Council needs to be alert to a trend towards forms of 'co-living'
accommodation geared to 'New Londoners' and at the 25-30 year
age range, including post graduate students
Unite Group PLC
(Sir/ Madam)

Unite supports general policy acknowledgement towards identified
student need however encourages flexibility based on the removal
of student cap on University places thus making demand subject to
fluctuations. For established HEIs such as Imperial College, this
will heighten demand for places and the expansion of these
Universities needs to be supported through its wider
accommodation and facility needs. The borough should not
therefore take guidance within the Housing SPG referencing a
more dispersed distribution of student accommodation literally
given the borough still has significant capacity to accommodate
more PBSA. Unite would be delighted to collaborate with the LPA
to drive such requirement.

The supporting text recognises Imperial as the most significant
higher education institution in the borough. Whilst the policy has
been formulated in-line with the Mayor’s Housing SPG, it is not
precluding further expansion of Imperial within the borough.

Michael Bach
(Kensington
Society)

Specific Housing Needs
Both the London Plan and the Local Plan now recognise that
demographic change and the demand for student housing, need
more explicit policies for housing older people, including extra care
housing, the importance of houses in multiple occupation and the
need for student accommodation. New Policy CH4 has been
expanded to recognise these specific housing needs.

Noted.
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Specific Housing Needs
Older People’s Housing
This section fails to make the link between an aging population and The housing size mix is based on SHMA 2015 which includes
the need for smaller units to enable downsizing. Kensington and
consideration of both overcrowding and underoccupation in the
Chelsea has one of the lowest occupancy rates.
borough. It notes specifically with regard to older households
(Chapter 9 – Key Points) “Three-quarters of older owner-occupiers
under-occupy their homes, as do 10% of older social renters;
there is therefore scope to meet need and make more efficient
use of the stock through downsizing.”

Question CH4(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated Policy Formulation Report

Name

Comment

Response

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted.

Unite Group PLC
(Sir/ Madam)

Unite agrees that a policy on student housing is reasonable, however The borough has very limited sites available and no redundant
would encourage flexibility given its ability to enhance the vitality and sites that the Council is aware of.
viability of redundant sites whilst also being compatible with a variety
of surrounding uses.

557

ESTATE RENEWAL / REGENERATION
CH5 ESTATE RENEWAL / REGENERATION
Question CH5(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CH5
Name

Comment

Response

The Markham
I agree.
Square
Association (David
Cox)

Noted.

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted.

The Labour Group
- K and C (N/A)

Policy CH5 Estate Renewal
The Council will require that where the redevelopment of housing
estates including affordable housing is proposed, a compelling case
is made that the long term benefits outweigh the considerable
uncertainty and disruption such projects will cause and that no
additional homeless households and individuals will result as a
consequence.

Policy CH5
Planning policy cannot make an undertaking as suggested. This
may be more suitable for policies of the housing department.

To deliver this the Council will:
a. require the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing,
with the minimum being a suitable increase in the provision of social
rented and affordable housing to contribute to meeting assessed
housing needs;
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The policy is stating as a minimum that there will be no net loss
of affordable housing which includes all affordable tenure. Whilst
this is a laudable aim without a detailed site viability appraisal it
is not possible to make a commitment to increase the provision
of affordable housing as stated. Policy CH2: Affordable Housing
seeks the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing.
Therefore, if it is viable there could be an increase in affordable
housing provision. Paragraph 173 of the NPPF states that
“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
contributions or other requirements should, when taking account

Name

Comment

Response
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.”

b. guarantee that all existing social rented tenants, including the
tenants of Registered Providers who may be displaced, have an
opportunity of a home that meets their needs, with those wishing to
stay in the neighbourhood being able to do so;

c. 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,
including for social rented and affordable homes, at the time that an
application is submitted;
d. require that where estate renewal is being funded through the
provision of private housing or other commercial development,
schemes must be supported by a publicly transparent financial
viability appraisal;
e. this viability assessment will be a genuine viability assessment
and not a profitability assessment and that developers’ profits shall
be set at no higher than 15%
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The guarantee for a particular tenure within planning policy is
not considered to be a planning issue. The policy requires as a
minimum that there is no net loss of affordable housing
provision. The re-provision for the various tenures is considered
to be an issue for the Council as a Local Housing Authority. To
this end text will be added to the policy supporting text to explain
that the Council will produce a Tenant Decant Policy and a
Strategy for Leaseholders. This 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.

c. Affordable homes include social rented and this is explained
in the Glossary.

d. Include “open book” before financial viability appraisal.

e. the Council tests the viability appraisals submitted by
developers and gets its own independent advice as necessary.
As stated above with reference to the NPPF paragraph 173
fixing the developers profit at 15% will be an excessive policy
burden and the policy may not be found sound. It may also not
provide a competitive returns to a willing land owner and willing
developer to enable the development to be deliverable. Any
significant changes such as this suggestion will need to be
backed up by robust evidence which can withstand scrutiny at
the Local Plan examination.

Name

Comment

Response

f. recognise that cross subsidy between estates may also be required
where proposals involve several estates. The principles set out
above for one estate would be applied to two or more estates, taken
as a whole.
CBRE (Jennifer Liu Comments in relation to Policy CH5 (Estate Renewal)
)
Whilst we do not have any objections to the general principles of this
policy, we require flexibility in relation to criterion (c) which refers to
mix of housing sizes for social rented units. As discussed earlier on
in our representations, housing mix is in a state of flux and there
should be opportunities to review the mix at key stages of the
development process through the submission of housing need
assessments.

Noted. Policy CH3: Housing Size Mix and Standards refers to
the latest evidence and has this flexibility built in.

Question CH5(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers
Name

Comment

Response

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted.

St Quintin and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood
Forum (Henry
Peterson)

On Estate Renewal (pargagraph 35.3.79 onwards) the STQW
Neighbourhood Forum has participated in the consultations on
options for the redevelopment of the Silchester East and West
Estates. Policy CH45 has changed little from the 2010 Core
Strategy, in the Regulation 18 Local Plan.

The existing policy is considered to provide an appropriate
framework and has been amended slightly to aid clarity.

Paragraph 38.3.84 states The Council has also resolved that any
redevelopment should be designed around traditional streets and
squares and to be mixed-tenure. The RBKC definition of a 'traditional
street' seems to stretch some way beyond that of most Londoners.
While parts of the Borough have a tradition of mansion blocks of 5-6
storeys, apartment buildings of 8-12 storeys are not a London
tradition and represent a very different living environment

The text is referring to development based around streets and
squares using good urban design principles so places are
connected and legible. The word ‘traditional’ is not necessary to
achieve good urban design principles and should be deleted.

The Labour Group

Estate Renewal
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Name

Comment

Response

- K and C (N/A)

35.3.79 The Council as landowner is exploring options for the
regeneration of existing low density housing estates. Estate
regeneration provides a potential opportunity to:
•Ensure that housing stock meets the needs of existing and future
residents
•[Delete initial phrase]Improve health outcomes, employment
opportunities, educational attainment and reduce crime and the fear
of crime

It is unclear why tackling underlying causes of deprivation should
be deleted. The Indices of Multiple Deprivation (see Chapter 2)
do show high levels of deprivation in areas that coincide with
housing estates in the borough.

•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 including additional social rented and
other forms of affordable housing.

Affordable housing includes social rented and this is set out in
the Glossary.

35.3.80 Estate regeneration may take the form of the refurbishment
of existing housing stock, infill development or partial or
comprehensive redevelopment.
35.3.81 Estate regeneration proposals may differ from other
35.3.81 As explained in page 95 above the policy cannot make a
proposals for residential development because often the sale of
commitment to provide ‘additional’ or ‘increased’ affordable
market housing is used to fund re-provided and additional social
housing.
rented and affordable housing to meet needs identified in the
Housing Register, including households living in temporary
accommodation. For this reason the proportions of social rented and
affordable housing versus market housing may be increased and
differ from conventional housing applications where cross subsidy is
not being done on the same scale.
35.3.82 [delete first phrase] Former social rented properties sold
under the right to buy or right to acquire should not be categorised as
market sector provision. This includes the right to buy or right to
acquire units which are being used for temporary accommodation of 35.3.82 Units sold under right to buy are counted as market
housing in planning terms. This is in-line with the Mayor’s
households for whom RBKC has accepted a duty to rehouse.
Housing SPG and Draft Affordable Housing and Viability SPG
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Name

Comment

Response

35.3.83 Sites which may be suitable for estate renewal (of one form
or another) are Silchester East and West, Warwick Road and
Treverton. These sites, and their wider surrounding areas, appear in
land use planning terms to offer opportunities for the delivery of new
housing in the Royal Borough. Options for the regeneration of these
sites require further investigation, and ultimately the regeneration
option chosen, if any, will be determined by the Council as
landowner, having regard to a wide range of considerations,
including consultation responses and the need to retain settled
communities on site.

35.3.84 The Council has made clear that it will always consult
potentially affected residents at the earliest feasible opportunity and
has committed to engaging with and involving affected residents
throughout the appraisal, design and development processes. The
Council has also resolved that any redevelopment should be
designed around traditional streets and squares and to be mixedtenure without separate “poor door” entrances.

which states at para 2.54 that “The Mayor expects existing
affordable housing to be replaced on a like-for-like basis,
meaning there should be no net loss of existing affordable
housing tenures (including social rented accommodation).
Where market housing units (including those sold under the
Right to Buy) have been used as temporary affordable
accommodation on an estate, the units should be considered as
market housing for the purposes of like-for-like re-provision.”
35.3.83 Change ‘appear to’ to ‘may’.
The policy requires as a minimum that there is no net loss of
affordable housing provision. The re-provision for the various
tenures is considered to be an issue for the Council as a Local
Housing Authority. To this end text should be added to the policy
supporting text to explain that the Council will produce a Tenant
Decant Policy and a Strategy for Leaseholders. This 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.

35.3.84 Policy CH2 g. and supporting text required affordable
housing and market housing to be integrated in any development
and to be tenure blind. The Labour Group also suggested adding
the word ‘siting’ to Draft Policy CH2 g. which has been accepted
as a change. This would require affordable and market housing
to have equivalent amenity in relation to factors including views,
siting, daylight, noise and proximity to open space, playspace,
community facilities and shops.

CBRE (Jennifer Liu Comments in relation to Section 3: Housing Trajectory and
The figures for Wornington Green were clarified with the
)
Supporting Information The ‘Housing Supply from Site Allocations’
respondent and the published figures in the Draft Policies
table currently states that planning permission has been granted for document are correct.
Phase 2 and that a planning application is expected for Phase 3. The
text states that the total number of homes expected to be delivered is
350.
The figures stated in the Draft Plan are incorrect and should be
amended in respect of Wornington Green Phases 2 and 3, to read
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Name

Comment

Response

the following numbers in the ‘Potential number of dwellings (net)’
column: “321 (Phase 2), a minimum of 355 (Phase 3). Minimum
potential dwellings: 676” CHL considers that housing quanta in this
policy should continue to be referred to as minima, in order to ensure
the ‘soundness’ of the plan, and compliance with NPPF objectives
set out at NPPF paragraph 47 to significantly boost the supply of
housing.

Question CH5(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated Policy Formulation Report
Name

Comment

Response

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted.

GYPSY AND TRAVELLER ACCOMMODATION
CH6 GYPSY AND TRAVELLER ACCOMMODATION
Question CH6(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CH6
Name

Comment

Response

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

No response.

The Labour Group
- K and C (N/A)

Policy CH6 Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation
The Council will work closely with London Borough of Hammersmith The responsibility to assess needs and address the
and Fulham, the Mayor of London and TfL to protect, improve and, if accommodation needs sits with RBKC and LBHF. However, as
possible, increase the capacity of the existing Travellers’ site at
TfL are the freeholder the policy wording has been updated as
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Comment

Response

Stable Way which the Councils jointly manage. Additional sites for
temporary or permanent use should meet the following criteria:

per the suggestion.

i. the site can provide for a satisfactory arrangement of pitches,
permanent buildings and open space;

Criterion ii. has been positively worded following feedback from
the Stable Way community as part of the Issues and Options
consultation stage. Criterion ii. and iii. Serve different purposes.
ii. [Delete this sentence because it is covered by the sentence below Criterion ii. Is about development of the/a site on surrounding
and it is offensive to many including to travellers and gypsies.]
areas whilst Criterion iii. Is about the impact on those who will
live on the/ a site. It is important to maintain this distinction,
iii. use of the site would have a positive effect on the local amenity,
therefore the criteria, whilst similar in wording, have been kept
safety and environment for future occupiers;
separate.
iv. the use could be supported by adequate physical and social
infrastructure (such as access to education, health, welfare and
employment) in the locality.
London Borough of
Hammersmith and
Fulham (Matt
Butler)

Policy CH6 – to strengthen this policy, it may be suitable that any
applications at Stable Way for change of use would need to find a
suitable, alternative site to relocate the existing community (and
needs as per the GTANA at the time of application).

The draft policy seeks to protect the site for Gypsy and Traveller
accommodation use therefore any change of use will be strongly
resisted. The inclusion of such wording would suggest that there
is scope for the loss of the site. Therefore, the policy wording is
unchanged.

Unsure whether the policy needs to include 'which the Councils
jointly manage' as this is already made clear in the surrounding text.

This reflects the ongoing joint working between the two boroughs
on Gypsy and Traveller accommodation provision, not just from
a planning perspective but also a management perspective.
Therefore, the policy wording is unchanged.

The policy could also be strengthened by the criteria being used for
any Gypsy and Traveller planning applications (ie., for Stable Way
and/or any future/additional sites).

The publication policy has been amended to “Additional sites for
temporary or permanent use and any applications at Stable Way
should meet the following criteria:”

Criteria iii) 'future occupiers' does not make it clear that these are
only for Gypsy and Travellers, not for those looking for alternative
lifestyles.

The Policy is titled “CH6 Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation”,
the criteria will apply to assessing applications for Gypsy and
Traveller sites, therefore it is clear.

Question CH6(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers
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Name

Comment

Response

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

No response

The Labour Group
- K and C (N/A)

Gypsy and Traveller accommodation
35.3.85 The Council has prepared a Draft Gypsy and Traveller
Accommodation Needs Assessment (GTANA)107 with LBHF. The
GTANA has been prepared in line with the 2007 GTANA Guidance,
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), the Planning Policy
for
Traveller Sites (PPTS) and the Draft Guidance to Local Housing
Authorities on the
Periodical Review of Housing Needs: Caravans and Houseboats.
The Draft GTANA concludes that there will be a total requirement for
ten pitches providing 20 homes across RBKC and LBHF between
2015 and 2025.
35.3.86 Historically Gypsies and Travellers have lived in North
Kensington since the 19th Century and probably very much earlier.
By 1862 there were between 40 and 50 families living in the area.
(Notting Hill in Bygone Days: Florence Gladstone and Ashley Barker,
1924, republished with further material 1969). There is one Traveller
site in the borough at Stable Way which has existed since 1974 and
is now jointly managed by the Council and the London Borough of
Hammersmith and Fulham (LBHF). The Stable Way site is a
permanent site owned by and leased from Transport for London
(TfL) and currently comprises a total of 20 pitches, of which one is
taken up by ‘the hut’ centre, resulting in 19 available authorised
pitches. The site was in LBHF until a boundary change in 1995 and it
is now within the administrative area of this Council. The site is
managed by the Kensington and Chelsea Tenant Management
Organisation (KC TMO).

The PPTS requires councils to set pitch targets therefore the
total requirement has been expressed in pitches. In some
circumstances a pitch may provide one or more homes. The
additional wording has not been included.
The Council is unable to corroborate the source material
therefore this has not been included.

The freehold and leasing arrangements are explained in
paragraph 2.1.1 of the Policy formulation report. Additional
wording in the supporting text is now included as per this
suggestion.
Group housing schemes are a housing allocations matter rather
than planning policy matter, therefore outside the scope of the
LPPR.

Paragraph 35.3.88 now includes reference to Mayor of London
and TfL.
As the freeholder of the existing site and land close to the
existing site is owned by TfL the Boroughs will need to work with
them, however the responsibility for establishing opportunities to
extend the existing site lies with the Local Planning and Housing
Authorities. Given the history of the site and location, this will be
undertaken jointly with London Borough of Hammersmith and
Fulham. See also response to Labour Group under Question
35.3.87 Applying the PPTS definition, some of the existing occupiers CH6(1).
of Stable Way do not fall under the planning definition of
See above.
‘Travellers’108 however many of the occupiers are long established
on this site and therefore their accommodation needs must be
appropriately assessed. Being housed as a group is essential for the
Travellers because of family and community ties and group housing
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Response

schemes are permitted.
35.3.88 The shortage and high cost of land in the borough means
that there are limited opportunities for new Gypsy and Traveller sites.
The Council has commenced a Site Appraisal Study with the London
Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham which will establish
opportunities to provide new Traveller sites within the two boroughs.
The Council will also work with the Mayor of London and TfL to
consider opportunities to extend the existing site.
35.3.89 The boroughs will work with partners, Registered Providers,
developers and neighbouring authorities as well to explore making
provision in line with the most up to date needs assessment over the
plan period.
London Borough of Para. 35.3.85 - This will need updating in line with the joint GTANA
Hammersmith and 2016.
Fulham (Matt
Butler)
35.3.87 – the development of planning policy should be done
positively. It is recognised that the PPTS definition of a Traveller has
resulted in changes to the future accommodation needs of this
established community at Stable Way, however this could be
considered in contradiction to the policy that seeks to protect the
existing site. Suggestion: remove existing wording and replace with
more explanation setting out the Government's position.
35.3.88 – 'The shortage and high cost of land in the borough means
there are limited opportunities for new Gypsy and Traveller sites' –
this provides justification for developers, unsure whether this should
remain in the justification text. This could also be precluding the site
assessment work being undertaken by both Councils.
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The text has been updated with findings from the Joint LBHF
and RBKC GTANA.
There is no contradiction between the application of the PPTS
definition and the aspect of policy which seeks to protect Stable
Way. Footnote 402[3] within the paragraph explains the
Government’s position and the application of the PPTS
definition. The application of the definition does not seek to
displace existing residents, however has been applied, as per
the PPTS, in the Joint LBHF and RBKC GTANA to establish
future needs.
The wording conveys the importance to retain and protect Stable
Way as a Gypsy and Traveller site. This a known fact and does
not preclude the site appraisal study work. The Council is
committed to continue joint working with LBHF to assess
potential for the provision of additional Gypsy and Traveller
accommodation across both local authority areas.

Question CH6(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated Policy Formulation Report
Name

Comment

Response

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

No response

The Labour Group
- K and C (N/A)

These are incorporated above

Please see above

CHAPTER 36 RESPECTING ENVIRONMENTAL LIMITS
CLIMATE CHANGE
CE1 CLIMATE CHANGE
Question CE1(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CE1
Name

Comment

Response

Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

Add an additional paragraph:
g. Encourage the replacement of single glazed windows in all
houses, including listed buildings, with double glazed identical
windows in identical materials.

Under Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act (as amended) the Council has a
general duty in exercising its planning functions with regard to
Listed Buildings. This is to have special regard to the desirability
of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special
architectural or historic interest which it possesses. Windows
including the original glazing often contribute significantly to the
special architectural or historic interest of listed buildings.
Therefore, it is more appropriate to deal with proposals for
replacing the glazing on a case by case basis through the Listed
Buildings Consent process as a one size fits all approach cannot
be promoted under the general duty stated above.

Pridgeon

The Council should review with English Heritage whether it is
permissible to have a certain kind of double-glazed sash window in
listed buildings.

Under Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act (as amended) the Council has a
general duty in exercising its planning functions with regard to
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Comment

Response

The Council should look into subsidizing roof, wall and glass
insulation in the borough to reduce CO2 emissions.

Listed Buildings. This is to have special regard to the desirability
of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special
architectural or historic interest which it possesses. Windows
including the original glazing often contribute significantly to the
special architectural or historic interest of listed buildings.
Therefore, it is more appropriate to deal with proposals for
replacing the glazing on a case by case basis through the Listed
Buildings Consent process as a one size fits all approach cannot
be promoted under the general duty stated above.

The Council is looking at setting a carbon offsetting fund. As part
The Council should revoke the business licence of any premises with of this process suitable projects in the borough will be identified.
an energy rating of 'D' or worse. This proposal is currently being
proposed by minister Blok in the Netherlands and is a very good
The Council is not in a position to replicate the proposals in
idea.
Netherlands. This is outside the scope and power of the Local
Plan Partial Review.
DP9 Ltd (Mr
Manley)

The general approach to promote sustainable development and the The Council does consider site context in each case and this
creation of energy efficient buildings is supported by our client. A
does not need to be stated in the policy as the planning system
flexible policy approach should be taken towards energy
allows other material considerations to be taken into account.
performance requirements for development involving a period
conversion of refurbishment of existing fabric. The Council should
apply their policy flexibly to buildings which are limited physically and
visually by heritage considerations. We would suggest the following
text is added to the policy on this basis - 'the Council will apply the
above targets to development accordingly unless it can be
demonstrated that intervention to meet the required energy
performance level is unattainable due to physical or heritage
constraints'.

The Markham
I agree.
Square
Association (David
Cox)

Noted.

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted.

Sustain (Maddie
Guerlain)

Capital Growth supports retention of Policy CE1 (f) which requires
development to incorporate measures that will contribute to on-site
sustainable food production commensurate with the scale of

Noted.
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development.
We encourage urban food growers to record their produce and
become more productive via our “Harvest-ometer” tool.
http://www.capitalgrowth.org/the_harvestometer/
HCGA (Healthy
Community
Gardening
Activities) (Cathy
Maund)

HCGA supports retention of Policy CE1 (f). “require development to
incorporate measures that will contribute to on-site sustainable food
production commensurate with the scale of development.”
We can guide you to successful projects in the Borough and the
scope for the expansion of local food growing.

Knightsbridge
Neighbourhood
Forum (KNF)
(Simon Birkett)

The KNF is submitting its 49 proposed policies in 'Part One', where
Noted.
relevant, as the basis for improvements in RBKC's new Local Plan:
http://www.knightsbridgeforum.org/media//documents/part_one_knig
htsbridge_neighbourhood_plan_presubmission_consultation_081216.pdf
Renewable energy (KBR42 on page 71) e.g. 100% net renewable
energy now. This is a serious cross-border issue.

Deloitte Real
Estate (Richard
Maung)

Imperial College London acknowledges that policies on climate
Noted.
change, energy and sustainability have been updated in line with the
London Plan.

Environment
Agency (North
London
Sustainable
Places)

Water efficiency should be addressed as this can help to significantly
reduce carbon emissions. We would expect to see a policy that
requires all new development to meet the water standards set out in
the London Plan.
Kensington and Chelsea is within Thames Water’s London Water
Resource Zone – this is classified as ‘seriously water stressed.’ This
means there is a high population with high water demands and
limited water availability – it does not reflect water companies ability
to supply water. Average water use in Kensington & Chelsea in
2010-11 was 166.5 litres per head per day (l/h/d) which is above the
England and Wales average of 148 l/h/d. Improving the water
efficiency of new development should be a priority and as a minimum
new development should comply with London Plan policy 5.15 which
requires residential development to meet water consumption targets
of 105 l/h/d.
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Noted.

Water efficiency for residential development is addressed, see
para 36.3.7 of the Draft Policies (clean version) document. It
refers to the adopted London Plan Policy target of 105 litres or
less per head per day and Part G of the Building Regulations.

Name

Comment

Response

Inefficient use of water can lead to unnecessary carbon emissions.
Currently water use accounts for 27 percent of all carbon emissions
from our homes. Building a house to 105 l/h/d will save 79 kilograms
of CO2 and 15 cubic meters of water per year, per house, over and
above building regulations (125l/h/d).

Policy CE1 is being reviewed as a result of the Government’s
Housing Standards Review. The policy criterion related to
commercial development is not part of the scope of this LPPR.
Policy CE1 was more comprehensively reviewed as part of the
previous Miscellaneous Matters Review which was adopted in
December 2014.

Non-households consume significant amounts of water. In London
non-households accounts for 29 percent of water consumption and is
therefore an area where further water and carbon savings can be
made. The Mayor’s Water Strategy (October 2011) notes that
‘commercial water efficiency has a significant potential to save
water’. We therefore recommend that you consider that new nonhousehold development, including refurbishments, achieve a water
efficiency standard, such as BREEAM (BRE Environmental
Assessment Method) ‘Excellent’ with maximum number of ‘water
credits’. BREEAM credits are awarded for water where water
efficient appliances (e.g. low flush toilets), water metering, leak
detection systems and water butts are in place. Alternatively
buildings could meet the ‘best practice’ level of the AECB
(Association for Environment Conscious Building) Water Standards.

Question CE1(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers
Name

Comment

Response

Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

36.3.15
With the advance in modern building techniques, it seems sensible to
allow listed buildings to replace single glazed windows with doubles
glazed window of an identical type and identical material as the
original.

Under Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act (as amended) the Council has a
general duty in exercising its planning functions with regard to
Listed Buildings. This is to have special regard to the desirability
of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special
architectural or historic interest which it possesses. Windows
including the original glazing often contribute significantly to the
special architectural or historic interest of listed buildings.
Therefore, it is more appropriate to deal with proposals for
replacing the glazing on a case by case basis through the Listed
Buildings Consent process as a one size fits all approach
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Response
cannot be promoted under the general duty stated above.

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted.

St Quintin and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood
Forum (Henry
Peterson)

We strongly support the increased priority that the Regulation 18 Plan Noted.
gives to climate change and air quality. Located between the
Westway and the Paddington mainline, the StQW Neighbourhood
shares the Borough's worst levels of air quality. This has become a
growing concern for local residents as new evidence surfaces of longterm health risks.
Local Green Space has a particular definition:
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/open-space-sports-andIn the map at 3.6.1, a series of 'Garden Squares and other green
recreation-facilities-public-rights-of-way-and-local-greenspaces' are shown. We suggest that the wording in this key is
space#Local-Green-Space-designation
amended to include 'Local Green Spaces' to reflect designation of the Reviewing open / green space hierarchy and definitions is not
three sites (already shown in the map) that lie within the StQW
part of the scope of the LPPR.
neighbourhood area.
The current wording in the map of “Garden squares and other
green spaces” can clearly be understood to include Local Green
Space designated in a Neighbourhood Plan , so no change
necessary.

Question CE1(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated Policy Formulation Report
Name

Comment

Response

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted.

571

FLOODING AND DRAINAGE
CE2 FLOODING
Question CE2(1)
Please provide comments on policy CE2.
Name

Comment

Response

City of London
Flood risk
Support noted.
Corporation (Janet The City of London is vulnerable to flooding from the combined
Laban)
sewer network as a result of rainwater run-off from a wide upstream
area including the Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea. We
welcome policy CE2 parts g-j Surface Water Run-off and Sustainable
Drainage Systems (SuDS) which seeks to reduce the speed and
volume of water entering the sewers through the use of sustainable
drainage systems in major and minor new development and
refurbishment projects.
We will continue to co-operate through the Central London North
Flood Risk Partnership to address flooding issues within this
catchment area.
The Markham
I agree.
Square
Association (David
Cox)

Noted.

Quod (Georgie
Church)

Policy 5.13 of the London plan requires development to achieve
greenfield run-off unless there are practical reasons for doing so.
The GLA’s Sustainable Design and Construction SPG aims to
maximise the opportunities to achieve Greenfield run-off rates in
the development proposals. If greenfield runoff rates are not
proposed, developers will be expected to clearly demonstrate
how all opportunities to minimise final site runoff, as close to
greenfield rate as practical, have been taken. To achieve at least
50% attenuation of the site’s (prior to re-development) surface
water runoff at peak times is the minimum expectation from
development proposals.

Whilst we support the inclusion of sustainable urban drainage
systems within proposals for redevelopment, the draft policy contains
insufficient flexibility to take account of site specific circumstances.
Specifically, the need for major developments to achieve green field
run off rates does not recognise that there may be practical reasons
for not doing so. The policy should be redrafted to reflect Policy 5.13
of the London Plan, which recognises that there may be practical
reasons for accepting a lower rate. Without sufficient flexibility there
may be unintended design consequences.

Experience as a Lead Local Flood Authority (statutory consultee
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for SuDS since April 2015) shows that developers rarely include
SuDS from the outset, and it is normally an afterthought. This
makes more sustainable SuDS impossible to include once the
masterplan has already been agreed. The design should include
SuDS from the outset instead of as an afterthought as is
currently happening. This leads to the large majority of the
developments being implemented with the minimum 50%
reduction rather than with the desired greenfield run-off rate.
This is clearly not meeting the aim of the London Plan policy and
it is widely acknowledged within the Lead Local Flood Authority
fora.
As a borough with a very important lack of sewerage capacity
exacerbated by surface water discharging into the sewer
systems we have robust evidence to implement a more
restringent policy. It should be noted that Thames Water
supports greenfield run-off rate for major development (see
comment below).
Furthermore, if greenfield run-off is truly impossible to achieve it
should be thoroughly explained and demonstrated at an early
stage to allow for other options to be considered, allowing more
flexibility in the implementation of the policy.

Knightsbridge
Neighbourhood
Forum (KNF)
(Simon Birkett)

The KNF is submitting its 49 proposed policies in 'Part One', where
relevant, as the basis for improvements in RBKC's new Local Plan:
http://www.knightsbridgeforum.org/media//documents/part_one_knig
htsbridge_neighbourhood_plan_presubmission_consultation_081216.pdf
Utilities infrastructure (KBR40 on page 66) which aims to address
our concerns, with KBR46, about storm and dirty water drains
including along the WCC/RBKC boundary.

Sections D and E of the policy KBR40 refer to flood risk as
follows:
D. Development must protect the integrity and effectiveness of
structures intended to minimise flood risk and, where
appropriate, enhance their effectiveness.
E. Wherever practicable, development should contribute to an
overall reduction in flood risk within and beyond site boundaries,
incorporating flood alleviation measures for the public realm,
where feasible.
These points are in direct correlation to our publication policy, in
particular with points e and d respectively.
Point B (section e) also supports the provision of SuDS: Utility
infrastructure and connections must be designed into and
integrated with the development where possible. As a minimum,
developers should identify and plan for: e. separate surface
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Comment

Response
water and foul drainage requirements within the proposed
building or site including the provision of Sustainable Drainage
Systems (SuDS). Support is noted.

Policy KBR46 reference to water quality (points A and D), the
use of rainwater harvesting (point A) and the need for a
Sustainable Drainage Plan (point B) are also in line with our
publication policy CE2. Support is noted.
Sustainable water (KBR46 on page 77) e.g. controlling 'down the
drain' chemicals and ensuring the resilience of storm and dirty water
drainage.
Savills
(Christopher
Colloff)

Thames Water support the aims of Policy CE2 and particularly the
section on surface water run-off and SuDS. In relation to major
developments (developments of 10 or more dwellings) Thames
Water consider that it is necessary to ensure that run off rates are
restricted to Greenfield run-off rates as a minimum. This approach
will ensure that permanent developments which increase flows into
the combined sewerage network mitigate this impact through the
management of surface water to ensure that the development does
not lead to overloading of existing infrastructure. This is a key part of
a set of measures to help address a lack of capacity in the combined
sewer network, particularly during storms and to help address the
impact of climate change and urban creep on the existing sewer
capacity.

Support is noted.

The publication policy requires a reduction of 50% of existing
surface water run-off rates for minor developments. This could
potentially have a more positive impact than to demonstrate no
net increase in combined flows into the public sewer system by
implementing sustainable drainage solutions. No change
required.

Furthermore Thames Water would seek to ensure that all
Support noted.
developments less than 10 dwellings (and change of use for existing
buildings) demonstrate no net increase in combined flows into the
public sewer system by implementing sustainable drainage solutions.
Thames Water welcome the support for water and sewerage
infrastructure projects which will lead to a substantial and long term
reduction in local flooding.
Environment
Agency (North
London

Policy CE2
d) (i-iv) These measures are all very generic, but this could be a
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Noted. Both the SFRA and the SWMP have been reviewed to

Name

Comment

Response

Sustainable
Places)

good opportunity to bring forward specific policy recommendations
from the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) or the Surface
Water Management Plan (SWMP).

develop the publication policy. No change required.

Noted. The threshold of 0.5m refers to the depths shown in the
modelling of the SWMP. From the EA’s comments it seems that
d) (i) We are unsure why the Borough has specified that measures
a threshold of 0.5m may be too high in some cases and an
should address flooding for the 1 in 100 year storm event with flood analysis on a case by case basis will be more appropriate to
depths of 0.5m and above. All flood depths should be assessed to
ensure safety. The publication policy will be reworded to read:
enable your emergency planners to determine that the occupants will ‘address all flood depths for the 1 in 100-year storm event to
be safe for the lifetime of the development during a flood event.
ensure the development will remain safe during a flood event
throughout its lifetime’.

f) We are pleased to see that this policy supports the setting back of
development adjacent to the Thames flood defences. We
recommend strategically setting out this safeguarded zone in your
Local Plan to be clear about the locations. It may also be useful to
set out the possible heights of defence raising that could be required
and consider how this may impact future development. Further
information is provided on safeguarding space and future defence
raising heights in the tailored TE2100 council briefing attached.

Although there is no fluvial flood risk within the Borough, the updated
climate change allowances should be applied to sites at risk of
surface water flooding. The Thames tidal breach modelling has
already considered the updated climate change allowances and we
would therefore not need to see and assessment of climate change
applied to sites that are only at risk of tidal flooding.
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Support noted. The safeguarded zone will be reflected in the
Proposals Map and the map in Chapter 36.
The publication policy also requires development to incorporate
the recommendations in the TE2100 and the key policy
messages are included in paragraph 36.3.23. The paragraph will
be expanded to refer specifically to the TE2100 Local Council
Briefing Document. This briefing is already included in the
supporting evidence base table in chapter 43 of the Local Plan
Partial Review and in the Policy Formulation Report.
Noted. This is relevant for publication policy d(i) so the text will
be reworded to read: address all flood depths for the 1 in 100year storm event plus climate change to ensure the development
will remain safe during a flood event throughout its lifetime. Also,
paragraph 36.3.20. will be amended to reflect the importance of
climate change allowance for sites at risk of surface water
flooding. This will also be reflected in the Sequential test and
Site Allocations (under the Site Constraint section).

Name

Comment

Response

Any allocated sites which fall within a Critical Drainage Area, as
specified by the Borough’s SWMP, should also have specific policy
recommendations which reflect the new climate change allowance
guidance to ensure that this is captured.
Robina Rose

Although the Councils policies have moved considerably in the right
direction, there remain issues to be addressed.
Fundamentally these are
1. CUMULATIVE (and long term) EFFECTS of basement
development.* (Many documents refer to these - including both Ove
Arup's original scoping study AND the subsequent Baxter report which refers specifically to the "particularly unusual...combination of
topography and geology around Notting Hill)
"The ground is not an infinite resource-you cannot keep blocking
flows within it without reaching a point where it can no longer
accommodate such changes without modifications to the natural
system being seen. THIS MEANS THAT A BASEMENT CANNOT
BE JUSTIFIED SIMPLY BECAUSE SOMEONE ELSE HAS DUG
ONE NEARBY BEFORE. in this regard, EACH BASEMENT MAKES
THE NEXT ONE MORE DIFFICULT TO DESIGN." Dr. Michael de
Freitas, Imperial College. 2014. Camden judicial review judgement
plus Camden basements policy altogether which involves
appointment FOR NEIGHBOUR of hydrogeologist paid for BY
DEVELOPER ie much more environmental than ours (its available
online).

Support noted.

2. Whereas the inclusion of the CRITICAL DRAINAGE AREAS is
welcomed, it seems negligent not to consider a moratorium on
basement developments in these areas - at least until the completion
of Thames Waters COUNTERS CREEK project is complete.*

Noted. It is not clear the relationship between the Counters
Creek storm relief sewer (development proposed by Thames
Water) and a moratorium on basements in Critical Drainage
Areas which are designated as such mainly due to the
interaction of surface and sewer water. The current policy CL7n
already addresses the protection of basements against sewer
flooding through the implementation of a suitable pumped
device. The Counters Creek storm relief sewer will not remove
completely the risk of sewer flooding as the catchment for the
Counters Creek sewer extends to outside boroughs such as
Brent and Camden.
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Noted. This point relates to the basement policy CL7 which was
adopted in January 2015 and it is not currently being reviewed.

Name

Comment

Response

3. The acknowledgement that the PARTY WALL ACT was not
Noted. This point relates to the basement policy CL7 which was
designed to deal with basement developments - nor does it do so adopted in January 2015 and it is not currently being reviewed.
particularly in the LONG TERM, Impacted neighbours are left to
pursue Offshore Bank Owners for reparation of damages incurred as
a result of Council planning permission - granted due to the
insufficient familiarity of some planning committee members, both
officers and councillors, with some of the more technical aspects of
the councils policies themselves.

Norland
Conservation
Society (Libby
Kinmonth)

4. Inclusion of specific protection for TREES in Land that is
contributing to FLOODRISK MITIGATION.

Noted. Trees and land that contributes to flood risk mitigation
could be designated as flood risk assets by the Lead Local Flood
Authority. Publication policy CE2(e) already requires the
protection and maintenance of these assets. No further action is
required.

SUDS has been introduced by the Council to alleviate flooding and
this is to be commended.

Support noted.

However there is already SUDS in established private gardens
Noted. When planning permission is required, the paving of
private and front. Some years ago in the CA it was no longer
gardens and landscaped areas with impermeable surfaces will
possible to pave over front gardens for parking spaces; NCS
be resisted as the publication policy CE2(i) explains.
believes that the same principle should apply to back gardens which
are either being built under with only 1mtr of soil cover, or paved
over to make large patio areas, or built on with ever larger
garden/summer houses. Particularly in areas which have been
flooded and are liable to flood. A very good example of paving and a
proposal for building a large summer house is the garden of 24
Queensdale Road. The summer house was refused planning
permission but not because of flood danger. Much of the garden was
paved over.
Parallel to this is the Council’s worthy and important SUDS
programme, which NCS believes is being undermined by the taking
up of back garden spaces for development.

Flooding Steering AF wanted to remove the word ‘self-contained’ in section a of the
Group meeting (2 policy.
December 2016 at
Kensington Town
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Noted. Development of back gardens will, in some cases require
planning permission and it will be addressed with the publication
policy CE2(i).
Noted. This is a national policy and relates to those basements
which only have one way of access and egress. All basement
development within a critical drainage area should be
accompanied by a Flood Risk Assessment. No change required.

Name

Comment

Response

Hall)
AF said that, under section d(ii) the distance between exit routes
Residents present: should be included to reflect building regulations.
Amanda Frame
(AF)
JB raised concerns about how section e of the policy will affect
– Kensington
property owners as they will be liable for maintenance of flood risk
Society
assets.
Libby Kinmonth
(LK) – Norland
GH wanted section g to read: ‘require major development to achieve
Conservation
greenfield run-off rates (...)’ and to remove the ‘aim to’ to make the
Society
policy stronger.
Joanna Burt (JB)
Gregory Hammond AF wanted the section g(i) to be reworded to be more positive and to
(GH)
read: ‘the increase of permeable surfaces’.

The publication policy CE2(d) already refers to building
regulations, access, egress and emergency exit routes so no
change is needed.
Noted. It is likely that the responsibility for maintenance will fall
with the owner.
Agreed The publication policy CE2(g) will read: require major
development to achieve greenfield run-off rates.

Agreed. The publication policy CE2(g ii) will read: the increase of
permeable surfaces.

AF and LK wanted to remove the reference to ‘where planning
permission is required’ of section i as this will not be relevant if
planning permission is not required.

Agreed. The wording ‘where planning permission is required’ will
be removed from the publication policy CE2(i) as it does not add
anything to it.

LK also said that while the Council is keen to promote SUDS and
permeable surfaces– the back gardens which are natural soakaways
are ever more vulnerable to development. Could an Article 4 be
placed on ALL garden development eg: garden houses, terracing,
paving, in the Conservation Area regardless of whether the
house/property in question is listed or not. Front gardens are now
protected from being paved over and made into car parking spaces –
it is now time for the back gardens to be protected in the same
fashion, particularly as the gradual infill and erosion of gardens - with
their mature trees and shrubs all providing natural ways of absorbing
water - has increased in the last few years.

Noted. The implementation of an article 4 direction is a separate
process from the Local Plan Partial Review. Furthermore, the
proposed wording of the publication policy and the reasoned
justification does not preclude the Council from implementing an
article 4 direction in the future.

All of the attendees wanted a policy recognising the problem of the
Counters Creek lack of capacity.

Noted. The lack of capacity of the Counters Creek sewer has
been recognised in paragraphs 36.3.24, 36.3.25 and 36.3.29.
Also the publication policy CE2(l) could be used to assess the
forthcoming planning application for the Counters Creek storm
relief sewer. Therefore, no further policy is required.
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Question CE2(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers
Name

Comment

Response

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted.

St Quintin and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood
Forum (Henry
Peterson)

We note the proposed amendment to the wording in RBKC Policy
Support noted.
CE2i on Flooding which now reads resist impermeable surfaces in
gardens and landscaped areas where planning permission is
required. This has been backed up in the StQW neighbourhood by
StQW Policy C3 To resist the introduction of non-permeable surfaces
to front gardens (above size limits within Permitted Development
rights) other than for the replacement of main paths.

Savills
(Christopher
Colloff)

Environment
Agency (North
London

Our experience is that very few house owners understand that
planning permission is required for alterations to front gardens and
boundary walls. The complete paving over of front gardens in the
StQW neighbourhood has proceeded apace, and we are not aware
of any enforcement action being taken by the Council. Given the
numbers of precedents already in place, it is not clear that
enforcement action would be upheld at appeal. The realism of policy
CE2i is therefore questionable, unless enforcement can be pursued
successfully.

Noted. The issue of lack of enforcement has been passed to our
Enforcement team. The Council will be consulting on a Local
Enforcement Plan in 2017 (see Policy C2 in Chapter 29).

Under section 36.3.24 it is advised that it is the Counters Creek
sewer catchment where there are currently capacity issues during
storm events and not just the existing Counters Creek sewer.
Similarly, it is the Counters Creek catchment that Thames Water are
currently seeking to improve the capacity of through measures
including the construction of a new Counters Creek storm relief
sewer.

Agreed. The wording of the second sentence of the paragraph
will be reworded to read ’(…), as the Counters Creek sewer
catchment does not currently have the capacity to discharge
storm water during extreme rainfall.’

Thames Water support the inclusion of additional text in relation to
the Counters Creek Flood Alleviation Scheme in section 36.3.29.

Support noted.

36.3.20 p198
The Thames Tidal breach Modelling was updated in March 2015 and Noted. The SFRA will be updated accordingly when required.
will be updated again in Spring 2017. The Borough does not
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Comment

Response

Sustainable
Places)

currently need to update the SFRA, but this will need to be updated
when the new breach modelling is published to ensure that the best
possible data is used.
We are pleased to see that the SFRA and the Local Plan have set
out strong policy requirements for managing and reducing flood risk
borough wide and in the critical drainage areas identified in the
Surface water Management Plan.

Support noted.

Climate Change Allowances and Surface Water Flood Risk
In regards to surface water management, the SFRA (2014) does not
take into account the new climate change allowances that were
issued in February 2016. As the SFRA takes a comprehensive look
at the surface water risk in the Borough, it could be sufficient to
ensure that the Local Plan policies (borough wide and for site
allocations) make specific reference to the new climate change
allowances and requirements for the site allocations and also for the
site specific Flood Risk Assessments. This is supported within your
Integrated Impact Assessment (IIA) as on page 98 it states that
future climate change predictions may worsen the problem of sewer
and surface water flooding. We would expect to see a commitment to
the assessment of the central and upper allowance for the peak
rainfall based on the 1% annual probability rainfall event.

Agreed. Climate changed has been included in publication policy
d(i). Also, paragraph 36.3.20. will be amended to reflect the
importance of climate change allowance for sites at risk of
surface water flooding.

Sites will need to assess the new climate change allowances through This will also be reflected in the Sequential test and Site
site specific Flood Risk Assessments (FRA). We would also expect
Allocation documents.
that future revisions to the SFRA will incorporate and assess the
updated climate change allowances.
Climate Change Allowances and Tidal Flood Risk
Noted.
The updated tidal breach extents will already account for climate
change, so we would therefore not need to see the new climate
change allowances applied to sites affected only from tidal flood risk.
Flooding Steering
Group meeting (2
December 2016 at
Kensington Town
Hall)

GH said that paragraph 36.3.20 should use correct risk management
language. He suggested some changes on the second sentence to
read: ‘The probability of fluvial flooding is low but the consequences
could be very significant. Sewer flooding occurred (...). (Note: the
Environment Agency confirmed in their submitted comments that the
flood risk from the river in the borough is tidal rather than fluvial).
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Agreed. Paragraph 36.3.20 will be reworded to reflect both the
resident and the Environment Agency’s comments. It will read:
‘The probability of tidal flooding is low but the consequences
could be very significant. Sewer flooding occurred (...)’.
Agreed. The following wording will be added to paragraph
36.3.20. ‘Groundwater could also be a potential source of

Name
Residents present:
Amanda Frame
(AF)
– Kensington
Society
Libby Kinmonth
(LK) – Norland
Conservation
Society
Joanna Burt (JB)
Gregory Hammond
(GH)

Comment

Response

AF said that something should be included in the reasoning
justification about the consequences of the loss of industry which
used groundwater and how this affected the groundwater table. Also,
she wanted a reference to the need to contact Thames Water in
order to discharge groundwater into the sewer system.

flooding depending on the soil composition, weather and ground
conditions. Historic land use factors such as groundwater
extraction for industry use could also affect groundwater levels.
The discharge of groundwater to a public sewer will require
approval from Thames Water’.

In paragraph 36.3.24 AF queried the figure of 17% increase of
impermeable surfaces in the Counters Creek Area.

Noted. The figure was checked in Thames Water’s website
(http://www.thameswater.co.uk/counterscreek/17232.htm ) and it
was 17%.

AF wanted some information regarding the importance of the drains
and the fact that they were not to facilitate the removal of
construction debris of materials (such as concrete) which could block
them. A footnote should link the test with the Highways Act and any
potential fines.

Agreed. The following sentence and a footnote referring to
legislation and best practice advice given by the Council will be
added to the end of paragraph 36.3.24. ‘The misuse of drains to
discharge construction materials, oils and other substances
could block them exacerbating the risk of flooding’.

Question CE2(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated Policy Formulation Report

Name

Comment

Response

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted.
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WASTE
CE3 WASTE
Question CE3(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CE3
Name

Comment

Response

City of London
Waste
Corporation (Janet As a central London borough the City faces similar waste planning
Laban)
challenges to RBKC in that land values make the provision of waste
sites within the City problematic. RBKC should continue to work with
the Western Riverside Waste Authority – Waste Planning Authorities
(WRWA –WPAs) (Kensington & Chelsea, Hammersmith & Fulham,
Wandsworth, Lambeth and part of Old Oak and Park Royal
Development Corporation)to seek to meet their joint apportionment
within the WRWA-WPA area.
This work should continue to explore the potential to provide sites
within the WRWA-WPA area to meet their joint waste apportionment
and work with the GLA and other London Waste Planning Forum
members to identify suitable sites elsewhere in London to meet any
shortfall. A change to the policy wording would make it clear that the
WRWA-WPA boroughs will try to meet their joint waste
apportionment within their area before seeking capacity elsewhere in
London. This is of particular importance at Old Oak and Park Royal
where there are several existing waste sites which should be
safeguarded, unless replacement capacity can be identified as set
out in our proposed change to Policy CE3 below.

A commitment to working with the WRWA waste planning
authorities to meet the waste apportionment is set out in policy
CE3 a.

The WRWA Waste Planning Authorities have completed a
Waste Technical Paper. This evidence base concludes that
there is sufficient waste management capacity available for the
grouping of Waste Planning Authorities to be able to meet their
waste apportionment target within the WRWA area. Further
details are contained in Chapter 36 Respecting Environmental
Limits and the Policy Formulation Report at paragraph 2.3.11.
Joint work will continue, including liaising with other London
Waste Planning Authorities on the conclusions of the Waste
Technical Paper.
The Waste Technical Paper concludes that the apportionment
can be met within the WRWA area. Therefore Policy CE3 a. has
been amended to “work with the WRWA Waste Planning
Authorities (WPAs) and other London boroughs to continue to
monitor the pooled arisings, apportionment, available capacity,
shortfall and/or surplus capacity for all waste streams” Policy
CE3. b. has been amended to “work in partnership with the GLA
and other London boroughs to manage any shortfall to meet the
apportionment figure;”

Proposed wording change to Policy CE3 Waste:
….To deliver this the council will:
a. work with the WRWA Waste Planning Authorities (WPAs) and
other London boroughs to establish how much the pooled
Support noted. The Council welcomes continued cooperation on
apportionment of those boroughs will be, and to identify the available this issue.
waste management capacity within the WRWA WPA area. so that
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the apportionment figure can be met;
b. work in partnership with the GLA and other London boroughs to
meet the apportionment figure identify capacity to manage any
shortfall so that the apportionment figure can be met;

Flood risk
The City of London is vulnerable to flooding from the combined
sewer network as a result of rainwater run-off from a wide upstream
area including the Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea. We
welcome policy CE2 parts g-j Surface Water Run-off and Sustainable
Drainage Systems (SuDS) which seeks to reduce the speed and
volume of water entering the sewers through the use of sustainable
drainage systems in major and minor new development and
refurbishment projects.
We will continue to co-operate through the Central London North
Flood Risk Partnership to address flooding issues within this
catchment area.
The Markham
I agree.
Square
Association (David
Cox)

Support noted

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted

Thurrock Council
(Richard Hatter)

It is noted that the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea is
apportioned in the adopted Further Alteration to the London Plan
(2016) a combined tonnage of 138,000 tonnes of household waste
and C&I wastes in 2016 rising to 194,000 tonnes in 2031. However
the Council states it does not have the sites and facilities to manage
all the waste arisings or apportionment in the borough. Policy CE3 of
the consultation draft of Partial Review of the Local Plan states the
Council will cooperate with the WRWA Planning Authorities and
Support noted.
other London Boroughs to identify how much the pooled waste
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apportionment will be so that the apportionment figure can be met.
Furthermore it is stated the Council will work with the GLA and other
London Boroughs to ensure the apportionment figure is met.
The Kensington and Chelsea draft Local Plan and Policy Formulation
Report suggests that the majority of the existing and future LACW
(and residuals) is likely to be continued to be managed in Greater
London in cooperation with other London Boroughs at the Belvedere
facility until at least 2031. The majority of the remainder for recycling
is sent to a MRF at Smugglers Way in Wandsworth. This approach
for LACW waste reflects the approach in the adopted Further
Alterations to the London Plan (2016) that sets the target for London
Boroughs to achieve net self-sufficiency in Household waste and
Commercial and Industrial waste by 2026. Policy 5.17 of the FALP
also allows London Boroughs to work together to pool
apportionments. Thurrock supports such an approach to ensure that
in overall terms London is able to meet the target of achieving net
self-sufficiency in these apportioned waste streams by 2026 and
beyond.

Support noted.

The type of waste arising from specific development and the
most appropriate on-site waste management is likely to vary
between developments. Therefore, waste management
treatment will need to be considered on a case by case basis.
The policy now includes a new point e. “seek the potential for
other small scale and innovative waste management facilities on
residential, commercial or mixed use developments where
practicable.”

The WRWA Waste Planning Authorities have completed a
Waste Technical Paper. This evidence base concludes that the
The approach in Policy CE3 to promote on-site waste facilities in all grouping of Waste Planning Authorities is able to meet their
new development is supported. In addition the requirement for waste waste apportionment target within the WRWA area. Joint work
facilities on large sites CA1 and CA6 is welcomed.
will continue, including liaising with other London Waste
Planning Authorities on the conclusions of the Waste Technical
Whilst Policy CE3 includes criteria for on-site waste facilities in
Paper. The use of land within the Borough’s Employment Zones
development it is considered the following could also be added to the for waste purposes is unlikely to be appropriate as the Council
policy:
will be relying on all the sites within the Employment Zones to
• Policy approach to seek food waste treatment, on site in large
begin to meet the objectively assessed need for B class office
commercial developments;
floorspace within the lifetime of the plan.
• Seek the potential for other small scale and innovative waste
management facilities on residential, commercial or mixed use
developments.

Due to the insufficient existing waste treatment capacity and lack of
identified new sites to provide for larger waste management facilities
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it is considered the local plan policies should also promote small
scale waste and innovative solutions to management facilities and
use on existing commercial and employment zones.
Knightsbridge
Neighbourhood
Forum (KNF)
(Simon Birkett)

The KNF is submitting its 49 proposed policies in 'Part One', where
relevant, as the basis for improvements in RBKC's new Local Plan:
http://www.knightsbridgeforum.org/media//documents/part_one_knig
htsbridge_neighbourhood_plan_presubmission_consultation_081216.pdf

The Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Plan area falls within
Westminster. The Neighbourhood Plan must be in general
conformity with Westminster planning policies. The RBKC LPPR
Publication Policy addresses the provision of well designed,
functional and accessible refuse and recycling and storage
space.

Waste consolidation since opportunities exist along boundary roads
for such sites (KBR26 on page 46).
Environment
Agency (North
London
Sustainable
Places)

Policy CE3 a
This assessment should include tonnages of commercial and
industrial waste arising from Kensington and Chelsea.

This type of waste is covered under the GLA’s London Plan
Apportionment targets. The WRWA Waste Planning Authorities
have completed a Waste Technical Paper which includes
forecasts for commercial & industrial waste arisings for the
borough at Table 6. As the London Plan waste apportionment
target covers household and commercial & industrial waste,
Policy CE3 addresses both under the term “apportionment”.
Clarification has been provided in footnote 7 [438] of the LPPR.
The Waste Technical Paper concludes that the grouping of
Waste Planning Authorities is able to meet their waste
apportionment target within the WRWA area. Joint work will
continue, including liaising with other London Waste Planning
Authorities on the conclusions of the Waste Technical Paper.

Policy CE3 e
i. The term ‘temporary’ may be misinterpreted, we suggest the term
‘short term storage’ instead.
ii. It would be beneficial to have a requirement for the designers to
engage with the authority with regards to the dimensions of waste
collection vehicles, so that safe and efficient access and egress can
be incorporated into the building design.

Policy CE3 e. has been amended to refer to “short term”
Paragraph 36.3.32 of the supporting text included the following
“To ensure well designed, functional and accessible waste areas
are provided Waste Management Officers will advise and
comment on planning proposals.” Waste management
colleagues will provide advice at the pre application and planning
determination stage.

Policy CE3 g
It would be preferential for Site Waste Management Plans to look at

The Council will consider new guidance for
developers/contractors on site waste management plans in

585

Name

Comment

Response

all waste arising on site. There should also be a requirement within
the Site Waste Management Plans for contractors to adopt ‘extended
duty of care’ for waste movements. This would create an audit trail
for waste arisings to the point that the wastes are either finally
disposed of or cease to be a waste and would ensure that
contractors have an overview of the whole supply chain for their
waste materials.

which this can be included. This will sit outside of the Local Plan
process.

Proposed new Policy
We would like to see a policy whereby all new permanent waste
management facilities within the borough are in fully enclosed
facilities where practicable. This would enable the amenity issues
and potential health effects from emissions such as particulates to be
managed in an environment which sees an increasing density of
development and proximity of waste facilities to residential units.

Policy CE3 d. has been amended to “require on-site waste
management facilities as part of development at Kensal and
Earl’s Court to handle waste arising from the new uses on the
site (this could include facilities such as recycling facilities and
anaerobic digestion and other innovative waste management
facilities which are fully enclosed where practicable);”
The Council understands the Agency’s concerns about fugitive
emissions, but we are not aware of any remaining waste
management facilities in the borough that may be
applicable. Cremorne Wharf is listed in the Agency’s public
register, but the facility on this site was recently demolished as
part of works for the Thames Tideway Tunnel project. It is not
likely to be applicable at Imperial College which has a licence for
transfer and treatment of clinical waste.

We would like to stress that whereas most consultees may regard
fugitive emissions of particulate pollution from waste management
facilities as an ‘amenity’ issue only, we regard it as a serious issue
for public health in addition to this and the overall environmental
impact.

We are pleased to see that there is an aim to reduce the amount of
waste produced. This could be supported by making a clear policy
requirement to reduce the amount of waste produced within the
Borough.
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Support noted. Policy CE3 sets out “The council will… will
ensure that waste is managed in accordance with the waste
hierarchy, which is to reduce, reuse or recycle waste as close as
possible to where it is produced.” The Council has signed up to
the WRWA 2013 Waste Policy which amongst other things
seeks to reduce waste produced, increase waste re-use, recycle

Name

Comment

Response
waste that is collected and minimise environmental impact. The
Environment, Leisure and Residents Services department
undertakes promotional activities throughout the year to raise
awareness of the importance to reduce waste and increase
recycling in the borough.

Question CE3(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers
Name

Comment

Response

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted.

Thurrock Council
(Richard Hatter)

The supporting text could place more emphasis on supporting the
Principles of the circular economy (keeping resources in use for
Circular Economy. The Circular Economy principles are supported in as long as possible i.e. reduce, reuse, recycle) is already
the current adopted Further Alterations to the London Plan (FALP) of encompassed within policy CE3.
2016 and the new vision for the Mayor of London – A City for All
Londoners.
It is noted that the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea is
apportioned in the adopted Further Alteration to the London Plan
(2016) a combined tonnage of 138,000 tonnes of household waste
and C&I wastes in 2016 rising to 194,000 tonnes in 2031. However
the Council states it does not have the sites and facilities to manage
all the waste arisings or the apportionment in the borough. Policy
CE3 of the consultation draft of Partial Review of the Local Plan
states the Council will cooperate with the WRWA Planning
Authorities and other London Boroughs to identify how much the
pooled waste apportionment will be so that the apportionment figure
can be met. Furthermore it is stated the Council will work with the
GLA and other London Boroughs to ensure the apportionment figure
is met.
It is considered additional paragraphs should be included in the
supporting text after paragraph
36.3.32 setting out the identified current and future arisings of waste
streams and the current and future apportionment as set out in the
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This level of detail is more appropriately contained in the Waste
Technical Paper and the Policy Formulation report. A summary
of the key findings of the waste technical paper relating to the
London Plan apportionment has been incorporated into the
supporting text.

Name

Comment

Response

FALP 2016. There should be further explanation of any pooling of
the apportionment and other waste streams with London Boroughs.

Municipal Waste Stream
The local plan text refers to Municipal Waste and it would be useful
to provide a clear definition as to whether this relates to Local
Authority Collected Waste (LACW) and also that this is not
household waste.

The figures provided are Local Authority Collected Waste
(LACW is household, commercial & industrial waste collected by
the Council). The supporting text has been amended to clarify
this.
Definitions have been provided in the Glossary.
The term ‘municipal waste’ has historically been used in waste
policy to describe all waste which is managed by or on behalf of
a local authority. However, the Landfill Directive defines
municipal waste as waste from households as well as other
waste that, because of its nature or composition, is similar to
waste from households. This includes a significant amount of
waste that is generated by businesses and which is not collected
by local authorities.
To ensure consistency with the terminology used by National
Government, the term ‘Local Authority Collected Waste’ (LACW)
is used for the waste collected by the local authorities, and the
remainder of the non-hazardous waste which is collected from
business is referred to as commercial & industrial (C&I) waste.
The Waste Technical Paper covers LACW as
household/municipal and C&I wastes.

Other waste streams - including Commercial and Industrial (C&I) and C&I waste is covered under the GLA’s London Plan
Construction, Demolition and Excavation Waste (C,D&E waste)
Apportionment targets. The London Plan does not set a target
for C, D&E waste. The WRWA Waste Planning Authorities have
The Kensington and Chelsea Local Plan Partial Review draft Policies completed a Waste Technical Paper which covers waste
document including Policy CE3-Waste and supporting paragraphs
streams set out in National Policy and guidance. the supporting
make no specific mention of Commercial and Industrial Waste (C&I
text has been updated with conclusion of the WTP relating to the
waste) or Construction, Demolition and Excavation Waste (C,D&E
waste apportionment. As the London plan does not set targets
waste) and other waste streams including Hazardous waste and how for CD&E and other waste streams, the detail of these has been
they are to be managed. This is considered a major omission that
included in the Policy Formulation Report and is contained in the
will need to be addressed prior to the pre-submission stage of the
Waste Technical Paper.
plan to ensure that the plan is sound in this issue.
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It is therefore unclear what the Council’s position is on these waste
streams. There appears to have been limited Duty to Cooperate on
these matters. As there is no information provided on these waste
streams it is also unclear what the implications may be for adjoining
authorities and also those further afield and possibly outside of
London.

In respect of CD&E waste the Waste Technical Paper forecasts
arisings of 175,980tpa in the Borough in 2036 and a total of
507,646tpa in WRWA area by 2036. There is no existing
capacity within the borough to address construction, demolition
and excavation arisings. However a capacity of circa 1.1million
tonnes within the WRWA area indicates 627,000 tonnes of
surplus capacity to manage this waste stream collectively as a
grouping of WPAs.

As referenced in the Waste Policy Formulation Report of October
2016, the National Planning Policy for Waste (NPPW), the National
Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) require waste planning authorities
to plan for the identified waste streams in their areas and listed in the
documents including C&I waste and C,D&E waste streams. It is
expected that the Waste Planning authorities will assess the arisings
in their areas and also have regard to any apportionments and
capacity in planning to provide for a sustainable network of waste
management facilities.

Further details are contained in the WTP and Policy Formulation
report on other waste Streams. As clarified earlier, C&I waste is
dealt with as part of the London Plan apportionment and it has
been concluded that there is sufficient capacity for this to be
managed in the WRWA area. Joint working will continue
including liaising with London boroughs and those WPAs where
waste is exported to.

It is understood that Kensington and Chelsea Council is preparing a
joint Technical Waste Paper together with the other Western
Riverside Waste Planning Authority (WRWA) Waste Planning
Authorities (WPA). However this technical paper was not available
during the period of the LPPR draft policies consultation.

The WTP forecasts the overall waste arisings for CD&E using
the boroughs anticipated housing and commercial development
until 2036. This includes the Major development due to take
It is recommended that such a technical paper should cover all waste place in the borough however does not at this stage include
streams in terms of arisings and capacity, main waste flows to and
London wide strategic infrastructure which the GLA will need to
from other authorities and how these waste streams are expected to investigate as part of the London Plan Review.
be managed.
It is noted for Kensington and Chelsea that Commercial and
Industrial waste arisings and apportionment as identified in the FALP
are considerably higher than the household waste both currently and
in the future. Yet there is no mention in the local plan supporting text
regarding this waste and how it is planned to be managed. New
supporting text should be added to the local plan regarding this
waste stream and based on assessment of arisings, apportionment,
flows and apportionment through further technical evidence.
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The FALP contains no specific apportionment of C,D&E waste to the
London Boroughs or to the waste planning authorities outside of
London. However the FALP does contain specific overall recycling
targets for London for construction and demolition waste of 95% by
2020 and 85% of that waste as aggregate by 2020.
It is recognised that high levels of recycling of C and D waste have
been achieved across London. However evidence from the London
Boroughs and Waste Planning authorities indicates that significant
levels of Inert waste including C,D&E waste could continue to be
exported from London to landfill facilities outside of London. This is
particularly the case with Excavation waste which is identified as
becoming a significant proportion of the Inert Waste exported from
some London Boroughs.
There is no agreed apportionment of C,D&E waste from London to
landfill (or other facilities) in the Wider South East or therefore, any
distribution of such waste from London between the WSE authorities.
It is acknowledged that data on C,D&E waste flows is limited. In
addition in assessing flows and exports to other areas the use of
short term trends identified in the EA Waste Interrogator data are of
limited use as they only indicate very recent flows and this waste
stream is subject to significant fluctuations in quantity, and over time
and also in respect to location.
The evidence to inform any waste study should take account where
possible of C,D&E arisings from major construction projects and that
this may represent a spike in arisings during the early period of the
new plan. However the study also recognises that unidentified future
large scale developments could alter this assumption and lead to
higher levels of C,D&E arisings overall. For the above reasons
Thurrock Council would welcome the opportunity to be further
consulted and engaged on the waste aspects of the Local Plan
preparation under Duty to Cooperate including in particular any cross
boundary matters that are identified.
Environment
Agency (North
London

36.3.31 p202
When discussing the waste arisings for the authority’s area,
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The figures provided are LACW (household, commercial &
industrial waste collected by the Council). The supporting text
has been amended to clarify this.

Name

Comment

Response

Sustainable
Places)

reference is made to the quantity of waste that is collected by the
Western Riverside Waste Authority and the generation of waste per
capita in terms of household waste. However, there is no mention of
commercial and industrial waste arisings in this section. This is
particularly important with respect to the pooling of waste
apportionments (Policy CE3 a) as the waste apportionment system
applies to household/municipal waste and commercial and industrial
waste.

London Borough of
Hammersmith and
Fulham (Matt
Butler)

Policy Formulation Report: Waste (para 2.2.22 p.9)
RBKC reference the LBHF existing Core Strategy Policy CC3,
particularly para 8.102 and state in their report that they object to the
deletion of this paragraph in LBHF's emerging Local Plan and
request re-instatement of this. We request that reference to LBHF is
deleted. Instead reference should be made to the findings of the
Joint Waste Technical Paper 2016, which includes all Western
Riverside Waste Planning Authorities including OPDC. As LBHF's
two strategic waste sites (Powerday & EMR) now fall within the
boundary of OPDC, LBHF has less control over these waste sites
and therefore it isn't appropriate for para 8.102 of Core Strategy to
be kept in LBHF's Local Plan. The Waste Technical Paper (2016)
provides an updated waste evidence base and establishes the
capacity gap to meet the London Plan apportionment. On completion
of this study, further work and discussions as part of duty to
cooperate will therefore need to continue with all Western Riverside
Waste Planning Authorities including OPDC concerning its findings
and recommendations.
Policy Formulation Report: Waste (para 2.3.2, & 2.2.13)
RBKC London Plan apportionment- Table 5.3 of the London Plan
(2016) apportions waste to each London borough up to 2036,
RBKC's London Plan apportionment figure is 198,000 tonnes per
annum by 2036. RBKC should therefore update their London Plan
apportionment figure quoted in their policy formulation report on
waste from "194,000 tonnes per annum by 2031" to "198,000 tonnes
per annum by 2036" in order to be in line with the London Plan.

Question CE3(3)
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The residual household and domestic waste tonnage are RBKC
figures and not WRWA figures, the recycling rate is the figure
submitted to Defra.

Noted. The Policy Formulation Report (PFR) has been updated
to reflect the circumstances described. The WRWA waste
planning authorities are continuing to work together to manage
the London Plan apportionment.

The LPPR plan period is to 2028, however the reference has
been updated.

Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated Policy Formulation Report
Name

Comment

Response

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted

Thurrock Council
(Richard Hatter)

It is noted that the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea is
See response above
apportioned in the adopted Further Alteration to the London Plan
(2016) a combined tonnage of 138,000 tonnes of household waste
and C&I wastes in 2016 rising to 194,000 tonnes in 2031. However
the Council states it does not have the sites and facilities to manage
all the waste arisings or the apportionment in the borough. Policy
CE3 of the consultation draft of Partial Review of the Local Plan
states the Council will cooperate with the WRWA Planning
Authorities and other London Boroughs to identify how much the
pooled waste apportionment will be so that the apportionment figure
can be met. Furthermore it is stated the Council will work with the
GLA and other London Boroughs to ensure the apportionment figure
is met.
The Kensington and Chelsea Local Plan and Policy Formulation
Report suggests that the majority of the existing and future LACW
(and residuals) is likely to be continued to be managed in Greater
London in cooperation with other London Boroughs at the Belvedere
facility until at least 2031. The majority of the remainder for recycling
is sent to a MRF at Smugglers Way in Wandsworth. This approach
for LACW waste reflects the approach in the adopted Further
Alterations to the London Plan (2016) that sets the target for London
Boroughs to achieve net self-sufficiency in Household waste and
Commercial and Industrial waste by 2026. Policy 5.17 of the FALP
also allows London Boroughs to work together to pool
apportionments. Thurrock supports such an approach to ensure that
in overall terms London is able to meet the target of achieving net
self-sufficiency in these apportioned waste streams by 2026 and
beyond.

See response above.

The Policy Formulation Report (PFR) has been updated with
conclusion of the WTP relating to the waste apportionment. As
the London plan does not set targets for CD&E and other waste
streams, the detail of these has been included in the PFR and is
contained in the Waste Technical Paper.

The position for each waste stream is set out in the PFR and
Waste Technical Paper.

Municipal Waste Stream (LACW)
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The local plan text refers to Municipal Waste and it would be useful
to provide a clear definition as to whether this relates to Local
Authority Collected Waste (LACW) and also that this is not
household waste.

Other waste streams - including Commercial and Industrial (C&I) and
Construction, Demolition and Excavation Waste (C,D&E waste)
The waste technical paper was completed in November 2016
and is being shared with London waste planning authorities
The Kensington and Chelsea Local Plan Partial Review draft Policies through the London Waste Planning Forum and will be published
and Policy Formulation report makes no specific mention of
as supporting evidence with the LPPR Publication Policies.
Commercial and Industrial Waste (C&I waste) or Construction,
Engagement will be undertaken with those authorities where
Demolition and Excavation Waste (C,D&E waste) and other waste
waste is exported to.
streams including Hazardous waste and how they are to be
managed. The Policy Formulation Report does not quantify the
This waste stream forms part the London Plan apportionment.
levels of arisings for the individual waste streams or how they are to The Waste Technical Paper concludes that the borough is
be managed including any cross-boundary issues. This is considered unable to meet its waste apportionment, however as a group the
a major omission that will need to be addressed prior to the preWRWA waste planning authorities have a capacity surplus of
submission stage of the plan to ensure that the plan is sound in this 48,000 tpa. On this basis the Council will continue to work with
issue.
the WRWA group of WPAs to manage waste arisings.
It is therefore unclear what the Council’s position is on these waste
streams. There appears to have been limited Duty to Cooperate on
these matters. As there is no information provided on these waste
streams it is also unclear what the implications may be for adjoining
authorities and also those further afield and possibly outside of
London.
As referenced in the Waste Policy Formulation report of October
2016, the National Planning Policy for Waste (NPPW), the National
Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) require waste planning authorities
to plan for the identified waste streams in their areas and listed in the
documents including C&I waste and C,D&E waste streams. It is
expected that the Waste Planning authorities will assess the arisings
in their areas and also have regard to any apportionments and
capacity in planning to provide for a sustainable network of waste
management facilities.
It is understood that Kensington and Chelsea Council is preparing a
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The waste technical paper indicates exports of 25,004 tpa of inert
land fill waste to Thurrock from the Borough. From the WRWA
the export to Thurrock of inert land fill is 53,121pa. engagement
will continue through the London Waste Planning Forum and with
those waste planning authorities waste is exported to. The
Council welcomes working with Thurrock in respect of waste
planning issues for both authorities.

Name

Comment

Response

joint Technical Waste Paper together with the other Western
Riverside Waste Planning Authority (WRWA) Waste Planning
Authorities (WPA). However this technical paper was not available
during the period of the LPPR draft policies consultation.
It is recommended that such a technical paper should cover all waste
streams in terms of arisings and capacity, main waste flows to and
from other authorities and how these waste streams are expected to
be managed.
It is noted for Kensington and Chelsea that Commercial and
Industrial waste arisings and apportionment as identified in the FALP
are considerably higher than the household waste both currently and
in the future. Yet there is no mention in the local plan supporting text
regarding this waste and how it is planned to be managed. New
supporting text should be added to the local plan regarding this
waste stream and based on assessment of arisings, apportionment,
flows and apportionment through further technical evidence.
The FALP contains no specific apportionment of C,D&E waste to the
London Boroughs or to the waste planning authorities outside of
London. However the FALP does contain specific overall recycling
targets for London for construction and demolition waste of 95% by
2020 and 85% of that waste as aggregate by 2020.

It is recognised that high levels of recycling of C and D waste have
been achieved across London. However evidence from the London
Boroughs and Waste Planning authorities indicates that significant
levels of Inert waste including C,D&E waste could continue to be
exported from London to landfill facilities outside of London. This is
particularly the case with Excavation waste which is identified as
becoming a significant proportion of the Inert Waste exported from
some London boroughs.

There is no agreed apportionment of C,D&E waste from London to
landfill (or other facilities) in the Wider South East or therefore, any
distribution of such waste from London between the WSE authorities.
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It is acknowledged that data on C,D&E waste flows is limited. In
addition in assessing flows and exports to other areas the use of
short term trends identified in the EA Waste Interrogator data are of
limited use as they only indicate very recent flows and this waste
stream is subject to significant fluctuations in quantity and over time
and also in respect to location.
The evidence to inform any waste study should take account where
possible of C,D&E arisings from major construction projects and that
this may represent a spike in arisings during the early period of the
new plan. However the study also recognises that unidentified future
large scale developments could alter this assumption and lead to
higher levels of C,D&E arisings overall.
For the above reasons Thurrock Council would welcome the
opportunity to be further consulted and engaged on the waste
aspects of the Local Plan preparation under Duty to Cooperate
including in particular any cross boundary matters that are identified.
As stated in the draft local plan and supporting evidence, Kensington
and Chelsea Council should continue to engage with the London
Waste Planning Forum, the GLA, the London Boroughs and other
waste planning authorities under the Duty to Cooperate to identify
the appropriate approach to manage its waste arisings. Updates to
the evidence on waste arisings and capacity should be undertaken to
inform later stages of the plan preparation.
It is also noted that the timetable for the preparation of the Local Plan
coincides in part with the Full Review of the London Plan and there
will be further opportunity to work with the Mayor and London
authorities on new evidence base and policy approach including
updates on Household, C&I, and C,D&E waste projections together
with any GLA waste arisings reports.

Thurrock Borough Council - Waste Planning context
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Thurrock Council is a unitary authority and the waste planning
policies are included in the adopted Core Strategy of 2011. These
policies are relevant for Thurrock until the Core Strategy is replaced.
Thurrock Council is beginning to prepare a consolidated Local Plan
that will include waste strategy and policies and have a period up to
2035-37.
The preparation of the consolidated Thurrock Local Plan is at an
early stage. Thurrock will be undertaking a new waste arising and
capacity study to inform the new local plan. Under duty to cooperate
arrangements Thurrock Council will wish to discuss with authorities
any waste planning matters and new technical evidence base for
Thurrock as it emerges.
LACW and C&I waste.
In respect of Thurrock Council the adopted waste planning policy
CSTP30 has only made provision for London imports of LACW and
C&I waste equivalent to a cumulative tonnage across the plan period
and in line with apportionment set out the former RSS and with no
provision beyond the Core Strategy period (2026). It is also noted
that the adopted London plan and alterations provides for no
apportionment of London LACW or C&I waste for export after 2026.
No provision for London waste is therefore made for after 2026.
C, D and E Waste streams
The adopted Thurrock Core Strategy in common with other waste
plans in the East of England has not planned for an apportionment of
C,D&E waste from London. There is no such apportionment in the
former RSS for the East of England or the adopted London Plan and
its alterations.
It is recognised that C,D&E wastes have been a significant amount
of waste exported from London boroughs and other authorities in
recent years to Thurrock.
It cannot be assumed that current or previous tonnage quantities of
C,D&E waste can be received from the Kensington and Chelsea or
any other London waste authorities to Thurrock during the remainder
of the current plan period or beyond (in any proposed local plans) for
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the following reasons:
1. Unless subject to contract the existing inert landfill capacity
identified in the Thurrock plan is not specifically apportioned for
London authorities.
2. The Thurrock adopted Core Strategy identifies specific Inert
landfill capacity for meeting equivalent to local requirements and
does not plan for additional capacity or London apportionment of
C,D&E waste during the plan period to 2026 or beyond.
3. Most landfill sites operating and receiving C,D&E waste in
Thurrock are planned to close by 2020 with only one operational site
at present planned to continue during the plan period to 2026.
4. There remains uncertainty over two mothballed mineral site and
the future availability of consented and potential void capacity at
these sites.
5. Uncertainty regarding the levels of capacity or confirmation
regarding data.

6. Unless contracted any waste export from the Kensington and
Chelsea or the Western Riverside Waste Authority Waste Planning
Authorities will be potentially competing for sites to receive such
waste within the wider south east; from major construction and
excavation projects in London and wider south east areas; waste
arisings for export in other waste plans in London as well as other
waste requirements of the authorities in Thurrock and the East of
England themselves.

For the above reasons Thurrock would wish to continue in discussion
via the Duty to Cooperate process regarding any assumptions about
the role and capacity of Thurrock landfill sites to receive C,D&E
waste in particular from London Boroughs.
Kensington Society Reducing construction waste and spoil disposal
These issues are addressed through Policy CL7(k), section 6
(Michael Bach)
A specific recommendation from the Kensington Society is to impose “managing construction impacts” of the basements SPD and
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restrictions on construction traffic in the Borough. We have been
successful in restricting the depth of basements with the justification
being the noise and disturbance to the neighbours. We should also
restrict the length of time for construction as well as the frequency
and size of the vehicles. For an example, a recent basement
application was approved which requires large lorries, which are
8.4m long x 2.4m wide or 10m long and 2.4m wide, to attend site on
average 7 times a day for 40 weeks for the soil removal and an
additional 60 more days for 2 lorries to complete the construction.
These lorries are all diesel, arrive on site and leave their engines
idling while waiting and add greatly increase the pollution of our air.
That is one project. Consider the quantity of HGVs that enter the
borough daily. We have to breathe this air. This pollution is not
avoidable unless controls are put in place.

through Construction Traffic Management Plans. Appendix 4 of
the Basements SPD sets out a CTMP template which required
the contractor to confirm acceptance of a number of
requirements including “The engines of contractors’ vehicles
shall not be kept idling.”
Policy CL7 and the Basements SPD are not within the scope of
the Local Plan Partial Review.

The Council will consider new guidance for
developers/contractors on site waste management plans in which
this can be included. This will sit outside of the local plan
process.

It is not just the HGV entering the borough, in addition, there is no
environmental consideration as to the spoil disposal. Where does it
go? Is it re-cycled in an environmentally proper manner? How many
miles must the spoil travel to reach the disposal site? All this can and
should be reviewed and restricts set.

AIR QUALITY
CE5 AIR QUALITY

Question CE5(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CE5
Name

Comment

Response

Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

Amend
Noted. The control of odours and fumes from commercial
a. require an air quality assessment for all major developments, AND premises where food is cooked on the premises are subject to
ANY COMMERCIAL PREMISES SELLING COOKED FOOD
the Environmental Protection Act 1990 (section 80) if a nuisance
is being caused. Smoke from grills, ovens and other appliances
burning solid fuels are subject to the Clean Air Act which is used
to regulate the type of appliance and the appropriate fuel. The
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latest Air Quality and Climate Change Action Plan includes an
action to investigate wood burning in borough premises. No
amendment required.

The Markham
I agree.
Square
Association (David
Cox)

Noted.

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted

Clean Air in
London (Birkett)

Policy CE5(b) Air Quality as drafted would breach Directive
2008/50/EC on ambient air quality and cleaner air for Europe

Noted. The Directive imposes an obligation on member states to
achieve particular results, it is not prescriptive about how the
results are achieved.
Please see:
Air quality is a material consideration in reaching a decision on a
planning application.
http://cleanair.london/legal/clean-air-in-london-obtains-qc-opinion-on- Traffic and building emissions are not generally subject to
air-quality-law-including-at-heathrow/
specific statutory control regimes, therefore a planning authority
cannot exclude air quality improvement measures on the
and
grounds that regulation is the responsibility of others.
Planning decision making must prevent, or reduce, the extent of
http://cleanair.london/wp-content/uploads/CAL-322-Robertbreaches of EU law including the Air Quality Directive, and this is
McCracken-QC-opinion-for-CAL_Air-Quality-Directive-andsupported by the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
Planning_Signed-061015.pdf
and Planning Practical Guidance (PPG).
Robert McCracken QC makes the position clear in his conclusions.
Please align this policy to RBKC's duties under this Directive.
I would be pleased to meet to discuss this matter with you. More
ambition is needed.

Knightsbridge
Neighbourhood
Forum (KNF)

The policy was reviewed and adopted in December 2014 as part
of the Miscellaneous Matters review so only factual updates and
corrections to the policy are proposed as part of the Local Plan
Partial Review. Also, the Air Quality and Climate Change Action
Plan 2016-2020 (www.rbkc.gov.uk/environment/air-quality/airquality-and-climate-change-action-plan-2016-2021-0) has been
adopted since and includes updated policy and actions.
Reference to new information available will be added to the
reasoned justification found in both the introduction of chapter 36
and the Air Quality sections. No amendment of the policy is
required.

The KNF is submitting its 49 proposed policies in 'Part One', where
Noted. The Directive imposes an obligation on member states to
relevant, as the basis for improvements in RBKC's new Local Plan:
achieve particular results, it is not prescriptive about how the
http://www.knightsbridgeforum.org/media//documents/part_one_knig results are achieved.
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(Simon Birkett)

htsbridge_neighbourhood_plan_presubmission_consultation_081216.pdf
Healthy Air (KBR31 on page 69) e.g. zero air emissions now. Please
amend your Policy CE5(b) Air Quality which is inconsistent with
Directive 2008/50/EC on ambient air quality and cleaner air for
Europe per Clean Air in London's opinion from Robert McCracken
QC e.g. see his 'Conclusion' which comments on 'significance' and
other matters:

Air quality is a material consideration in reaching a decision on a
planning application.
Traffic and building emissions are not generally subject to
specific statutory control regimes, therefore a planning authority
cannot exclude air quality improvement measures on the
grounds that regulation is the responsibility of others.
Planning decision making must prevent, or reduce, the extent of
breaches of EU law including the Air Quality Directive, and this is
supported by the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
and Planning Practical Guidance (PPG).

http://cleanair.london/wp-content/uploads/CAL-322-RobertMcCracken-QC-opinion-for-CAL_Air-Quality-Directive-andPlanning_Signed-061015.pdf

The policy was reviewed and adopted in December 2014 as part
of the Miscellaneous Matters review so only factual updates and
corrections to the policy are proposed as part of the Local Plan
Partial Review. Also, the Air Quality and Climate Change Action
Plan 2016-2020 (www.rbkc.gov.uk/environment/air-quality/airquality-and-climate-change-action-plan-2016-2021-0) has been
adopted since and includes updated policy and actions.
Reference to new information available will be added to the
reason justification found in both the introduction of chapter 36
and the Air Quality sections. No amendment of the policy is
required.
Environment
Agency (North
London
Sustainable
Places)

Please see our comments on Policy CE3. We would expect to see
full enclosure of waste sites to help improve air quality within the
Borough.
Policy CE3 g
It would be preferential for Site Waste Management Plans to look at
all waste arising on site. There should also be a requirement within
the Site Waste Management Plans for contractors to adopt ‘extended
duty of care’ for waste movements. This would create an audit trail
for waste arisings to the point that the wastes are either finally
disposed of or cease to be a waste and would ensure that
contractors have an overview of the whole supply chain for their
waste materials.
Proposed new Policy
We would like to see a policy whereby all new permanent waste
management facilities within the borough are in fully enclosed
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Noted. The Council acknowledges the Agency’s concerns about
fugitive emissions. Policy CE3 d. will be amended to “require onsite waste management facilities as part of development at
Kensal and Earl’s Court to handle waste arising from the new
uses on the site (this could include facilities such as recycling
facilities and anaerobic digestion and other innovative waste
management facilities which are fully enclosed where
practicable).

Name

Comment

Response

facilities where practicable. This would enable the amenity issues
and potential health effects from emissions such as particulates to be
managed in an environment which sees an increasing density of
development and proximity of waste facilities to residential units.
We would like to stress that whereas most consultees may regard
fugitive emissions of particulate pollution from waste management
facilities as an ‘amenity’ issue only, we regard it as a serious issue
for public health in addition to this and the overall environmental
impact.

Kensington Society This chapter is supposed to be about the environment, but what it
(Michael Bach)
concentrates on is global warming and climate change. There is an
emphasis on greenhouse gases with little indication as to what
actions should be taken to reduce the main pollutants to our own
environment. It is almost silent how to address the biggest problem
the UK, London and Kensington face and that is air pollution.
To quote the RBKC consultation on Wellbeing, RBKC has the
second highest proportion of deaths attributable to air pollution in
London, but this chapter is silent on how to address this problem.
(The latest Public Health England data ranks RBKC third behind
the City of London and the City of Westminster). NICE, Air pollution:
Outdoor Air Quality and Health Guidelines, Draft for consultation,
December 2016:
“The major human sources of air pollution are the combustion of
fuels for heat, electricity and transport. Road transport accounts for
31% of nitrogen oxides (NOx), 18% of PM10 and 19.5% of PM2.5
UK emissions. It frequently accounts for more than 64% of air
pollution at urban monitoring sites
“In 2008, the effect of human-produced (anthropogenic) particulate
air pollution on mortality in the UK was estimated at equivalent to
nearly 29,000 deaths at typical ages, and an associated loss of total
life of 340,000 life-years (COMEAP: mortality effects of
long-term exposure to particulate air pollution in the United Kingdom
Public Health England).
“In 2010 the total mortality burden of human-produced PM2.5 in
London was 52,630 lifeyears lost and of long-term exposure to NO2
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Noted. The Council shares the Society’s concerns about the
seriousness of the air quality situation and the harm being done
to the health of borough residents and visitors.
Reference to new information available will be added to the
reasoned justification found in both the introduction of chapter 36
and the Air Quality sections, to update them and redress the
apparent imbalance between climate change and air quality.
The Air Quality and Climate Change Action Plan (AQCCAP) is
developed and implemented in conjunction with the Public
Health Department. The Council also continually reviews the
alignment of the Plan with its Transportation and Planning
Policies.
Air quality considerations with regard to the Planning process are
reflected in the AQCCAP specifically Action 27 – dust emissions
from construction and demolition; Action 28 - implementation of
energy strategies; Action 29 – decentralised energy and CHP;
Action 73 – developer contributions to air quality improvements;
Action 81 – lobbying Government for better building standards
(e.g. insulation).
Infrastructure for electric vehicles is being developed by the
Highways and Transportation Directorate.
It is recognised that greening (such as green screens) are only

Name

Comment

Response

was up to 88,113 life-years lost (Understanding the health impacts of
air pollution in London (King’s College London. The health impact of
PM2.5 pollution from human activities in the UK is estimated to cost
between ￡8.5 billion and ￡18.6 billion a year (Ambient air quality
UK Parliament).

appropriate for air quality mitigation in certain circumstances; in
general, green walls and roofs are usually a climate change
measure. Factors that need to be taken into account are for
instance site constraints, maintenance demands and the limited
zone that is protected. However, they do also have amenity
benefits. Please refer to actions 65, 69 and 70 of the AQCCAP
which seek to promote green screens for certain locations.

NPPF:
The NPPF gives the local authority the opportunity and
responsibilities to address air quality issues:
124. Planning policies should sustain compliance with and contribute
towards EU limit values or national objectives for pollutants, taking
into account the presence of Air Quality Management Areas and the
cumulative impacts on air quality from individual sites in local areas.
Planning decisions should ensure that any new development in Air
Quality Management Areas is consistent with the local air quality
action plan. Note: The entire borough is designated as an Air Quality
Management Area (AQMA) due to seriously elevated levels of
nitrogen dioxide (NO2) and particulate matter (PM10
and PM2.5)
152. Local planning authorities should seek opportunities to achieve
each of the economic, social and environmental dimensions of
sustainable development, and net gains across all three. Significant
adverse impacts on any of these dimensions should be avoided and,
wherever possible, alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued. Where adverse impacts are
unavoidable, measures to mitigate the impact should be considered.
Where adequate mitigation measures are not possible,
compensatory measures may be appropriate
156. Local planning authorities should set out the strategic priorities
for the area in the Local Plan. This should include strategic policies
to deliver:
● climate change mitigation and adaptation
Health and well-being
171. Local planning authorities should work with public health leads
and health organisations to understand and take account of the
health status and needs of the local population (such as for sports,
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CE5 a) Air quality assessments are reviewed to substantiate if
there are any adverse effects to local air quality. Assessments
must demonstrate if building emissions and any transport
emissions are ‘air quality neutral’ as defined in guidance issued
by the Mayor of London (Ref: Sustainable design and
construction SPD Mayor of London April 2014) and whether
mitigating measures are required.
CE5 b) Emissions from demolition and construction: this activity
is monitored by Council officers with due regard to the London
Mayor’s SPG: The Control of Emissions during Construction and
Demolition (2014). Planning conditions requiring this are placed
on planning permissions for Major sites. See Action 27 of the
Council’s Air Quality and Climate Change Action Plan and below
for further detail.

Name

Comment

Response

recreation and places of worship), including expected future
changes, and any information about relevant barriers to improving
health and well-being.
Electric vehicles
There is no mention of electric cars. There are only 14 on-street
electric charging points in the Borough and hardly any in the north.
We should be supporting electric cars and facility their use.

Green roofs and green walls
We would encourage green roof but planning must require access
for maintenance. However, green walls are not the substitution for
green space. Deep lightwell often receive little or no daylight.
Excessive high “green walls” will not reduce this effect of a
cavernous space nor are substitutes for greenery. Lighting is
required to augment the lack of light both from source, the sun, as
well as seasonally. This will increase the energy consumption.
Additional lighting will be required. The light needed for the “plants
survival and growth” does not work with the seasonal daylight and
the artificial light is often required for longer hours. Vertical walls
require massive amount of water. As Noel Kingsbury, a noted
horticultural author recently said: “What most people don’t realise
though, is these walls can be incredibly complex to install, and water
intensive to maintain.” What is dressed up as environmentally
friendly is not that at all – it is costly, energy hunger, water
demanding and increases water run-off.

Policy CE5: Air Quality
CE5 (a) requires “an air quality assessment for all major
developments” This does not give any guidelines to address the
assessment findings.
(b) require developments to be ‘air quality neutral’ and resist require
development proposals to reduce the levels of local air pollutants
which would materially increase exceedence levels of local air
pollutants and have an unacceptable impact on amenity or health
unless the development mitigates this impact through physical
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Name

Comment

Response

measures, or financial contributions and to implement proposals in
the Council’s Local Air Quality and Climate Change Action Plan;
(c) resist refuse biomass combustion and combined heat and power
technologies/ CCHP, which may lead to an increase in emissions,
and seek to use greater energy efficiency and non combustion
renewable technologies to make carbon savings, unless its use will
not have a detrimental impact on air quality;
(d) require that emissions of particles and NOx are controlled during
demolition and construction, and risk assessments are carried out to
identify potential impacts and corresponding mitigation measures,
including on site monitoring, if required by the Council This is an
admirable requirement, but how is it to be implemented?

Question CE5(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph numbers

Name

Comment

Response

Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

36.3.50
Add in to that paragraph some reference to the fact that cooking
exhausts from restaurants, burger, fast food establishments, often
pollute the air for some distance from the exhaust vent. And this
should be considered when planning applications are considered.

Noted. Where a nuisance is being caused, the control of odours
and fumes from commercial premises where food is cooked on
the premises are subject to the Environmental Protection Act
1990 (section 80). Smoke from grills, ovens and other
appliances burning solid fuels are subject to the Clean Air Act
which is used to regulate the type of appliance and the
appropriate fuel. The latest Air Quality and Climate Change
Action Plan includes an action to investigate wood burning in
borough premises.
Appliances using gas for cooking, as with gas used for heating
boilers, emit nitrogen dioxide. Because these emissions are
widespread and disperse relatively quickly, they add to ambient
levels of the gas rather than elevating levels in the immediate
surroundings. All gas appliances are subject to gas safety
regulations to ensure that they are operating in compliance with
requirements. No amendments necessary.
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Comment

Response

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted.

Clean Air in
London (Birkett)

Please take full account of the recent High Court decision on NO2
plans

Noted. The Council is fully aware of the high levels of nitrogen
dioxide that persist, not only in Knightsbridge, but also in other
areas of the borough such as Earl’s Court. We share Clean Air
in London’s concerns about the harm to health being caused,
and we are working to reduce the level of this pollutant as well
as fine particles.

http://www.clientearth.org/major-victory-health-uk-high-courtgovernment-inaction-air-pollution/

and that Defra (even on its rejected modelling) predicts
Knightsbridge (the road link) to have the second highest level of NO2 Please see above the Council’s response to your comments on
in the UK in 2020. See:
Policy CE5.
http://www.clientearth.org/major-victory-health-uk-high-courtgovernment-inaction-air-pollution/
Kensington Society RBKC needs a detailed plan to reduce air pollution. More
(Michael Bach)
specifically, on the 60th anniversary of the Clean Air Act, RBKC
needs to hammer down on harmful emissions – like diesel fumes,
local power generation and wood burning – and make massive
improvements in active travel (such as walking or cycling) and public
transport.
For example, RBKC must:
• insist that Mayor Khan makes the so-called ultra-low emission zone
bigger, smarter and stronger and introduces it sooner; and
• introduce a 20 mph speed limit across the borough if it is to have
any chance of achieving the United Nation’s Sustainable
Development Goal of halving deaths and injuries from road traffic
incidents by 2020.

RBKC should also take a lead in London by signing up to the World
Health Organisation’s new Breathe Life campaign and implementing
its ‘Road map for an enhanced global response to the adverse
health effects of air pollution’. The opportunity is enormous – an
article in the Journal of the American Medical Association found that
25 of the 30-year gain in life expectancy in the United States in the
20th century came from improvements in public health not medical
advances. An investigation by ‘Clean Air in London’ in 2014 found
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The Council has a detailed plan to reduce air pollution – the Air
Quality and Climate Change Action Plan with 83 Actions.
The Council broadly supports the London Mayor’s ULEZ
proposals and is submitting detailed responses to his three stage
consultation.
The efficacy of 20 mph speed limits in the borough is being
evaluated in the light of recent research findings Please see: An
evaluation of the estimated impacts on vehicle emissions of a
20mph speed restriction in central London
https://www.cityoflondon.gov.uk/business/environmentalhealth/environmental-protection/air-quality/Documents/speedrestriction-air-quality-report-2013-for-web.pdf

The World Health Organisation’s lead in re-addressing air
pollution is welcome, but recognise that success will come from
a series of steps. The first step for London is to meet the air
pollution objectives and tackle emissions from diesel vehicles.
The NICE draft guidelines issued in December are being
studied. The Council is already acting on a number of points.
The Council has an adopted Air Quality and Climate Change
Action Plan (2016-21) (AQCCAP) and consideration is given to

Name

Flooding Steering
Group meeting (2
December 2016 at
Kensington Town
Hall)

Comment

Response

that prevention is better than cure and protection is not just about
treating the unwell. See http://cleanair.london/hot-topics/first-everrankings-of-top-10-death-rates-for-every-london-borough/. NICE, Air
Pollution: Outdoor Air Quality and Health Guidelines, Draft for
consultation, December 2016. Within the draft consultation are very
specific and very good recommendations for action by local planning
authority. https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/GID-PHG92/documents/
draft-guideline. There should be no constraints on improving the
policies on air quality.
Action points which should be within the plan:
Defining the problem:
• Define areas for poor air quality and set planning restrictions such
as locating bedrooms away from major travel routes;
Action:
• Develop an Air Strategy Plan for the entire borough, not just for a
major site;
• Resist siting of schools, nurseries and care homes, or other
vulnerable people, close to areas which have a high pollution levels;
Tackling pollution at source:
• Set a limit for the amount of lorries accessing a construction site
daily and over the entire time of the project;
• Prohibit idling at construction sites;
• Encourage low- and zero-emission vehicles for retail deliveries;
• Define restricted idling areas particularly in high emission areas
and schools, hospitals and care homes.
Promote green solutions:
• Require open spaces within developments to be car-free and
green. No longer accept balconies and roads within developments in
the open area calculations;
• Require electric car charging points within the public realm and in
any new development;
• Encourage green roofs with dedicated access;
• Encourage tree planting;

the siting of development with regard to sensitive building
occupants. The Council also regulates construction sites with
Construction and Transport Management Plans and is
developing low emission delivery plans in conjunction with the
Cleaner Air Better Business partnership. A number of greening
initiatives are contained in the AQCCAP i.e. Actions 65, 69 and
70.

Amanda Frame explained that Air Quality did not have enough
relevance at the beginning of the chapter and that reference to the
NICE guidelines and the Council’s Wellness report should be
included there.

Noted. Reference to new information available will be added to
the reasoned justification found in both, the introduction of
chapter 36 and the Air Quality sections, to update them and
redress the apparent imbalance between climate change and air
quality.
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Question CE5(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated Policy Formulation Report

CHAPTER 37 INFRASTRUCTURE
Question: Infrastructure
Please provide your comments on the chapter and reference the specific paragraph numbers or infrastructure projects
Name

Comment

Response

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted

LFEPA-London
Fire and
Emergency
Planning Authority
(Mel BarlowGraham)

Please see the attachment
CHAPTER 37 London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority
(LFEPA)

The suggestions have been reviewed and will inform the
infrastructure schedule update.

St Quintin and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood
Forum (Henry
Peterson)

The table of planned infrastructure developments includes a project Environment, Leisure and Residents Services have confirmed
under Environment, Leisure and
the status of this item and it has been removed from the
Residents Services, to create an all weather pitch in Memorial Park. Infrastructure Schedule.
Options on improvements to Memorial Park were consulted on in
summer 2016. There is widespread local opposition to an all weather
pitch, and strong support for using £150,000 of assigned S106 funds
to refurbish the existing grass pitch.

Correction of information relating to the London Fire Brigade, on the
Infrastructure Schedule

Following correspondence between St Helens Residents Association
and RBKC Environment, Leisure and Residents Services it has been
confirmed by the Council that there is no policy decision or
commitment to an all-weather pitch and that this remains only an
option (as of December 2016). The relevant section of the 2016 Park
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The schedule has been amended to remove reference to Fire
station extension at Kensal Canalside and inclusion of additional
items based on discussions with the LFEPA.

Name

Comment

Response

Strategy was re-worded accordingly. On this basis, we assume that
this project should not be appearing in the Regulation 18 Local Plan,
until such time as a decision is made to progress such a scheme.
Savills
(Christopher
Colloff)

See attached table on original submitted document

The document has been reviewed and informed the
Infrastructure schedule update.

Update Counters Creek Item
Thames Tideway Tunnel being delivered by Tideway not Thames
Water.

Sport England
(Mark Furnish )

Although the Infrastructure Delivery Plan does include specific sport
and leisure provision, including playing pitches, improvements to
walking, cycling and public realm improvements and the provision of
green spaces, this is not based on up-to-date and robust evidence
base and therefore the Council may have difficulties justifying
contributions for these projects.

The Infrastructure schedule, which is a supporting evidence
base document to the local plan will continue to be updated
outside of the local plan process for example informing decisions
on how to spend CIL and for supporting the revised Planning
Obligations (Contributions) Supplementary Planning.
The infrastructure schedule has been prepared working with
physical, social and green infrastructure providers to establish
what infrastructure provision there is in the borough, and
identifying any gaps or capacity issues. This includes with
responsible
service areas: Planning & Borough Development; Policy &
Performance Unit; Finance; TfL and Transport & Technical
Services; Children’s Services; Environment, Leisure and
Residents’ Services; Libraries; Corporate Safety; Housing; NHS;
Emergency Services; and Utilities.
Play pitches, open spaces etc. are not within the scope of the
Local Plan Partial Review. Items listed in the current
Consolidated Local Plan have been retained in the infrastructure
schedule unless indicated otherwise by the responsible service
area. Where service areas have provided an update which is in
line with local plan policies, whether being reviewed or note,
these have been incorporated.

Christie's South
Kensington
(Francesca

South Kensington station – step-free access to all platforms and to
pedestrian tunnel should be included and prioritised.
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Council Policy CT1, not covered by the current review, confirms
the Council will work with partners to ensure that step free
access is delivered to all Underground and rail stations, including

Name

Comment

Response

Filippini Pinto)

Lauren Laviniere

South Kensington, by 2028. The Council is supportive of
improvements to pedestrian tunnel, however the improvement
works are dependent upon TfL. Step free access for stations is
included in the infrastructure schedule.
The document refers to the preparation and regular review of an IDP,
which sits outside of the Plan. It is not clear how the IDP relates to
the infrastructure schedule in the Plan so, to avoid confusion and
possible duplication, the infrastructure schedule could be removed
from the Plan.

This is explained at paragraph 37.2.4 of the publication policies.
Updates to the IDP and the schedule contained within it will
supersede the infrastructure schedule in the LPPR. Paragraph
157 of the NPPF states “Crucially, Local Plans should: plan
positively for the development and infrastructure required in the
area…” therefore the inclusion of the schedule as part of the
Local Plan Partial Review is seen as important.

Referring back to Policy C1 in Chapter 29 (in the introductory
paragraphs) would help to clarify the policy basis for the Chapter.

Paragraph 18 of the NPPG on Local Plans states: “the plan
should address the consequences of this, including possible
contingency arrangements and alternative strategies. The detail
concerning planned infrastructure provision can be set out in a
supporting document such as an infrastructure delivery
programme that can be updated regularly. However the key
infrastructure requirements on which delivery of the plan
depends should be contained in the Local Plan itself.”

Replace Annual Monitoring report with Authority Monitoring Report.

Noted

Paragraphs 37.1.2 and 37.2.5 reflect the title of the Monitoring
Report prepared by the council which is prepared on an annual
basis.
The Chelsea
Society (Michael
Stephen)

SECTION 5 – INFRASTRUCTURE
The Society welcomes the major works being done to improve the
Support noted.
rainwater and sewage drainage systems and to replace the ageing
gas-mains. Inevitably these works cause disruption but they are
essential, and we commend the Borough Council and the contractors
for the efforts they have made to keep to a minimum the disruption of
traffic during the gas-main works.
We would expect the Council to require sustainable drainage and
sewerage systems for all new developments.
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This is addressed in Policy CE2 Flooding.

Name

Comment

Response

We wish to retain the Royal Marsden and the Royal Brompton
hospitals in Chelsea, as well as our general hospital, the Chelsea
and Westminster, and the private hospitals and other providers of
medical and dental services.

The Council has engaged with the NHS on updating the health
care infrastructure items included in the schedule. The Council
had prepared and consulted on a draft Royal Brompton Hospital
SPD and encouraged the hospitals to work together however it is
ultimately up to the hospitals to decide if they wish to work
together.

We understand the need for the Royal Brompton to improve its
facilities, but we have some concerns. See
http://chelseasociety.org.uk/brompton-hospital-community-liaisongroup/
We urge the Council to encourage the creation of a Chelsea Medical
Campus on a dedicated site linking the activities of the Royal
Marsden and Royal Brompton Hospitals, Imperial College, and their
research institutes into one international centre of medical
excellence.
Exhibition Road
Cultural Group
(Emily Candler)

South Kensington station having step-free access to all platforms
and to pedestrian tunnel should be included and prioritised. The V&A
spur exit already has capacity to introduce step-free. The Natural
History Museum’s Grounds Transformation scheme, will create a
step-free exit to the museum grounds where there will be access up
to street level.

Council Policy CT1, not covered by the current review, confirms
the Council will work with partners to ensure that step free
access is delivered to all Underground and rail stations, including
South Kensington, by 2028. The Council is supportive of
improvements to pedestrian tunnel, however the improvement
works are dependent upon TfL. Step free access for stations is
included in the infrastructure schedule.

The pedestrian tunnel from South Kensington station should be
included in the list of infrastructure and prioritised for CIL investment.
The tunnel provides a safe and simple pedestrian route to the
museums and Exhibition Road, by-passing the busy Cromwell Road
and difficult Thurloe Place junction. The tunnel also, as it was
intended from its inception, provides a direct route for visitors to the
area, reducing congestion at street level and therefore improving
amenity for residents and other users of the area. The tunnel needs
sensitive upgrade, respecting its heritage, and ensuring it remains an
attractive and well-used route to and from the museums, Colleges
and Royal Albert Hall.
Westway Trust
(Phil Dibsdale)

Chapter 37: Infrastructure
This chapter sets out the infrastructure delivery plan as part of the
evidence base for the Local Plan. Two entries, on pages 226 and
227 relate the Westway sports centre as follows:
Environment, Leisure and Residents Services - Westway Sports
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Support noted.

Name

Comment

Response

Centre – Sports Provision
To improve sports/leisure provision for a growing population and re- Reference has been amended to “sports pitches”.
provide pitches lost at the Kensington Academy
AND
To improve sports/leisure provision for a growing population and reprovide pitches lost at the Kensington Academy.
Westway Trust is committed to delivering improved sports facilities in
line with this infrastructure scheme, but request that the Council
acknowledge that sports pitches do not have to be outside and can
be replaced with equivalent indoor facilities.
TfL (Andrew Hiley) Page 418 Infrastructure list – this is a long list of infrastructure
requirements that is unlikely to be able to be delivered in full during
the plan period, for example it includes 11 step-free access schemes
at Underground stations. As such, it might be more useful to sort the
table into ‘short’, ‘medium’ and ‘longer term’ delivery priorities.
For line 2 King’s Road Crossrail 2 station- under sources of funding
‘other’ could be added.

Council Policy CT1, not covered by the current review, confirms
the Council will work with partners to ensure that step free
access is delivered to all Underground and rail stations by 2028.
Step free access for stations is therefore included in the
infrastructure schedule. Where delivery timescales are less
precise, this has been reflected accordingly in the infrastructure
schedule.
“Other” funding sources have not been inserted as it is unknown
to what this refers to.

Eardley Crescent
Residents
Association
(Balaam)

The following should also be included in this table:-

Infrastructure included in the infrastructure schedule have been
established working with physical, social and green infrastructure
providers. This includes TfL and Transport & Technical Services.

HS2-WLL link (Old Oak Common to Westway Circus)
Westway Circus WLL station
Earl’s Court Station Park
Warwick Road bus bays and below ground connections

The Council recognises the value of the West London Line in
providing for north south journeys within the borough and to
other destinations not least to the Old Oak Common Opportunity
Area. The Council is pleased that TfL agreed with us that there
should be a West London Line station on the eastern fridge of
the Old Oak Common Opportunity Area

Brompton Forecourt (Theatre)
The Council would welcome new train services providing direct
connections between West London line stations and Gatwick
Airport and other destinations. We make this point when we get
the opportunity to do so however lobbying for such services is
not a priority for the Council. Our focus is on ensuring sufficient
capacity of the West London Line rather than seeking new

Imperial Wharf (WLL/Crossrail2 interchange)
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Response
destinations in the South East.
Policy CT2 includes “support the creation of a new station on the
West London line at Westway Circus, as proposed by the St
Quintin and Woodlands Neighbourhood Plan” and has been
reflected in the infrastructure delivery plan.
It is not known whether the delivery of such a scheme is feasible.
Several years ago London Buses investigated extending the C3
route north along Warwick Road. At the time there was no case
to extend the route however they indicated they would look at
this again once the population on Warwick Road increases.
It is not known what this item refers to or is seeking. The
infrastructure schedule has been developed through discussions
with providers and this has not been indicated as a infrastructure
item.
The Council is firmly behind proposals to build a Crossrail2
station close to Chelsea Town Hall on the King’s Road as this is
where a new station would yield the greatest level of benefit for
the borough’s residents, institutions and businesses. The
provision of two Crossrail2 stations between Victoria and
Clapham Junction is not thought to be viable. Our understanding
is that TfL is not considering the option of a station at Imperial
Wharf. The Local Plan has been worded accordingly.

Earl’s Court
Society Highways,
Traffic and
Transport Sub
group (Mark
Balaam)

The following should also be included in this table:-

See response above.

HS2-WLL link (Old Oak Common to Westway Circus)
Westway Circus WLL station
Earl’s Court Station Park
Warwick Road bus bays and below ground connections
Brompton Forecourt (Theatre)
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Imperial Wharf (WLL/Crossrail2 interchange)
West London Line
Group (Mark
Balaam)

Infrastructure Table

See response above.

The following should also be included in this table:HS2-WLL link (Old Oak Common to Westway Circus)
Westway Circus WLL station
Earl’s Court Station Park
Imperial Wharf (WLL/Crossrail2 interchange)
Kensington Society The content of Chapter 36 needs to be related more clearly the
(Michael Bach)
content of Chapter 37: Infrastructure and Chapter 38: Monitoring –
policies and proposals should be monitorable.
Chapter 37: Infrastructure
Overall: This is very difficult to navigate – it needs more structure!
Grouping could be done:
• by area rather than by business group, or
• by type – transport, public realm and types of social infrastructure
• cutting all schemes that will be completed or dropped by end of
2017
Where appropriate cross-refer to Place Chapter – check whether
they are specifically
mentioned in place chapters
Thin out for duplication, schemes completed, etc
This needs to be forward-looking – essentially 2018 onwards
Page 212: South Kensington Station
Proposed changes:
What? Refurbishment of District and Circle Line Station to increase
capacity
Provide step-free access to platforms by 2022 (see also page 215)
Provide lifts/step-free access to Piccadilly Line platforms by 2025
Refurbishment of listed station arcade, the Bullnose and Thurloe
Street (south side)
buildings, refurbishing historic shopfronts and flats above
Development of Pelham Street frontage with shops with flats above
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Policy reference numbers have been included in the
infrastructure schedule to relate items to policies in the Local
Plan Partial Review. The IDP will be monitored through the
Council’s Monitoring Report and will continue to be updated
outside of the Local Plan process e.g. for informing decisions on
how to spend CIL and for supporting the revised Planning
Obligations (Contributions) Supplementary Planning Document.
The Infrastructure schedule has been prepared working with
physical, social and green infrastructure providers to establish
what infrastructure provision there is in the borough, and
identifying any gaps or capacity issues. This includes with
responsible
service areas: Planning & Borough Development; Policy &
Performance Unit; Finance; TfL and Transport & Technical
Services; Children’s Services; Environment, Leisure and
Residents’ Services; Libraries; Corporate Safety; Housing; NHS;
Emergency Services; and Utilities.
The schedule has been organised by service areas as this also
allows it to be grouped by type. For example, Transport and
Technical services covers all transport related infrastructure
items.
As this is a local plan partial review, it is important to retain and

Name
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and office block
Refurbishment of pedestrian tunnel to South Kensington Museums
[Cut references to pedestrian access to Brompton Cross]
Page 212ff: Cut all schemes already implemented – ie When?
Anything in 2016 or
before or reassess timing
Page 215: Step-free access: Kensington High Street? (page 211)
Westbourne Park (see page 211)
More structure needed for Highways & Transport schemes:
Group all public transport improvements together – see 211, 212 and
215
Group all pedestrian facilities
Group all cycling facilities
Group new/improved stations
Group all bus schemes
Public Realm schemes: where are the proposals? Notting Hill Gate is
hidden away on
page 224 – is this the right place or business group? RBKC should
be paying for most of
this from Car Parking Reserve surplus
Page 217: Crossrail station by 2021 (cf CA1(c) by 2026 ?
Environment, Leisure and Residents’ Services items are wrongly
located, such as public
realm, wayfinding, streetscape, new public square (include
Newcombe House)
NHS (page 234/235): Strategy for provision of group practices
- needs to be reflected Chapter 30: Keeping Life Local

where possible update details for infrastructure items included in
the Consolidated Local Plan. Where service areas have provided
an update or indicated schemes have been completed, these
have been incorporated. In some cases there are no updates to
some schemes, however they have been retained or removed
on the advice of the responsible service provider.
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CHAPTER 38 MONITORING
Question: Monitoring
Please provide your comments on the chapter and reference the specific Policy / Target numbers
Name

Comment

Response

Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

38.2 Monitoring Core Policies
Policy C2 Planning Enforcement
The 'Frequency' of Monitoring should be increased to every 3
months. Enforcement is a critical part of planning, if enforcement is
failing to achieve its purpose, RBKC needs to know about this as
soon as possible, not a year later.

The Council’s enforcement team carries out on-going reviews of
the effectiveness of planning enforcement. This is continual. The
collection and analysis of the annual statistics is used to inform
the Council’s Monitoring Report.

38.5 Monitoring Strategic Objective Policies
Policy CF1
add a new section CF1(f)
South Kensington: The number of Class A1 converting to Class
A2,A3,A4, or A 5
Frequency: every 6 months
Source: planning applications

Monitoring of land uses on the ground will have resource
implications. The monitoring of units within a town centre will
require a site visit to establish whether a permission has been
implemented, or indeed whether a change of use has occurred
which did not need planning permission. Currently this is carried
out on a yearly basis and reported in the Council’s Monitoring
Report. It would not be appropriate to increase this monitoring to
six monthly.
Policy CT1 is not subject of this review.

Policy CT1
add to CT1(f) a further paragraph:
Count the number of Cyclists now using the recently created
Quietways in the SW7 locality, on any 4 Saturdays between 1May
and 1November, annually
add a further section to CT1:
CT1(q) via the DVLA count the number of residents with electric
cars in the borough, and reconcile that with the number of electric
charging stations supplied by RBKC
Frequency every 6 Months
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Name

Comment

Response

Kensington Society Chapter 38: Monitoring
(Michael Bach)
38.2 Core Policies
CP1(1) Target: 733 net additional new homes pa
CP4 Townscape should be preserved and enhanced
38.4 Need for phasing of large sites, such as Kensal, Earl’s Court
and Warwick Road
38.5 Monitoring Strategic Objectives
CK1 (b)/CK3 Resurvey distribution of facilities on Walkable Maps
now every 2 years
CK1(c) Monitor losses of specific social and community facilities, eg
pubs, launderettes
CK3 Distinguish between local authority and non-local authority
schools
CK3 Measure the gaps for other facilities eg post offices
CF3a/CF3b Record the expansion of estate agents,
cafes/restaurants in both primary
and secondary frontage
Cf3(c) Indicator should be loss of retail to non-A1 use
CF11 Why is expansion a target?
CT1(f) How does this relate to indicators in CK1?
CH1(b) Source for net losses from deconversions and
amalgamations should be from
analysis of permissions and appeals allowed – RBKC supplies this
data to London
Development Database.
CH3(a) See CH1(b) above
CH4(a),(b) & (i) Ditto
CE2(f) Permeable front gardens – number of enforcement cases?
CE5 Need more air quality monitoring targets

Suggestions noted.
The CK polices are not subject of this Local Plan Partial Review.
CF3 a and b
The purpose of the monitoring chapter of the Local Plan is to
assess the efficacy of the policies within the Local Plan. This is
concerned about the mix of A1 non A1 uses within the town
centres. The inclusion of an indicator to consider A2 and A3 uses
would not relate to a policy, and as such would be inappropriate.
However, the Council does recognise that the number of A2 and
A3 uses within a centre is of interest. It will, therefore, continue to
monitor the mix of all uses within centres within its Monitoring
Report.
CF3 c
As the policy does allow the loss of A1 uses in certain specified
circumstances, the monitoring of the efficacy of the policy must
relate to loss when the loss would not meet the demands of the
policy. The loss of any A1 use is not the purpose of the policy.
The response to the comments concerning monitoring indicators
for housing and respecting environmental limits are considered,
as appropriate, in the relevant chapter.
CF11. Comment noted. The Council is of the view that effective
monitoring usually relies on quantitative rather than qualitative
measure. Increasing the number of visitors to the very institution
which make the cultural areas what it is one such indicator.

CF11 Why is expansion a target?

Kensington Society CH1(b) Source for net losses from deconversions and
(Michael Bach)
amalgamations should be from analysis of permissions and
appeals allowed – RBKC supplies this data to London Development
Database.
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As stated the Council does provide the stated data to London
development Database (LDD). This then forms the
comprehensive database which can be collated for the financial
year by running reports from the LDD.

Name

Comment

Response

Kensington Society CH3(a) See CH1(b) above
(Michael Bach)

Response as above.

Kensington Society CH4(a),(b) & (i) Ditto
(Michael Bach)

Response as above.

Kensington Society CE2(f) Permeable front gardens – number of enforcement cases?
(Michael Bach)

The number of enforcement cases will not be a reflection of
compliance with policy neither will it show accurately lack of
compliance. Therefore this amendment is not considered
necessary.

Kensington Society CE5 Need more air quality monitoring targets
(Michael Bach)

Noted. Policy CE5 (e) refers to emissions from demolition and
construction. This activity is monitored by Council officers with due
regard to the London Mayor’s SPG: The Control of Emissions
during Construction and Demolition (2014). A trigger level for
monitored particulate concentrations is set for high risk sites to
prompt remedial action or stopping work. An alert level is set
below this to warn of any breach of the trigger level so that
preventative measures can be initiated. Additional monitoring to
protect sensitive receptors is carried out where necessary. No
amendments necessary.

CHAPTER 39 CONTINGENCIES AND RISKS FOR SITE ALLOCATIONS
Question: Contingencies and Risks
Please provide your comments on the chapter and reference the specific paragraph numbers

Name

Comment

Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

Insert a new paragraph 39.1.8
Where there is a degree of external crowding on Exhibition Road
The risks identified in this chapter relate to planning matters not
caused by queuing for the museums, RBKC in conjunction with the counter terrorism.
relevant institution will develop a plan to anticipate the actions of
terrorist activity.

Quod
Church)

Response

(Georgie No comment.
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CHAPTER 40 HOUSING TRAJECTORY AND SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Question: Housing Trajectory and Supporting Information
Please provide your comments on the chapter and reference the specific paragraph numbers

Name

Comment

Response

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted.

London Borough of
Hammersmith and
Fulham (Matt
Butler)

We are unclear from the Local Plan how and where the
net additional new homes target will be achieved. (policy
CP1 and Chapter 40). It appears from the table on page
491 that many of the sites already have planning
permission which is at odds with the reference to the
impact of Crossrail on new homes.
SHMA -The Council agrees with the conclusion that
LBHF and RBKC are not within a single housing market
area.

The Council notes that LBHF agrees with the SHMA conclusion of not being
in a single housing market area with the Royal Borough.
Update Housing Trajectory and tables demonstrating the 5 year and Years
6-15 supply in Chapter 40 with further details of when site allocations are
expected to come forward. This information has already been published in
the Monitoring Report 2016.
Chapter 40 includes the Housing Trajectory. It provides a breakdown over
the next five years of projected completions from sites with planning
permission and assumptions for small sites and vacant units which come
from the London SHLAA 2013. This data shows that the Council’s five year
target (733 units per annum) plus a 20% buffer over the target which totals
to 4,400 dwellings will be met.
It also includes the list of site allocations and potential numbers of units from
each of these.
A Crossrail station at Kensal will have an impact on the site capacity for
Kensal Canalside which does not have planning permission and is the
biggest site allocation.

CHAPTER 41 POLICY REPLACEMENT SCHEDULE
Question: Policy Replacement Schedule
Please provide your comments on the chapter and reference the specific Chapter / Policy numbers
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CHAPTER 42 TOWN CENTRE MAPS
Question: Town Centre Maps
Please provide your comments on the chapter and reference the specific paragraph numbers and maps

Name

Comment

Response

Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

South Kensington District Centre
The introduction of Service Retail Frontage as a new sub
division of 'Frontage', is uncalled for.
Currently the visitors arriving at South Kensington, for a visit
to the museums in Exhibition Road are well catered for by
the numerous cafes along Exhibition Road and around the
station and Westward along Old Brompton Road on both
sides (currently as far west as Cranley Place), all of Bute
Street, and the Eastern end of Harrington Road. This leaves
very few non eating/drinking/takeaway cafes. Thus the
residents have little choice of proper retail outlets and no
comparison shopping at all.

The Council will not take forward the proposed “service retail frontage”.

For RBKC to suggest that further stretches of frontage to be
converted from A1 to A3 would be damaging to both the
residents AND the museums.
The museums, to whom the visitors flock, should up their
game and do some serious catering for the millions who visit
them for free. They should realise that this is a wonderful
chance to get an income.
Every seat occupied for food and refreshment away from the
museums is lost revenue for the museums, and RBKC
should protect the Cultural Centre by encouraging the
museums to improve and enlarge their catering facilities .
This is the correct solution to the problem outlined by Mr
Wade in his emails to Mr Bach on 14 November 2016, and
not Mr Wade's solution to drop the 'minimum proportion of
shops (A1) from 66% to 50%.
The Neighbourhood Town/Shopping Centres map does not
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A relaxation of the existing 66% level of Class A1 shops within secondary
areas to 50% will provide more opportunities for non-shop uses within
our town centres. This would allow greater diversity of uses in those
areas when concentrations of shops are less critical, reducing the
pressure within the primary areas. This pressure has become more
difficult to resist with the recent changes to the GPDO.

Name

Comment

Response

show South Kensington as a Shopping Centre, and the
nearest shopping centre for South Kensington is probably 22
Old Brompton Road East which in itself is a very thin
Neighbourhood Shopping Centre, and some distance away
from Melton Court, a large residential building in South
Kensington.
Kensington Society Chapter 42: Town Centre Maps
The Council will not take forward the proposed “service retail frontage”.
(Michael Bach)
Support Changes to:
Kensington High Street: Primary and Secondary Retail
Support for other changes noted.
Frontages
Portobello Road
Earl’s Court District Centre - redesignation as a district
centre
Additional Neighbourhood Centres Talbot Road, Latimer
Road Station and High Street
Kensington/Warwick Road
Opposed changes to:
South Kensington – changes to Secondary Retail Frontages
to create “Service Retail
Frontages”
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CHAPTER 43 EVIDENCE BASE
Question: Evidence Base
Please provide your comments on the chapter and reference the specific Chapter numbers / evidence base documents
Name

Comment

Response

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted.

Sport England
(Mark Furnish )

The NPPF requires each Local Plan to address the spatial
implications of economic, social and environmental change
based on an adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence
base. The NPPF, at paragraph 73, requires that:

Sports facilities are social and community facilities which are considered
as part of the Keeping Life Local Chapter. This chapter is not being
reviewed as part of the Local Plan Partial Review. Where proposed
development generates a need for sports infrastructure, this will be
addressed through planning contributions. This is indicated as a possible
“Planning policies should be based on robust and up-to-date planning contribution measure in paragraph 29.2.6 of the LPPR
assessments of the needs for open space, sports and
Publication Policies document.
recreation facilities and opportunities for new provision. The
assessment should identify specific needs and quantitative
The Council’s current approach is to seek CIL, as per the RBKC adopted
deficits or surpluses of open space, sports and recreational
CIL Charging Schedule, towards items included in the Council’s
facilities in the local area.”
Regulation 123 List. The Regulation 123 List includes sports and leisure
as an item capable of being funded by CIL. CIL charge setting and the
Sport England acknowledges the Health and Well-Being
production of the Regulation 123 List are part of a separate process to
Strategy, Play Strategy, Open Space Audit, Parks Strategy
the Local Plan Partial Review process.
and response to the GLA but does not consider these to
represent a robust and up-to-date assessment of the supply
and demand of indoor and outdoor sport and recreation
facilities and provision and opportunities and a strategy.
These document do not appear based on a thorough and
collaborative assessment of current and future playing field
and built facility supply and demand setting out key
recommendations and actions. In addition, Sport England
consider all these documents out of date. As a result, the
policies referring to sport, recreation and leisure contained in
the Local Plan are unsound as they are not fully justified by
an up-to-date and robust evidence base and strategy as
required by the NPPF. Sport England therefore object to the
Local Plan. The Royal Borough, should therefore, develop
Playing Pitch and Built Facility Strategies to robustly inform
the Local Plan, CIL, SPDs, s.106 contributions and so on.
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Name

Comment

Response

Sport England would be happy to provide further advice on
how the Council can strategically plan for sports facilities.
There are a number of tools and guidance documents
available, which can be found on Sport England’s website at:
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-forsport/forward-planning/.
In addition, Sport England has a web based toolkit which
aims to assist local authorities in delivering tailor-made
approaches to strategic planning for sport. This can be found
on Sport England’s website at:
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-forsport/planning-tools-and-guidance/assessing-needs-andopportunities-guidance/

CHAPTER 45 GLOSSARY
Question: Glossary
Please provide your comments on the chapter and reference the specific Glossary word
Name

Comment

Response

Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

Acolaid should be defined in the Glossary as it is used in
Chapter 38 the list of tables 'Source'

Added into Glossary: Acolaid is the name of a software and document
management system which the Council uses as its database of planning
application information. It can be used to run reports to provide overall
information and trends on planning applications, which are published
through the Council’s Monitoring Report on an annual basis.

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Noted.

Sport England
(Mark Furnish )

In the interests of clarity for both the Local Planning Authority Sports facilities are social and community facilities which are considered
and other stakeholders, Sport England strongly suggest that as part of the Keeping Life Local Chapter. This chapter is not being
sport facilities and playing pitches are specifically referred to reviewed as part of the Local Plan Partial Review.
within the glossary so it is clear which Local Plan Policies
would apply to sport, leisure and recreation provision and
facilities.
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Name

Comment

Response

TfL (Andrew Hiley) Page 599 Glossary – Crossrail 1 will be known solely as the
Elizabeth line on commencement of operations in 2018. The
description of Crossrail 2 should be amended as the route
goes beyond Hackney in the north. It is suggested the text is
amended to say ‘Crossrail 2 is a proposed new railway
serving London and the wider South East. It would connect
the National Rail networks in Surrey and Hertfordshire, via
new tunnels and stations between Wimbledon, Tottenham
Hale and New Southgate, linking in with London
Underground, London Overground, Crossrail 1, national and
international rail services’.

Modify the explanatory text within the entries for Crossrail 1 and
Crossrail 2 with the Glossary
Replace last sentence of the Crossrail 1 entry with “The services that will
use the rail link from December 2018 will be known as the Elizabeth line.
Replace the text of the Crossrail 2 entry as suggested.
Add new references to the Elizabeth Line in CT2 and supporting text.

INTEGRATED IMPACT ASSESSMENT (IIA)
Question IIA(1)
Please provide your comments on the assessment of sites and policies within the IIA

Name

Comment

Response

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

N/A

Environment
Agency (North
London
Sustainable
Places)

We are pleased to see that there is an aim to reduce the
amount of waste produced. This could be supported by
making a clear policy requirement to reduce the amount of
waste produced within the Borough.

Whilst this comment was provided in the Integrated Impact Assessment
section, it more closely concerns the Local Plan Partial Review
Document, as it makes a policy recommendation. If the Council amends
the policy to reflect this comment updates will be made where necessary
to the Integrated Assessment Report to align with the amendment.
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Question IIA(2)
Please provide any reasonable alternatives to sites or policies that are not included in the IIA and which you feel need to be
assessed?

Name

Comment

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

Response
N/A

Question IIA(3)
Please provide any other comments on the Interim IIA Report or updated IIA Scoping Report and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
Name

Comment

Response

Quod (Georgie
Church)

No comment.

N/A

Environment
Agency (North
London
Sustainable
Places)

We note that on page 98 of the Borough’s IIA, it is stated that Section 9.6 (‘Flood Risk’) has been updated to state ‘tidal flood risk’.
the Borough is at risk of fluvial flooding from the River
Thames. We would note that the flood risk from the River
Thames in the Borough is tidal and not fluvial.

Historic England
(Katharine
Fletcher)

At this stage we have not assessed the IIA but hope that
N/A
these comments may inform the assessment as appropriate.
We look forward to a continuing dialogue as you progress
the review.
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GENERAL COMMENTS
Question: General Comments
Please provide any other general comments

Name

Comment

Response

Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

Having spent many hours reading and re-reading the text
and diagrams, I can only say that this document of 344
pages and not even representing the entire Local Plan, is too
big and verbose to be a useful guide for the borough.
It should be split into say 4 sections with simpler chapters, so
that one section is reviewed every year. If that section
contained less than 50 pages it would be a much more
workable document. You just need to reduce the sheer
volume of words if anyone who is not paid for their time, is
going to be able to make use of it.

The Council appreciates that the document is large and complex. It
needs to serve a variety of audiences and purposes and stand up to
legal challenge and scrutiny, which means the document can seem
very long.

Canal & River
Trust London
(Claire McLean)

Pre-application Advice
We would request that there be a section in the Local Plan
encouraging developers to seek pre- application advice from
the Canal & River Trust.

Not including this in the Local Plan does not preclude pre-application
advice being sought from the Canal & River Trust.

Quod (Georgie
Church)

Comments have been submitted online but we provided a
letter also to ensure that our comments can be read in
context.

Noted.

Kensington and
Chelsea Social
Council (Siobhan
Sollis)

We would like to comment that there should have been more
time for consultation and more efforts to engage members of
the public in the consultations. Given the long and complex
nature of the local plan more efforts should be made to make
them accessible and easy to engage with. Back in 2010
KCSC was given additional resources to work with
independent planning experts to engage local residents and
voluntary groups in the process and we were able to
participate and feed into the consultation at a far more in
depth level. Unfortunately this has not been the case this
time around.

Consultation on the Issues and Options stage from December 2015 to
February 2016 was optional and undertaken in excess of the regulatory
requirements because the Council considers such consultation
important. That consultation lasted 8 weeks which is well in excess of
the usual 4 or 6 week consultation and included 12 Discussion Groups
open to members of the public. The Draft Policies stage included 13
Discussion Groups open to members of the public, which were
advertised on the day the consultation went live on 28 October 2016.

KCSC first receive notification of the public discussion
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The Council appreciates the time that residents and organisations take
in considering the consultations.

Name

Comment

Response

groups on 8 November for the first discussion group to take
place on the 8 November which was unacceptable. A second
email came on the 11th November to notify KCSC of
discussion groups with the fist taking place on the 15th and
all the rest to take place within 2 week of the notification.
This timetable was extremely tight and did not allow enough
time for preparation. This consultation process could have
been better prepared and executed allowing enough time for
residents to engage fully.
Ladbroke
Association
(Sophia Lambert)

Please next time make the online comment arrangements
more user-friendly.

The online comments arrangements have been improved for the
Publication Policies consultation.

Highways England Having examined the above document, we do not offer any
(Teresa Gonet)
comment to this proposal

Noted.

St Quintin and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood
Forum (Henry
Peterson)

The Local Plan Partial Review proposes significant changes to policy to
deal with immediate and future issues.

We have some general comments on the document:
as the last stage of a Partial Review, the Regulation 18 Plan
reads as a continued process of editing an existing 2010
document rather than as a fresh strategic appraisal of how
Borough planning policies should influence the direction of
this part of West London up to 2028. This may be inevitable,
but it means that parts of the Plan do not feel sufficiently
forward looking in respect of changes in how Londoners are
living, working, and carrying out their lives.
the draft Plan also feels insular, in saying little on the
implications of what is happening beyond the Borough
boundary, at White City East, Earls Court, and particularly at
Old Oak.
there remains from the 2010 Core Strategy a selfcongratulatory tone in places, commending the Borough on
its 'success'. These statements do not feel appropriate to a
land use/spatial planning document. They do not resonate
well with those sizable sections of the community for whom
life has become harder since 2010 (and threatens to
continue to do so). Two examples are given in the detailed
comments below on Chapter 2.
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The ‘Places’ map in Chapter 4 shows “Areas of Change” which overlap
borough boundaries e.g. at Old Oak, White City, Earl’s Court and
South Fulham / Chelsea.
Chapter 2 has been amended to recognise that the Borough still faces
significant challenges.

Name

Comment

Response

while the Regulation 18 Draft includes an accurate
explanation of the 'different approach' taken in certain
policies within the StQW Neighbourhood Plan (in relevant
chapters covering enterprise, housing and shopping) there
are other parts of the document where the Local
Plan/neighbourhood plan relationship needs to be made
more clear. Separate comments on this issue have already
been submitted in response to this consultation.
Dovehouse Street
Residents’
Association
(Gillespie
Robertson)

The Dovehouse Street Residents' Association has been in
close contact with the Chelsea Society in relation to the
above-referenced partial review and wishes to record its
wholehearted endorsement of the Society's response to the
consultation. This response is an admirably succinct one,
covers most of the important points in relation to our own
residents' concerns, needs and hopes very clearly and
sensibly, and frankly stands in stark contrast to the long and
indigestible document on which comments were requested.
Next time you contemplate sending a 500 page document to
residents, may we suggest you first ask a capable editor to
cut it down to a manageable size.

See above comments on the document’s size.

Knightsbridge
Neighbourhood
Forum (KNF)
(Simon Birkett)

The KNF is submitting its 49 proposed policies in 'Part One',
where relevant, as the basis for improvements in RBKC's
new Local Plan:
http://www.knightsbridgeforum.org/media//documents/part_o
ne_knightsbridge_neighbourhood_plan_presubmission_consultation_081216.pdf
Knightsbridge Code of Construction Practice (KBR27 on
page 47 and Appendix B) which the KNF wishes to apply,
inter alia, on boundary roads

Noted.

Short Term Lets (KBR28 on page 48) which addresses
concerns about short-term lets along boundary roads e.g.
Cheval Place and Rutland Street.
Many policies on active travel, electric charging infrastructure
etc (KBR33 to KBR40 on pages 55-67) that could affect
boundary roads

627

Different versions of the document were made available so that
residents could choose which suited their needs e.g. a clean (not
tracked) version (344 pages) and versions broken down by chapter.

Name

Comment

Response

Trees (KBR45 on pages 74-77). We need more resilience to
climate change, pest, disease and age profile. For example,
plane trees may all die soon due to 'plane wilt'.
Involving people (Knightsbridge Engagement Protocol)
(KBR48 on page 80 and Appendix C).
Deloitte Real
Estate (Richard
Maung)

Imperial College London is one of London’s leading and
largest universities with over 14,700 students and 8,000
staff. The college focuses on the four main disciplines of
science, engineering, medicine and business and is
renowned for its application of these skills to industry and
enterprise. Excellence in education is at the core of Imperial
College London’s ethos and is reflected in the UK and
international rankings: 8th in the QS World University
Rankings 2015-16 and 3rd in the UK in the Times / Sunday
Times University Guide 2016.

Noted.

Imperial College London has a number of campuses across
London and the South East, including the College’s main
campus in South Kensington where most undergraduate and
postgraduate activity takes place. The South Kensington
campus broadly defined by Queen’s Gate to the west,
Exhibition Road to the east and Imperial Road to the south
(but which also includes interests immediately outside of
these boundaries) is in the heart of ‘Albertopolis’ and is
home to a wide range of architectural styles from the
Edwardian Royal School of Mines building to the ultramodern Normal Foster-designed Business School. Imperial
College London also has campuses at the Royal Brompton
Hospital on Dovehouse Street and the Chelsea and
Westminster Hospital on Fulham Road as well as student
accommodation at Pembridge Gardens, Notting Gate.
Sport England
(Mark Furnish )

The Local Plan does not appear to promote sport, recreation
and leisure facilities which is concerning given the amount of
additional residential properties planned and the Council’s
vision to improve health and well-being. In this regard, the
area specific/opportunity area polices do not recognise that
supporting sport infrastructure would be required to support
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Sports facilities are social and community facilities which are
considered as part of the Keeping Life Local Chapter. This chapter is
not being reviewed as part of the Local Plan Partial Review. Where
proposed development generates a need for sports infrastructure, this
will be addressed through planning contributions. This is indicated as a
possible planning contribution measure in paragraph 29.2.6 of the

Name

Comment

Response

the new/expanded community. The Local Plan must have
clear policies and guidance which fully reflect the NPPF,
paragraph 73, and Sport England’s objectives to protect,
enhance and provide and, as outlined above, should be
based on an established and robust assessment of need.
There are no policies that are a specific to indoor and
outdoor sport facilities and provision, including playing
pitches. The Local Plan should have policies that are clearly
specific about which facilities to protect, enhance and
provide, why such actions should be undertaken and where
new facilities should be located. The policy or policies should
also specifically reference indoor and outdoor sports
facilities. The Local Plan should therefore be revised to fully
reflect Sport England’s Land Use Planning Policy Statement
‘Planning for Sport Aims and Objectives’
(http://www.sportengland.org/media/162412/planning-forsport_aims-objectives-june-2013.pdf), which is in line with
the NPPF. This statement details Sport England’s three
objectives in its involvement in planning matters;

LPPR Publication Policies document.

1) To prevent the loss of sports facilities and land along with
access to natural resources used for sport.
2) To ensure that the best use is made of existing facilities in
order to maintain and provide greater opportunities for
participation and to ensure that facilities are sustainable.
3) To ensure that new sports facilities are planned for and
provided in a positive and integrated way and that
opportunities for new facilities are identified to meet current
and future demands for sporting participation.
Planning Policy in the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) identifies how the planning system can play an
important role in facilitating social interaction and creating
healthy, inclusive communities. Encouraging communities to
become more physically active through walking, cycling,
informal recreation and formal sport plays an important part
in this process and providing enough sports facilities of the
right quality and type and in the right places is vital to
achieving this aim. This means positive planning for sport
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The Council’s current approach is to seek CIL, as per the RBKC
adopted CIL Charging Schedule, towards items included in the
Council’s Regulation 123 List. The Regulation 123 List includes sports
and leisure as an item capable of being funded by CIL. CIL charge
setting and the production of the Regulation 123 List are part of a
separate process to the Local Plan Partial Review process.

Name

Comment

Response

and recreation, protection from unnecessary loss of sports
facilities and an integrated approach to providing new
housing, employment land and community facilities provision
is important. It is therefore key that the Local Plan reflects
this aim to ensure it complies with National Planning Policy,
particularly the NPPF, paragraph 73.
As highlighted above, Sport England considers that the
design of where communities live and work is key to keeping
people active and placemaking should create environments
that make the active choice the easy choice. Therefore,
Active Design Guidance, that aims to inform the design of
places, should be reflected throughout the entire Local Plan.
Further information, can be found via the following link;
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-forsport/planning-tools-and-guidance/active-design/
Emma Dent Coad

On more specific issues not covered in our response, we
would like to add the following:
- The Inspector's recommendation in 2010 that health
inequalities should be addressed through the Core Strategy
(as it was then known) have not been fully incorporated,
though we recognise that there are a couple of references.
Tackling health inequalities continue to be missing
throughout the document. This is of concern given that there
was a proposal in the Wornington Green SPD for health
facilities to be added to the Venture Centre, and specifically
for there to be a new Health Centre at the Edenham site,
which was included in the SPD and the Local Plan but has
now been designed out. There are three GP practices in
inadequate premises within 100m of the Edenham site (two
have poor reviews and one is under special measures), and
there have been numerous discussions in the past seven
years as to how these could be consolidated and expanded
in a new building. The Council has implied that we do not
have the processes in place to negotiate with the CCG on
these issues, which is a very poor state of affairs indeed. If
development does not address our worsening health
inequalities then we cannot pretend that there is any benefit
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Health impacts of the Local Plan Partial Review are considered in the
Integrated Impact Assessment (IIA) document which supports the
Publication Policies.
Health infrastructure is considered as part of Chapter 29 Policies and
Actions (infrastructure and planning contributions), Chapter 30 Keeping
Life Local (not part of the Local Plan Partial Review) and Chapter 37
Infrastructure (supported by an Infrastructure Delivery Plan).
Overcrowding and mismatches between the housing stock and housing
need are considered in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment
(SHMA) which supports the Local Plan Partial Review and the policies
in Chapter 35 Diversity of Housing which aim to tackle such issues.
The Council is considering options for potential estate regeneration.
The Local Plan Partial Review sets a planning framework for any such
regeneration through the Site Allocations and through Policy CH5
Estate Regeneration.
The supporting text for Policy CH5 Estate Regeneration makes clear
that the Council as a Local Housing Authority will be publishing a
Tenant Decant Policy and consulting on a Strategy for Leaseholders in
Regeneration Areas. This will provide the Council’s policies on right to
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whatever from development to existing local people, and
indeed it is bad planning.
- 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.
- In all estate regenerations proposed, there is a like for like
replacement and no increase in socially rented housing,
which is desperately needed.
- 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 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?

return, deals for leaseholders, and offers for adult children or other
family members.

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 practicable.
Historic England
(Katharine
Fletcher)

As the Government’s statutory adviser Historic England is
keen to ensure that the protection and enhancement of the
historic environment is fully taken into account at all stages
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Policy CR3 Street and Outdoor Life is not part of the scope of the Local
Plan Partial Review.
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and levels of the Local Plan process. The National Planning
Policy Framework identifies the historic environment as a
relevant matter contributing to sustainable development and
includes it within the core planning principles (paras 7 and
17). The following comments are made in the context of the
principles contained in the NPPF and the accompanying
Planning Practice Guide (PPG).
We were very pleased to have the opportunity to meet you
and your colleagues on 23 November to discuss the local
plan review. Our specific comments are set out in the
attached schedule; I hope you find them useful. At this stage
we have not assessed the IIA but hope that these comments
may inform the assessment as appropriate. We look forward
to a continuing dialogue as you progress the review.
Comments received but this policy not being reviewed Policy
CR3 Street and Outdoor Life and text The impact of
temporary structures, including cumulative impact, on the
public appreciation and enjoyment of historic parks and
gardens and other heritage assets is a matter of concern,
and is rightly identified in part e) of this policy as requiring
control. Policy CR3 provides an excellent framework to
ensure a balanced approach, so that temporary structures
can be permitted while maintaining opportunities to enjoy the
significance of the borough’s historic open spaces yearround. Given the potential for increasing numbers of
temporary applications careful monitoring of the nature, and
frequency, of recent proposals will be key to ensure effective
management of such developments.
Robina Rose

I feel it is also highly incompatable with much of the new
London Plan. How unfortunate that your timetables have
become so out of sync. Perhaps this is something that needs
to be addressed ? I shall take it up with Assembly
representatives as it seems incredibly counter productive
and wasteful in the long term.

Putting the Local Plan Partial Review in sync with the emerging new
London Plan would add considerable delay and go against the
Government’s stated aim of having up-to-date Local Plans in place in
2017. Once adopted, the London Plan becomes a part of the statutory
development plan as much as the Local Plan is.

Victoria and Albert
Museum (Steve
Hyde)

Our representation is made under the following headings.
1.Background to the V&A
2.Context for the representations

Noted. These comments are addressed in more detail under the
respective chapter headings.
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3. Sought changes to the Local Plan
• Chapter 3: Building on Success: Our Vision and Strategic
Objectives
• Chapter 4: Delivering Success: Our Spatial Strategy
• Chapter 13: South Kensington
• Chapter 34: Renewing the Legacy
1.Background to the V&A
The V&A - the world's leading museum of art and design,
enriches people's lives by promoting the practice of design
and increasing knowledge, understanding and enjoyment of
the designed world.
Although the V&A's collections are international in their
scope, they contain many particularly important British works
- especially British silver, ceramics, textiles and furniture.
The Museum was established in 1852, following the
enormous success of the Great Exhibition the previous year.
Its founding principle was to make works of art available to
all, to educate working people and to inspire British
designers and manufacturers. Profits from the Exhibition
were used to
establish the Museum of Manufactures, as it was initially
known, and exhibits were purchased to form the basis of its
collections.
The Museum moved to its present site in 1857 and was
renamed the South Kensington Museum. Its collections
expanded rapidly as it set out to acquire the best examples
of metalwork, furniture, textiles and all other forms of
decorative art from all periods. It also acquired fine art paintings, drawings, prints and sculpture - in order to tell a
more complete history of art and design.
In 1899, Queen Victoria laid the foundation stone of a new
building designed to give the Museum a grand facade and
main entrance. To mark the occasion, it was renamed the
Victoria and Albert Museum, in memory of the enthusiastic
support Prince Albert had given to its foundation.
Contemporary design has always been at the heart of the
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V&A's work and the Museum remains true to its founding
mission of promoting excellence in design and
manufacturing. It works hard to encourage contemporary
designers, acquiring their work, and providing inspiration
through its displays.
2. Context for the representations
The V&A, together with the National History Museum,
Science Museum, and the Albert Hall and the internationally
renowned colleges of education, arts and music – forms part
of the "Albertopolis" which is an acknowledged world-wide
cultural destination. This cultural quarter is a key component
of supporting and promoting London's "World City" status as
identified in the London Plan.
The V&A seek to continually enhance their reputation as one
of the world's leading museums in order to increase the
attractiveness of the V&A to millions of visitors from both the
UK and also internationally.
To deliver this objective, the V&A needs to promote both
nationally and internationally both its permanent exhibitions
and also its programme of temporary exhibitions that are
also of national and international significance.
The temporary exhibitions involve the installation of
temporary works of art both within the listed building and
they can also require the installation of temporary works of
art outside the museum - for example, at Exhibition Road, in
order to help promote the exhibition.
The V&A also need the temporary exhibitions, as well as
high quality retail and restaurant facilities within the museum
building itself, in order to help fund the operational costs of
running of the museum given that entry to the V&A is free of
charge.
The V&A also seek to ensure that when visitors access the
museum by the South Kensington Underground Station,
there are facilities within South Kensington that not only
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meets the needs of local residents but also meet the needs
of the visitors to both the V&A and other institutions within
the strategic cultural quarter.
The V&A therefore seek to ensure that the Partial Review of
the Local Plan seeks to strike the right balance between
meeting the acknowledged needs of local residents and the
need to preserve and enhance the built heritage of South
Kensington, whilst at the same time meet the needs for the
V&A, and the cultural quarter, in order that the V&A can
perform its role as both a national and international cultural
institution.
London Borough of
Hammersmith and
Fulham (Matt
Butler)

We note that the RBKC Local Plan is subject to partial
review and therefore not all of the document is subject to
comment. We appreciate that RBKC has made a track
change document available to show the proposed changes,
but unfortunately this has made the document difficult to
read and, in some instances, difficult to distinguish between
what is up for review and not tracked, and what is merely
being retained. We would welcome any improvements that
can be made to the format and clarity of the document to
better understand the proposed changes.

A ‘Clean Version’ was published alongside the tracked change version.

TfL (Andrew Hiley) Thank you for consulting TfL Borough Planning. The
comments below relate from relate primarily to transport
policy; colleagues in TfL Commercial Property will be
responding separately in respect of TfL’s direct land and/or
property interest in the Royal Borough. These comments
also are appended to the GLA response.
As this is a partial review, covering only a few transport
related aspects of policy, the comments relate mostly to the
proposed visions and transport projects, most notably at
Kensal, which requires a number of transport interventions.
Note, page numbers relate the ‘tracked changes’ version of
the draft document.

Noted.

Henry Peterson

Noted. The Local Plan has been amended to better consider
neighbourhood plans and their status as part of the Borough’s
development plan. A new section has been added after para 1.2.12. In
addition para 4.3.4 has been added to clarify that neighbourhood plans

The opening paragraphs of this second main section of the
Local Plan (headed Delivery Strategy) needs to address
some basic NPPF principles before getting into the detail of
policies.
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NPPF paragraph 184 states Neighbourhood plans must be
in general conformity with the strategic policies of the Local
Plan. To facilitate this, local planning authorities should set
out clearly their strategic policies for the area and ensure
that an up-to-date Local Plan is in place as quickly as
possible.
The 2010 RBKC Core Strategy (on which much of the new
Regulation 18 Plan remains based) did not attempt to
distinguish between strategic and non-strategic policies. Nor
did it need to at that time.
The 2015 Consolidated Local Plan added wording to
paragraph 29.1.3 of Chapter 29 stating Planning policies are
set out with a summary of the relevant evidence being
provided as reasoned justification for the policy that follows.
The policies are set in boxes. Each of the planning policies
starts with a strategic policy which stands in its own right (our
emphasis). Below this are the criteria of how the policy can
be complied with, but the list is not exhaustive and
addressing all the criteria may not necessarily indicate that a
proposal is in conformity with the strategic policy.
The issue of 'general conformity' featured at the public
hearing held by the independent examiner of the StQW
Neighbourhood Plan in September 2015. It was not clear
from the evidence of RBKC planning officers at the hearing
whether this wording had been added to the 2015 CLP in an
effort to take account of NPPF requirements on
neighbourhood planning. In any event, the examiner
concluded that for certain RBKC policies, variation of subsections of these policies was acceptable and that the StQW
Draft Plan met the basic condition of general conformity.
In the latest Regulation 18 Local Plan, the format of RBKC
policies has remained unchanged from the 2010 Core
Strategy. Their content is a mix of the strategic along with
detailed development management requirements. Additional
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set out the non-strategic policies that are used in determining planning
applications in their neighbourhood areas.
Para 29.1.2 of the Draft Local Plan sets out the relationship between
Neighbourhood Plans and the need to be in conformity with the
strategic policies of the Local Plan. Further clarity has been given to
what are the strategic policies in the Local Plan and what are the nonstrategic policies.
It is not appropriate to consider a further re-formatting of the Local Plan
policies due to this only being a Partial Review, affecting some but not
all of the policies.
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wording has also been added to the 20.1.3 extract above, in
order to make a more explicit link with neighbourhood
planning. This updated paragraph (now numbered 29.1.2)
now reads..
Each of the planning policies starts with a strategic policy
which stands in its own right. Below this are the criteria of
how the policy can be complied with, but the list is not
exhaustive and addressing all the criteria may not
necessarily indicate that a proposal is in conformity with the
strategic policy.
To meet the ‘basic condition’ of being in ‘general conformity’
with the strategic policies of the Local Plan, Neighbourhood
Plans should assume this approach – more information can
be found in National Planning Practice Guidance on
Neighbourhood Planning.
This resultant wording seems unclear and unsatisfactory.
The approach which any neighbourhood forum is asked to
assume appears to be one in which the Council will continue
to operate with extensively worded criteria based planning
policies, parts of which may or may not be strategic as the
Council chooses at any moment in time.
As a result it remains impossible for any neighbourhood
forum, or any examiner of a neighbourhood plan, to have
any clarity or certainty over the strategic/non-strategic
distinction. The Council is continuing to ignore the
requirement in NPPF paragraph 184.
A set of criteria set out in DCLG Planning Practice Guidance
(Paragraph: 076 Reference ID: 41-07620140306) provides
advice on How is a strategic policy determined? It is not
clear why the Council feels no need to apply this guidance?
These comments might be seen as making too much of the
minutiae of NPPF and PPG guidance. But this issue
presents a genuine obstacle for any future neighbourhood
forums in the Borough. Neighbourhood plans have become a
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more frequent subject for judicial review. The general
conformity test is a key part of the legislative framework for
neighbourhood planning, and hence the strategic/nonstrategic issue is important.
Should the Council decide to leave 29.1.2 as drafted, and no
modifications are made at EIP stage, it would seem that any
future neighbourhood forum in the Borough would be entitled
to follow the example of the StQW Neighbourhood Plan and
to draft neighbourhood-level policies that generally conform
with the opening paragraph(s) of any RBKC Local plan
Policy, as a strategic policy which stands in its own right.
It would make more sense if this position was made clear in
the new paragraph 29.1.2. The current wording places the
onus back on neighbourhood forums to proceed largely by
guesswork. This does not feel appropriate for a 2017 Local
Plan, at a time when general conformity issues have largely
been settled by decisions of the Courts2.
Other London local planning authorities which have prepared
recent Local Plans have addressed the issue of general
conformity with greater clarity. The Westminster City Plan is
a relatively short document which makes clear that it
contains strategic policies only. More detailed development
management policies are dealt with separately. Westminster
has 15 designated neighbourhood areas, now covering most
of the borough, and is recognised as a Borough supportive
of this part of the English planning system.
There have been three occasions to date when inspectors of
Draft Local Plans prepared by London Boroighs have looked
for references to NPPF principles on neighbourhood
planning. This has not happened consistently across the
eight inspection reports published on post NPPF Draft Local
Plans across London. But with two NPs at post referendum
stage, and the likelihood of more to follow in the life of the
new 2017 RBKC Local Plan, there is a greater likelihood of
an inspector picking up on this issue at EIP stage.
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The last of the four tests of 'soundness' required in a Local
Plan if for such plans to be Consistent with national policy –
the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable
development in accordance with the policies in the
Framework. If a Draft Local Plan makes insufficient
reference to NPPF principles on neighbourhood planning, in
its explanation of the component parts of the development
plan, can this said to be consistent with NPPF policies?
It would seem unwise for the Council to move forwards to a
Regulation 19 Local Plan without giving further consideration
to the points raised in this consultation response.
Kensington Society Comments on CT1
(Michael Bach)
Change
CT1(b) This was previously related to avoiding the loss of
on-street parking
CT1 (c) add “and those within PTAL 5 and 6 to be car
(parking) free”
CT1(d) change “require that” to “limit”
CT1(h) Construction traffic is a major cause of cyclist
fatalities – 55% of cyclist fatalities between 2008 and 2013
involved heavy goods vehicles, a disproportionate number of
these were construction vehicles. This needs to be
recognised here, it is not just a matter related to CTMPs for
basement developments (Para 34.3.71, last bullet and Policy
CL7(k)).
CT1(k) Transfer to CT2 and specify step-free access at
South Kensington which is programmed for 2022 (District
and Circle) and 2025 (Piccadilly)
Proposed new policy:
“Where off-street parking is lost, such as an integral garage
is converted to living space, the right to a residents’ parking
permit will be withdrawn.”
Off-street Parking for residential development:
Paragraph 32.3.5: This needs to be revised/updated as
committed to in 2010.
There seems to be a misunderstanding by developers on the
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Policy CT1 is not part of the scope of the Local Plan Partial Review as
it was reviewed as part of the Miscellaneous Matters Review which
was adopted in December 2014.
Chapter 30 Keeping Life Local is not part of the scope of the Local Plan
Partial Review.
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issue of off-street parking in residential developments. The
use of the word “require” suggests that it will be required,
whereas the message should be that this will be limited and
may, in some circumstances, be zero. This policy needs to
be a lot clearer, by changing the word “require” to “limit”.
This committed the Council to tightening up the policy on offstreet parking for residential developments. It promised to
revise the standards downwards during the lifetime of this
strategy. This should in particular be applied to highly
accessible locations (PTALs 5 or 6), areas of congestion,
parking stress and/or poor air quality.
Proposal: Amend par 32.3.5 by:
Deleting the second sentence
Amending third sentence/line 5: delete “encouraged” and
insert “will be required in areas with high public transport
accessibility (PTALs 5 and 6), high levels of congestion,
parking stress or poor air quality”

30. KEEPING LIFE LOCAL
This chapter needs to better reflect the "Promoting Healthy
Communities" section of the
NPPF (2012), especially paragraphs 69 and 70. (see extract
below)
Keeping life local should be more than just about "guarding
against the unnecessary
loss of valued facilities and services", it should also "plan
positively for the provision and
use of community facilities (such as local shops, meeting
places, sports venues, cultural
buildings, public houses and places of worship) and other
local services to enhance the
sustainability of communities and residential environments."
In addition, this chapter should reflect the additional powers
provided by the Localism
Act 2011, especially the powers to produce neighbourhood
plans and Assets of
Community Value – this is a significant change since 2010.
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Chapter 30 needs the following changes:
• Public houses, despite Policy CK2, need to be formally
recognised as a social and
community use.
Proposal: Add "public houses" to the list in paragraph 30.3.4
Add a new first sentence to paragraph 30.3.14A, replicating
the first sentence of
paragraph 30.3.7 of the Core Strategy (2010):
"Public houses are considered to be a social and community
use"
• Powers to produce neighbourhood plans
Proposal: Add new paragraph on neighbourhood plans
• Powers to designate Assets of Community Value and
Article 4 Directions should be
recognised as additional tools with which to safeguard
against the loss of valued
community facilities:
Proposal: Add a new paragraph after 30.3.13:
"The Council can also accept proposals from the community
to designate uses, such as
social and community uses, as assets of community value,
which provide community
organisations with option to buy the asset, and to issue an
Article 4 Direction to remove
permitted development rights for change of use, which might
be sought to circumvent
Policy CK2."
• Need for a policy to plan positively for neighbourhood
facilities:
This needs to link accessibility and walkable neighbourhoods
with forward planning for
social infrastructure as well as defining where and how CIL
money will be used to fill
gaps in the network of social infrastructure facilities.
Proposal: Add a new paragraph 30.3.20:
"The Council will undertake a regular survey of the needs of
local neighbourhoods for
additional social and community facilities within easy walking
distance to fill gaps in
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provision and will plan positively with key partners, such as
the West London Clinical
Commissioning Group, to find more appropriate locations for
the delivery of services
over the life of the Local Plan."
________________________________________________
___________
National Planning Policy Framework (Extract)
8. Promoting healthy communities
69. The planning system can play an important role in
facilitating social interaction and
creating healthy, inclusive communities. Local planning
authorities should create a shared vision with communities of
the residential
environment and facilities they wish to see. To support this,
local planning
authorities should aim to involve all sections of the
community in the
development of Local Plans and in planning decisions, and
should facilitate
neighbourhood planning. Planning policies and decisions, in
turn, should aim
to achieve places which promote:
● opportunities for meetings between members of the
community who
might not otherwise come into contact with each other,
including through
mixed-use developments, strong neighbourhood centres and
active street
frontages which bring together those who work, live and play
in the
vicinity;
● safe and accessible environments where crime and
disorder, and the fear
of crime, do not undermine quality of life or community
cohesion; and
● safe and accessible developments, containing clear and
legible pedestrian
routes, and high quality public space, which encourage the
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active and
continual use of public areas.
70. To deliver the social, recreational and cultural facilities
and services the
community needs, planning policies and decisions should:
● plan positively for the provision and use of shared space,
community
facilities (such as local shops, meeting places, sports
venues, cultural
buildings, public houses and places of worship) and other
local services to
enhance the sustainability of communities and residential
environments;
● guard against the unnecessary loss of valued facilities and
services,
particularly where this would reduce the community's ability
to meet its
day-to-day needs;
● ensure that established shops, facilities and services are
able to develop
and modernise in a way that is sustainable, and retained for
the benefit of
the community; and
● ensure an integrated approach to considering the location
of housing,
economic uses and community facilities and services.
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4. REGULATION 18 CONSULTATION
SUMMARIES
CHAPTER 1 SETTING THE SCENE
Question: Setting the Scene
Please provide your comments on the chapter and reference the specific paragraph
numbers

12 responses
There was no consensus. However, consultees raised the following key points:
 The Council should not blindly try to follow its housing target, with another consultee
concerned that the Local Plan was taking the wrong direction. There is an over emphasis
on the provision of housing at the expense of the provision of employment workspace,
improvement of public realm and the provision of social and community facilities.
 There is a need for the Local Plan to prioritise air quality and pedestrian safety over other
matters.
 Tall buildings should be restricted across the Borough.
 Concern that the document is too lengthy and process complicated.
 Need to amend the document to make clear the relationship between the Local Plan,
neighbourhood plans and the neighbourhood planning process.
Proposed changes
Add a section (paras 1.2.13/16) which considers neighbourhood plans and their status as
part of the Borough’s development plan.

CHAPTER 2 ISSUES AND PATTERNS: OUR SPATIAL PORTRAIT
Question: Issues and Patterns: Our Spatial Portrait
Please provide your comments on the chapter and reference the specific paragraph
numbers

14 responses
Again there is no consensus. Few of the comments related to the spatial portrait itself, rather
reflected what individual consultees considered to be the policy implications of the borough’s
characteristics. The following key points were raised:
 The chapter is too positive, over-emphasising the positive aspects of the Borough and
should mention a wider range of aspects including the nature of the built form, a falling













population, disparity in health, poverty, provision of social and community facilities and
the decline of our some of our shopping centres.
Silchester requires primary health facilities and the public space surrounding Silchester
should not be built upon.
There is a need for specific policies for South Kensington to reflect the unique set of issues
affecting that area.
There is support for flexibility in tenure patterns to better reflect the needs of existing and
future residents.
More needs to be done at London and local level to reduce air pollution, particularly in
terms of construction traffic.
There is an over emphasis on the provision of housing at the expense of the provision of
employment workspace, improvement of public realm and the provision of social and
community facilities.
The Local Plan needs to pay greater attention to what is happening outside the Borough.
In particular it must have greater regard to the impact of the development of the Old Oak
area (in LBHF) and the implications that it will have upon traffic within the Borough.
A need for a further section within the chapter to set out household size and occupancy,
to illustrate the low occupancy rates within some parts of the Borough.
Need to explore how the Local Plan could better ensure that its housing stock is
continually occupied.
Need to reference the Borough’s student population.
Need greater emphasis on making more effective use of housing sites, particularly
through optimising the number of units being provided.
Need to prioritise new bus, rail and underground routes, and to encourage a modal shift
from road to rail.

Proposed changes
Amendments to ensure that the Local Plan does not give the (unintended) impression that
the entire borough is successful. In particular:
 Added additional data concerning levels of childhood poverty (para 2.2.10),
unemployment (para 2.2.7) ill health in older age (2.2.13) and making further reference to
pollution levels and the widespread un-affordability of residential accommodation in much
of the Borough.
 Add a paragraph (2.2.41) to recognise that the borough does experience second and
empty homes.
 Add reference to para 2.2.1 that the Borough has seen a modest reduction in population.
 Add reference to para 2.2.27 to note that the building out of the Opportunity Areas outside
of the Borough is likely to increase competition for road space within the Borough.
 Add reference to para 2.3.1 to note that some parts of the Borough are “more successful”
than others.
 Add to bullet of 2.3.19 to be explicit that the Council is seeking to provide additional
business space across the borough.
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CHAPTER 3 BUILDING ON SUCCESS: OUR VISION AND
STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES
3.1 VISION
CV1 VISION FOR THE ROYAL BOROUGH: BUILDING ON SUCCESS
Question CV1(1)
Please provide your comments on the Vision CV1
Question CV1(2)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report
20 responses
Again there is no consensus, with the majority of comments being raised by just single
consultee. The following key comments were raised:














Need to make a specific reference to the contribution that the Institute of Cancer
Research has in delivering world class heath care.
There is a need to address the deficiency of local shopping facilities in South Kensington.
Support for the Council’s ambition to enhance the reputation of South Kensington as a
national and international destination. This should relate to the wider South Kensington
Cultural Area rather than the designated town centre itself.
There is some support for allowing a mix of uses within the Employment Zones. This
includes the introduction of residential uses as well as other non-business uses where
these support the function of the Employment Zones. However, this view is not
unanimous, with an equally strong view that such an approach is inconsistent with the
protected status of these areas. Others take the view that a more “liberal” approach be
taken and that a greater diversity of uses should be supported within the Employment
Zones.
There is the need for an action plan to allow creative business to prosper and to grow.
The Chelsea Society has suggested a new vision for the Borough, a Borough that is
“substantially the same as it is today with the same style and character, with the same
village atmosphere, and with rather less noise, dust and disruption caused by building
and demolition works”.
Sport England are “disappointed” that sport and leisure facilities do not appear to form a
prominent part of the Royal Borough’s vision.
Whilst the preference was for a Crossrail station in the Kensal area, the Council should
support a monorail or tram connection between Old Oak and Ladbroke Grove of this is
not forthcoming.
Support for the regeneration of the north of the Borough. This included support for the
commitment to build upon success of the Portobello Road as an area of national and
international importance. The Wornington Green development will also contribute to the
delivery of this vision.
LBHF objects to the provision of a Crossrail station in Chelsea. It states that, in its view,
a station at Imperial Wharf would be more suitable. It continues to make this case to TfL.
As such the Borough should recognise that the Crossrail 2 route has yet to have been
finalised, and the strategic objectives and visions should be phrased accordingly.
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There is a need to clarify the structure of the Local Plan and the function of the policies
within it. The Local Plan must be clear as to which parts are statements of intent, which
can directly guide decision making and which are strategic in nature. To this end the
Council should use the term “strategic priorities” rather than “strategic objectives”. This is
important for an effective neighbourhood planning process, one which works as the
Government intends. Under this process neighbourhood plan policies should take
precedence over existing non-strategic polices in the Local Plan.
Clarification is sought as to the time scale of the Local Plan.
The Local Plan is accused of being self-satisfied and painting an overly optimistic picture.
There is some confusion as to the timescale of the vision, as it would appear to differ
from the stated lifetime of the plan.

Proposed changes




Amend vision to make it clear that the Council seeks to protect and enhance business
uses across the borough. In addition this will be across the Borough and not just within
the Employment Zone.
Remove reference to “eyesores” within the vision.
Confirm that the vision relates to the end of the plan period, 2028.

3.2 STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES
CO1 KEEPING LIFE LOCAL
Question CO1(1)
Please provide your comments on the Strategic Objective CO1
Question CO1(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
Question CO1(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report
6 responses







Support for the ambition to maintain a mix of social and community uses – as these are
the uses greatly valued by the borough’s residents.
Need to ensure that the need of residents are not overlooked.
There is a desire among residents for the provision of neighbourhood shops rather than
international retailers.
The Lots Village area is lacking in community facilities and requires a new neighbourhood
centre.
The Council does not have an adequate evidence base to demonstrate that the
Borough’s social and community needs are being met in full.
There is a need to raise the Borough’s population, primarily by tackling empty homes.
This will help support our shopping and cultural attractions, uses which are largely
patronised by visitors, rather than by our residents.
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An over provision of hotels in Notting Hill Gate will increase the area’s transient
population, reducing the residential amenity of the area.

Proposed changes
No change
CO2 FOSTERING VITALITY
Question CO2(1)
Please provide your comments on the Strategic Objective CO2
Question CO2(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
Question CO2(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report
6 responses





Support for the ambition to maintain the diversity of uses across the Borough. This should
include support for a diverse mix of retail uses.
Reference should be made to the pressure within South Kensington from non-A1 A class
uses.
The Local Plan should show how the shortfall in business and creative and cultural uses
will be addressed.
Support for the strategic commitment to support cultural and creative uses.

Proposed changes
No change
CO3 BETTER TRAVEL CHOICES
Question CO3(1)
Please provide your comments on the Strategic Objective CO3
Question CO3(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
Question CO3(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report
8 responses


Welcome objective to improve walking and cycling. One consultee considered that more
needed to be done to encourage cycling further.
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Need to improve air quality through traffic reduction and keeping high polluting vehicles
off the Borough’s roads.
Reduction of lorry movements will improve air quality, and also improve pedestrian safety.
The Local Plan should not stigmatise car ownership.
Need for greater flexibility in terms of provision of car parking for new developments.
There may be some areas where some provision for car parking remains essential.
The Local Plan should recognise that the Council needs to work with transport operators
to develop new, and strengthen existing services.

Proposed changes
No change

CO4 AN ENGAGING PUBLIC REALM
Question CO4(1)
Please provide your comments on the Strategic Objective CO4
Question CO4(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
Question CO4(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report
7 responses







Support for continuing investment in the public realm.
A number of the South Kensington institutions support investment in the public realm in
South Kensington and the contribution that it has had, and can continue to have, upon
the sense of place of the South Kensington Cultural Area.
Care to be taken in improving the “design and contents of the airspace over the West
London Line” and the Earl’s Court Exhibition Centre.
The Lillie Road Canal Bridge should be Listed or designated as a Scheduled Ancient
Monument.
The Local Plan should make reference to the Council working with others in taking
opportunities to improve the public realm.
Reference should be made of the Kensington Society’s long-term program of driving up
the quality of the Borough’s streetscape.

Proposed changes
No change
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CO5 RENEWING THE LEGACY
Question CO5(1)
Please provide your comments on the Strategic Objective CO5
Question CO5(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
Question CO5(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report
7 responses






Strongly welcome this objective.
Need to insist upon high quality design.
No building higher than five or six storeys should be permitted.
Clarity sought as the meaning for support for the creation of “conservation areas of the
future.”
An “Urban Heritage Corridor” should be designated in the Old Brompton Road-Lillie Road
corridor to ensure the continuing cohesion of this area.

Proposed changes
No change
CO6 DIVERSITY OF HOUSING
Question CO6(1)
Please provide your comments on the Strategic Objective CO6
Question CO6(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
Question CO6(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report
6 responses




Need to maintain, and to increase the amount of social housing and sheltered
accommodation across the Borough.
Support for objective to boost housing supply within the Borough.
Need to make the most effective use of the limited number of housing sites within the
Borough if we are to meet the housing needs of the Borough’s residents.

Proposed changes
No change
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CO7 RESPECTING ENVIRONMENTAL LIMITS
Question CO7(1)
Please provide your comments on the Strategic Objective CO7
Question CO7(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific
paragraph numbers
Question CO7(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report
4 responses




Improvement of air quality needs to be one of the Council’s top priorities.
A more determined traffic management and enforcement regime required.
A need to further reduce vehicle emissions

Proposed changes
No change

CHAPTER 4 DELIVERING SUCCESS: OUR SPATIAL STRATEGY
4.2 BROAD QUANTA OF DEVELOPMENT
CP1 CORE POLICY: QUANTA OF DEVELOPMENT
Question CP1(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CP1
Question CP1(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
Question CP1(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report
15 responses




One consultee considered that the housing provision target is too high as will lead to an
unacceptable level of densification across the Borough.
However, others supported the recognition that new housing was needed, with one noting
that the housing target should be referred to as a “minima”. Such an approach would be
necessary if the Borough is to “significantly boost the supply of housing.”
The Council’s strategy for delivery of housing is not flexible, and too heavily reliant on the
delivery of strategically allocated sites. The role of windfall sites should be better
recognised.
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Support for the delivery of additional office floorspace across the Borough but a question
whether it will be possible to see the provision of the additional 93,000 sq m of B class
floorspace required.
The Broad Quanta of development is too ambitious, as there is not enough land to meet
all the objectives. Too much emphasis is given to the delivery of housing.
The is a disconnect between the Council’s ambitions, in terms of creation of new uses,
and the allocation of available space to achieve these objectives.
Need to refer to the sporting need and requirements of the Borough’s residents.
Recognition that a Crossrail station within Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area will unlock
considerable development potential.
Contribution of high quality estate regeneration is welcomed. Such redevelopment should
be guided by detailed master planning.
Welcome Local Plan’s support for a new station at Westway Circus.
Capacity of Borough to deliver new housing needs to be consistent with maintaining the
quality and the character if the Borough’s heritage.

Proposed changes
No change

4.5 PLACE SHAPING
Question CP2(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CP2
16 responses













Request places map changed to show South Kensington and Knightsbridge touching
Regenerating and enhancing spatial themes should be subject to the spatial theme
upholding residential quality
Opposition to mansion blocks being the preferred architectural form for estate
regeneration
Need to define significant buildings
Local Plan policies map needs to show conservation areas, Archaeological Priority Areas
and registered parks and gardens.
Request for Thames riverside and the Chelsea cultural corridor to be ‘places’
The following comments were made by the StQWNF on the places section in general.
Concern that the Westway Place has been deleted and divided between the Latimer and
the Portobello Places.
Clarity is required as to the status of the Westway SPD.
Clarity is required to ensure that the Place Chapters do not encroach on the function of
Neighbourhood Plans.
Need to be explicit that the Strategic Site Allocations are the only “strategic” part of the
policy and that all remaining parts of the “policy box” should be deemed non-strategic for
the purposes of any neighbourhood plan that may emerge for the Place in question.
Need for the introduction to the Places chapter to make it clear that polices included in
any adopted neighbourhood plans will take precedence than the policy principles and
priorities in these chapters.
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Need to emphasise the role and status that Neighbourhood Plans have in the decision
making process.
Concern that the Council is weakening its position on tall buildings, be these “very tall
buildings” or what the Council considers to be a mansion block. Development must be
of a human scale.
Concern was raised as to the impact that the development within the Old Oak Opportunity
Area may have upon this Borough. It must be better reflected within the Local Plan.

Proposed changes














Change places map
Do not make residential quality the paramount theme
Amend text to make it clear this does not necessarily mean more tower blocks
Do not define significant buildings they are not necessarily heritage buildings
Include Registered Parks and Gardens on the Proposals Map
Not appropriate for Thames riverside and Chelsea cultural corridor to be ‘places’
The Westway is best considered as part of Portobello and Latimer
The status of the Westway SPD is no different to any other SPD
New bullet point 4.3.4 to explain the role that neighbourhood plans have in place shaping.
Paragraph 4.6.2 amended to clarify that whole of each Site Allocation policy is considered
strategic in relation to neighbourhood plans
It is not necessary to refer to the precedence of neighbourhood plans
Building height policies are not being reviewed
It is not possible for this plan to comment on the emerging plans of another authority

CHAPTER 5 KENSAL
KENSAL PLACE
CV5 VISION FOR KENSAL
Question CV5(1):
Please provide your comments on Vision CV5
11 responses







Vision for Kensal needs to be ambitious, yet fully deliverable.
The realisation of the Council’s full vision for Kensal is predicated on a Crossrail station
and release of the North Pole depot which is within the borough from operational rail use.
The Council should confirm whether North Pole Deport will be released.
Some Kensal landowners have reservations about the need for and viability of a new
bridge crossing the railway, which is a significant part of the vision for Kensal Place and
Site Allocation.
Include the aspiration for the canal and its southern towpath to be a designated
conservation area.
Kensal Green Cemetery is one of the most significant heritage assets in the borough and
should be referenced as such.
Development in Kensal Employment Zone must provide units that are appropriate to
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match local need.
Proposed changes






Not considered necessary to reference release of North Pole depot in Vision
Remove explicit reference to bridge crossing from Vision, preserve aspiration for new
links and connections
No addition of potential designation of canal as a conservation area
Include more accurate reflection of Kensal Green Cemetery’s heritage significance
Change to employment zone text

Question CV5(2):
Please provide your comments on the supporting text for the Kensal ‘Place’
15 responses


Conflicting views over whether additional road and rail infrastructure is necessary for the
site to be developed.
The chapter and regeneration ambitions within in rely on the Crossrail Station coming
forward. Alternative strategies should be addressed.
Suggestion to include extended introduction providing further context to the chapter
Include reference to Old Oak Common’s impact on Kensal, including pressures on
schools and health facilities.
There are no objectives or actions that respond to the cemetery’s historic interest.
Add some text making it clearer that affordable housing will be delivered in the Kensal
Place and that is a key goal for the place.
Support reopening of dock and additional canal boat moorings, both residential and for
business.
Concern about building heights and impact on canal due to overshadowing. This could
affect biodiversity, solar power for existing canal boat dwellers
Inclusion of potential use of canal as surface water drainage
Would like to see a ‘Canal Policy’ developed which takes account of the needs of the
boating community











Proposed changes





.

Retain aspiration to provide bridge crossing
Include reference to needs of the boating community
Include new priority explicitly referencing the delivery of new housing
Include reference to Kensal Green Cemetery, its significance and importance of
preserving its setting in Principles and Priorities
Include references to improving air quality
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CA1 KENSAL CANALSIDE OPPORTUNITY AREA
Question CA1(1):
Please provide your comments on Policy CA1
12 responses


Include better reference to the preservation of heritage assets and canal setting. Nothing
in policy CA1 referring to the historic environment, which would be expected, given the
very high significance and the proportionate response promoted by the NPPF.
To include preservation of industrial heritage including such features as the gasholders
and the existing canal basins
Must consider impacts on canal and boat dwellers. There should not be uses along the
canal which conflict with residential moorings
Impact of building heights on the canal in terms of daylight and sunlight, as well as wind
No new development should encroach upon the existing towpath
Ensure provision of affordable housing
Potential for use of canal water for heating and cooling
The emerging Policy CA1 should establish overarching development principles including
an optimum level of density and infrastructure requirement to enable each land parcel on
the site to be delivered without reliance on one another, or on critical pieces of
infrastructure such as the proposed Crossrail station or road bridge.
Policy CA1 should be amended, so that it is more flexible and less prescriptive.











Proposed changes




Include clause to provide suitable setting for the designated heritage assets
Replace reference to CCHP with ‘on-site renewable energy sources’ as per
recommendation by Environmental Quality Team.
No change to make more policy flexible. Policy requirements and level of detail
considered to be appropriate.

Question CA1(2):
Please provide your comments on the site context text and site information table.
5 responses


It should be recognised that some development could come forward should the Crossrail
station and bridge crossing not materialise.
Proposed changes



Add text to Site Constraints regarding Flood Risk Assessments.
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CA2 BARLBY-TREVERTON
Question CA2(1):
Please provide your comments on Policy CA2
3 responses


Council intention to deliver improved community services as part of the allocation is
welcomed, including replacement green space and play facilities.
School expansion and SEN unit supported.
Redevelopment should provide additional affordable housing on site, over and above
replacement of existing.




Proposed changes


No change to policy

Question CA2(2):
Please provide your comments on the site context text and site information table.
1 response


The site allocation represents an opportunity to improve and reconfigure health services
within the local area. The Council could recognise this and consider how the site could
be utilised for the delivery of both improved public services and much needed new
homes, especially should St Charles Hospital site be rationalised in the longer term.
Flood risk issues



Proposed changes



No change to site allocation. It does not preclude health provision on the site, the
response does not provide sufficient detail to include specific requirement.
Add text to Site Constraints regarding Flood Risk Assessments.

CHAPTER 6 GOLBORNE
GOLBORNE PLACE
CV6 VISION FOR GOLBORNE
Question CV6(1):
Please provide your comments on Vision CV6
2 responses


Look wider in the vision: include reference to impact of major development at Kensal and
Crossrail station; the canal and it’s reach to Paddington Basin, and links to Old Oak.
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View supported that Wornington Green will play an important part in transforming
Golborne.
Proposed changes



Refer to links to, and impacts of, future development in the wider area.
Changes to better reflect character of the area

Question CV6(2):
Please provide your comments on the supporting text for the Golborne ‘Place’
8 responses




Could include reference to Crossrail and its potential benefits to the area
Include changing character to Golborne Road as desination in its own right
The (re) opening of an additional access to Westbourne Grove Underground Station
would encourage this aim and should be supported.
Permeability must also take in to consideration issues such as traffic calming in any
changes to develop permeability.
The canal side must continue to be a public amenity. Ensure public access to the canal
is maintained along its length through Golborne and Kensal.
Support for the encouragement of activity in Golborne Road to extend northwards over
the railway lines.
The particulates and air quality continue to impact seriously on the health and quality of
life for all residents. This must become a key feature or any future planning
developments.
Kensington and Chelsea College must continue to be a further education and college
which meets the needs of Golborne
Replace reference to Venture Centre with ‘community facility’








Proposed changes






Inclusion of reference to air quality improvements in Principles and Priorities
Inclusion of support for the continued use of Kensington and Chelsea College
Add text regarding Golborne Road becoming destination in its own right
Add text regarding Grand Union Canal and links to wider area
Replace specific reference to the Venture Centre with ‘community facility’ as that is
what is stated in the s106 agreement.

ns.
CA3 WORNINGTON GREEN
Question CA3(1):
Please provide your comments on Policy CA3
3 responses


Change specific reference of Venture Centre to ‘community facility’ as this has not been
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confirmed. The reprovision of The Venture Centre in to the community space planned as
part of the Wornington Green development; part of the replacement of ground given to
Catalyst as part of their programme of construction. This must also provide for the same
external space as currently exists – and a commitment to reprovide the Adventure
Playground should also be a commitment in this plan
There should be no loss of existing community facilities



Proposed changes


Replace specific reference to the Venture Centre with ‘community facility’ as that is
what is stated in the s106 agreement.

Question CA3(2):
Please provide your comments on the site context text and site information table.
1 responses



Alterations to timescales and phasing to reflect current position.
Change specific reference of Venture Centre to ‘community facility’ as this has not been
confirmed.
Proposed changes



Update information as per recommendations
Replace specific reference to the Venture Centre with ‘community facility’ as that is
what is stated in the s106 agreement.
pters be retained or removed? Please give reasons.
CA4 LAND ADJACENT TO TRELLICK TOWER
Question CA4(1):
Please provide your comments on Policy CA4
2 responses


Respondents are concerned that the reference to improved health provision has been
removed from the policy.
New development needs to reprovide existing publicly available open space and local
community facilities.



Proposed changes


Maintain the deletion of health provision in the policy. We have been advised that there
is potential for a consolidated healthcare facility in Trellick Tower (not part of the site
allocation). There was a Council motion to this effect on 19 October 2016. The SPD
states that the Council will require improvements to social and community uses as a
result of any new development including additional health or leisure facilities within the
area to meet local need.
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CHAPTER 7 LATIMER
LATIMER PLACE
CV7 VISION FOR LATIMER
Question CV7(1):
Please provide your comments on Vision CV7
23 responses (of which 15 were duplicates)


"Latimer will have been regenerated…." This is a presumptuous statement and assumes
that the fate of Silchester has already been sealed with wholesale redevelopment. This
is contrary to the Council's claims that no decision has yet been made whether to improve
or regenerate. Replace with 'improved'.
The vision for Latimer would make no difference to the lives of the existing residents. The
neighbourhood shopping lacks primary healthcare providers and a post office.
Existing tenants are concerned that in the wording 'guaranteeing all existing tenants the
opportunity of a new home' has been removed and want some assurance within the plan
that residents are able to return.
Reference should be made here to aspiration for a West London Line station at Westway
Circus as well as better public transport provision.
Include emphasis on affordable housing and employment opportunities.
Reference existing character of the area
Include more explicit support for pedestrian subway
The introduction to the Places section of the Plan should make clear that there is a further
StQW 'Place' north of Latimer for which a neighbourhood plan is in use.
Include aspiration to improve air quality due to proximity of Westway










Proposed changes1












Replace ‘regenerated’ with ‘improved’
We support the provision of an additional station on the West London Line adjacent to
the borough boundary either at Westway Circus or North Pole Road. The West London
Line is in LBHF and this is not stated as a key priority in its Local Plan. We propose
including it in the Principles section, rather than the Vision.
Remove ‘adaptable space’ from Vision – ambiguous as to what this means.
Inclusion of reference to air quality improvements in Principles and Priorities
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.
Affordable housing referenced in supporting text
Include better reflection of existing character of area
Addition of text to support delivery of pedestrian bridge and subway in 7.4
Addition of reference to neighbourhood planning and its contribution to place shaping
in Chapter 4.
Text added to encourage initiatives to improve air quality in this area.ve reasons.
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Question CV7(2):
Please provide your comments on the supporting text for the Latimer ‘Place’
22 responses (of which 17 were duplicates)


Delete 'Re-instate a traditional street pattern'. Can only be achieved by demolition so is
a prejudicial statement.
The introduction to the Places section of the Plan needs to make clear that there is a
further StQW 'Place' north of Latimer for which a neighbourhood plan is in use.
Connectivity to the west the biggest issue. Strengthen reference to improved links across
the West London Line. The first 'Priority' should be to get the underpass constructed
rather than to improve the area round its entrance.
Add a new priority, to provide a new station on the West London Line at Westway Circus.
Negative portrayal of existing estates, which are well liked and appreciated by the people
that live there.
Nervousness that existing green public open spaces will be removed and not replaced
as part of any new development.
Air quality an issue in this area due to the proximity of the Westway.








Proposed changes






Replace ‘re-instate traditional street pattern’ as this implies predetermination of
wholesale redevelopment. Replace instead with a Principle which aspire that any
development in the area contributes to good connectivity, accessibility and legibility.
Include reference to supporting aspiration of Westway Circus Station
Neighbourhood Planning and its importance in placemaking to be introduced in a new
paragraph in Chapter 4.
Remove reference to a ‘sense of isolation in the area’ as part of Context.
Inclusion of stronger emphasis on improving links to the west.

CA5 SILCHESTER ESTATES
Question CA5(1):
Please provide your comments on Policy CA5
20 responses (of which 15 were duplicates)







b. Delete 'other stakeholders' and replace with 'existing local residents'
c. Change to 'an increase in the amount of social rented floor space (both Council and
other landlords) and number of social homes will be provided'. This should be within the
defined site.
d. Remove 'include reinstating a more traditional street pattern’. Street pattern is a design
element that should not be locked into planning policy. This will restrict options to only
one thing: wholesale regeneration. It will not provide connectivity to the west, as this is
cut off by infrastructures such as the Westway and West Cross route that can't be altered.
e. The social rented floor space should be increased if the Council plans to rehouse
families on their waiting list.
f. change to 'reprovision of existing public open space'.
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h. 'supporting community facilities' is weak. It should instead refer to 'retaining and
improving existing community facilities, and providing all additional infrastructure required
to meet the needs of a much larger resident population'.
The policy allocates to the site up to 1,400 residential units and gives the area of the site
as 6.3 hectares, but does not draw out the relationship between these two figures, in
terms of housing density and likely resultant building heights.
The site allocation does not include the Westway Trust land. The Trust believes the
current proposals do not properly realise the potential for community benefit or value of
the Trust land and would therefore like the boundary of the allocation to be extended to
reflect the detailed option appraisals which are now being further explored by the Council.




Proposed changes






Inclusion of ‘existing residents’ as a stakeholder group.
Remove reference to ‘re-instating a traditional street pattern’
No amendments to the site allocation boundary to include Westway Trust land. the
Council will work with other landowners to develop a comprehensive masterplan if
redevelopment is the preferred option.
Stronger emphasis on providing community facilities
Draft Policy CH5: Estate Renewal / Regeneration seeks to provide the maximum
reasonable amount of affordable housing.

Question CA5(2):
Please provide your comments on the site context text and site information table.
18 responses (of which 15 were duplicates)


Add stronger reference to improving links to the west and provision of a new station at
Westway Circus.
7.7.3 Delete 'but lacks a clearly defined neighbourhood centre'. Insert 'Local shops serve
residents well, but there is a lack of primary healthcare facilities and a post office'.
'Risks' must acknowledge that the neighbourhood will be blighted if it is packaged up and
sold to buyers with no interest in the community.
Include reputational risk to RBKC through use of CPOs including for a charity, a church,
community facilities, an arts centre and individual leaseholders and freeholders.
Delete: ‘in order to make this part of the borough more attractive’ as unnecessarily
subjective






Proposed changes




Reference to support for a Westway Circus Station included in Principles and Priorities
for the Latimer place. Not considered appropriate to mention in the CA5 policy as the
West London line is in Hammersmith & Fulham.
Delete ‘in order to make this part of the borough more attractive’
Include text: ‘including primary healthcare facilities and a post office’
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CHAPTER 8 EARL’S COURT
EARL’S COURT PLACE
CV8 EARL’S COURT
Question CV8(1):
Please provide your comments on Vision CV8
7 responses


A new cultural offer is of utmost importance to this area. Include reference in vision to
attracting international visitors.
Include increased emphasis on pedestrian priority in relation to West Cromwell and
Warwick Road.
The 'Green A4 corridor' West Cromwell Road was one of the Mayor of London's 100
Public Spaces 2007; this aspiration should be resurrected in the vision.




Proposed changes



No inclusion of reference in vision to attracting international visitors. The vision and key
objectives of the SPD refer to a ‘significant cultural facility’.
Include reference to West Cromwell Road improvements in vision. retained or
removed? Please give reasons.

Question CV8(2):
Please provide your comments on the supporting text for the Earl’s Court ‘Place’
7 responses



Better consideration of diversity and nature of new open space required.
Public transport will be affected by large scale new developments. Measures need to be
taken to mitigate this including increased provision and major reconnections
Suggestion to encourage a BID as part of the priorities, including Crown Post Office.
Ensure reference to a cultural facility specifies of national and international significance
Add stipulation that the replacement cultural facility generates a certain footfall per annum
Some respondents do not support any proposals that would lead to the use of Eardley
Crescent or Kempsford Gardens by football supporters.
Develop new identity with stakeholders - New Kensington suggested.
There should be 'Cycle link' between Olympia and West Brompton
The area along Warwick Road is prone to sewer flooding, The Council should advocate
'green roofs', 'green walls', as well as 'grey-water' recycling and SUDs.
Include reference to the aspiration for a new connection/public space above the District
Line tracks at Earls’ Court Station, at Warwick Road.










Proposed changes



Include reference to improved north-south cycling route in Priorities in 3rd bullet point.
No inclusion of reference to a BID – this is for local businesses to take forward.
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No inclusion in Priorities of reference to a cultural destination of ‘national and
international significance’. The vision and key objectives of the SPD refer to a
‘significant cultural facility’.
 Include reference to Warwick Road pedestrian improvements
 With reference to opportunity to deck over the tracks at Earl’s Court Station, it is not
known whether the delivery of such a scheme is feasible. Insert “and its setting” after
“Station” to cover this point
 Include investigation of opportunity to develop an improvement plan for Cromwell Road
Should the Place chapters be retained or removed? Please give reasons.
CA6 EARL’S COURT EXHIBITION CENTRE
Question CA6(1):
Please provide your comments on Policy CA6
7 responses


Ask that the Council pursues new direct rail services to south and south-east London and
better connections at Old Oak Common
Encourage modal shift from the Earl’s Court One-Way System by opening up a new set
of rail options for residents and employers in the Royal Borough, especially on the full
length of its western edge
Some respondents would like the policy to be framed to require a significant cultural
facility attracting large numbers of visitors. Others have expressed nervousness about a
new facility attracting large numbers of visitors.
a. Specify types of housing required: social affordable, affordable rent and shared
ownership, as in the original SPD, plus affordable older resident independent living units
p. Include reference to reinstating the direct services to Gatwick Airport






Proposed changes



Maintain reference to a ‘significant cultural facility’ in clause (d).
Remove reference to CCHP, replace with ‘on-site renewable energy sources’ as per
recommendation by Environmental Quality Team.
 The Council would welcome new train services providing direct connections between
West London line stations and Gatwick Airport and other destinations, however
lobbying for such services is not a priority for the Council. Our focus is on ensuring
sufficient capacity of the West London Line rather than seeking new destinations in the
South East.
ould the Place chapters be retained or removed? Please give reasons.
Question CA6(2):
Please provide your comments on the site context text and site information table.
No written responses
Proposed changes
Add Site Constraint section to include Flood Risk Assessment information
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CA7 WARWICK ROAD SITES
Question CA7(1):
Please provide your comments on Policy CA7
6 responses


The sites in Policies CA7 and CA8 lie on either side of Warwick Road. They are included
in Chapter 12 Earls Court although they are remote from the village core of Earls Court
which has a very distinct character.
Include requirement for a swimming pool with public access (100/100A West Cromwell
Road)
One response suggests revising the site capacity for 100/100A West Cromwell Road,
increasing the allocation from 450 units to 650 residential units due to its well-connected,
strategic location.
The residential unit allocations for the Former Empress Telephone Exchange and
Territorial Army sites are exact – consider revising this to provide minimum or maximum
unit numbers.
c. Add: 'public swimming pool'






Proposed changes


Retain allocations for Warwick Road Sites and Warwick Road Estate within Chapter
12. It is recognised that they have a different character from Earl’s Court Village core,
though for the purposes of the allocations, it is considered that this chapter is
appropriate and does not intent to take anything away from the identity of Earl’s Court
as a place. Local issues such as improvements to West Cromwell Road and Warwick
Road and north-south links are relevant to these sites.
 Inclusion of reference to a ‘public’ swimming pool as part of CA7h
 Retain the allocation CA7a(iv) ‘a minimum of 450 residential units’. This is a minimum
figure. A greater quantum of development could be tested against other relevant
policies and site constraints as part of a subsequent planning application.
Should the Place chapters be retained or removed? Please give reasons.
Question CA7(2):
Please provide your comments on the site context text and site information table.
No written responses
Proposed changes


Updates, and Site Constraint section to include Flood Risk Assessment information

CA8 WARWICK ROAD ESTATE
Question CA8(1):
Please provide your comments on Policy CA8
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2 responses


Under (e) there is only reference to the reprovision of existing social rented floor space.
Policy CH5 Estate Renewal also has provisions for requiring the maximum reasonable
amount of affordable housing and guarantees that existing social rented tenants have
certain rights. Respondents consider that the tone should be reflected here.
RBKC issued a brief for the site in September 2016 which includes a statement of the
client objectives. While respondents recognise that these are not firm commitments they
do represent objectives just as CO5 is an objective of the Local Plan and it is considered
should be referred to.



Proposed changes


Inclusion of further Principles as part of Policy CA8 to reference some of the objectives
of the site brief.
retained or removed? Please give reasons.

Question CA8(2):
Please provide your comments on the site context text and site information table.
2 responses


There is no reference to the terrace of small commercial units on the north side of
Pembroke road which include a café, and other units which some respondents consider
have the potential to provide the core of a local shopping centre.
Proposed changes


Add reference to terrace of small commercial units on Pembroke Road in Site Context.
This is considered to complement Para 8.9.4 which includes the potential aspiration for
new shops and businesses on Pembroke Road.
Should the Place chapters be retained or removed? Please give reasons.

CHAPTER 9 LOTS ROAD/WORLD’S END
LOTS ROAD AND WORLD’S END PLACE
CV9 VISION FOR LOTS ROAD/WORLD’S END
Question CV9(1):
Please provide your comments on Vision CV9
10 responses



There should be a greater emphasis on the importance of the employment zone and a
desire to seek an expansion and enhancement.
The vision should not emphasize isolation. The area is well connected and any future
connections between Lots Road and Fulham would only be beneficial to those across the
border in H&F.
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Proposed changes




Remove references to the area’s isolation in the vision.
Change references to ‘better’ pedestrian crossing to ‘safer’
Seek an enhancement of the employment zone.

Question CV9(2):
Please provide your comments on the supporting text for the Lots Road and World’s End
‘Place’
6 responses



Aspirations for better pedestrian links should be amended to make them safer.
A statement that the area needs to be settle after major development should be included
in the chapter.
A principle to enhance and expand the Lots Road employment zone should be included
rather than simply supporting its role.
Cremorne Gardens should be extended to cover the site occupied by an advertising
hoarding.
Delete references to removal of safe guarded status of the Cremorne Wharf.
Reference to light industrial should be removed as there are none of these uses within
the place.
The interchange between the West London line and the Crossrail 2 station should still be
considered.
Council should be more specific on how it will work with TfL on bringing the one way
system to two way working.
The 40% of affordable homes in LRPS will increase this imbalance given the high
concentration of social housing in the Lots Road place.
The chapter should be more specific about how “maximizing the benefits of the area's
riverside location" will be achieved










Proposed changes






Minor re-wording of introduction text.
Amend references to light industry to businesses uses
Include reference to Stamford Bridge development.
Include additional text on air quality
Amend text to be clearer about to maximise the benefits of the River Thames.
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CA9 LOTS ROAD POWER STATION
Question CA9(1):
Please provide your comments on Policy CA9
4 responses



Be clearer about the status of this allocation.
Include flooding constraints to the allocation
Proposed changes





Amend the text to make clear that this is a site allocation.
Amend the quantum of development to reflect the latest planning permission.
Include additional constraints relating to flood as raised by Environment Agency S
Include a figure in terms of significant uplift in employment floorspace chapters be
retained or removed? Please give reasons.

Question CA9(2):
Please provide your comments on the site context text and site information table.
4 responses


See above
Proposed changes





Amend the text to make clear that this is a site allocation.
Amend the quantum of development to reflect the latest planning permission.
Include additional constraints relating to flood as raised by Environment Agency
Include a figure in terms of significant uplift in employment floorspace chapters Should
t

CA10 SITE AT LOTS ROAD
Question CA10(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CA10
6 responses





An undeveloped buffer of at least 10m will be required between the defences and any
development on this site.
This allocation is at odds with the purpose of the employment zone and the vision for the
place and should be employment rather than residential led.
More detail is required on the numbers of residential units and extra care units.
To date very little information, let alone details, about this project have been provided.
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Proposed changes


Delete references to residential units and apply a minimum figure of 55 extra care unit,
which is the need identified as a result of the closure of Thamesbrook nursing home.
 Add a further principle to ‘protect the auction house use’
 Include additional constraints relating to flood as raised by Environment Agency.
removed? Please give reasons.
Question CA10(2):
Please provide your comments on the site context text and site information table.
2 responses


This allocation is at odds with the purpose of the employment zone and the vision for the
place and should be employment rather than residential led.
Proposed changes


Delete references to residential units and apply a minimum figure of 55 extra care unit,
which is the need identified as a result of the closure of Thamesbrook nursing home.
 Add a further principle to ‘protect the auction house use’
 Include additional constraints relating to flood as raised by Environment Agency.
removed? Please give reasons.

CHAPTER 10 PORTOBELLO ROAD / NOTTING HILL GATE
PORTOBELLO/NOTTING HILL GATE PLACE
CV10 VISION FOR PORTOBELLO ROAD/NOTTING HILL GATE
Question CV10(1)
Please provide your comments on Vision CV10.
3 responses
Notting Hill Gate
 Re-written vision for Notting Hill Gate
Portobello Road
 2 versions of rewritten visions for Portobello
 Request CV10 be rewritten to acknowledge the role the area will perform in meeting the
development needs of the area including the development of sites such as the existing
Tesco Metro Supermarket (Tesco)
Proposed changes
 Visions for Portobello and Notting Hill Gate have been rewritten
 Unclear how Tesco wish to see this rewritten so no recommendation
Should the Place chapters be retained or removed? Please give reasons.
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Question CV10(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text for the Portobello/Notting Hill Gate
‘Place’ and reference the specific paragraph numbers
20 responses


General divide chapter into two Portobello and Notting Hill Gate



Notting Hill Gate
o Newcombe House
 Need for a height limitation in Notting Hill Gate and comments against the
application for Newcombe House and the need to protect the townscape
 Refurbish rather than redevelop Newcombe House
 Concern about reducing the width of the pavement outside Newcombe
House
 Claims that Newcombe House is an eyesore
 Support for delivery of a public square at Newcombe House
o No mention of providing social housing, protecting offices or serving the needs of
local people
o Lack of focus on need to repair the fabric of Notting Hill Gate and create a wow
factor, should be a stronger focus on the public benefits of regeneration
o Not adequately reflecting the Notting Hill Gate SPD
o Concern about refurbishment or redevelopment incorporating unnecessary car
parking
o Concern about too many coffee bars and fast food joints.
o Desire for more support for other things the community values – pubs, Baptist
Church
o Provision of toilet facilities and disabled access
o Concern that the NHS surgery should be provided
o Need for a good range of shops and facilities for local people
o Mention retaining Farmer’s Market
Portobello Road –
o Street Market
 Oversize market stalls obstruct potential customers, illicit street trading and
buskers
 Lack of market storage
 Introduce all day trading on Thursdays
 More detail on role of Markets Development Officer
 Provide additional parking for street traders
 The Council unlawfully extract £250k pa from the traders and as
compensation a Markets Manager attempts to promote the market and
attract shoppers, fails to ensure PGMC has access to their funds and tried
to shut down the MGMC
 Importance of traditional markets, decline of traditional fruit and vegetable
stalls
o Westway
 Land under the Westway is owned by TfL
 Make more mention of the Westway SPD
 Toxic fumes from Westway
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Ensure the Westway Trust’s redevelopment is acceptable to residents and
will be commercially successful in the future – abandon name Portobello
Village, provide significant multi use cultural venues
Tourists
 Tourists don’t spend money
 Need to improve wayfinding for tourists
Retail
 Kensington Park Road under stress, All Saints Road and Westborne Grove
suffer from low footfall
 Need to resist further expansion of fast food and fashion outlets
 Council should actively promote small retailers
 Last LDP sought to impose high end Westborne Grove style retail on
Portobello and resulted in rent rises and the loss of more antiques arcades
 Eclectic mix of shops
 Mention shopfront design guidelines
 Support the specialist roles of Portobello Road, Golborne Road,
Kensington Park Road and All Saints Road
Character of the area
 Mention diversity of the population
 Bohemian character and vibrant community
 Avoid gentrification, concern low income families being forced out
 Importance of the architectural character of the area
 Importance of maintaining good social infrastructure and mixed
communities
Request for the Council to produce SPDs for Portobello Road and Ladbroke Grove
Developers building empty properties, lack of affordable housing and the blocks
that exist are declining
Lack of trees
North Kensington Library let without tender to a private school
Lobby TfL to install disabled access at Ladbroke Grove
Introduce bus announcements for Portobello Road
Not sustainable development and incompatible with much of the new London Plan


o
o

o

o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Proposed changes
 Divide chapter into Notting Hill Gate and Portobello Road, revise visions
Notting Hill Gate
 Refer to increase in property prices and effect on the area
 Reflect SPD in principles and delivery
 Mention retaining Farmer’s Market under priorities
 Stress refurbishment of Newcombe House
 New vision for Notting Hill Gate includes reference to serving the needs of local people
 Refer to delivery of healthcare centre
Portobello Road
 Refer to diversity of the area
 Include concern that local needs are not being met
 Mention pressure on antiques trade and that overcrowding affects trade
 Note decline of fruit and vegetable stalls
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Refer to Westway Trust proposals for Portobello Village and other retail areas:
Ladbroke Grove, Westborne Grove and All Saints Road
 Identify the gateways to market from tube stations
 Support the street market
 Work with TfL to install lifts at Ladbroke Grove
 Investigate developing an improvement plan for Portobello Road and Ladbroke Grove
the Place chapters be retained or removed? Please give reasons.

CHAPTER 11 KENSINGTON HIGH STREET
KENSINGTON HIGH STREET PLACE
CV11 VISION FOR KENSINGTON HIGH STREET
Question CV11(1):
Please provide your comments on Vision CV11
3 responses


The Vision fails to recognise the decline in the quality of the High Street Shopping. Vision
should be amended to seek an enhancement of the retail offer rather simply to maintain.
Vision should make clear High Street Kensington is the heart of the Borough.
There is an undue emphasis on the Design Museum.




Proposed changes


Amend the vision to seek an enhancement of the retail offer / shopping experience
(opposed to ‘maintaining’)
 Have a greater emphasis on the High Street’s Civic role.
 This vision should balance the retail function with a desire to promote the High Street
as a cultural destination.
give reasons.
Question CV11(2):
Please provide your comments on the supporting text for the Kensington High Street
‘Place’
12 responses






A town centre partnership (Council, businesses and residents) needs to be developed
and a town centre management body established and/or a Town Centre Manager.
Promote a specific 'Kensington' identity for the High Street, both serving the local
population and providing a wider West London appeal.
Support for a regular arts and crafts market/fair in the area round the Town Hall
Plans for the redevelopment of High Street Kensington Station should be taken forward
and addressed in the chapter.
Amendments to the proposed map (amend public spaces, pedestrian/cycle ways, change
significant buildings, show possible sites for public realm improvements and important
hotels).
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Contribution of the residential leisure and entertainment uses to the vitality of the town
centre should be mentioned
Improved way-finding needs to be integrated with the dissemination of information. the
closed ticket offices provide opportunities for a visitor information centre and possibly a
management point for the High Street.
the invasion of banks and cafes/restaurants have reduced the critical mass of retail uses.
The chapter wayfinding should promote walking and public transport links between High
Street Kensington and South Kensington/Exhibition Road
The opportunities must be taken to drive up the quality of shopfronts and secure level
access when shopfronts are renewed.
The Council should follow Westminster's lead in designating Kensington Church Street a
special policy area to protect antique shops.
Make amendment to the Place map to separate pedestrian and cycle routes.








Proposed changes



Make the suggested changes to the place map.
Include references to the contribution that residential, leisure and entertainment uses
make.
 Add reference to the high quality architectural legacy left by the department stores.
 Amend text to seek an enhancement of the retail strength of the High Street.
 Add text to be more specific about how step free access will be delivered.
 Add a priority to work with landowners and other stakeholders to deliver a to deliver
greater coordination in the pursuit of coherent vision for improving the High Street as a
whole.
 Add text to promote walking links between High Street Kensington and South
Kensington.
 Add text that addresses the issue of air quality.
give reasons.

CHAPTER 12 KNIGHTSBRIDGE
KNIGHTSBRIDGE PLACE
CV12 VISION FOR KNIGHTSBRIDGE
Question CV12(1):
Please provide your comments on Vision CV12
3 responses



Questioning how local and international roles will be reconciled given the concerns of
residents are not echoed in the accompanying text
Support for vision but requests that Key Diagram is altered to prioritise public realm
improvements along the length of Brompton Road
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Proposed changes
 Add new point to Principles -lMaintain residential amenitye retained or removed? Please
give reasons.

Question CV12(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text for the Knightsbridge Place and
reference the specific paragraph numbers
8 responses



No mention of residents interests in Principles
Claim that the former fire station was not in social community use because it was not
used by the community.
Request to make reference to the educational as well as cultural institutions in Exhibition
Road
Request that the chapter contains policies that match or exceed those in the presubmission version of the Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Plan.
Questioning public realm improvements - pedestrianisation of Hans Crescent has
attracted buskers, should not be used for commercial purposes. What is planned to
enhance streetscape to Brompton Cross? Concern about narrowing Sloane Street and
potential for proliferation of chairs and tables.
Questioning of what is meant by the identified priorities and if they are feasible
Welcoming improving links
Concern about containing the night time economy, encouraging high quality shops and
protecting local amenity and the quality of public realm
Incorrect identification of where the local shops are located in the centre










Proposed changes





As above, add new point to Principles - Maintain residential amenity
Add reference to educational institutions
Amend text: The needs of local residents tend to be served by the shops in the western
part of the centre west of Beauchamp Place Harrods.
Remove reference to improving streetscape to Brompton Cross

CHAPTER 13 SOUTH KENSINGTON
SOUTH KENSINGTON PLACE
VISION CV13 VISION FOR SOUTH KENSINGTON
Question CV13(1):
Please provide your comments on Vision CV13
7 responses


Vision does not mention the people who live here
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Two parts district centre and cultural quarter
Limit any further expansion of food and drink
Council should actively encourage the institutions to enlarge their catering facilities
Council to should actively curate the area to bolster its identity as both as cultural
destination and a residential neighbourhood of distinction.
Role as a residential quarter is of equal importance to role of the cultural quarter.
The vision for South Kensington should be more ambitious, positive and forward looking,
should include reference to South Kensington’s Strategic Cultural Area being of national
and international significance and highlight RBK&C’s commitment to supporting and
enhancing overall cultural activities within the South Kensington Strategic Cultural Area
Include reference to education – Imperial
Balancing the vibrancy of a major destination and research centre, and the needs of
visitors, workers and students within the Strategic Cultural Area. The Exhibition Road
Cultural Group is keen to work with RBKC, WCC, residents and local stakeholders to
shape a positive vision for the future of the area.







Proposed changes





Amend vision to reflect residential role, but the Council cannot curate the centre or it
give equal status – the Strategic Cultural Area is of global importance.
CF3 has been amended to not require the South Kensington Institutions to provide a
retail needs assessment.
Amend vision to include reference to the Strategic Cultural Area and its world-class
status
Include reference to education

Question CV13(2):
Please provide your comments on the supporting text for South Kensington ‘Place’
20 responses




Managing the mix of retail uses
o Useful shops have been replaced by plethora of eating establishments for visitors
– promote non-food retail
o Concerns that food outlets create rubbish – develop a plan with stakeholders to
keep the area clean
o Objection to the proposals to convert the area immediately around South
Kensington into a cafe/restaurant enclave, and support for the food court on
Exhibition Road.
o Managing mix of uses, promote non-food retail that meets day-to-day needs of
local people
o 36-46 Thurlow Street and 1-5 Pelham Street should be designated secondary
shopping frontage - TfL
o Questioning the legality of favouring visitors over residents
o Protect small shops
o Promote growth of food outlets in the museums
Role of the area
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o Local role is of equal importance to the institutions
o Requesting policies that rebalance residents’ and visitors’ needs
o Ensure that the South Kensington District centre strikes the right balance between
meeting needs of both local residents and visitors to the Cultural Quarter – VAM
o How will residential amenity be protected?
Reduce traffic congestion around South Kensington station and reduce air pollution
Exhibition Road
o Enliven Exhibition Road with specialist street markets and the tunnels with artists’
show places. Enhance a sense of place through high quality innovative and
inspiring events, installations and activities relevant to the strategic cultural area.
Refer to the Future Use of Exhibition Road KDR 2011. SPD on temporary
installations on Exhibition Road
o Mention Strategic Cultural Area, refer to London Plan Policy 4.6 and A city for all
Londoners
o More space for pedestrians and less for chairs and tables
o Objection to Council working with institutions to promote exhibitions using their
facades
o Visitor perception survey suggested
o Retain road access
o Produce SPD on temporary exhibitions in the strategic cultural area
Station
o Urgent need of improvement
Concern about buskers
Map - show Yalta Memorial gardens as public open space, distinguish between the South
Kensington District Centre and show primary / secondary frontages.
Quietways - Support for and against
Match or exceed the policies in the pre-submission draft Knightsbridge Neighbourhood
Plan
Support for the flower stall
Support for Kensington Society response – Queensgate RA, Onslow NA, Thurloe RA
Support for student accommodation
Improve signage and walking routes to Old Brompton Road, Gloucester Road, King’s
Road, Knightsbridge and High Street Kensington
Refer to Key Decision on use of Exhibition Road
Proposed changes
Add reference to:
Context
 Increase in visitor numbers
 Strategic Cultural Area and Central Activities Zone designation in London Plan
 Other features of the centre and residents’ concern at there being too many eateries
 Pelham Place and Pelham Crescent and part of the station that are listed
 Exhibition Road’s role as the spine of the area
Principles
 Striking the balance between residents and visitors
 World-class cultural destination

675





Cultural and educational institutions
Students and workers
Protect new retail units from amalgamation

Priorities
 Ensure day-to day shopping needs of residents are met
 Step free access to platforms and tunnel
 Reinstating historic shopfronts
 Reduce traffic congestion around station
 Introduce activity to the tunnels
 Improve walking routes, waymarking and tourist information
 High quality events
Delivery
 Investigate temporary installations
 Improve pedestrian tunnel
References
 Key Descision on the use of Exhibition Road
Should the Place chapters be retained or removed? Please give reasons.
CA11 HARRINGTON ROAD
Question CA11(1):
Please provide your comments on Policy CA11
4 responses


Harrington Road should be for:
o educational or institutional use
o high quality shopping and café / restaurant area
Proposed changes
No change the site has been allocated for residential use.


CHAPTER 14 SLOANE SQUARE / KING’S ROAD
SLOANE SQUARE/KING’S ROAD PLACE
CV14 VISION FOR SLOANE SQUARE/KING’S ROAD
Question CV14(1):
Please provide your comments on Vision CV14
2 responses


I do not accept the premise that a new Crossrail 2 station would reduce traffic congestion
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along the King's Road and improve air quality - quite the reverse.
Support for a Crossrail 2 station
Proposed changes
No changes
Should the Place chapters be retained or removed? Please give reasons.
Question CV14(2):
Please provide your comments on the supporting text for the Sloane Square and King’s
Road ‘Place’

4 responses






14.2 2 third bullet point: local shops and restaurants must be included as well as specialist
retailers
14.2 fourth bullet point: add cinemas
14.3 fourth bullet point: add "for the benefit of the residents"
14.4 fifth bullet point: Sloane Square Tube Station needs to be improved externally and
provided with step-free access (additional escalators or ideally a lift or lifts).
paragraph 14.5- this states that a Crossrail 2 station at the King’s Road could not open
before 2030. The earliest the line could open would be 2033 so it is suggested this is
reworded to ‘…and would open in the early 2030’s’.
Proposed changes
Take forward the minor text amendments suggested above.

CA12 CHELSEA FARMERS’ MARKET
Question CA12(1):
Please provide your comments on Policy CA12
0 responses
Proposed changes
Delete obligations and replace with contributions. Please give reasons.

Question CA12(2):
Please provide your comments on the site context text and site information table.
1 response


Tfl sought the follow change at Page 236 paragraph 14.5- this states that a Crossrail 2
station at the King’s Road could not open before 2030. The earliest the line could open
would be 2033 so it is suggested this is reworded to ‘…and would open in the early
2030’s’.
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TfL sought reference to Farmers’ Market site being safeguarded
Proposed changes
Make the changes as suggested by TfL.

CHAPTER 29 POLICIES AND ACTIONS
29.2 INFRASTRUCTURE AND PLANNING CONTRIBUTIONS (COMMUNITY
INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY AND S106)
C1 INFRASTRUCTURE DELIVERY AND PLANNING CONTRIBUTIONS
Question C1(1)
Please provide your comments on the Policy
4 responses




Insert reference to requiring evidence that developers have consulted residents’
associations / societies on development proposals
Oppose removing reference to social, environmental and green infrastructure
Residents associations should be invited to indicate what s106 and CIL projects are
appropriate for each planning application.
Proposed changes
No change to policy wording.
Question C1(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph
numbers

4 responses





Include explanation of neighbourhood CIL
Infrastructure Schedule should include infrastructure requirements in neighbourhood
plans
Support for including conservation in the list of planning contribution measures.
Support for seeking sport, leisure and recreation planning contributions.
Proposed changes
Include explanation of neighbourhood CIL in the supporting text.
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Question C1(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report
1 response


No comment made
Proposed changes
No change

29.3 PLANNING ENFORCEMENT
C2 PLANNING ENFORCEMENT
Question C2(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy C2
Question C2(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
Question C2(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report
2 responses



Support for greater resources to allow effective enforcement.
Support for the publication of a Local Enforcement Plan.

Proposed changes
No change

CHAPTER 31 FOSTERING VITALITY
LOCATION OF TOWN CENTRE USES
CF1 LOCATION OF NEW SHOP USES
Question CF1(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CF1
Question CF1(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
Question CF1(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report
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3 responses





Support for proposed hierarchy of town centres, and specifically for Knightsbridge,
Elystan Street and Earl’s Court Road.
Reference to be made to the need to retain the concentrations of class A1 shops within
the centres, uses under particular pressure from estate agents and restaurants/cafes.
Need to recognise that the South Kensington Place and the South Kensington Strategic
Cultural Area are not one and the same.
The development within the Earl’s Court OA has started but has yet to complete.

Proposed changes
Reinstate reference within CF1 to note Council’s support for a new town centre within the
Earl’s Court Opportunity Area, and that this centre must meet the needs of the new
development only.

CHARACTER OF TOWN CENTRES
CF2 RETAIL DEVELOPMENT WITHIN TOWN CENTRES
Question CF2(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CF2
Question CF2(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
Question CF2(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report
3 responses




Support for current/ proposed approach by which new retail development should be of a
scale and nature which relates to the size, role and function of the centre where it is
proposed. New retail development should not just be directed to larger centres.
Support for recognition that non shop town centre uses can have a complementary role
in ensuring the vitality of the Borough’s centres.
Support for recognition of importance of the policies within the St Quintin and Woodlands
Neighbourhood Plan.

Proposed changes
Amend the supporting text (para 31.2.2) to state that new retail development should be of a
scale and nature appropriate for the centre within which it is proposed. It should not be
restricted to higher order town centres.
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DELIVERY WITHIN TOWN CENTRES
CF3 DIVERSITY OF USES WITHIN TOWN CENTRES
Question CF3(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CF3
Question CF3(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
Question CF3(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report
9 responses









Support for recognition that non shop town centre uses have a complementary role in
ensuring the vitality of our centres. Specific support for diversifying town centre uses
within Portobello. This support was not unanimous with an objection to the proposed
increase in the permitted non-shop town centre uses within secondary shopping
frontages. This consultee was concerned that this approach would lead to a proliferation
to A2 and A3 uses.
The Council takes an overly draconian approach to the protection of A1 uses within its
centres. Such an approach will lead to “empty bombed out shopping parades.”
No consensus on the designation of a service retail frontages within South Kensington.
Some of the institutions and land owners support such an approach, whilst others found
such an approach highly inappropriate. It was suggested that the balance of uses within
South Kensington is already too much in favour of the institutions, and this proposal will
make this situation worse.
The South Kensington institutions supported the recognition that the provision of ancillary
uses within their buildings may be appropriate and not trigger the need for an impact
assessment.
The South Kensington institutions should be encouraged to provide supporting uses to
meet the needs of their visitors.
Suggestion that new residential uses would not be appropriate on the upper floors of town
centres.

Proposed changes
Delete the proposed designation of the northern part of the South Kensington District Centre
as “service retail frontage.” Amend para 31.3.31, CF3 (c) and the South Kensington town
centre map accordingly.
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STREET MARKETS
CF4 STREET MARKETS
Question CF4(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CF4
Question CF4(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
Question CF4(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report
1 response
There was concern that the Local Plan Partial Review had omitted the reference to the
Council’s support for the expansion of the Portobello Road Street Market, north up to the
Golborne Road.
Proposed changes
Reinstate sentence within para 31.3.33 which refers to the support for the northward
expansion of the Portobello Road Street market.
BUSINESS USES
CF5 BUSINESS USES
Question CF5(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CF5
Question CF5(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
Question CF5(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report
11 responses



General support for provision of a range of business premises within the Borough, and
support for the proposed flexible approach whereby the Council is not prescriptive as to
the nature of B class business uses across the Borough.
General, if not unanimous, support for a simplification of approach, whereby all offices
will be protected, and new offices will be supported regardless of size. Regard will
continue to be had to “town centre first” for new office development (as set out within the
NPPF) as well as impact on amenity. One consultee was, however, concerned that the
Draft Policies did not place enough emphasise on the town centre first approach for new
office uses. They seek all new offices with a floor area of 300 sq m or more to be located
within a town centre or other accessible location.
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A small number of consultees considered that the emphasis should be on the provision
of smaller units across the Borough.
One consultee suggested that the Council should explicitly recognise that there may be
circumstances where the reduction of office floorspace may be appropriate if replaced by
high quality office space. In addition loss of offices should be acceptable within a town
centre, when to residential uses.
Need to reflect the NPPF definition of “edge of centre” office development as being a site
within 500 m of a public transport interchange.
General support for protection of industrial and warehousing uses across the Borough,
although this support was not unanimous.
Support for greater flexibility of uses in Employment Zones. This included the nature,
and size of the business premises being provided; a range of supporting uses and support
for the introduction of residential uses when helping deliver new business uses. Again
the support was not unanimous, with one consultee concerned that mixed use
development was not appropriate and would see a degradation in the function of the
Employment Zones.
Whilst the majority of respondents supported the introduction of residential uses within
an Employment Zone being conditional on an associated uplift on business floorspace,
this was not unanimous. One consultee was concerned that such a requirement may
“hold back sustainable development.” Indeed the very need for the provision of new office
floorspace was questioned.
The Local Plan should explain what it considers to be a “significant” increase in business
floorspace.
The Local Plan needs to recognise the changing nature of the Employment Zones and
the move away from the traditional concept of an industry-led Employment Zone. A much
greater diversity of uses should be encouraged. The function of an Employment Zone
should be to contribute to the lives of people in the surrounding area. The provision of
A1 and D1 uses should be supported even if these are at expense of B1 uses. These
uses should not have to be shown to support the business function of the Employment
Zone.
One representation was received which asks the Local Plan to recognise the role that
student accommodation can have within the Employment Zones.
Another seeks recognition that the likely shortfall in the provision of office floorspace
should be addressed by the explicit recognition that higher density development should
be supported within the Employment Zones.
One consultee supported the de-designation of the northern part of the Latimer Road
Employment Zone. They suggest that the northern part of the Latimer Road Employment
Zone is not a viable office location
Two consultees questioned whether the Borough should aim to be self-sufficient in its
“own” future office space. Given the large scale office development within White City and
Old Oak, such an approach may lead to a risk of over-supply and falling rents.
Support for recognition that the polices within the St Quintin and Woodlands
Neighbourhood Plan will be of direct relevance when determining planning applications
within the northern part of the Latimer Road Employment Zone.
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Proposed changes



Amend paragraph 31.2.35 to recognise that the areas within and adjoining the
Knightsbridge and Notting Hill Gate town centres are characterised by concentrations of
business floorspace.
Add a reference to paragraph 31.2.42 to note that the NPPF offers a wider definition for
an “edge of centre site” for offices than retail. An edge of centre site, for the purpose of
offices, is one within 500 m of a public transport interchange.

CREATIVE AND CULTURAL BUSINESSES
CF6 CREATIVE AND CULTURAL BUSINESSES
Question CF6(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CF6
Question CF6(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
Question CF6(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report
5 responses


Support for the retention of the policy and the commitment to support the creative and
cultural industries across the Borough.

Proposed changes
No change

ARTS AND CULTURE USES
CF7 ARTS AND CULTURAL USES
Question CF7(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CF7
Question CF7(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
Question CF7(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report
10 responses


Support for the recognition that in a climate of reduced core funding the cultural
institutions need to expand their sources of revenue. This included a request for Council
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support for temporary installations which would enhance the cultural draw of South
Kensington.
The SKSCA has been designated for its educational institutions as well as for its visitor
attractions.
One consultee sought greater flexibility to allow the loss of arts and cultural uses where
no longer viable on a site.
One consultee sought reference within the Local Plan to support “meanwhile” arts and
cultural uses within our town centres.
Support for the retention of a wide range of arts and cultural uses within the Borough.
Support for amendment to CF7 which seeks to see the re-provision of an arts and cultural
use on the existing site before considering re-provision on a nearby site.
Historic England object to the principle of enabling development for an arts and cultural
use, even where this would bring greater benefits to the borough.

Proposed changes



Amend paragraph 31.1.63 to recognise the role that Imperial College has in the South
Kensington Strategic Cultural area and in the designation of the area as part of the
London Plan’s Central Activities Area (CAZ).
Amend paragraph 31.3.65 to recognise the value that temporary and meanwhile uses
can have in accommodating arts and cultural organisations.

HOTELS
CF8 HOTELS
Question CF8(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CF8
Question CF8(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
Question CF8(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report
8 responses





Whilst there is some support for retention of hotels across the borough this is not
universal.
Some consultees seek greater flexibility and only to protect hotels where these “offer an
appropriate range of facilities and are suited to the location in terms of access and
amenity”, with another seeking to permit the unrestricted loss of “non-purpose built”
hotels.
Two consultees are of the view that whilst hotels should generally be protected across
the borough, the current exception for Earl’s Court ward should be retained. This would
reflect the detrimental impact which poorly run hotels can have on the residential
character of the area. These consultees also sought an explicit recognition within the
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Local Plan that smaller hotels in Earl’s Court have become unviable since the closure of
the Exhibition Centre.
One consultee considers that the Local Plan’s approach to the creation of new hotels is
overly restrictive, and that a new hotel within the Latimer Road/ Freston Road
Employment Zone would be appropriate.

Proposed changes
No change. Proposals for new and losses of hotels can still be considered on their merits
and with regard to material considerations.

SOUTH KENSINGTON STRATEGIC CULTURAL AREA
CF11 THE SOUTH KENSINGTON STRATEGIC CULTURAL AREA
Question CF11(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CF11
Question CF11(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
Question CF11(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report
5 responses





Reference should be made to Imperial College as part of the SKSCA.
Support from a consultee to encourage a differing retail offer on Old Brompton Road, and
the provision of a more diverse retail offer and “high quality independent stores and food
and beverage outlets.” Such an approach will contribute to the SKSCA.
One consultee supports the recognition that the cultural institutions may need ancillary
revenue generating uses to support the existing cultural uses.
Need to work with local amenity groups as well as the South Kensington Estate to
improve the island site between Thurloe Street and Thurloe Place.

Proposed changes



Reference to Imperial College made in the South Kensington Place.
Amend paragraph 31.3.71 to recognise that the Strategic Cultural Area is a GLA as well
as a Council designation.
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CHAPTER 32 BETTER TRAVEL CHOICES
NEW AND ENHANCED RAIL INFRASTRUCTURE
Question CT2(1):
Please provide your comments on Vision CV5
9 responses






Against CR2 in Chelsea (Markham Square RA) and in support (Keep Chelsea Moving)
Support for facilities to support non-car modes around Exhibition Road
Support for step free access South Kensington
No explanation for removal of reference to CR2 at Imperial Wharf (LBHF)
New station on west London Line not currently a high priority for Network rail or Transport
for London
Proposed changes
 No changes needed
 Removal of references to CR2 station at Imperial Wharf were discussed with LBHF at
a duty to Cooperate meeting in October 2017

Question CT2(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
8 responses



Against more Quietways – Onslow Neighbourhood Association
Request for Council to pursue new West London Line services and a CR2 interchange
at Imperial Wharf – West London Line Group
Other comments relating to parts of the chapter that are not being reviewed



Proposed changes



No changes required

Question CT2(3):
Please provide your comments on Vision CV5
1 response


Comments relating to parts of the chapter that are not being reviewed
Proposed changes


No changes required
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CHAPTER 33 AN ENGAGING PUBLIC REALM
STREETSCAPE
CR4 STREETSCAPE
Question CR4(1)
Please provide your comments on the Policy
5 responses




Respondents support the Draft Policy that enhance and improve the streetscape.
1 of the responses was made by the Public Art Panel.
1 response made no comment.
Proposed changes
Minor amendments to policy wording as follows:
h. require all major development to provide new public art that is of high quality and either
incorporated into the external design of the new building or carefully located within the
public realm. Where such provision is not appropriate, the Council may seek planning
contributions for the provision of public art. New public art proposals should be designed
developed in consultation with the Public Art Panel.

Question CR4(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
2 responses



1 response made no comment.
Response implies that Public Art contributes and enhances a sense of place.
Proposed changes
Minor amendments to supporting text as follows:
33.3.20 Public art can promote civic pride and help create of a sense of place and
promote local distinctiveness. To achieve high standards of design both concept
and execution the Public Art Panel advises and comments on proposed public
art projects in the borough.
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Question CR4(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report
1 response:


No comment made
Proposed changes
No change.

PARKS, GARDENS, OPEN SPACES AND WATERWAYS
CR5 PARKS, GARDENS, OPEN SPACES AND WATERWAYS
Question CR5(1)
Please provide your comments on the Policy
8 responses









A majority of respondents support the Draft Policy
Public open space should be provided on site
Wording implies greater emphasis on improving existing space rather than providing
Planning contributions should be given to neighbouring authorities if there will be an
impact on open spaces outside of RBKC’s boundary
Sport England object to the policy as specific needs are not identified and addressed.
Resist the loss of local green spaces designated in neighbourhood plans.
Include references to enhancing public access and understanding of historic significance
of parks, gardens and open spaces.
Recognise heritage value of the Thames and Grand Union Canal
Proposed changes
No changes recommended to policy wording as the respondents’ suggestions are not
within the scope of the Local Plan Partial Review. The Local Plan Partial Review is only
concerned with updating Policy CR5 to reflect the changes to Policy C1 Infrastructure
Delivery and Planning Contributions (i.e. S106 vs CIL). Policy CR5 has already been
previously reviewed as part of the Conservation and Design Review adopted in December
2014.
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Question CR5(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
6 responses








The Grand Union Canal is not a physical barrier to movement, it is an important east –
west link for pedestrians and cyclists.
Support for infrastructure items included in the infrastructure table.
Sport England object to the statement that public open space is not a strategic issue.
Sport England highlight a need for up-to-date assessment and strategy of playing pitches
to be undertaken.
Reference to Local Green Space which can be designated by neighbourhood plans
should be included
Designate stretch of the Grand Union Canal within RBKC to be designated a
conservation area.
Comments relating to the Parks Strategy
Proposed changes
Minor amendments to supporting text
No changes recommended relating to Sport England’s comments as the suggestions are
not within the scope of the Local Plan Partial Review. The Local Plan Partial Review is
only concerned with updating Policy CR5 to reflect the changes to Policy C1 Infrastructure
Delivery and Planning Contributions (i.e. S106 vs CIL). Policy CR5 has already been
previously reviewed as part of the Conservation and Design Review adopted in December
2014.

Question CR5(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report
1 response


No comment made
Proposed changes
No changes to be made to the Policy Formulation Report (PFR).
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CHAPTER 34 RENEWING THE LEGACY
HERITAGE ASSETS – LISTED BUILDINGS, SCHEDULED ANCIENT MONUMENTS
AND ARCHAEOLOGY
CL4 HERITAGE ASSETS – LISTED BUILDINGS, SCHEDULED ANCIENT MONUMENTS
AND ARCHAEOLOGY
Question CL4(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CL4
6 responses






A number of comments were unrelated to the scope of the Local Plan Partial Review.
This part of the LPPR is only concerned with updating the policy and supporting text
related to Archaeological Priority Areas (APAs) in light of new evidence “Royal Borough
of Kensington and Chelsea Archaeological Priority Areas Appraisal, July 2016” produced
by Historic England. Chapter 34 was recently reviewed and policies adopted in late 2014
as part of a dedicated Conservation and Design Review.
Historic England has asked for some amendments to the text which includes extending
the scope of requiring desk based assessments and where necessary archaeological
field evaluation for major development even when proposed outside of an Archaeological
Priority Area (APA).
Water efficiency should be stressed and the policy should be in-line with the London Plan.

Proposed changes



Amend criterion d. iii. to ‘better reveal or interpret archaeological remains and discoveries
for the local community’
Amend criterion f. to include reference to outside APAs.

Question CL4(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
3 responses




A number of comments were unrelated to the scope of the Local Plan Partial Review.
This part of the LPPR is only concerned with updating the policy and supporting text
related to Archaeological Priority Areas (APAs) in light of new evidence “Royal Borough
of Kensington and Chelsea Archaeological Priority Areas Appraisal, July 2016” produced
by Historic England. Chapter 34 was recently reviewed and policies adopted in late 2014
as part of a dedicated Conservation and Design Review.
Historic England has made some comments to aid clarity of text and make it more flexible.
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Proposed changes





Amend the map title in Chapter 34 to include reference to Archaeological Priority Areas
(APAs).
Amend Para 34.3.33 as follows:
The second sentence: ‘Such remains (and their settings) should not be harmed, directly
or indirectly, without clear justification taking into account the significance of the remains
and the need for the development, to ensure the borough’s past is not needlessly lost.”
Final sentence ‘As a minimum the Greater London Historic Environment Record should
have been consulted.’

CHAPTER 35 DIVERSITY OF HOUSING
HOUSING TARGETS
CH1 INCREASING HOUSING SUPPLY
Question CH1(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CH1
27 responses










Discussion Group Comments:
o Concern that the Council is not meeting its housing targets in terms of
completions. The Council should be more pro-active in trying to encourage further
permissions and completions.
o House builders tend to be better at building out proposals. Land owners less so.
o Clarification sought about the weight that emerging policies are being given with
regard to amalgamations.
o Historic England highlighted the need to have regard to benefits that can be
associated with amalgamation in restoring a listed building.
General support from consultants on the draft policy objective to meet and exceed the
housing targets although comments were also made to add more flexibility into the policy
so schemes could be considered on their own merits.
A number of comments were received from residents supporting the draft policy on
amalgamations in particular the 170 sq m threshold. They state that the threshold would
“allow some more growing families, who are the future lifeblood of the Borough, to create
the market homes they need.” Although it was also suggested that the threshold could
be even higher at 200 sq m.
Planning consultants Savills has made a long representation seeking to retain the
existing planning policy on amalgamation of units. If the draft policy is taken forward it
has asked for further exceptions to be included such as allowing de-conversion back to
properties built as a single dwellinghouse.
Catalyst Housing Group has submitted representations with reference to the criterion on
amalgamations and would like an exception to be added for affordable units where the
“amalgamation is required to respond to housing need to enable extended family living.”
Montagu Evans has submitted comments on behalf of RFR Properties to include an
exception for amalgamations where a designated heritage asset is being returned to its
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original use.
The Labour Group made two specific comments – (1) in order to restrict very large units
the policy should “resist planning applications that are above the nationally described
space standards, recognising that this market has now declined”; and (2) in addition to
the draft policy resisting the net loss of affordable housing floorspace, the policy should
“increase the quantum of social rented and affordable units.”
Kensington Society has commented that the policy should also protect market ‘units’ and
not just the floorspace.
Chelsea Society has commented outlining the unique character of Chelsea and
highlighting that the on-site affordable housing requirements are rarely met in Chelsea.
It does not wish to see any significant increase or diminution in Chelsea’s population.
Tesco has made a representation stating that Policy CH1 does not include a strategy
through which the Council will boost the supply of new homes in the borough.
Some comments were made about building new homes for local people and not for ‘buy
to leave’ or foreign investors.

Proposed changes
It is recommended that reference to protecting market ‘units’ is added to the policy.
Question CH1(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
7 responses






Among other comments the Labour Group has commented that it may not the best time
to review housing policies as the London Plan will be reviewed shortly and text should be
amended to acknowledge this. It would also like Objective CO6 to be amended to commit
to significantly reducing the housing allocations register and the number of people living
in temporary accommodation within the next five years.
Planning consultants Savills has made comments on the robustness of the Council’s
evidence regarding housing delivery on which the amalgamations policy is based. It
would like to see the existing policy on amalgamations retained. It does not consider that
any reference to floor area based on national standards should be applied to the Borough
which has on average larger sized properties.
Kensington Society would like references to the borough’s ‘international’ role removed. It
would like Objective CO6 to add reference to increasing the supply of housing for people
who live and work in London. Its comments stress references to meeting local/London
housing need. The Kensington Society supports the draft policy on amalgamations and
to curtail very large units although some comments have been made to improve text.

Proposed changes




35.3.6 Change “considered permitted development” to “not considered to constitute
development (as defined by s 55 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as
amended)”.
35.3.10 Line 2: Add “very large”
35.3.14 – add “for occasional use only”. Delete “especially in the south eastern corner of
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the Borough”
Provide further details of meeting and exceeding Housing Targets in Chapter 40 and the
Monitoring Report 2016.
Question CH1(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report

1 response


Planning consultants Savills has reiterated the points made in relation to Policy CH1 and
its reasoned justification querying the robustness of the evidence used in formulating the
draft policy on amalgamations.

Proposed changes
The amalgamations evidence is based on available data and is robust. No change in this
regard.
Update the Policy Formulation Report to include the updated housing trajectory which
includes housing completions data for the financial year 2015-16. It also includes the latest
figures from sites with planning permission and proposed site allocations.
AFFORDABLE HOUSING
CH2 AFFORDABLE HOUSING
Question CH2(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CH2
12 responses








Discussion Group:
o Need to ensure that the policy is clear on what is considered to be Affordable
Housing. Where is the definition? Does it include Starter Homes?
o Concern that change of approach may reduce the provision of intermediate
housing in the named wards in the existing Local Plan where there is a
concentration of social housing.
o The thresholds for intermediate housing should remain in the London Plan and not
repeated in the Local Plan.
Address delivery of affordable housing for build to rent schemes.
Allow flexibility for on-site delivery.
Discrepancy between the affordable housing target of 40% in the draft policy when
compared to the 35% ‘threshold’ approach proposed in the Mayor’s Draft Affordable
Housing and Viability SPG which is currently out for consultation.
Policy should include London Living Rent in-line with the Mayor’s Draft Affordable
Housing and Viability SPG which is currently out for consultation.
Objections to the proposed methodology for calculating payments in lieu i.e. requiring
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two financial appraisals – one with policy compliant affordable housing and another with
no affordable housing and taking the difference of the two as the commuted sum.
Support for transparency in viability appraisals.
Among other comments, the Labour Group has commented that ‘
o ‘Social rented’ should be specified each time affordable housing is
mentioned in the policy and text.
o Reference to delivery of affordable housing on Council owned land through
Council owned- company should be added.
o Qualify starter homes criterion by stating – only after publication of
Regulations and acknowledge that the Council has lobbied to ensure that
these can realistically be applied in this Borough without detriment to the
provision of social rented and intermediate housing.
o Change affordable housing target to 50%.
o Affordable tenure requirements should be changed to 50% of the remaining
affordable housing provision to be social rent, 20% affordable rent and 30%
to be intermediate.
o Fix developer’s profit at 15% for purposes of viability appraisals.
o Criterion on integration of affordable housing with private should include
without separate “poor door” entrances.
o Refer to review mechanisms within the policy.
Review mechanisms should only be used prior to implementation.
Affordable housing target should not be based on floorspace and should be in-line with
the London Plan policy.
Raise the affordable housing floorspace threshold from 650 sq m GIA to 1,000 sq m GIA
in-line with Government policy.
Have a stepped approach to setting the floorspace threshold to avoid a cliff-edge
approach.
The GLA has commented that the Mayor is currently consulting on his Affordable Housing
and Viability Supplementary Planning Guidance and Local Planning Authorities
(including Kensington and Chelsea) are strongly encouraged to follow the approach set
out in the SPG. Include a clear approach to seeking to increase the amount of affordable
housing delivered to 50% using grant (as set out in the recently published Affordable
Housing Programme Funding guidance) and other public subsidy. The Mayor supports
the Council’s approach to vacant building credit but it should be updated to align more
closely with the Draft Affordable Housing and Viability SPG.
The 650 sq m threshold should state 650 sq m or more.

Proposed changes





CH2 (b) Change text to refer 35% affordable housing floorspace instead of 40% in-line
with the approach proposed in the Mayor’s Draft Affordable Housing and Viability SPG
and in line with the Council’s viability evidence.
CH2 (b) Clarify that the threshold for requiring affordable housing is 650 sq m “or more”.
CH2 (f) Change text to make it in-line with the changes in CH2 (b) in relation to 35% and
650 sq m “or more”.
CH2 (h) Add ‘siting’ as suggested
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Question CH2(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
5 responses







Support for transparency in viability appraisals.
Labour Group Comments –
o Refer to opening of new opportunities from recently announced refinancing
arrangements for major housing associations currently providing homes in the
Borough and the establishment of the Council-owned Company on the delivery of
new social rented and affordable homes.
o Commit to a policy review when Starter Homes Regulations are published.
o Acknowledge that Starter Homes will wipe out other forms of affordable housing
in the borough.
o Commit to a policy review when the new London Plan becomes available.
o As per the comments on Draft Policy CH2 change text to refer to a 50% target.
o Explicitly state ‘social rented’ in front on affordable housing in all/most references.
o Review housing size mix in SHMA in-line with that of the Council’s Housing
Department.
Concerns about Starter Homes requirement.
Supporting text does not take account of the Mayor’s Draft Affordable Housing and
Viability SPG.
Support for the 40% target.

Proposed changes
Add reference to the Mayor’s Draft Affordable Housing and Viability SPG and add supporting
text in relation to the changes recommended to Draft Policy CH2 (b) i.e. 35% affordable
housing rather than 40% including no requirement for a financial viability appraisal where
35% affordable housing is proposed without public subsidy.
Refer to the Mayor’s strategic aim of 50% affordable housing with the use of public subsidy.

Question CH2(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report
2 responses




Labour Group Comments –
o Target of 15 years to deal with the backlog of concealed, overcrowded and
homeless households is unacceptable.
o There is no evidence for 50% of affordable housing to be intermediate. It
should be kept 60:40.
o Breakdown between social and affordable rent should be retained.
The approach to establishing viability should recognise that some sites, such as Earls
Court, will have a higher benchmark land value due to competing alternative land uses
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and/or an extant planning consent in accordance with the NPPG, RICS Guidance Note
and the conclusions of the King Street Appeal (APP/H5390/A/13/2209347). The
approach should also recognise the potential need for a master developer model and an
IRR profit margin as supported by the emerging London Plan Affordable Housing SPG.
Proposed changes
Update the Policy Formulation Report to include the Mayor’s Draft Affordable Housing and
Viability SPG and the linked changes proposed to Draft Policy CH2.

HOUSING SIZE MIX AND STANDARDS
CH3 HOUSING SIZE MIX AND STANDARDS
Question CH3(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CH3
12 responses











Discussion Group:
o RBKC should not be too prescriptive about mix. Need to have regard to viability
and nature of the development.
o The Council does not appear to distinguish between town centre and non town
centre locations. Should town centre development be at a higher density?
Add a new criterion to state that “new residential developments for elderly that will
encourage them to move out of their existing house, freeing housing stock for younger
families.” Some other comments support the approach of freeing up homes underoccupied by older people by provide smaller unit for them.
General support for policy but London Plan Space Standards should be applied flexibly.
Labour Group Comments –
o The Local Plan Partial Review document has omitted all breakdowns between
social and affordable rented housing and these must be retained.
o Add to criterion b. that standards may be amended in the light of the forthcoming
London Plan.
o Criterion c. – outdoor amenity space should be ‘communal green’.
Some consultants have commented that the tenure split should not be over prescriptive
and offer flexibility on a case by case basis.
Recognise that design requirements of Build to Rent housing may be different.
Existing Local Plan policy requiring larger family homes has produced large units which
have met the demand from the investment market rather than meet the objectively
assessed need.

Proposed changes
No change.
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Question CH3(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific
paragraph numbers
6 responses







There is a shortage of residential homes for the elderly, in places where those elderly
people live.
GLA has commented to add reference to the Mayor’s Housing SPG and clarify that the
space standards apply to conversions and change of use as well as new build.
Support for reference to outdoor communal space.
Labour Group Comments –
o Review housing size mix in SHMA in-line with that of the Council’s Housing
Department. An amended size mix has been suggested which swaps the 1 and 2
bedroom requirements.
o Add ‘must include green’ before communal space.
The supply has been skewed towards larger homes due to existing Local Plan Policy/
evidence. Therefore, to rebalance the size mix should not be 50:50 but 65% (smaller
homes) and 35% (larger homes).

Proposed changes



Para 35.3.51 – add reference to the Mayor’s Housing SPG.
Para 3.3.56 – amend text to state that the space standards apply to conversions and
change of use as well as new build.

Question CH3(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report
No responses
SPECIFIC HOUSING NEEDS
CH4 SPECIFIC HOUSING NEEDS
Question CH4(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CH4
8 responses






No comments on this policy were made at the Housing Discussion Group.
Opposed to any new student housing and reduce existing student housing to cater to
general housing.
General support for policy but greater flexibility should be added.
Imperial College welcomes the addition of student housing to the policy and
acknowledges that it is in-line with the London Plan.
Distinct economies of Build to Rent schemes should be recognised.
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Unite has raised concern that with the additional hurdle of affordable student
accommodation in place, that the pipeline of future purpose built student accommodation
schemes will be further restricted. It comments that the policy does not provide an
eligibility criteria for allocating housing to students.
Kensington Society comments that the need to provide more housing for older people,
should include providing more smaller units to encourage downsizing to release larger
units.

Proposed changes
No change.

Question CH4(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
4 responses



Council should be aware of the trend towards forms of 'co-living' accommodation geared
to 'New Londoners' and at the 25-30 year age range, including post graduate students.
Unite states that there is capacity within the borough to accommodate more purpose built
student accommodation and the guidance in the Mayor’s Housing SPG supporting a
more dispersed model for student accommodation should not be taken too literally.

Proposed changes
Some changes to supporting text should be made to clarify build to rent and link with the
Mayor’s Draft Affordable Housing and Viability SPG.

Question CH4(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report
1 response


Unite agrees that a policy on student housing is reasonable, however would encourage
flexibility given its ability to enhance the vitality and viability of redundant sites whilst also
being compatible with a variety of surrounding uses.

Proposed changes
No change.
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ESTATE RENEWAL / REGENERATION
CH5 ESTATE RENEWAL / REGENERATION
Question CH5(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CH5
4 responses






Discussion Group:
o Need to make it clearer that the policy relates to all estate renewal and not just the
Council owned estates
o What is meant by the term “Conservation Areas of the future”?
Labour Group Comments:
o Add to policy introduction “and that no additional homeless households and
individuals will result as a consequence.”
o CH5 (a) – add policy commitment to increase the provision of social rented and
affordable housing to contribute to meeting assessed housing needs.
o CH5 (b) – extend guarantee to tenants of Registered Providers who may be
displaced.
o Add a new criterion e. to state “this viability assessment will be a genuine viability
assessment and not a profitability assessment and that developers’ profits shall
be set at no higher than 15%.”
Catalyst Housing Group have commented that whilst they do not object to the policy, they
would like to see flexibility in criterion c. regarding housing size mix.

Proposed changes
CH5a: Consider “require” vs “seek”
CH5 (b) delete this criterion which states “require 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;” This is because a guarantee for a particular tenure
within planning policy is not considered an appropriate planning issue. The policy requires
as a minimum that there is no net loss of affordable housing provision therefore has a
sufficient planning safeguard. The re-provision for the various tenures is considered to be an
issue for the Council as a Local Housing Authority.

Question CH5(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
4 responses




Remove reference to tackling underlying causes of deprivation and add social rented
before affordable housing.
Provide additional social rented and affordable housing.
Meet needs identified in the Housing Register, including households living in temporary
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accommodation.
Former social rented properties sold under the right to buy or right to acquire should not
be categorised as market sector provision including right to buy units that are being used
as temporary accommodation.
Include reference to provision of affordable housing without separate “poor door”
entrances.
Definition of ‘traditional’ streets.

Proposed changes
35.3.84 – remove the word ‘traditional’.
In tandem with the deletion of CH5(b) text should be added to the policy supporting text to
explain that the Council will produce a Tenant Decant Policy and a Strategy for
Leaseholders. This 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.

Question CH5(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report
No responses received
GYPSY AND TRAVELLER ACCOMMODATION
CH6 GYPSY AND TRAVELLER ACCOMMODATION
Question CH6(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CH6
3 responses
A number of policy wording suggestions provided including:
 Refer to working with Mayor of London and TfL to protect, improve and increase capacity
at Stable Way.
 Delete criteria ii. as it is considered offensive
 Include requirement to provide replacement site/pitches if land use is changed in the
future
 Criteria should apply to Stable Way as well as additional Gypsy and Traveller sites
 Criteria iii) should apply only to Gypsies and Travellers, not those looking for alternative
lifestyles.
Key points from Stable Way Discussion Group:
 Support for protecting and improving Stable Way
 Support for positive rewording of criteria ii.
 Concern that the site would be developed for other uses in the future
 Concern that increasing capacity may not be possible or may not happen
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Policy should apply to existing and future Gypsy and Traveller occupiers
Disagree with government definition of Gypsies and Travellers
Proposed changes
Amend policy wording to:




Refer to working with TfL
Clarify that criteria applies to all applications for Gypsy and Traveller sites
Clarify criteria iii. relates to future occupiers of a Gypsy and Traveller site

Question CH6(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
3 responses
Additional / alternative wording suggested including:








State the number of homes that would result from pitch target
Update with findings of GTANA 2016
Include wording setting out government’s position in respect of Gypsies and Travellers
Delete wording which refers to 'The shortage and high cost of land in the borough means
there are limited opportunities for new Gypsy and Traveller sites'
Include reference to working with Mayor of London and TfL
Explain land ownership / leasing arrangements.
Include reference to group housing schemes.
Proposed changes
Update supporting text with:
 findings of the GTANA 2016
 include reference to Mayor of London and TfL
 amend wording relating to limited opportunities of new sites.

Question CH6(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report
2 responses
The two responses did not provide comments on the options and alternatives.
Proposed changes
Update Policy Formulation Report (PFR) with findings of GTANA 2016.
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CHAPTER 36 RESPECTING ENVIRONMENTAL LIMITS
CLIMATE CHANGE
CE1 CLIMATE CHANGE
Question CE1(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CE1
10 responses




Add policy criteria to allow replacing windows with double glazed windows even for listed
buildings.
General support for policy.
Water efficiency should be stressed and the policy should be in-line with the London Plan.

Proposed changes
No change.

Question CE1(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
3 responses



Add policy criteria to allow replacing windows with double glazed windows even for listed
buildings.
General support for policy.

Proposed changes
No change.

Question CE1(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report
No responses received
FLOODING AND DRAINAGE
CE2 FLOODING
Please note that the Draft Policies document was discussed at the Flooding Steering Group
meeting (Friday 2 December 2016). The comments given at the Flooding Steering Group
meeting are included as ‘Discussion Group responses’.
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Question CE2(1)
Please provide comments on policy CE2.
8 + 8 Discussion Group responses












Most of the respondents supported the policy.
Issues were raised by planning consultants (Quod) about the lack of flexibility when
requiring major developments to achieve greenfield run off rates as the policy did not
recognise that there may be practical reasons for not doing so and it could have
unintended design consequences.
Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Forum referred to its neighbourhood plan policies on flood
risk, SuDS and water quality which are in line with the Publication Policies.
Thames Water supported the requirement of greenfield run-off in major developments
(which was also supported by residents who attended the Flooding Steering Group
meeting). It wanted to ensure that small development will not lead to a net increase of
combined flows to the sewer. It supported the water and sewerage infrastructure projects
Draft Policy.
The Environment Agency wanted to see specific recommendations from the Surface
Water Management Plan and the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment. It wanted a review
of the 0.5m flood depth threshold chosen to ensure that development is safe for its
lifetime. It supported the setting back of development adjacent to the Thames flood
defences and wanted this to become a safeguarded zone. It wanted the updated climate
change allowances to be applied to sites at risk of surface water flooding and sites
allocated in Critical Drainage Areas.
A resident raised issues regarding basement development which were outside the scope
of the Local Plan Partial Review. She also proposed a moratorium on basement
development in Critical Drainage Areas at least until the completion of the Counters
Creek flood alleviation scheme.
Residents also mentioned the protection of trees and back gardens as contributing to
flood risk mitigation. The implementation of an Article 4 Direction to protect back gardens
from paving was raised. Other issues mentioned in the comments were: the removal of
the word: self-contained in section a of the policy regarding basement development and
the inclusion of distance between exit routes in basements to reflect building regulations.
Concerns about the responsibility for maintenance of flood risk assets were raised. They
wanted a more positive policy wording to increase permeable surfaces and the removal
of the wording: ‘where planning permission is required’ in Draft Policy i as it did not add
anything. Residents wanted a separate policy recognising the Counters Creek lack of
capacity.
Proposed changes
The Council has enough evidence base to adopt a more restrictive policy than the London
Plan to ensure major developments achieve greenfield run off rates and this should be
reflected in the Publication Policy.
The Publication Policy should also be amended to reflect the comments by the
Environment Agency regarding flood depth threshold and reference to climate change.
However, reference to climate change allowances should be kept in the reasoned
justification as they are likely to be reviewed within the lifetime of the Local Plan. Some
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changes could be done to the Sequential Test and Site Allocations (Site Constraints
sections) to refer to climate change allowances and the need for a buffer zone in regards
to tidal flooding. Changes should also be done in the Proposals Map to reflect the
safeguarded zone adjacent to the Thames flood defences.
The Publication Policy should also be amended to make it more positive as requested by
residents. However, the Counters Creek lack of capacity is sufficiently addressed in the
current policy and reasoning justification so a new policy is not necessary.

Question CE2(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
4 + 4 Discussion Group responses








One of the respondents did not comment.
St Quintin and Woodlands Neighbourhood Forum raised the fact that few house owners
understand that planning permission was required for some alterations of front gardens
and boundary walls which could affect any future appeal due to the large amount of
precedent in place. They questioned the enforcement of these cases.
Residents wanted some changes done to reflect the effects of fluvial flooding, the
consequences of the loss of industry which extracted groundwater, the need for a permit
to discharge groundwater into the sewers and the misuse of drains to dispose of
construction waste which could block them.
Thames Water wanted a factual change to reflect the lack of capacity of the whole
Counters Creek sewer catchment rather than of the sewer only.
The Environment Agency referred to updates of the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment
once the new breach modelling is available and the need for the updated climate change
allowances to be taken into consideration for surface water flooding.
Proposed changes
Wording to reflect the changes requested by residents and Thames Water should be done
as they will add more accurate information. Also, the wording under the Site Constraints
sections of the Site Allocations and in the Sequential Test should be updated to include
climate change allowances as requested by the Environment Agency.

Question CE2(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report
There was only one respondent who did not have any comments
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WASTE
CE3 WASTE
Question CE3(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CE3
6 responses


Continue to work with Waste Planning Authorities in the Western Riverside Waste
Authority area to meet the waste apportionment within the WRWA area.
Identify waste management capacity within the WRWA area
The assessment of waste arisings should include commercial & industrial waste arisings
New waste facilities should be enclosed where practicable
Suggested policy wording amendments including
o Managing waste within the WRWA area
o Seek onsite food waste treatment
o Seek potential for small scale and innovative waste management facilities for
residential, commercial or mixed use development.






Proposed changes
Amend policy wording to include:




Innovative waste management facilities
Fully enclosed waste facilities
New criteria seeking potential for small scale and innovative waste management
facilities on residential, commercial and mixed use development where practicable.

Question CE3(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
4 responses









Include circular economy reference
Set out current and future arising of waste streams
Include municipal waste definition
Further explanation of other waste streams (e.g. CD&E)
Waste technical paper should cover all waste streams
Include details of C&I waste collected
Refer to the London Plan apportionment figure to 2036.
Appears to be limited Duty to Cooperate (DtC) with Thurrock
Proposed changes
Continue DtC jointly with WRWA Waste Planning Authorities with other London WPAs
through the London Waste Planning Forum and directly with those WPAs outside London

706

that receive exported waste from the borough.
Update supporting text to include:
 Key findings from Waste Technical Paper
 Clarify the London Plan apportionment covers C&I waste
 Refer to London Plan apportionment for the borough to 2036

Question CE3(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report
3 responses







No mention of C&I or C, D&E waste
No agreement from Thurrock to receive C, D&E waste
Most landfill sites operating and receiving C,D&E waste in Thurrock are planned to close
by 2020
Landfill capacity identified in the Thurrock plan is not specifically apportioned for London
authorities
Thurrock would wish to continue in discussion via the Duty to Cooperate process
regarding any assumptions about the role and capacity of Thurrock landfill sites to receive
C,D&E waste in particular from London Boroughs.
Appears to be limited DtC with Thurrock
Proposed changes
Continue DtC jointly with WRWA Waste Planning Authorities with other London WPAs
through the London Waste Planning Forum and directly with those WPAs outside London
that receive exported waste from the borough.
Update Policy Formulation Report (PFR) with key findings from Waste Technical Paper

AIR QUALITY
CE5 AIR QUALITY
Please note that the Draft Policies document was briefly discussed at the Flooding Steering
Group meeting (Friday 2 December 2016). The comments given at the Flooding Steering
Group meeting are included as ‘Discussion group responses’.
Question CE5(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CE5
7 responses



1 respondent agreed and 1 did not comment.
Onslow Neighbourhood association wanted to modify the policy to require air quality
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assessments tor any commercial premises selling cooked food.
Clean Air in London considered that policy CE5(b) would breach directive 2008/50/EC
on ambient air quality and cleaner air for Europe. Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Forum
supported this claim. It referred to its plan policy Healthy Air KBR31.
The Environment Agency wanted fully enclosed waste sites to help improve air quality in
the borough.
Kensington Society wanted the whole of chapter 36 to have more emphasis on air quality
and mentioned new information available (Kensington and Chelsea Joint Health and
Wellbeing Strategy 2016-21 consultation, the latest Public Health data, NICE guidelines,
Public Health England data). It referred to the responsibilities given by the NPPF. It also
supported electric cars, green roofs and green walls but also drew attention to
maintenance issues. It explained that the current policy did not give any guidelines to
assess the findings of the air quality assessments. It wanted section b of the policy to
become more restrictive by requiring developments to reduce the levels of local air
pollutants. It wanted to specifically resist refuse biomass combustion in section c of the
policy and questioned the implementation of section d of the policy (control of emissions
of particles and NOx during demolition and construction).
Proposed changes
The reasoned justification text accompanying the policy and the introduction of chapter 36
should be updated to reflect the findings of recent studies on air pollution, factors which
affect it and the impacts on heath it can have. There will be also more explicit reference to
the Council’s Air Quality and Climate Change Action Plan. The comment made by the
Environment Agency will be picked up in the Waste policy CE3d which will be amended to
require new on-site waste management facilities in Kensal and Earl’s Court fully enclosed
where practicable.
A minor change to the policy will be made to reinforce the Council’s support for measures
to improve air quality.

Question CE5(2)
Please provide your comments on the supporting text and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
4 responses received + Discussion Group





1 respondent (Planning consultancy Quod) agreed.
The Onslow Neighbourhood Association wanted to add new text in paragraph 36.3.50 to
reflect how cooking exhaust from restaurants could pollute air some distance away from
the premises and should be considered in planning applications.
Clean Air in London wanted the text to take account of the High Court decision on NO 2
plans and Defra 2020 predictions for Knightsbridge as the second highest levels of NO 2
in the UK.
Kensington Society wanted a detailed plan to reduce air pollution with actions such as:
lobbying the Mayor regarding the ultra low emission zone and introducing a speed limit
of 20mph across the borough. It considers that the Council should also sign up to the
WHO new BreatheLife campaign including the road map for a global response to adverse
health effects of air pollution. It also referred to the NICE guidance (draft for consultation
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December 2016). It proposed a series of action points to be included.
Residents attending the Flooding Steering Group also wanted to raise the relevance of
air quality within the introduction of chapter 36 and include reference to the NICE
guidance and the Kensington and Chelsea Joint Health and Wellbeing Strategy 2016-21.
Proposed changes
The reasoned justification text accompanying the policy and the introduction of chapter 36
should be updated to reflect the findings of recent studies on air pollution, factors which
affect it and the impacts on heath it can have. There will be also more explicit reference to
the Council’s Air Quality and Climate Change Action Plan. No specific reference to the
NICE report as it was under consultation. However, reference was made to the Joint Health
and Wellbeing Strategy 2016-2021 in the reasoning justification.

Question CE5(3)
Please provide your comments on the options and alternatives set out in the associated
Policy Formulation Report
No responses received

CHAPTER 37 INFRASTRUCTURE
Question: Infrastructure
Please provide your comments on the chapter and reference the specific paragraph
numbers or infrastructure projects
15 responses













Additional information provided for infrastructure schedule from London Fire Brigade on
Chelsea Fire Station, North Kensington Fire Station and Kensington Fire Station
Need for up-to-date evidence base relating to sport and leisure infrastructure highlighted
by Sport England
Suggested additional infrastructure items including step free access at South Kensington
Station and associated pedestrian tunnel from the station, retain Royal Marsden hospital
and deliver a Chelsea medical campus.
Remove infrastructure schedule from the plan to avoid duplication
Amend reference from annual monitoring report to authority monitoring report.
Westway Trust request that the Council acknowledge that sport pitches do not have to
be outside and can be replaced with equivalent indoor pitches.
TfL - The list of infrastructure requirements is unlikely to be able to be delivered in full
during the plan period and as such, it might be more useful to sort the table into ‘short’,
‘medium’ and ‘longer term’ delivery priorities. King’s Road Crossrail 2 station- under
sources of funding ‘other’ could be added.
Relate content of Chapter 36: Respecting Environmental Limits to Chapter 37:
Infrastructure and Chapter 38: Monitoring.
Delete any duplication
Delete any schemes that will be completed or dropped by 2017
Restructure table to group items by similar types of infrastructure rather than by
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responsible service provider
Need to reflect NHS strategy for provision of group practises in chapter 30.
Proposed changes
Minor updates to chapter text, including additional explanation of schedule columns
Infrastructure schedule to be updated following review of additional information received
and ongoing engagement with service providers.

CHAPTER 38 MONITORING
Question: Monitoring
Please provide your comments on the chapter and reference the specific Policy / Target
numbers
Fostering Vitality









Increase the frequency of monitoring the success of planning enforcement to every 3
months
Monitor the loss of A1 uses within South Kensington biannually.
Monitor cyclists using the quietways in SW7.
Monitor number of residents with electric cars to reconcile with the number of electric
charging stations.
Need to consider the phasing of large development sites when monitoring housing
delivery.
Monitor loss of social and community uses.
Monitor loss of residential units through amalgamation.
Need more air quality monitoring targets.

Diversity of Housing



CH1(b) Source for net losses from deconversions and amalgamations should be from
analysis of permissions and appeals allowed – RBKC supplies this data to London
Development Database.
Same comments for CH3(a); CH4(a); (b) and (i)

Flooding and Drainage


1 response was received from the Kensington Society. It queried if the number of
enforcement cases could be used to monitor policy CE2(f) Permeable front gardens.

Air Quality


Kensington Society considered that policy CE5 needed more air quality monitoring
targets.
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Proposed changes
Fostering Vitality
No change
Diversity of Housing
No change. As stated the Council does provide the stated data to London development
Database (LDD). This then forms the comprehensive database which can be collated for the
financial year by running reports from the LDD.
Flooding and Drainage
The number of enforcement cases will not reflect accurately the implementation of the policy
as enforcement action will normally take place after a complaint of non-compliance. It will not
reflect compliance with the policy.
Air Quality
No amendments are considered necessary as policy CE5e refers to emissions from
demolition and construction. This activity is already monitored by Council officers with due
regard to the London Mayor’s SPG: The Control of Emissions during Construction and
Demolition (2014).

CHAPTER 39 CONTINGENCIES AND RISKS FOR SITE
ALLOCATIONS
Question: Contingencies and Risks
Please provide your comments on the chapter and reference the specific paragraph
numbers

CHAPTER 40 HOUSING TRAJECTORY AND SUPPORTING
INFORMATION
Question: Housing Trajectory and Supporting Information
Please provide your comments on the chapter and reference the specific paragraph
numbers
Name

Comment

Response/ Proposed changes

London
Borough
of
Hammersmith
and Fulham
(Matt Butler)

We are unclear from the Local
Plan how and where the net
additional new homes target will
be achieved. (policy CP1 and
Chapter 40). It appears from the
table on page 491 that many of the
sites already have planning
permission which is at odds with
the reference to the impact of
Crossrail
on
new
homes.
SHMA -The Council agrees with

Update Housing Trajectory and
tables demonstrating the 5 year and
Years 6-15 supply in Chapter 40 with
further details of when site
allocations are expected to come
forward. This information has
already been published in the
Monitoring Report 2016.
The Council notes that LBHF agrees
with the SHMA conclusion of not being
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Name

Comment

Response/ Proposed changes

the conclusion that LBHF and in a single housing market area with the
RBKC are not within a single Royal Borough.
housing market area.
Chapter 40 includes the Housing
Trajectory. It provides a breakdown
over the next five years of projected
completions from sites with planning
permission and assumptions for small
sites and vacant units which come from
the London SHLAA 2013. This data
shows that the Council’s five year target
(733 units per annum) plus a 20% buffer
over the target which totals to 4,400
dwellings will be met.
It also includes the list of site allocations
and potential numbers of units from
each of these.

CHAPTER 41 POLICY REPLACEMENT SCHEDULE
Question: Policy Replacement Schedule
Please provide your comments on the chapter and reference the specific Chapter / Policy
numbers

CHAPTER 42 TOWN CENTRE MAPS
Question: Town Centre Maps
Please provide your comments on the chapter and reference the specific paragraph
numbers and maps
2 responses






Objection to the creation of the service retail frontage within South Kensington. This will
both hinder the ability of the centre to serve the local day-to-day needs of the local
residents and a lost opportunity for the museums to provide these facilities within their
sites to supplement their income.
Support change to Kensington High Street frontage designation
Support designation of Earl’s Court Road as a District Centre
Support for the designation of the Talbot Road, Latimer Road and Kensington High
Street/Warwick Road Neighbourhood Centres.

Proposed changes
Remove reference to South Kensington service retail frontage.
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CHAPTER 43 EVIDENCE BASE
Question: Evidence Base
Please provide your comments on the chapter and reference the specific Chapter numbers
/ evidence base documents

CHAPTER 45 GLOSSARY
Question: Glossary
Please provide your comments on the chapter and reference the specific Glossary word

INTEGRATED IMPACT ASSESSMENT (IIA)
Question IIA(1)
Please provide your comments on the assessment of sites and policies within the IIA
1 response


We are pleased to see that there is an aim to reduce the amount of waste produced. This
could be supported by making a clear policy requirement to reduce the amount of waste
produced within the Borough.
Proposed changes
No changes to the IIA Report required.

Question IIA(2)
Please provide any reasonable alternatives to sites or policies that are not included in the
IIA and which you feel need to be assessed?
0 responses
Proposed changes
No change required
.
Question IIA(3)
Please provide any other comments on the Interim IIA Report or updated IIA Scoping
Report and reference the specific paragraph numbers
2 responses


We note that on page 98 of the Borough’s IIA, it is stated that the Borough is at risk of
fluvial flooding from the River Thames. We would note that the flood risk from the River
Thames in the Borough is tidal and not fluvial.
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Proposed changes
Section 9.6 (‘Flood Risk’) has been updated to state ‘tidal flood risk’.

GENERAL COMMENTS
Question: General Comments
Please provide any other general comments
19 responses



The document is long, complex and difficult to read
The Local Plan should encourage developers to seek pre-application advice from the
Canal & River Trust
The consultation should have lasted longer and more advance notification of the
Discussion Groups given
Online comment arrangements should be more user-friendly
The Local Plan should be more ambitious in dealing with future issues and cross-Borough
issues
The Local Plan has a self-congratulatory tone and should set out some of the key
challenges it faces
The Local Plan should address the issue of sports facilities and pitches
The Local Plan should deal with health inequality issues
The Local Plan should address overcrowding issues
Resist the loss of social housing
Policy CR3 Street and Outdoor life should also be part of the Local Plan Partial Review
The Local Plan Partial Review should be timed to sync with the emerging new London
Plan
Temporary exhibitions relating to established cultural institutions should be encouraged
and the needs of residents and visitors balanced
The Local Plan needs to better reference and cater for Neighbourhood Plans, including
making the ‘strategic’ elements of policies clearer
Policy CT1 Improving Alternatives to Car Use should also be part of the Local Plan Partial
Review
Chapter 30 Keeping Life Local should also be part of the Local Plan Partial Review
















Proposed changes







Improve online comments arrangements
Amend Chapter 2 to show that the Borough still faces significant challenges
Further consider health impacts in the Integrated Impact Assessment (IIA) and
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
Include a statement that the Council as a Local Housing Authority will be publishing a
Tenant Decant Policy and consulting on a Strategy for Leaseholders in Regeneration
Areas. This will provide the Council’s policies on right to return, deals for leaseholders,
and offers for adult children or other family members.
Amend the Local Plan to better reference and cater for Neighbourhood Plans, including
making the ‘strategic’ elements of policies clearer
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5. REGULATION 19/20 CONSULTATION
SCHEDULES
5.1.1 Detailed schedules of each representation received and the Council’s response to aid
the examination process are provided as ‘Consultation Schedules’ for each chapter
of the Local Plan Partial Review in a separate document titled Regulation 19/20
Publication Policies Consultation Schedules.
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6. REGULATION 19/20 CONSULTATION
SUMMARIES
CHAPTER 2 ISSUES AND PATTERNS: OUR SPATIAL
PORTRAIT
ISSUES AND PATTERNS: OUR SPATIAL PORTRAIT
1 response: suggesting that this chapter was sound, but suggesting minor changes
 Need to amend the spatial portrait to reflect the nature of the Borough’s demographics in terms
of falling population, low occupancy rates and household size.
 Note the changing nature of housing units over time, with a reduction of smaller units and an
increase in the larger units.
Proposed modifications
None

CHAPTER 3 BUILDING ON SUCCESS: OUR VISION AND
STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES
3.1 VISION
CV1 VISION FOR THE ROYAL BOROUGH: BUILDING ON SUCCESS
Question CV1
Please provide your comments on the soundness/legal compliance of Vision CV1
7 responses
2 stakeholders were of the view that the vision was unsound




Concern that the ambition to create conservation areas of the future could be misinterpreted as
a desire to discouraging innovation or initiative. Need a greater focus on high quality ambitious
architecture.
Removal of “eyesore” policy indicates a lack of ambition and may jeopardise the redevelopment
of Newcombe House, Notting Hill Gate. Policies are required that would be more supportive of
the redevelopment of this site.
One stakeholder questioned who the duty to cooperate related to.

5 consultees did not explicitly comment on soundness


Concern from Hammersmith and Fulham Council that the vision is misleading as does not
reflect that the decision to build a Crossrail station on the King’s Road has yet to have been
confirmed. It suggests that the Council should refer to Hammersmith and Fulham’s desire for a
station at Imperial Wharf.
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The Port of London Authority reminded the Council of its obligations to recognise the
“safeguarded wharf status” of Cremorne Wharf. It sees this as an aspect of the Local Plan’s
strategic objective to “protect local uses”.
Sport England is “disappointed” that sport and leisure facilities do not appear to form a
prominent part of the Royal Borough’s visions given that the provision of such facilities can
significantly improve resident’s quality of life.
Loss of eyesore policy/ reference within the vision is regrettable, as this policy did help facilitate
future development proposals for the named eyesore buildings.
Support from the GLA for the Council’s vision, which is seen as “comprehensive, ambitious and
positively supports new development.” It is a vision which is “in line with the broad thrust of the
London Plan”.

Proposed modifications
None

3.2 STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES
CO1 KEEPING LIFE LOCAL
Question CO1
Please provide your comments on the soundness/ legal compliance of Strategic Objective
CO1
3 responses
2 consultees stated that the strategic objective was unsound.






A failure to plan for the pattern of primary health care provision for the future would diminish the
accessibility to such services.
Need to plan positively for the provision and use of community facilities.
Need greater reference to powers to produce neighbourhood plans and Assets of Community
Value.
Need to make specific reference to public houses as a social and community use.
Insufficient knowledge to be compelled to judge the vision as legally compliant.

1 consultee stated that the strategic objective was sound.


Support for provision of local facilities and the strengthening of town centres.

Proposed modifications
None

CO2 FOSTERING VITALITY

Question CO2
Please provide your comments on the soundness/ legal compliance of Strategic
Objective CO2
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1 response. This consultee stated that the objective was sound.


Support for policies which seek to enhance the vitality of communities.

Proposed modifications
None

CO3: BETTER TRAVEL CHOICES

Question CO3
Please provide your comments on the soundness of Policy CO3
6 responses
4 consultees stated the policy was unsound
 The Onslow Neighbourhood Association were concerned about promoting cycling.
 The Labour Group supported a station at Westway Circus.
 Requests to amend parking standards
2 consultees
 Notting Hill Gate KCS requested reference to the need to provide step free access at all
underground stations
 Sport England requested a reference to Active Design policy guidance
Proposed modifications
None

CO4 AN ENGAGING PUBLIC REALM

Question
Please provide your comments on the soundness/ legal compliance of Strategic Objective
CO4
3 responses
3 consultees stated that the strategic objective was sound. 2 did not elaborate further.


Support for improvements and increases to the public realm.

Proposed modifications
None
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CO5 RENEWING THE LEGACY

Question CO2(1)
Please provide your comments on the soundness/ legal compliance of Strategic
Objective CO5
1 consultee stated that the strategic objective was sound but did not elaborate further.
1 consultee stated that the objective was sound.


Support for policies which seek development of the highest quality.

1 consultee stated that the objective was unsound.



The Council is too focused on those parts of the borough which are more affluent.
The north fosters its own sense of community, which is an important part of the borough’s
legacy.

Proposed modifications
None

CO6 DIVERSITY OF HOUSING

Question CO6
Please provide your comments on the soundness/ legal compliance of Strategic
Objective CO6
3 detailed responses. 8 respondents indicate that the objective is sound and 2 indicate it is
unsound.



The Kensington Society states that the objective should refer to meeting the need for housing
for those who live and work in London.
Notting Hill Gate KCS supports the objective.

Proposed modifications
None

CO7 RESPECTING ENVIRONMENTAL LIMITS

Question CO7
Do you consider the policy to be sound/unsound?

Positively Prepared
Justified

Sound
2 - Catalyst Housing
Group, JE Bianco
2 - Catalyst Housing
Group, JE Bianco

Unsound
1 - Kensington Society
1 – Onslow Neighbourhood
Association
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Effective
Consistent with national
policy

2 - Catalyst Housing
Group, JE Bianco
1 - Catalyst Housing Group

0
1 – JE Bianco

Question CO7(2)
Do you consider the policy to be Legally compliant?
Yes – 1 Catalyst Housing Group
No – 1 JE Bianco

Question CE1(3)
Do you consider the policy to be in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate?
Yes – 1 Catalyst Housing Group
No – 1 JE Bianco

Q What are your reasons for this? What changes would you like made to address this?
(Please be as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and policy numbers)
Commenting on soundness
 The Kensington Society find the objective unsound as it is not positively prepared. They
consider there is a need for stronger policies particularly in relation to electric cars, green
roofs and air quality.
 The Onslow Neighbourhood Association consider the objective unsound as it only refers to
emissions from cars and not other larger vehicles which are more polluting.
 Catalyst Housing Group considers the policy to be sound.
Commenting on legal compliance
 JE Bianco is unsure regarding the soundness of the objective as they are not familiar with
the law.
Commenting on duty to co-operate
No comments
General comments not addressing soundness/ legal compliance or the duty to co-operate
No comments.
Proposed modifications
None
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CHAPTER 4 DELIVERING SUCCESS: OUR SPATIAL
STRATEGY
4.2 BROAD QUANTA OF DEVELOPMENT
CP1 CORE POLICY: QUANTA OF DEVELOPMENT
Question CP1
Please provide your comments on the soundness of Policy CP1
7 responses
1 consultee stated that the policy was unsound


Questioned whether the ambition to meet office need to 2028 was realistic.

3 consultees stated that the policy was sound



Support for provision of 8,100 new homes over the lifetime of the plan, as these will enable the
Council to meet its housing target.
Need to ensure that the nature of business floorspace allocated on the strategic sites is
considered carefully to ensure that delivery is not jeopardised.

3 consultees did not explicitly comment on soundness





The GLA welcomed the Council’s approach to the provision of affordable housing.
Sport England are concerned that the sporting needs and requirements of existing and future
residents are not specifically acknowledged. It is also concerned that the Council does not have
an up-to-date evidence base to justify securing funds for indoor and outdoor sports provision.
Appreciation that the Local Plan does show “some understanding of our daily lives.”
Welcome that the quanta of additional housing sought is a minima and not a maximum. This will
help boost the supply of housing.

Proposed modifications
None.

4.5 PLACE SHAPING
Question CP2
Please provide your comments on the soundness of Policy CP2
6 responses
1 consultee stated the policy was unsound
 Catalyst Housing Group consider the plan is not justified, effective or consistent with
national policy because there is a general bias towards the construction of mansion blocks
and terraced housing and request the text is changed to 4.4.4 … providing more homes on
site. Where justified, densities could go towards the top of the London Plan's density matrix
or in exceptional circumstances to exceed the density levels normally associated with them.
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CBRE made the same comment but did not comment on soundness.

1 Consultee stated the policy was sound
 The Kensington Society
o support place-shaping but are not convinced chapters 5-14 provide this, and
question the material weight that will be placed on these chapters;
o they also question how 4.4.2 relates to the London Plan density matrix requesting
more prescriptive wording and inclusion of housing densities in site allocations; and
o point out the map on page 43 shows a red station symbol where no station exists.
3 Consultees did not comment explicitly on soundness






Sport England strongly advise that the Active Design model policy is incorporated into the
supporting text regarding place-shaping as the principles would result in the creation of
places that are designed with health and activity at its core and assist in creating healthy
communities.
Port of London Authority suggest place chapters could identify infrastructure requirements,
transport, social and community facilities as an appropriate way of dealing with
development affecting the Thames and the safeguarded wharf. They also ask for policy to
specifically consider the use of the river as an alternative means of transport.
GLA consider chapters 5-14 set out a range of site allocations which provide for 8100 new
homes over the plan period, plus a range of other land uses and infrastructure. These
allocations include appropriate references to the strategic areas of change for London,
(Earl’s Courts Court/West Kensington Opportunity Area and Kensal Canalside Opportunity
Area) and several of the borough's town centres as well as a range of more local scale
sites. Overall this represents a positive approach to planning for and delivery of new
development within a borough which must be recognised as being already relatively
densely built up.

Proposed modifications
Remove phantom station symbol from Quantum of Development and Places maps

CHAPTER 5 KENSAL
KENSAL PLACE
CV5 VISION FOR KENSAL
Question CV5
Please provide your comments on the soundness of Vision CV5
2 Consultees stated the policy was unsound
4 Consultees stated the policy was sound and legally compliant
1 Consultee did not comment explicitly on soundness
 One respondent commented that the vision should state more explicitly the nature of a new
anticipated east-west road linking to Scrubs Lane in terms of traffic management.
 The Kensington Society propose that the RBKC stretch of the Grand Union Canal should be
designated as a conservation area in line with neighbouring sections is adjacent boroughs.
 The priority to develop a new neighbourhood centre and develop social and community
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facilities is very welcome.
Historic England have requested changes to the chapter text to clarify listing. They have
also requested changes to the vision to reference wider landscape and heritage influences.

Proposed modifications


Chapter text – update text to reflect more accurately the Grade II* listing of Kensal Day
Nursery.

CA1 KENSAL CANALSIDE OPPORTUNITY AREA

Question CA1
Please provide your comments on the soundness of Policy CA1
1 Consultee stated the policy was unsound with regard to being justified and effective
5 Consultees stated the policy was sound and legally compliant
3 Consultees did not comment explicitly on soundness
 One respondent commented that the vision should state more explicitly the nature of a new
anticipated east-west road linking to Scrubs Lane in terms of traffic management.
 National Grid find the policy sound, but have requested that more flexibility be included with
regard to affordable housing requirements, and that the text in Policy CA1(p) be amended
to include “subject to viability”.
 It is acknowledged that the 'optimal' development can only be achieved if the bridge
crossing and the Elizabeth Line Station come forward, but that it should be should be
recognised in the policy and supporting text that some development can be provided should
these elements not materialise.
 The Environment Agency has raised concerns that without evidence to demonstrate why a
future scheme is unable to connect to the mains foul drainage system, there could be
potential harmful impacts from the discharges from any on-site waste water treatment
facility. This was inserted in error and we confirm that connection to mains foul drainage
network is the expectation.
 In addition, the Environment Agency recommend a change to CA1(t) to include reference to
biodiversity.
 Sainsbury’s and Ballymore have not commented on soundness, but intend, however, to
request the Inspector's permission to clarify their position at the EIP on issues of soundness
and compliance with Paragraph 182 of the NPPF.
 They have reservations about setting out a minimum requirement of 3,500 homes without
further technical assessment. Another landowner welcomes the inclusion of the word
'minimum' and comments that this is the last significant strategic brownfield site within the
borough that is capable of delivering substantial residential development.
 Sainsbury’s and Ballymore also comment that CA1 should acknowledge a phased approach
is required to comprehensive development of the site.
 Historic England have requested changes to CA1(m) to provide more explicit reference to
seeking opportunities to enhance and better reveal the significance of Kensal Green
Cemetery.
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Proposed modifications
Main modifications
 CA1t. – include reference to ‘biodiversity’
 CA1v. – remove reference to ‘on-site waste water treatment facilities’ in line with the
Environment Agency’s comments

CA2 BARLBY-TREVERTON

Question CA2:
Please provide your comments on the soundness of Policy CA2
2 Consultees stated the policy was sound and legally compliant


No comments were submitted

Proposed modifications
None

CHAPTER 6 GOLBORNE
GOLBORNE PLACE
CV6 VISION FOR GOLBORNE
Question CV6:
Please provide your comments on the soundness of Vision CV6
2 Consultees stated the policy was not consistent with national policy
2 Consultees stated the policy was positively prepared and justifed
1 Consultee did not comment explicitly on soundness
1 Consultee stated the policy was not in accordance with the duty to cooperate




The Kensington Society proposes that the new Local Plan should include a designation of the 4
acres of Meanwhile Gardens as Local Green Space, under paragraph 77 of the NPPF.
There is a view that the RBKC stretch of the Grand Union Canal should be designated as a
conservation area.
Paragraph 6.2 refers to the timescales for future housing delivery and regarding Wornington
Green; the timescales for latter phases are not accurate and should be amended for clarity.
Proposed modifications
Minor modifications
 Para 6.2 – update text to reflect more accurately the timescales for phased development at
Wornington Green
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CA3 WORNINGTON GREEN

Question CA3:
Please provide your comments on the soundness of Policy CA3
1 Consultee stated the policy was unsound with regard to its effectiveness
1 Consultees stated the policy was sound, being positively prepared, justified, consistent with
national policy and legally compliant
1 Consultee did not comment explicitly on soundness
 Catalyst Housing Group have requested that text is added to para 6.7.1 in order to reflect
their view that there may be scope to increase densities through a new planning application
the final phase of development.
Proposed modifications
None
CA4 LAND ADJACENT TO TRELLICK TOWER

Question CA4:
Please provide your comments on the soundness of Policy CA4
1 Consultee stated the policy was sound and legally compliant


No comments were submitted

Proposed modifications
None

CHAPTER 7 LATIMER
LATIMER PLACE
CV7 VISION FOR LATIMER
Question CV7:
Please provide your comments on the soundness of Vision CV7
6 Consultees stated the policy was unsound
1 Consultees stated the policy was sound
5 Consultees did not comment explicitly on soundness




There is concern that in the Latimer vision 'guaranteeing all existing tenants the opportunity of a
new home' has been removed as well as 'the area will be better served by public transport'.
Existing tenants will want some assurance within the plan that they will be able to return when
regeneration of an area takes place.
There is support for a Westway Circus Station on the West London Line to improve connectivity
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in the area.
Comments have also been submitted in strong support of retaining public green space.
Respondents have requested that this chapter make a specific commitment to provide
additional social rented housing.
Para 7.4 should include a more positive commitment to provide step-free access at Latimer
Road station as it is heavily used by people coming to Action Disability Kensington and
Chelsea, located on the Silchester Estate.
The bullet in 7.4 regarding improvements to the cycle route from Freston Road to Latimer Road
may be confused with the previously proposed Cycle Superhighway along the Westway.
The proposed pedestrian/cycle underpass between Latimer Road and Imperial West/Wood
Lane, should be moved up to the 'context' section rather than only mentioned in the 'delivery'
section.
The underpass is referred to in 7.4 as if it is already in place, whereas there is a continuing risk
that this may not be delivered.
The Westway Trust would like to see more flexibility in relation to their landholdings, with a view
to introducing an element of mixed use enabling development on the sports pitches.
Several respondents have together raised the following issues:
o Reputational damage to RBKC arising from serving CPOs on a charity, a church,
community facilities, an arts centre and individual leaseholders and freeholders
o Concern that redevelopment would result in loss of light for existing residents
o Concern about air quality and pollution levels from the Westway
o Financial viability of redevelopment
o Human rights issues related to leaseholders that may be affected by redevelopment.
Proposed modifications1
Minor modifications
 Para 7.4 – amend 4th bullet text to clarify: Improve the area around the entrance to the
proposed pedestrian and cycle underpass link to White City, and access to the Westway
Travellers’ Site.
 Para 7.4 – amend 5th bullet text to clarify: Improve the cycle route under the Westway, from
Freston Road to Latimer Road
.

CA5 SILCHESTER ESTATES

Question CA5:
Please provide your comments on the soundness of Policy CA5
5 Consultees stated the policy was unsound
2 Consultees stated the policy was sound
3 Consultees did not comment explicitly on soundness
 Several respondents dispute the statement that the area has poor connectivity, however the
West London railway line is seen as a barrier, so the underpass at Latimer Road is welcome
and should be provided as quickly as possible.
 Comments request that principles (c) and (e) should be amended to increase significantly the
amount of social rented floor space to meet the borough's rehousing duties.
 Principles (d) and (f) should state that no changes to the legibility of the local environment will
be made at the expense of open green space and that "traditional street patterns" will not be
restored where they are not necessary or practicable.
 The Environment Agency have comment that this is the only site that coincides with a Critical
Drainage Area in the Local Plan and evidence from the borough's Surface Water Management
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Plan (2011) could have informed the policy in terms of principles for the site. It requests
amendments to the policy to highlight this.
The Westway Trust consider that their land should be included in the site allocation CA5 in
order to ensure that the full potential of the area is realised.
There must be rigorous consideration of all development options, as there are a number of
buildings at risk that are fit for purpose and positively contribute to the area.
Proposed modifications
None


CHAPTER 8 EARL’S COURT
EARL’S COURT PLACE
CV8 EARL’S COURT
Question CV8:
Please provide your comments on the soundness of Vision CV8
1 Consultees stated the policy was unsound
1 Consultees stated the policy was sound
2 Consultees did not comment explicitly on soundness






One respondent believes that greater emphasis should be placed on the potential of the sites to
significantly contribute to the Borough's housing stock and requested that the vision be
amended to reflect this. The addition of the following text to the first sentence was suggested:
“…and provide a significant contribution to the Borough's housing stock”.
TfL have commented that a key design aim for any new open space in this area should be to
manage rainwater in a sustainable way, in line with other references in the Plan to managing
surface water risk.
The Kensington Society would like to see a change to the vision – to replace the word
“humanise” with “civilise”.
They would also like to see the objectives in 8.4 reorganised into (i) Earl’s Court, and (ii) area
north of Cromwell Road.
Proposed modifications
None
or removed? Please give reasons.

CA6 EARL’S COURT EXHIBITION CENTRE

Question CA6:
Please provide your comments on the soundness of Policy CA6
2 Consultees stated the policy was sound and legally compliant


The Environment Agency welcomes the recognition of the flood risk status as stated in the
Site Constraints.
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Proposed modifications
None
removed? Please give reasons.
CA7 WARWICK ROAD SITES

Question CA7:
Please provide your comments on the soundness of Policy CA7
1 Consultee stated the policy was unsound and not legally compliant
1 Consultee stated the policy was sound and legally compliant
1 Consultee did not comment explicitly on soundness
 LBHF questions whether the policy should be more flexible and provide minimum housing
numbers rather than exact figures as stated in CA7a(i) and (ii), which have been included to
reflect the current planning permissions.
 One respondent has requested that the housing figure in CA7a(iv) be revised to require a
minimum of 650 units due to its well-connected, strategic location
 The same respondent also requests that Council reviews the obligations listed from CA7(f)
to (p) as these may now not be relevant given the completion of Charles House and the
permissions on the sites to the north of 100/100A West Cromwell Road.
Proposed modifications
None
Should the Place chapters be retained or removed? Please give reasons.
CA8 WARWICK ROAD ESTATE

Question CA8:
Please provide your comments on the soundness of Policy CA8
1 Consultee stated the policy was sound and legally compliant


No comments were submitted

Proposed modifications
Main modification
 The Council proposes that the floorspace requirements in clause (b) be amended in the
light of a new survey of the existing floorspace on site.
retained or removed? Please give reasons.
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CHAPTER 9 LOTS ROAD/WORLD’S END
LOTS ROAD AND WORLD’S END PLACE
CV9 VISION FOR LOTS ROAD/WORLD’S END
Question CV9(1):
Please provide your comments on the soundness of Vision CV9
0 Consultees stated the policy was unsound
1 Consultees stated the policy was sound and legally compliant
2 Consultees did not comment explicitly on soundness





Section 9.2, 2nd bullet – amend housing number from 380 to 420.
Section 9.4, 4th Bullet – add ‘a priority for early action’
Section 9.4, 5th bullet – remove priority for cross boundary links to Hammersmith and Fulham.
Section 9.4, 7th bullet – remove priority for new bus route from Fulham riverside to central
London.
Section 9.5 Delivery – remove reference to improving bus and extension of cycle hire scheme
add improvements to river services.
The GLA noted with approval the deletion of text relating to seeking removal of the Cremorne
Wharf’s protected status.




Proposed modifications



Section 9.2, 2nd bullet – amend housing number from 380 to 420.
Section 9.5 - change wording to reflect the fact the cycle scheme has already been delivered.
be retained or removed? Please give reasons.

CA9 LOTS ROAD POWER STATION

Question CA9:
Please provide your comments on the soundness of Policy CA9
0 Consultees stated the policy was unsound
1 Consultees stated the policy was sound and legally compliant
2 Consultees did not comment explicitly on soundness



The Environment Agency sought an amendment to make clearer where the requirement for a
10m buffer comes from in the site constraints. Remove ‘Water Framework Directive and replace
with Thames Estuary 2100 Plan.
Port of London Authority stated any potential developer must be made aware that an approach
that minimises potential conflicts of use or disturbance would need to be agreed ahead of any
submission for planning consent concerning the assumptions to be made in relation to the
safeguarded wharf.
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Proposed modifications


Remove Water Framework Directive and replace with Thames Estuary 2100 plan.
be retained or removed? Please give reasons.

CA10 SITE AT LOTS ROAD

Question CA10:
Please provide your comments on the soundness of Policy CA10
0 Consultees stated the policy was unsound
2 Consultees stated the policy was sound and legally compliant
3 Consultees did not comment explicitly on soundness






LBHF remain concerned that the allocation in RBKC at the site will influence development
Make clearer where the requirement for a 10m buffer comes from in the site constraints.
Remove ‘Water Framework Directive’ and replace with Thames Estuary 2100 Plan.
The Lots Village Association argued that the site context should include the site is
immediately adjacent to the Lots Village Conservation Area. They also sought clarification
that the proposed development would be a ‘business led mixed used development’ at the
site.
There needs to be a significant uplift in business floorspace to comply with employment
policies.

Proposed modifications
Minor modifications



Remove Water Framework Directive and replace with Thames Estuary 2100 plan.
Add text to the Para 9.8.1 to make it clear that the site is adjacent to the Lots Village
Conservation Area.

Main modifications


Amend Policy CA10(b) to ensure that any forthcoming development delivers a significant
uplift of employment uses (B1 and B8) from what existing. The amended wording is as
follows:

b. a minimum of 4000sq m (GIA) of commercial floorspace (A1, B1 and B18) of which at least
2000 sq m will be business floorspace (B1 or B8)
removed? Please give reasons.
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CHAPTER 10 PORTOBELLO ROAD
PORTOBELLO ROAD PLACE
CV10 VISION FOR PORTOBELLO ROAD
Question CV10:
Please provide your comments on the soundness Vision CV10.
No consultees stated the policy was unsound
1 consultee stated the policy was sound
1 Consultee did not comment explicitly on soundness
1 response
 Delete 10th bullet “All Saints Road and Ladbroke Grove are designated as District Centres in
the London Plan” factually incorrect
 Principles, third bullet “Support the specialist and individual retail functions of Portobello Road,
Ladbroke Grove, Westbourne Grove and All Saints Road” should be a separate bullet point
from “Improve legibility of the area”
Proposed modifications
Minor modifications


All Saints Road and Ladbroke Grove are designated as District Neighbourhood Centres in
the London Plan
 10.3 Principles third bullet should be two separate bullet points, this is clear in the track
changes version.
uld the Place chapters be retained or removed? Please give reasons.

CHAPTER 11 NOTTING HILL GATE
NOTTING HILL GATE PLACE
CV11 VISION FOR NOTTING HILL GATE
Question CV11:
Please provide your comments on the soundness Vision CV11
2 consultees stated the policy was unsound
 The Kensington Society consider it is not justified or effective because:
o CV11: 2nd para, last line: Change "50s" to "60s" – factual correction
o Para 11.2 refers to the Coronet Cinema and Theatre (now badged as the Print
Room at the Coronet).
o Para 11.4 includes a bullet point Protect new small retail units from
amalgamation. Why only 'new' and not existing?
o Para 11.2: 2nd bullet: The developments (i.e. the buildings) were built in the
1960s.
o Para 11.2: Change "and" to "an"
 Notting Hill Gate KCS consider the chapter should be substantially redrafted before it
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can be considered sound to:
o recognise the need for highly sustainable locations to deliver growth and
respond to the pressure on the city;
o remove the objective to retain an urban village feel;
o identify Newcombe House as an eyesore;
o confirm the need for eyesores to be redeveloped and the mistakes of the 1950s
to be corrected;
o remove the reference to the refurbishment of Newcombe House being identified
as the appropriate option for the site; and
o confirm that new development should be exceptional.
No consultees stated the policy was sound
No Consultees did not comment explicitly on soundness
Proposed modifications
Minor modifications
11.3 change and to an.
11.4 Change: Refurbish or redevelop a number of sites identified in the Notting Hill Gate
Supplementary Planning Document, including one of the tower blocks, Newcombe House, where
refurbishment is identified as the an appropriate option.

CHAPTER 12 KENSINGTON HIGH STREET
KENSINGTON HIGH STREET PLACE
CV11 VISION FOR KENSINGTON HIGH STREET
Question CV12:
Please provide your comments on Vision CV12
0 Consultees stated the policy was unsound
1 Consultees stated the policy was sound and legally compliant
3 Consultees did not comment explicitly on soundness










CV12, Para 1, Line 4: Add "businesses" after "residents"
CV12, Para 2, Add at end: ", whilst maintaining the diversity of its offer."
Para 12.2: 2nd bullet, line 7: remove “world’s largest”
Para 12.2, 2nd bullet line 9: After "is" insert "the diversity of its retail offer and"
Para 12.2; 8th bullet: Add at the end: "However, on the south side of the street, upper-floor
office uses provide valuable and affordable office floorspace for small firms which needs to be
maintained."
Para 12.3 Principles, 7th bullet: After "Street" add "strictly limit on-street advertising,"
Para 12.4: Priorities: 1st bullet: Add at the end: "Establish a new High Street partnership to
coordinate its development and management to maintain its competitive position."
2nd bullet: There is a need to protect the retail offer and resist any further "food and beverage"
outlets. Add at the end: "and resisting further food and drink outlets."
4th bullet: Delete and rewrite as: "Reprovide a major replacement cinema on the Odeon site
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with a public space and facing the Design Museum, to provide a strong anchor for the western
end of the Kensington High Street"
New bullets: "Provide free wireless internet access in Kensington High Street" "Develop
bespoke shopfront guidelines for Kensington High Street and Kensington Church Street"
Para 12.5: 6th bullet: Add at the end: "and reanimating the space in front of the former cinema
entrance."
Columbia Threadneedle Investments sought amendments to the priority and delivery bullets
seeking to deliver step free access and improvements to HSK station to reflect CIL and S106
guidance while also seeking clarification that will only apply to ‘major redevelopment’ at these
sites.
TfL notes there are currently no plans to redevelop the High Street Kensington Station.
Proposed modifications
Minor modifications
 CV12, Para 1, Line 4: Add "businesses" after "residents" - to clarify that businesses have
an important role to play in delivering the vision for the place.
 Para 12.4, second bullet: amend the text to clarify that this priority only relates to major
development.
 Para 12.5 amend text to clarify that this priority will be delivered in line with the relevant
legislation and guidance.

CHAPTER 13 KNIGHTSBRIDGE
KNIGHTSBRIDGE PLACE
CV12 VISION FOR KNIGHTSBRIDGE
Question CV13:
Please provide your comments on the soundness of Vision CV13
1 consultee stated the policy was unsound
Carraig Investments Sarl consider the plan is not positively prepared, justified, effective or
consistent with national policy because the former fire station is not considered worthy of retention
as a social and community use as it was not used by the community, is no longer suitable for a
similar use because emergency services are consolidating and has been vacant for many years.
No consultees stated the policy was sound
No Consultees did not comment explicitly on soundness

Proposed modifications
None
? Please give reasons.
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CHAPTER 14 SOUTH KENSINGTON
SOUTH KENSINGTON PLACE
VISION CV13 VISION FOR SOUTH KENSINGTON
Question CV14:
Please provide your comments on the soundness Vision CV14
3 consultees stated the policy was unsound
 The Kensington Society: not positively prepared, justified, effective, or in accordance with duty
to co-operate:
o 14.2: Context, second bullet: There should be a clear distinction between those
elements that are within the Royal Borough, to which the policies of this plan apply, and
those in Westminster that are purely contextual.
o Fourth Bullet line 2: After "institutions" add ", is a centre recognised in the London Plan
as a district centre"
o Fifth Bullet: rewrite this bullet: "South Kensington District Centre was noted for its many
small shops that gave it a village character much valued by local residents. However,
over the last ten years this has contracted to the area to the south and west of the
station, whereas the area to the north of the station has become increasingly dominated
by "food and beverage" outlets predominantly for visitors, much to the concern of local
residents. In addition there are Christies' auction rooms, Bute Street Farmers' Market
and a growing cluster of shops focusing on interior design, fashion and art galleries,
which are changing the retail mix."
o 14.3 Principles: this still has too much emphasis on the "cultural quarter" - bullets 1, 2, 3
and 4. Proposal:
 Third Bullet: Delete – this not an overarching aim.
 Sixth Bullet: Promote this to second bullet
o 14.4 Priorities add new first sub-bullet: limit further A3 uses (restaurants and cafes) in
the Thurloe Street/Exhibition Road/Thurloe Place area and the South Kensington
Station arcade, where "food and beverage" uses serving visitors uses dominate."
(Reference: TfL Retail Study)
o 14.5 Delivery third bullet after "step-free access" add "to the Circle and District Lines by
2022 and to the Piccadilly Line by 2025"
o 14.6 References add:
 TfL, South Kensington Station: Future Retail Study, September 2016
 TfL, Development Brief for South Kensington Station, November 2016
 Onslow Neighbourhood Society consider it is not justified because:
o No recognition that the local facilities enjoyed previously by residents have been
systematically destroyed by the increase in food and drink outlets which mainly benefit
visitors at the expense of the Museums’ and Institutions’ own food and beverage
facilities. Vision needs to state that by 2028 South Kensington will have re-focused from
food and beverage outlets to provide a good mix of shopping for the local residents.
o 14.5 6th bullet is an entirely new suggestion which did not appear in the previous
consultation document, should be removed (not correct there has been some additional
wording)
o 14.4 8th bullet this area is not suitable for cycle quiet ways, this bullet point should be
removed
 Exhibition Road Cultural Group consider it is not justified because:
o Priorities - public realm should include "Maintain a high quality public realm to ensure
the area is accessible and attractive to residents and visitors, students and workers".
o Reference should be made to Exhibition Road and the public realm within the priority
"enhance sense of place through high-quality, innovative and inspiring events,
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o

o

o

installations and activities in relevant to the Strategic Cultural Area."
Delivery: after "The Council will investigate the possibilities for the installation of
temporary outdoor exhibitions by the museums and other institutions within the South
Kensington Cultural Quarter" add: The Council will monitor patterns of movement in
Exhibition Road and seek opportunities to ensure it continues to be regarded as an
example of innovative public realm design that improves safety.
The Map requires minor amendments to be accurate. Part of the Natural History
Museum (The Geological Museum/Earth Galleries Building) is shown as being part of
the Science Museum. Museum Lane pointer should point to area adjacent to Exhibition
Road as this is the part of Museum Lane specifically referred to in the text. The Imperial
College buildings within RBKC are missing from the map. These are just south of
Imperial College Road.
Vision: It is not just the reputation that matters and needs to be protected and enhanced,
but the significance – the public benefit through the generation and sharing of
knowledge and innovation. The social and economic impact of these institutions benefits
those who have never visited or never heard of South Kensington. This promotion of
innovation, knowledge and inspiration is the intangible heritage of the cultural quarter,
and must be protected and enhanced.

No consultees stated the policy was sound
2 consultees did not comment explicitly on soundness


Savills objected to the removal of Chapter 13 Brompton Cross, and requested the reinstated
Brompton Cross chapter should promote it as a renowned shopping area of exceptional high
quality.
TfL CD proposes that the wording in Paragraph 14.4 is amended
o For clarity "Protect and increase the retail offer (class A1) through the reinstatement of
retail units along the southern side of Pelham Street as part of the South Kensington
Station improvements and protect A1 shop use in Thurloe Street"
o To provide the flexibility required to ensure that future development is both viable and
practicable "Restore the listed station arcade and the block to the south of Thurloe
Street, retaining or reinstating the historic shop fronts and entrances to the flats above to
reflect their original design"



Proposed modifications







14.2 fifth bullet to: The retail area South Kensington District Centre south of Cromwell Road
has many small shops, Christies' auction rooms and Bute Street Farmers' Market that give it
a village character much valued by local residents. However, there is concern among
residents that too many eateries are forcing out local shops. over the last ten years the area
to the north of the station has become increasingly dominated by food and beverage outlets
predominantly catering for visitors.
14.4 fourth bullet amend to Enhance sense of place in Exhibition Road though high-quality,
innovative and inspiring events, installations and activities in the public realm relevant to the
Strategic Cultural Area.
14.4 remove bullet point on Quietways as the Council has no plans for further Quietways in
the area.
14.5 third bullet after "step-free access" add to the District and Circle Line by 2022 and the
Piccadilly Line by 2026. (different date advised by Transport Dept)
Make appropriate map amendments.
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CA11 HARRINGTON ROAD

Question CA11:
Please provide your comments on the soundness of Policy CA11
No consultees stated the policy was unsound
No consultees stated the policy was sound
No consultees did not comment explicitly on soundness
Proposed modifications
None


CHAPTER 15 SLOANE SQUARE / KING’S ROAD
SLOANE SQUARE/KING’S ROAD PLACE
CV14 VISION FOR SLOANE SQUARE/KING’S ROAD
Question CV15:
Please provide your comments on the soundness of Vision CV15
0 Consultees stated the policy was unsound
0 Consultees stated the policy was sound and legally compliant
2 Consultees did not comment explicitly on soundness




Concern from our neighbours at Hammersmith and Fulham Council that the vision is misleading
as does not reflect that the decision to build a Crossrail station on the King’s Road has yet to
have been confirmed. They suggest that the Council should refer to Hammersmith and
Fulham’s desire for a station at Imperial Wharf.
The Institute for Cancer Research sought a minor factual correction to reflect that they are
devoted to the research and treatment of cancer rather than heart disease
Proposed modifications
None

CA12 CHELSEA FARMERS’ MARKET

Question CA12:
Please provide your comments on the soundness of Policy CA12
0 Consultees stated the policy was unsound
1 Consultees stated the policy was sound and legally compliant
0

Consultees did not comment explicitly on soundness

736

Proposed modifications
None
lease give reasons.

CHAPTER 28 PROPOSALS MAP
Question Proposals Map:
Please provide your comments on the soundness of Chapter 28 Proposals Map
2 Consultees stated the policy was sound



One respondent suggested that should changes be needed, this can be left open for
incorporating further proposals.
Historic England commented that it is important that heritage assets are clearly identified on the
Policies Map.
Proposed modifications
None

CHAPTER 29 POLICIES AND ACTIONS
29.2 INFRASTRUCTURE AND PLANNING CONTRIBUTIONS (COMMUNITY
INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY AND S106)
C1 INFRASTRUCTURE DELIVERY AND PLANNING CONTRIBUTIONS
Question C1(1)
Do you consider the policy to be sound/unsound?
4 responses received in total

Positively Prepared
Justified
Effective
Consistent with national
policy

Sound
1
1
1
1

Unsound
1
1
0
1

Question C1(2)
Do you consider the policy to be Legally compliant?
Yes – 1, No – 1

Question C1(3)
Do you consider the policy to be in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate?
Yes - 1 , No - 0
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Question C1(4)
What are your reasons for this? What changes would you like made to address this?
2 responses no soundness or legal issues raised





A fuller explanation of the neighbourhood element of CIL
Neighbourhood CIL is not limited to infrastructure
Policy C1 does not refer to Neighbourhood CIL
Oppose taking out wording “social, physical, green or environmental” from Policy C1

1 response - unsound
 Policy C1 does not refer to Neighbourhood CIL
 Supporting text does not explain how neighbourhood CIL will be consulted on prior to allocation
 Local Plan should set out full information on how the neighbourhood element of CIL is to be
handled.
1 response - sound
Proposed Modifications
None.
No modifications proposed in light of comments as Policy C1 and supporting text relates to
collection of planning contributions (CIL and S106) and sets high level principles with further
appropriate detail contained in the CIL Charging Schedule, CIL Regulation 123 List and Planning
Obligations SPD. The Planning Obligations SPD will be revised to reflect the Council’s approach
to operating both CIL and S106 in accordance with regulations. In respect of Neighbourhood CIL,
this relates to allocation and spending CIL receipts. This is a separate process to the LPPR for
which governance arrangements are being established where by the community will be engaged
on how best to spend Neighbourhood CIL, details of which will be published in due course.
Paragraph 29.2.4 already proposes new wording which states “Communities must be consulted
on how to spend a neighbourhood portion of the levy revenues arising from the development that
takes place in their area”.

29.3 PLANNING ENFORCEMENT
C2 PLANNING ENFORCEMENT
Question C2(1)
Please provide your comments on the soundness / legal compliance of Policy C2
No responses
Proposed modifications
None.
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CHAPTER 31 FOSTERING VITALITY
LOCATION OF TOWN CENTRE USES
CF1 LOCATION OF NEW SHOP USES
Question CF1(1)
Please provide your comments on the soundness/ legal compliance of Policy CF1
1 response. The consultee did not indicate whether they considered the policy to be sound.




Reference to be made to the need to control excessive concentrations of A2 uses (banks and
estate agents) and A3 uses (cafes and restaurants) within the borough where these significantly
reduce the retail function of the centre.
Support deletion of the reference to support a new centre in the Earl’s Court Opportunity Area in
the neighbouring borough of Hammersmith and Fulham.
Support for the re-designation of the Earl’s Court Road as a district centre.

Proposed modifications
None.

CHARACTER OF TOWN CENTRES
CF2 RETAIL DEVELOPMENT WITHIN TOWN CENTRES
Question CF2(1)
Please provide your comments on the soundness and legal compliance of Policy CF2
2 responses
1 consultee stated that the policy was unsound/ not legally compliant.


The focus of too many shops with the town centres will destroy the “town within the city” feel of
Kensington.

1 consultee did not explicitly comment on soundness/ legal compliance.


The Local Plan must note that the diversity of uses with the borough’s centres is under
pressure from the expansion of A2 and A3 uses.

Proposed modifications
None.
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DELIVERY WITHIN TOWN CENTRES
CF3 DIVERSITY OF USES WITHIN TOWN CENTRES
Question CF3(1)
Please provide your comments on the soundness/ legal compliance of Policy CF3
4 responses
1 consultee stated that the policy was unsound/ not legally compliant.


The increase in the proportion of non-shops allowed within the secondary frontages of South
Kensington from a third to a half will lead to a further oversupply of cafes, takeaways and
restaurants.

3 consultees did not explicitly comment on soundness/ legal compliance.







Support for the deletion of the service retail frontage within South Kensington.
Concern that the supporting text to Policy CF3 will encourage the conversion of upper floors of
properties within larger centres from offices to housing.
There are over concentrations of estate agents across the borough.
The increase in the proportion of non-shops allowed within the secondary frontages of larger
centres from two thirds of units within a parade to half will lead to a further oversupply of cafes,
takeaways, restaurants and estate agents.
The protection of all shops within neighbourhood centres is overly restrictive.
Banks are an essential high street service and add to footfall. As such there should be no
policy restriction for changes of use from shops to banks. This will be necessary for those
circumstances when the change of use would not be allowed under the provisions of the
GPDO.

Proposed modifications
Minor Modification
Amend paragraphs 31.3.24 and 31.3.41 to refer to the NPPF rather than the NPPG.

STREET MARKETS
CF4 STREET MARKETS
Question CF4(1)
Please provide your comments on the soundness/ legal compliance of Policy CF4.
No responses were received.
Proposed modifications
None
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BUSINESS USES
CF5 BUSINESS USES
Question CF5(1)
Please provide your comments on the soundness/ legal compliance of Policy CF5
5 responses
3 consultee stated that the policy was unsound










Support for allowing residential uses within the Employment Zones to allow an uplift in business
floorspace, but seeks a definition of what the Council considers to be the necessary “significant
uplift”. This should reflect the nature of different areas.
The policy does not take account of the viability of commercial properties when considering how
much residential floorspace will be allowed to help bring forward a significant amount of
additional business floorspace. This will stymie sustainable development and regeneration.
Support for allowing the provision of a range of uses within the Employment Zones. However,
concern that the Council wishes new development to maintain the business character of the
Employment Zones.
Residential uses should be supported within the Employment Zones, but not linked to any uplift
in additional business floorspace.
Reference must be made to the viability of commercial properties in different parts of the
borough when considering the need, or otherwise, for the insertion of higher value uses.
Policy should be amended to allow the change of use of offices to residential when within a
building which was not purpose built for offices. This will provide for greater scope for the
borough to meet its housing target.
The protection of B8 warehousing uses is inappropriate as there are no strong economic
reasons to do so. There is no proportionate evidence base to justify the wholescale protection
of warehousing uses within the borough. As such the protection of B8 uses is not sufficiently
flexible.
There is no need for a policy to protect existing B8 uses as the existing Local Plan offers the
protection the Council requires.

2 consultees did not explicitly comment on soundness




Need to ensure that the large scale offices are accommodated within town centres and close to
transport interchanges.
Support for allowing residential uses with Employment Zones where this stimulates new
employment floorspace.
Support the provision of additional non-intrusive purpose built car repair garage space, new live
work space and new purpose built small office premises.

Proposed modifications
Minor modifications
Amend paragraph 31.3.54 to clarify that the Council’s intention is for new mixed development within
the Employment Zones to be “business led”.
Amend paragraph 31.3.48 to reflect the NPPF, in that the Council will not protect warehouse uses
where there are not strong economic reasons to do so. Clarify the Council’s position in that it will
have regard to the previous commercial use when appropriate.
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CREATIVE AND CULTURAL BUSINESSES
CF6 CREATIVE AND CULTURAL BUSINESSES
Question CF6(1)
Please provide your comments on the soundness/ legal compliance of Policy CF6
One response was received which suggested that the policy was sound. No reasons were
given.
Proposed modifications
None

ARTS AND CULTURE USES
CF7 ARTS AND CULTURAL USES
Question CF7(1)
Please provide your comments on the soundness/ legal compliance Policy CF7
3 responses were received.
1 consultee stated that the policy was sound/ legally compliant.


The encouragement of the temporary use of properties as space for cultural activities was
supported.

2 consultees did not explicitly comment on soundness/ legal compliance.



Supporting text should to be amended to recognise that the South Kensington Museums have
been designated as a Strategic Cultural Area.
Reference to the role that enabling development can have in arts and cultural uses should be
removed as may lead to the loss of such uses.

Proposed modifications
Minor modifications
Amend supporting text to recognise that the South Kensington Museums have been designated as
a Strategic Cultural Area.

HOTELS
CF8 HOTELS
Question CF8(1)
Please provide your comments on Policy CF8
3 responses
1 consultee stated that the policy was sound/ legally compliant but did not elaborate.
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1 consultee stated that the policy was not sound/ legally compliant.


A greater degree of flexibility is required and the Local Plan should allow the conversion of nonpurpose built hotels back to residential uses. This will help the borough in meeting its housing
target without damaging its tourist function.

1 consultee did not explicitly comment on soundness/ legal compliance.


Support for protection of existing hotels, but widen those parts of the borough where new hotels
may be appropriate to include, “sustainable transport nodes; and visitor attractions.”

Proposed modifications
None

SOUTH KENSINGTON STRATEGIC CULTURAL AREA
CF11 THE SOUTH KENSINGTON STRATEGIC CULTURAL AREA
Question CF11(1)
Please provide your comments on the Soundness/ Legal compliance of Policy CF11
2 responses
1 consultee stated that the policy was not sound/ legally compliant.


The Local Plan should be amended to include reference to the Council’s duty to cooperate with
our neighbours at Westminster City Council to promote the Strategic Cultural Area.

1 consultee did not explicitly comment on soundness/ legal compliance.


The South Kensington Museums do not lie within the South Kensington district centre.

Proposed modifications
None

CHAPTER 32 BETTER TRAVEL CHOICES
NEW AND ENHANCED RAIL INFRASTRUCTURE
Question CT2:
Please provide your comments on the soundness of CT2
1 Consultee stated the policy was unsound
 The Kensington Society made comments relating to desired changes to the supporting text for
policy CT1, which is not being reviewed.
 Notting Hill Gate KCS stated the need to reference the requirement to deliver step free access
at underground stations, this is covered in policy CT1k.
1 Consultee stated the policy was sound
 National Grid Property Holdings support for the proposed Elizabeth Line station at Kensal
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Canalside Opportunity Area
2 Consultees did not comment explicitly on soundness
 The Post of London Authority made comments relating to boosting use of the river for transport,
this is covered in policy CT1n., which is not part of this partial review.
 TfL stated the reference to Crossrail Limited in policy CT2 should read Network Rail and DfT
and point out that many of the infrastructure proposals e.g. step free access schemes at
London Underground stations will only be deliverable with TfL approval and appropriate funding
secured. TfL also note that potential a new station on the West London Line (Westway Circus)
referred to in the plan does not have a high priority for Network Rail and TfL.
Proposed modifications
Minor modifications
 Change reference in CT2 from Crossrail Limited to Network Rail and DfT.

CHAPTER 33 AN ENGAGING PUBLIC REALM
STREETSCAPE
CR4 STREETSCAPE

Question CR4(1)
Do you consider the policy to be sound/unsound?
1 response received in total

Positively Prepared
Justified
Effective
Consistent with national
policy

Sound
1
1
1
1

Unsound
0
0
0
0

Question CR4(2)
Do you consider the policy to be Legally compliant?
Yes – 1

Question CR4(3)
Do you consider the policy to be in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate?
Yes - 1

Question CR4(4)
What are your reasons for this? What changes would you like made to address this?
1 response received – Sound
Proposed Modification
None.
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PARKS, GARDENS, OPEN SPACES AND WATERWAYS
CR5 PARKS, GARDENS, OPEN SPACES AND WATERWAYS

Question CR5(1)
Do you consider the policy to be sound/unsound?
8 responses received in total

Sound

Unsound

2
2
2
2

2
4
2
3

Positively Prepared
Justified
Effective
Consistent with national
policy

Question CR5(2)
Do you consider the policy to be Legally compliant?
Yes – 3, No – 1

Question CR5(3)
Do you consider the policy to be in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate?
Yes - 3, No - 1

Question CR5(4)
What are your reasons for this? What changes would you like made to address this?
2 responses – Did not indicate soundness but provided general comments



Allocate 4 acres of Meanwhile Gardens as Local Green Space
Support for the enhancement of the Borough's waterways for leisure and recreational use

4 responses - unsound
 Seeking planning contributions for publicly accessible opens space is too restrictive and should
be judged on a case by case basis.
 To make the policy effective it should state a preference for provision of open space on site
 The EA consider the Policy unsound as it has not been informed by the Thames River Basin
Management Plan (2015), additional wording suggested for Waterways section of the Policy
CR5
 Sport England object to this policy as it considers it too vague and does not specifically address
any identified need and is not based on up to date evidence
 Specific policies on indoor and outdoor sport provision should be included.
2 responses – Sound with no specific comments provided
Proposed Modifications
None. No modifications proposed as the respondents’ suggestions are not within the scope of
the Local Plan Partial Review which relates to seeking planning contributions only. The specific
focus on the review relates to reflecting that the council now operates CIL alongside S106.
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CHAPTER 34: RENEWING THE LEGACY
HERITAGE ASSETS – LISTED BUILDINGS, SCHEDULED ANCIENT MONUMENTS
AND ARCHAEOLOGY
CL4 HERITAGE ASSETS – LISTED BUILDINGS, SCHEDULED ANCIENT MONUMENTS
AND ARCHAEOLOGY
Question CL4(1)
Do you consider the policy to be sound/unsound?

Positively Prepared

Sound
3

Unsound
0

Justified

3

0

Effective

2

0

Consistent with national
policy

2

0

Question CL4(2)
Do you consider the policy to be Legally compliant?
Yes – 3 (Kensington Society, J E Bianco, Catalyst Housing Group), No – 0

Question CL4(3)
Do you consider the policy to be in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate?
Yes – 2 (J E Bianco, Catalyst Housing Group), No – 0

Question
What are your reasons for this? What changes would you like made to address this?
Commenting on soundness
 The Kensington Society has made comments with regard to criterion (a) of Policy CL4 to
include the word ‘structures’ in the list of things that the policy is seeking to preserve the
heritage significance of.
 Historic England comments on areas that are not within the scope of the current Local Plan
Partial Review. It states that Policies CL1, CL2 and CL3 and their supporting text are being
retained unchanged and recommends that consideration is given to how locally recognised
heritage assets are covered in policy. It also recommends that plan policies address the
approach to heritage at risk.
 In relation to archaeological priority areas (the subject of this review), Historic England
strongly supports the amendments. It recommends that the last sentence in para 34.3.63
(p177) is amended to read: ‘Policy CL4 (g) and (h) require development to protect the
significance of Archaeological Priority Areas’.

Commenting on legal compliance
No detailed comments received.
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Commenting on duty to co-operate
No detailed comments received.
Proposed Modifications
Minor Modifications
Paragraph 34.3.63 – amend as suggested by Historic England to improve the clarity of text.

CHAPTER 35: DIVERSITY OF HOUSING
HOUSING TARGETS
CH1 INCREASING HOUSING SUPPLY
Question CH1
Do you consider the policy to be sound/unsound?

Positively Prepared

Sound
4

Unsound
1

Justified

3

3

Effective

3

3

Consistent with national
policy

3

2

Question CH1
Do you consider the policy to be Legally compliant?
Yes – 4 (National Grid, Giandomenico Iannetti, Catalyst Housing, St William Homes LLP)
No – 1 (Savills)

Question CH1
Do you consider the policy to be in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate?
Yes – 4 (National Grid, Giandomenico Iannetti, Catalyst Housing, St William Homes LLP)
No – 1 (Savills)

Question
What are your reasons for this? What changes would you like made to address this?
Commenting on soundness
 The Kensington Society finds the policy unsound as it is not justified or effective. It supports
the changes to Policy CH1 and in particular the policy on amalgamations CH1(b) and
optimising residential units CH1(d). Kensington Society has suggested a number of small
changes to the wording of the reasoned justification to refer to meeting housing needs of
people who live and work in London. It has also suggested changes to text to highlight
either housing issues caused by international investors or to make it clear that new homes
are for Londoners. In relation to the policy on amalgamations, Kensington Society would like
to change the policy so it refers to ‘deconversions’ and amalgamations.
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A number of residents Nick Hopkinson, Soyar Sherkat, Mr and Ms Marion Buten & Sean
Weissenberger, Dr Y Mohsenzadeh, Sedigheh Dehdashty, James Hopkinson support the
policy on amalgamations as it will help meet the currently unmet demand for 3 & 4 bed
homes. They consider that a higher threshold of 200 sq m may be even more suitable.
The Home Builders Federation (HBF) questions the methodology underpinning the
borough’s objectively assessed need as set out in the Strategic Housing Market
Assessment (SHMA), December 2015. It considers that the Council has not adjusted the
OAN to take account of market signals as required by the NPPG and incorrectly relies on
the unique character of the borough with extremely high land values. Although, HBF
accepts that the borough is seeking to meet and exceed the London Plan target which is
significantly above the identified objectively assessed need. It also states that the borough
should deal with its historic undersupply of housing in the first five years of the plan. It
further questions if the borough has an individual Strategic Housing Availability Assessment
(SHLAA) rather than the London SHLAA.
Savills indicates the policy is unsound as it is not positively prepared, justified, effective and
consistent with national policy. Savills has responded on behalf of various clients reiterating
and expanding on its objections to the amalgamations policy. It is stated that the loss of
units through amalgamations is not justified by the evidence and recent appeal decisions
(two of which the Council has challenged and the Secretary of State has conceded) are
quoted which take the view that amalgamations are unlikely to impact on the borough’s
housing supply. Savills seeks to retain the existing planning policy on amalgamation of
units. The floorspace threshold of 170 sq m is considered to be too low and a floorspace
threshold of 170 sq m for flats and 250 sq m for houses is suggested. Savills continues to
ask for further exceptions to be included such as allowing de-conversion back to properties
built as a single dwellinghouse and for listed buildings.
London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham (LBHF) agrees with the conclusion on the
SHMA 2015 that the borough is a single housing market area. LBHF has made a comment
in relation to policy not being strong enough to protect residential units in upper floors in
town centres but acknowledge that this is not a strategic issue.
Catalyst Housing Group has submitted representations with reference to the criterion on
amalgamations and would like to change the policy to either have a higher threshold of 180
sq m or include an exception for affordable units where the “amalgamation is required to
respond to housing need to enable extended family living.”
The Greater London Authority is supportive of the approach taken including on
amalgamations. It recognises that the borough’s housing target exceeds the borough’s
objectively assessed need.
National Grid and St William Homes LLP support the policy. Notting Hill KCS considers the
policy to be sound.

Commenting on legal compliance
Savills indicates that the policy is not legally compliant but does not state why in its detailed
comments.
Commenting on duty to co-operate
Savills indicates that the policy is not in accordance with the duty to co-operate but does not state
why in its detailed comments.
It should be noted that the London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham and the GLA are duty to
co-operate bodies.
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Proposed Modifications
Main Modifications
None
Minor Modifications
Paragraph 35.3.2 - Use ‘capacity’ instead of ‘supply’ when referring to the constraints on housing
delivery as highlighted in consultation responses. Also remove reference to monitoring evidence
as informing housing targets as the SHLAA 2013 includes monitoring evidence and informs
housing targets.
Paragraph 35.3.13 – refer to the London Plan ‘Sustainable Residential Quality’ Density Matrix
and not simply the density matrix to improve the accuracy of referencing. The same addition to
be made to Policy CH1 criterion d. as below.
d. optimise the number of residential units delivered in new developments by taking into account
the relevant range within the London Plan Sustainable Residential Quality dDensity mMatrix.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING
CH2 AFFORDABLE HOUSING
Question CH2
Do you consider the policy to be sound/unsound?

Positively Prepared

Sound
3

Unsound
2

Justified

2

3

Effective

2

3

Consistent with national
policy

2

2

Question CH2
Do you consider the policy to be Legally compliant?
Yes – 4 (Kensington Society, National Grid, Catalyst Housing and St William Homes LLP), No – 1
(Savills)

Question CH2
Do you consider the policy to be in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate?
Yes – 4 (Kensington Society, National Grid, Catalyst Housing and St William Homes LLP), No - 1
(Savills)

Question
What are your reasons for this? What changes would you like made to address this?
Commenting on soundness
 The Kensington Society supports the policy but comments that starter homes may not work
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in the borough.
The Home Builders Federation comments that the policy criterion regarding starter homes
will need to be amended in light of the Housing White Paper. It also points out that the
threshold of 650 sq m GIA which triggers the requirement for affordable housing is contrary
to national policy. National policy requires that contributions for affordable housing should
not be sought from developments of 10-units or fewer, and which have a maximum
combined gross floorspace of no more than 1000 sq m7 (gross internal floorspace - GIA).
These comments are also echoed by Queensgate Investments LLP and Savills.
The Home Builders Federation also comments that the requirement to use Existing Use
Value plus in viability assessments is contrary to national policy. Similarly, the Council
cannot ‘dis-apply’ vacant building credit as this is unjustified and contrary to national policy.
Savills has also commented on starter homes and the affordability of £450,000 cap on
property values. Savills further comments on the 50:50 tenure mix that this is contrary to the
Council’s own SPG and that it is unclear how London Living Rent will be incorporated.
National Grid supports the policy but comments that some information in viability appraisals
may be commercially sensitive and may not be suitable to be publicly available. It considers
this is important for Kensal Canalside. Notting Hill Gate KCS Ltd make similar points about
open book financial viability appraisals.
Cllr Blakeman would like the text to be changed to refer to the delivery of social rented and
affordable housing by a Council owned Company on Council owned land.
GLA welcomes the amendments to Draft Policies and reference to the Mayor’s emerging
Affordable Housing and Viability SPG. However, it is strongly recommended that Policy
CH2b is explicit that the 35% threshold should be met without the use of public subsidy and
that all applicants are expected to explore the use of grant and other public subsidy.
Catalyst Housing comments on starter homes and that this has been superseded by the
Housing White Paper. It further comments that the Council’s Affordable Housing Target
Viability Study, July 2016 needs to be updated to reflect the proposed definition of
affordable housing in the Housing White Paper.
St William Homes LLP is concerned that calculating affordable housing requirements on a
floorspace basis is not in accordance with the London Plan, and would prejudice both the
quantum of affordable housing on site and could hinder internal residential design quality.

Commenting on legal compliance
No comments have been made on legal compliance
Commenting on duty to co-operate
No detailed comments have been made on the duty to co-operate. It should be noted that the
London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham and the GLA are duty to co-operate bodies.
Proposed Modifications
Include a number of main modifications as follows to reflect the broadened definition of
affordable housing, as proposed in the Housing White Paper. The Housing White Paper also
proposes that local authorities should seek to ensure that a minimum of 10% of all homes on
individual sites are affordable home ownership products and confirms that the Government will
not introduce a statutory requirement for starter homes at the present time. These changes have
been tested in an update of the evidence on Affordable Housing Target Viability Report
published in June 2015 and its update in July 2016.

7

Policy set out in WMS of 28 November 2014 and Paragraph 31 NPPG on Planning Obligations
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Main Modifications
Policy CH2: Affordable Housing
Criterion a. – delete criterion a. requiring starter homes as the Housing White Paper confirms that
the Government will not introduce a statutory requirement for starter homes at the present time.
Criterion b. – amend text as follows to reflect proposed modifications in the Housing White Paper
regarding affordable home ownership products.
b. developments to provide 40 35% of all residential floorspace as affordable housing
including affordable home ownership products on sites that provide 650 sq m or more of
gross residential floorspace (gross internal area), once the threshold is met all gross
residential floorspace is liable for an affordable housing contribution;
Criterion c. – amend text as follows to reflect Proposed modifications in the Housing White Paper
regarding affordable home ownership products.
c. - separate to any starter homes provision, overall 50% of the remaining affordable
housing provision to be social rent / affordable rent and 50% to be intermediate including
intermediate rent and affordable home ownership products;
Policy CH2: Reasoned Justification
35.3.18 - Delete paragraph 35.3.18 referring to starter homes as the Housing White Paper
confirms that the Government will not introduce a statutory requirement for starter homes at the
present time. The definition of starter homes will be included in the glossary.
35.3.22A - Add new paragraph 35.3.22A to explain the changes proposed to broaden the
definition of affordable housing in the Housing White Paper to include starter homes, discount
market sales and affordable private rent housing. Also add that it is proposed that local
authorities should seek to ensure that a minimum of 10% of all homes on individual sites are
affordable home ownership products.
35.3.23 - Amend paragraph 35.3.23 to clarify that Policy CH2 has factored in the proposed
broader definition of affordable housing and the requirement for local authorities to seek to
ensure that a minimum of 10% of all homes on individual sites are affordable home ownership
products and that this has been tested for viability.
35.3.29 - Add new text to paragraph 35.3.29 to include reference to starter homes, discounted
market sales housing and affordable private rent housing as proposed by the Government to be
included within the definition of affordable housing and clarify that these are all considered to be
part of the wider intermediate tenure.
35.3.31 - Add new text to paragraph 35.3.31 to clarify that the 50% intermediate tenure can
include intermediate rent and a minimum of 10% homes ownership products as proposed by the
Government.
35.3.33 – Add text to paragraph 35.3.33 to refer to the Affordable Housing Viability Report
Update 2017.
Minor Modifications
35.3.21 - Paragraph 35.3.2 - Use ‘capacity’ instead of ‘supply’ when referring to the constraints
on housing delivery.
35.3.24 - Add reference to the Affordable Housing Viability Report Update in paragraph 35.3.24.
35.3.30 - Delete paragraph 35.3.30 as this text will be included in new paragraph 35.3.22A as
part of main modifications.
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HOUSING SIZE MIX AND STANDARDS
CH3 HOUSING SIZE MIX AND STANDARDS
Question CH3
Do you consider the policy to be sound/unsound?

Positively Prepared

Sound
3

Unsound
2

Justified

3

2

Effective

3

2

Consistent with national
policy

3

2

Question CH3
Do you consider the policy to be Legally compliant?
Yes – 3 (National Grid, Catalyst Housing, St William Homes LLP), No - 0

Question CH3
Do you consider the policy to be in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate?
Yes – 3 (National Grid, Catalyst Housing, St William Homes LLP), No - 0

Question
What are your reasons for this? What changes would you like made to address this?
Commenting on soundness
 The Kensington Society is concerned that the previous size mix requiring 80% of new
dwellings to be family sized dwellings has skewed the housing stock to cater to the
international investment market producing a very unbalanced contribution to housing stock.
The Kensington Society does not consider the proposed size mix appropriate and propose
35% - 3 bedrooms or more and 65% - 1 and 2 bedroom homes.
 The Kensington Society further asks for a new policy to mention specifically smaller units
attractive to older households in order to encourage the release of larger, under-occupied
units.
 Councillor Blakeman considers that the proposed housing size mix as set out in the SHMA
2015 is incorrect.
 The National Grid and St William Homes LLP support the flexibility provided by the policy in
referring to the latest evidence.
Commenting on legal compliance
No comments have been made on legal compliance
Commenting on duty to co-operate
No detailed comments have been made on the duty to co-operate.
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Proposed Modifications
None.

SPECIFIC HOUSING NEEDS
CH4 SPECIFIC HOUSING NEEDS
Question CH4
Do you consider the policy to be sound/unsound?

Positively Prepared

Sound
2

Unsound
1

Justified

2

0

Effective

2

1

Consistent with national
policy

2

0

Question CH4
Do you consider the policy to be Legally compliant?
Yes – 2 (Savills, Catalyst Housing Group), No - 0

Question CH4
Do you consider the policy to be in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate?
Yes – 2 (Savills, Catalyst Housing Group), No - 0

Question
What are your reasons for this? What changes would you like made to address this?
Commenting on soundness
 The Kensington Society considers that the section should make a link between an ageing
population and the need for smaller units to enable downsizing.
 The Home Builders Federation considers the policy to be unsound as it is unjustified and
ineffective. The policy should refer to the need for retirement housing as well as extra care
and sheltered housing and the policy should be amended to refer to “all types of older
persons housing with reference to the indicative benchmarks in Table A5.1 of the London
Plan.” The policy on student housing is supported but comments are made to the effect that
the Council needs to assess what the need for student accommodation will be over the plan
period.
 Savills supports the policy in particular on older people’s and extra care housing.
Commenting on legal compliance
No comments have been made on legal compliance
Commenting on duty to co-operate
No detailed comments have been made on the duty to co-operate.
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Proposed Modifications
Main Modifications
Add new paragraph 35.3.71A to explain that build to rent schemes will be expected to provide
intermediate rent or affordable private rent housing in anticipation of forthcoming changes to the
NPPF as set out in `Fixing our broken housing market’ Housing White Paper and the
Government consultation on Planning and Affordable Housing for Build to Rent.
Policy CH4 (e) – include reference to affordable private rent in criterion e. as set out below in
anticipation of forthcoming changes to the NPPF as set out in `Fixing our broken housing market’
Housing White Paper and the Government consultation on Planning and Affordable Housing for
Build to Rent.
e.
support build to rent schemes in particular those that include intermediate rent or
affordable private rent as part of the affordable housing component;
Minor Modifications
35.3.70 - Combine last two sentences to aid clarity.

ESTATE RENEWAL / REGENERATION
CH5 ESTATE RENEWAL / REGENERATION
Question CH5
Do you consider the policy to be sound/unsound?

Positively Prepared

Sound
1

Unsound
1

Justified

1

1

Effective

1

1

Consistent with national
policy

1

0

Question CH5
Do you consider the policy to be Legally compliant?
Yes – 1 (Catalyst Housing Group), No - 0

Question CH5
Do you consider the policy to be in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate?
Yes – 1 (Catalyst Housing Group), No - 0

Question
What are your reasons for this? What changes would you like made to address this?
Commenting on soundness
 Detailed comments have been received on from Councillor Blakeman on Policy CH5.
She suggests a number of changes to the policy criterion to make the policy sound.
These include (but are not limited to) changing the policy to require an increase in the
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provision of social rented and affordable housing to contribute to meeting assessed
housing needs, providing a guarantee to return not just for social rented tenants but also
tenants of Registered Providers and limit developer’s profit to 15% in financial viability
appraisals.
Councillor Blakeman also states that the reasoned justification should specify that
former social rented properties sold under the right to buy or right to acquire should not
be categorised as market sector provision

Commenting on legal compliance
No comments have been made on legal compliance
Commenting on duty to co-operate
No detailed comments have been made on the duty to co-operate.
Proposed Modifications
None.

GYPSY AND TRAVELLER ACCOMMODATION
CH6 GYPSY AND TRAVELLER ACCOMMODATION

Question CH6(1)
Do you consider the policy to be sound/unsound?
4 responses received in total

Positively Prepared

Sound
1

Unsound
0

Justified

1

0

Effective

1

0

Consistent with national
policy

1

0

Question CH6(2)
Do you consider the policy to be Legally compliant?
Yes - 1, No - 0

Question CH6(3)
Do you consider the policy to be in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate?
Yes - 1, No - 0
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Question CH6 (4)
What are your reasons for this? What changes would you like made to address this?
3 responses provided general comments





LBHF supports and agrees with findings of the GTANA and that it is prepared in accordance
with national planning policy and guidance.
LBHF suggests additional wording to clarify the PPTS definition has been applied.
Westway Trust suggests re-visiting proposals to straighten the road to run directly from Latimer
Road to the travellers site to assist increasing capacity at Stable Way.
TfL confirms continued engagement with RBKC over opportunities for additional Traveller
pitches at Stable Way.

1 response – Sound with no comments provided
Proposed Modifications
Minor Modification
Minor modification to supporting text to further clarify that the PPTS definition of Travellers has
been applied to identify accommodation needs.

CHAPTER 36: RESPECTING ENVIRONMENTAL LIMITS
CLIMATE CHANGE
CE1 CLIMATE CHANGE
Question CE1(1)
Do you consider the policy to be sound/unsound?

Positively Prepared

Sound
1

Unsound
1

Justified

1

1

Effective

1

1

Consistent with national
policy

1

1

Question CE1(2)
Do you consider the policy to be Legally compliant?
Yes – 2 Environmental Agency, Catalyst Housing Group
No – 0

Question CE1(3)
Do you consider the policy to be in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate?
Yes – 2 Environmental Agency, Catalyst Housing Group
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No – 0

Question
What are your reasons for this? What changes would you like made to address this?
Commenting on soundness
 The Kensington Society find the policy unsound as it is not positively prepared or effective.
It considers that the policy needs to go further in addressing other greenhouse gases not
just carbon emissions with particular concerns in relation to emissions from new
construction and construction vehicles. Given the health risks arising from poor air quality it
believes policies in the Local Plan must go further in controlling and reducing air pollution.
 The Environment Agency considers the policy to be unsound as it is not consistent with
paragraphs 94 and 99 of the National Planning Policy Framework as it focuses on the
reduction of carbon emissions and energy measures and does not look at the wider aspects
of how developments can mitigate and adapt to climate change.
 The Greater London Authority is supportive of the approach taken which is in line with
London Plan policies on climate change.
 Catalyst Housing Group considers the policy to be sound.
Commenting on legal compliance
Catalyst Housing Group and the Environment Agency state that the consider the policy is legally
compliant.
Commenting on duty to co-operate
Catalyst Housing Group and the Environment Agency state that they consider the policy has been
prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate.
General comments not addressing soundness/ legal compliance or the duty to co-operate
 Port of London Authority emphasises the need to promote alternatives to road transport
such as transportation by water to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
Proposed Modifications
None.

FLOODING AND DRAINAGE
CE2 FLOODING

Question CE2(1)
Do you consider this policy: satisfies the tests of soundness (positively prepared;
justified; effective; and consistent with national policy); is legally compliant; and is in
accordance with the duty to cooperate?





Three comments were received on the policy
The Kensington Society requested that wording stating that all runoff from developments is to
be absorbed on-site with no surface water discharging into sewers.
The Environment Agency was supportive and wanted a minor text edit within the supporting text
of the policy to add more clarity for undertaking Flood Risk Assessments within Flood Zone 2
and 3.
The Greater London Authority was supportive of the policy.

757

Proposed modifications
Minor modifications to supporting text as requested by the Environment Agency.

WASTE
CE3 WASTE

Question CE3(1)
Do you consider the policy to be sound/unsound?
12 responses received in total

Positively Prepared

Sound
2

Unsound
0

Justified

2

0

Effective

2

1

Consistent with national
policy

2

0

Question CE3(1)
Do you consider the policy to be Legally compliant?
Yes - 2

Question CE3(1)
Do you consider the policy to be in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate?
Yes - 2, No - 1

Question CE3
What are your reasons for this? What changes would you like made to address this?
1 response unsound
 Require a report on demolition disposal, method of transport and environmental disposal.
 Additional points suggested “target for streams to be set before construction begins and
monitored. Route and disposal method agreed.”
 Additional point suggested: “have regard for the environmental impact of transport and
methods of disposal”
9 responses - did not indicate soundness but provided general comments
 LBHF commits to working with the WRWA waste planning authorities
 Pooling arrangements would be subject to approval by all authorities involved.
 Inconsistencies between 36.3.36 and 36.3.39, suggestion made to delete reference to
working jointly to meet apportionment gap in Bexley.
 Port of London Authority is in full support of the aims of the policy.
 OPDC suggests changes to supporting text to reflect pooling arrangements still need to be
agreed.
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A detailed response was received from London Borough of Camden / North London Waste Plan
setting out the following points:
















Clarify the type of waste being discussed
Include a table for waste arising of all waste streams
Summarise the findings for the WTP for each waste stream
Unclear how joint working will affect future waste streams
Unclear if RBKC has engaged recipient waste exports
CD&E may be apportioned in the London plan
Policy CE3b) falls short of GLA policy which requires boroughs to allocate land and identify
capacity to managed waste apportionment
It is not clear who will deliver and manage facilities delivered as part of new development,
would the feedstock be from new development or further afield?
How will other waste streams and exports be monitored?
No evidence of Duty to Cooperate
No triggers for a review of the policy
Site Waste Management Plans are no longer required from developers
WTP is generally sound
WTP assumptions are questionable regarding Powerday capacities
The WTP double counts transfer capacity

2 responses – Sound


Environment Agency is pleased to see previous comments have been take on board

Proposed Modifications
Minor Modification
Reflect that the WRWA WAPs are in the process of agreeing joint working arrangements
therefore there is still a requirement to work with other London boroughs.
Clarify the type of waste being discussed in the LPPR
Amendments to monitoring section to clarify all waste streams will be monitored through ongoing
joint waste work with other WRWA WPAs.
Main modification
None.

CE5: AIR QUALITY
Question CE5(1)
Do you consider the policy to be sound/unsound?

Positively Prepared

Sound
1

Justified

1

Effective

1

Unsound
1

1
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Consistent with national
policy

1

Question CE5(2)
Do you consider the policy to be Legally compliant?
Yes – 1 Catalyst Housing
No - 0

Question CE5(3)
Do you consider the policy to be in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate?
Yes – 1 Catalyst Housing
No - 1 Kensington Society
Q What are your reasons for this? What changes would you like made to address this? (Please be
as precise as possible, with reference to paragraph and policy numbers)
Commenting on soundness
 The Kensington Society proposes additional text to address concerns relating to the impact
of major developments on air pollution and to require a low emission strategy. Further
guidance on meeting the requirements to be air quality neutral and more stringent
requirements for developments to reduce air pollutants are also sought including a
requirement for biomass and combined heat and power plants to be refused. Finally,
clarification is sought on how requirements in relation to mitigation and monitoring will be
implemented.
 The Greater London Authority consider that the policy provides an appropriate approach to
managing air quality in the borough that is in line with London Plan policy 7.14.
 Catalyst Housing considers the policy to be sound.
Commenting on legal compliance
None
Commenting on duty to co-operate
None
General comments not addressing soundness/ legal compliance or the duty to co-operate
 The Kensington Society considers that the council needs to develop a detailed plan to
reduce air pollution as set out in guidance from the National Institute for Health and Care
Excellence which includes a possible series of actions.
Proposed Modifications
None.

CHAPTER 37: INFRASTRUCTURE
5 “other comments” received relating to the Infrastructure Schedule
 The Council acknowledges that sports pitches do not have to be outside and can be replaced
with equivalent indoor facilities
 The Trust requests that the changes proposed to Chapter 37 wording are repeated here.
 Infrastructure for Wornington Green needs to be subject to viability testing and pass the test sets
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out in the CIL Regulations should a new application be submitted for Phase 3
 Include reference to outdoor sports pitches to infrastructure “Westway Sports Centre” item
 Amend IDP to reflect suggested change to Chapter 37.
Proposed Modifications
Minor Modifications
The infrastructure item relating to Westway Sports Centre has been amended to clarify that
outdoor pitches would be required. This is to reflect that outdoor pitches have been lost at
Kensington Leisure Centre and that the Environment, Leisure and Resident Services (ELRS)
department is seeking for the same type of re-provision (i.e. outdoor) to be made.
The infrastructure schedule to be kept up to date following review of additional information
received and ongoing engagement with service providers.

CHAPTER 38: MONITORING







The Kensington Society has commented that the source for net losses from deconversions and
amalgamations should be from analysis of permissions and appeals allowed. It is also highlighted
that RBKC supplies this data to London Development Database.
Additional monitoring indicators were suggested to help monitor the Keeping Life Local chapter.
This included measuring gaps in a range of social and community facilities and monitoring the
provision of pubs, launderettes, post offices and local authority and non-local authority schools.
Fostering Vitality Chapter. Need to record expansion of estate agents, restaurants and banks,
and retail to non-A1uses.
Question the appropriateness of a target to increase the number of visitors to the South
Kensington museums.
Need to monitor the number of large offices located in areas with a PTAL of less than 4.
Better Travel Choices. Need to monitor additional adverts on the highway.

Proposed Modifications
None

CHAPTER 40: HOUSING TRAJECTORY AND
SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Catalyst Housing Group recognises that the table in Chapter 40 listing the housing supply from site
allocations correctly reflects a figure of 281 net additional units from Wornington Green based on the
outline planning permission. However, this figure should be stated as a minimum.
Proposed Modifications
None
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CHAPTER 42 TOWN CENTRE MAPS
No responses were received.
Proposed modifications
None

CHAPTER 45: GLOSSARY
The Kensington Society has asked for the word deconversion to be added alongside amalgamations.
It also asks for a reference to be added to Table 3.2 of the London Plan that sets out the Sustainable
Residential Quality Density Matrix.
Proposed Modifications
Main Modifications
None
Minor Modifications
Add proposed definition of affordable housing including for starter homes, affordable private rent
and discount market sale housing as set out in the Housing White Paper. Update the definition of
major development to reflect the latest definition as set out in the Development Management
Procedure Order 2015.

OTHER COMMENTS















The Kensington Society requested changes to chapter 38 Monitoring and the Glossary
The Canals and River Trust acknowledged response to previous comments and had no further
comments to make.
The Onslow Neighbourhood Association found the partial review too large and cumbersome for
non-professionals
Comments on reducing air pollution, not encouraging cycling, getting rid of telephone boxes,
getting rid of car businesses in residential areas, providing hanging baskets.
Natural England does not consider the plan poses any likely risk or opportunity in relation to
their statutory purpose.
Highways England offer no comments
Exhibition Road Cultural Group are pleased to see incorporation of their previous comments
Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Forum supports the revised version of the plan except where it
conflicts significantly with their draft neighbourhood plan.
Westway Trust requested Chapter 37 Infrastructure be amended so that sports pitches lost at
the Kensington Academy do not have to be outdoor.
The GLA confirmed the Local Plan was in general conformity with the London Plan.
Transport for London requested changes to the South Kensington Place chapter.
The Institute of Cancer research asked for changes to the Sloane Square / King’s Road chapter
which have been made and to CK1 which is not being reviewed.
Changes were requested to the infrastructure schedule and housing trajectory for Wornington
Green if a new application is submitted for phases 2 and 3, and to parking standards.
Concern about the Local Plan vision and site allocation for Latimer being used to satisfy the
case for renewal.
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Proposed modifications
Minor modifications
 to Glossary:
 Business Improvement Districts (BIDs) This concept was originally developed in in the
USA for increasing investment within defined areas of a city such as town centres. It is
achieved through changes to local taxation, based on a supplementary rate levied on
businesses within that defined area.
 Cultural Quarter. Area where a critical mass of cultural activities and related uses exist or are
emerging.
 Georgian buildings / period. Buildings constructed between 1714 and 18307
o

INTEGRATED IMPACT ASSESSMENT
Question IIA Report
Please provide your comments on the Integrated Impact Assessment Report
The Environment Agency commented that with regard to the Integrated Impact Assessment on
page 28 (Baseline summary of Water and Land), the River Thames is also designated under the
Water Framework Directive in addition to the Grand Union Canal. Therefore, the need to improve
ecological status (or potential) applies to both.
Proposed modifications
Page 28 of the IIA Report has now been updated. The River Thames is now included as WFD
waterbody.
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